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Abstract— This paper studies safety and feasibility guaran-
tees for systems with tight control bounds. It has been shown
that stabilizing an affine control system while optimizing a
quadratic cost and satisfying state and control constraints
can be mapped to a sequence of Quadratic Programs (QPs)
using Control Barrier Functions (CBF) and Control Lyapunov
Functions (CLF). One of the main challenges in this method
is that the QP could easily become infeasible under safety
constraints of high relative degree, especially under tight control
bounds. Recent work focused on deriving sufficient conditions
for guaranteeing feasibility. The existing results are case-
dependent. In this paper, we consider the general case. We
define a feasibility constraint and propose a new type of CBF
to enforce it. Our method guarantees the feasibility of the
above mentioned QPs, while satisfying safety requirements.
We demonstrate the proposed method on an Adaptive Cruise
Control (ACC) problem for a heterogeneous platoon with tight
control bounds, and compare our method to existing CBF-
CLF approaches. The results show that our proposed approach
can generate gradually transitioned control (without abrupt
changes) with guaranteed feasibility and safety.

I. INTRODUCTION

Safety is the primary concern in the design and operation
of autonomous systems. Many existing works enforce safety
as constraints in optimal control problems using Barrier
Functions (BF) and Control Barrier Functions (CBF). BFs
are Lyapunov-like functions [1] whose use can be traced
back to optimization problems [2]. They have been utilized to
prove set invariance [3], [4] to derive multi-objective control
[5], [6], and to control multi-robot systems [7].

CBFs are extensions of BFs used to enforce safety, i.e.,
rendering a set forward invariant, for an affine control
system. It was proved in [8] that if a CBF for a safe set
satisfies Lyapunov-like conditions, then this set is forward
invariant and safety is guaranteed. It has also been shown
that stabilizing an affine control system to admissible states,
while minimizing a quadratic cost subject to state and control
constraints, can be mapped to a sequence of Quadratic
Programs (QPs) [8] by unifying CBFs and Control Lyapunov
Functions (CLFs) [9]. In its original form, this approach,
which in this paper we will refer to as CBF-CLF, works only
for safety constraints with relative degree one. Exponential
CBFs [10] were introduced to accommodate higher relative
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degrees. A more general form of exponential CBFs, called
High-Order CBFs (HOCBFs), has been proposed in [11]. The
CBF-CLF method has been widely used to enforce safety
in many applications, including rehabilitative system control
[12], adaptive cruise control [8], humanoid robot walking
[13] and robot swarming [14]. However, the aforementioned
CBF-CLF-QP might be infeasible in the presence of tight
or time-varying control bounds due to the conflicts between
CBF constraints and control bounds.

There are several approaches that aim to enhance the feasi-
bility of the CBF-CLF method, while guaranteeing safety and
satisfying the control bounds. The authors of [15] formulated
CBFs as constraints in a Nonlinear Model Predictive Control
(NMPC) framework, which allows the controller to predict
future state information up to a horizon larger than one. This
leads to a less aggressive strategy than the original one-step
ahead approach. However, the corresponding optimization is
overall nonlinear and non-convex, and the computation is
expensive. An iterative approach based on a convex MPC
with linearized, discrete-time CBFs was proposed in [16].
However, the linearization affects the safety guarantee and
global optimality. The authors of [17] and [18] developed
a model-based learning and model-free learning approach,
respectively, to synthesize controllers with safety guarantees.
However, integrating CBF-CLF with learning models intro-
duces uncertainty about whether these safety guarantees can
always be maintained. The works in [19]–[22] are based on
a set of backup policies that are used to extend the safe
set to a larger viable set to enhance the feasible space of
the system in a finite time horizon under input constraints.
This backup approach has further been generalized to infinite
time horizons [23], [24]. One limitation of these approaches
is that they require prior knowledge on backup sets, policies,
or nominal control laws. Another limitation is that these
approaches may introduce overly aggressive or conservative
control strategies.

Adaptive CBFs (aCBFs) [25] have been proposed for
time-varying control bounds by introducing penalty func-
tions in the HOCBFs constraints. These provide flexible
and adaptive control strategies over time. An Auxiliary-
Variable Adaptive CBF (AVCBF) method was proposed in
[26], which preserves the adaptive property of aCBFs [25],
while generating smooth control policies near the boundaries
of safe sets. The smooth control policies help to regulate
a system’s behavior with gradually transitioned control and
output. AVCBFs also require less additional constraints and
simpler parameter tuning compared to aCBFs [25]. These
approaches, however, cannot guarantee the feasibility of the
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optimization by only making some hard constraints soft or
by extending the feasible spaces of the safe sets. The work in
[27] provided sufficient conditions to guarantee the feasibility
of the CBF-CLF-QPs without softening hard constraints.
However, the method was developed for a particular case,
and it is not clear how it can be generalized.

In this paper, we generalize the method from [27] by
proposing a new type of CBF for safety-critical control
problems. Specifically, we define a feasibility constraint,
an auxiliary variable, and a CBF-based equation for the
auxiliary variable that works for general affine control sys-
tems. We guarantee feasibility and safety under tight control
bounds. Moreover, the generated control policy is smooth,
without abrupt changes. We demonstrate the effectiveness of
the proposed method on an adaptive cruise control problem
with tight control bounds, and compare it to the existing
CBF-CLF approaches. The results show that our proposed
approach can generate smoother control with guaranteed
feasibility and safety.

II. PRELIMINARIES

Consider an affine control system of the form

ẋ = f(x) + g(x)u, (1)

where x ∈ Rn, f : Rn → Rn and g : Rn → Rn×q are
locally Lipschitz, and u ∈ U ⊂ Rq , where U denotes the
control limitation set, which is assumed to be in the form:

U := {u ∈ Rq : umin ≤ u ≤ umax}, (2)

with umin,umax ∈ Rq (vector inequalities are interpreted
componentwise).

Definition 1 (Class κ function [28]). A continuous function
α : [0, a) → [0,+∞], a > 0 is called a class κ function if it
is strictly increasing and α(0) = 0.

Definition 2. A set C ⊂ Rn is forward invariant for system
(1) if its solutions for some u ∈ U starting from any x(0) ∈
C satisfy x(t) ∈ C,∀t ≥ 0.

Definition 3. The relative degree of a differentiable function
b : Rn → R is the minimum number of times we need to
differentiate it along dynamics (1) until any component of u
explicitly shows in the corresponding derivative.

In this paper, a safety requirement is defined as b(x) ≥ 0,
and safety is the forward invariance of the set C := {x ∈
Rn : b(x) ≥ 0}. The relative degree of function b is
also referred to as the relative degree of safety requirement
b(x) ≥ 0. For a requirement b(x) ≥ 0 with relative degree
m and ψ0(x) := b(x), we define a sequence of functions
ψi : Rn → R, i ∈ {1, ...,m} as

ψi(x) := ψ̇i−1(x) + αi(ψi−1(x)), i ∈ {1, ...,m}, (3)

where αi(·), i ∈ {1, ...,m} denotes a (m − i)th order
differentiable class κ function. We further define a sequence
of sets Ci based on (3) as

Ci := {x ∈ Rn : ψi(x) ≥ 0}, i ∈ {0, ...,m− 1}. (4)

Definition 4 (HOCBF [11]). Let ψi(x), i ∈ {1, ...,m} be
defined by (3) and Ci, i ∈ {0, ...,m− 1} be defined by (4).
A function b : Rn → R is a High-Order Control Barrier
Function (HOCBF) with relative degree m for system (1) if
there exist (m − i)th order differentiable class κ functions
αi, i ∈ {1, ...,m} such that

sup
u∈U

[Lm
f b(x) + LgL

m−1
f b(x)u+O(b(x))+

αm(ψm−1(x))] ≥ 0,
(5)

∀x ∈ C0∩, ...,∩Cm−1, where Lm
f denotes the mth Lie

derivative along f and Lg denotes the matrix of Lie deriva-
tives along the columns of g; O(·) =

∑m−1
i=1 Li

f (αm−1 ◦
ψm−i−1)(x) contains the remaining Lie derivatives along
f with degree less than or equal to m − 1. ψi(x) ≥ 0 is
referred to as the ith order HOCBF inequality (constraint in
optimization). We assume that LgL

m−1
f b(x)u ̸= 0 on the

boundary of set C0∩, ...,∩Cm−1.

Theorem 1 (Safety Guarantee [11]). Given a HOCBF b(x)
from Def. 4 with corresponding sets C0, . . . , Cm−1 defined by
(4), if x(0) ∈ C0 ∩ · · · ∩ Cm−1, then any Lipschitz controller
u that satisfies the inequality in (5), ∀t ≥ 0 renders C0 ∩
· · · ∩ Cm−1 forward invariant for system (1), i.e.,x ∈ C0 ∩
· · · ∩ Cm−1,∀t ≥ 0.

Definition 5 (CLF [9]). A continuously differentiable func-
tion V : Rn → R is an exponentially stabilizing Control
Lyapunov Function (CLF) for system (1) if there exist
constants c1 > 0, c2 > 0, c3 > 0 such that for ∀x ∈
Rn, c1 ∥x∥2 ≤ V (x) ≤ c2 ∥x∥2 ,

inf
u∈U

[LfV (x) + LgV (x)u+ c3V (x)] ≤ 0. (6)

Some existing works [10], [11] combine HOCBFs (5)
for systems with high relative degree with quadratic costs
to form safety-critical optimization problems. The HOCBFs
are used to ensure the forward invariance of sets related
to safety requirements, therefore guaranteeing safety. CLFs
(6) can also be incorporated (see [11], [25]) if exponential
convergence of some states is desired. In these works, the
control inputs are the decision (optimization) variables. Time
is discretized into intervals, and an optimization problem
with constraints given by HOCBFs (hard constraints) and
CLFs (soft constraints) is solved in each time interval. The
state value is fixed at the beginning of each interval, which
results in linear constraints for the control - the resulting
optimization problem is a QP. The optimal control obtained
by solving each QP is applied at the beginning of the
interval and held constant for the whole interval. During each
interval, the state is updated using dynamics (1).

This method, which throughout this paper we will referred
to as the CBF-CLF-QP method, works conditioned on the
fact that solving the QP at every time interval is feasible.
However, this is not guaranteed, and, in fact, unlikely to
happen, if the control bounds in Eqn. (2) are tight. The
authors of [27] proposed sufficient conditions to address the
feasibility issue. In short, they created a feasibility constraint
enforced by a first-order CBF constraint (hard constraint)



to avoid conflict between the mth order HOCBF constraint
(hard constraint for safety) and control constraints (2) (hard
constraint for control bounds). They made sure this first order
CBF constraint was also compatible with the hard constraints
for safety and control bounds. This method increases the
overall feasibility of solving QPs since all hard constraints
are compatible with each other. The method was successfully
applied to a traffic merging control problem for Connected
and Automated Vehicles (CAVs) [29]. However, these suf-
ficient conditions are heavily dependent on the considered
dynamics and constraints. In this paper, we show how we
can find and satisfy sufficient conditions for the feasibility
of the QPs given general dynamics and constraints.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND APPROACH

Our goal is to generate a control strategy for system (1)
such that it converges to a desired state, some measure of
spent energy is minimized, safety is satisfied, and control
limitations are observed.

Objective: We consider the cost

J(u(t)) =

∫ T

0

∥u(t)∥2dt+ p ∥x(T )− xe∥2 , (7)

where ∥·∥ denotes the 2-norm of a vector, and T > 0 denotes
the ending time; p > 0 denotes a weight factor and xe ∈ Rn

is a desired state, which is assumed to be an equilibrium for
system (1). p ∥x(T )− xe∥2 denotes state convergence.

Safety Requirement: System (1) should always satisfy
one or more safety requirements of the form:

b(x) ≥ 0,x ∈ Rn,∀t ∈ [0, T ], (8)

where b : Rn → R is assumed to be a continuously
differentiable equation.

Control Limitations: The controller u should always
satisfy (2) for all t ∈ [0, T ].

A control policy is feasible if (8) and (2) are strictly
satisfied ∀t ∈ [0, T ]. In this paper, we consider the following
problem:

Problem 1. Find a feasible control policy for system (1)
such that cost (7) is minimized.

Approach: We define a HOCBF to enforce (8). We also
use a relaxed CLF to realize the state convergence in (7).
Since the cost is quadratic in u, we can formulate Prob. 1
using CBF-CLF-QPs:

min
u(t),δ(t)

∫ T

0

(∥u(t)∥2 + pδ2(t))dt. (9)

subject to

Lm
f b(x) + LgL

m−1
f b(x)u+O(b(x)) + αm(ψm−1(x)) ≥ 0,

(10a)
LfV (x)+LgV (x)u+ c3V (x) ≤ δ(t), (10b)

umin ≤ u ≤ umax, (10c)

where V (x(t)) = (x(t) − xe)
TP (x(t) − xe), P is positive

definite, c3 > 0, p > 0 and δ(t) ∈ R is a relaxation

variable (decision variable) that we wish to minimize for less
violation of the strict CLF constraint. b(x) has relative degree
m and V (x) has relative degree 1. The above optimization
problem is feasible at a given state x if all the constraints
define a non-empty set for the decision variables u, δ.

The CBF-CLF-QP approach to the above optimization
problem, already summarized in Sec. II, starts by discretiz-
ing the time interval [0, T ] into several equal intervals
[tk, tk+1), t0 = 0, tN = T, k ∈ {0, ..., N − 1}. At the
beginning of each time interval tk(k ≥ 1), given x(tk),
we solve the following optimization problem (the CBF-CLF-
QP):

(u∗(tk), δ
∗(tk)) = arg min

u(tk),δ(tk)
(∥u(tk)∥2 + pδ2(tk)),

(11)

subject to constraints (10) (we initialize x(t0) to make it
satisfy ψi(x(t0)) ≥ 0, i ∈ {1, ...,m − 1} based on Thm.
1). Then we apply the optimal controller u∗(tk) to system
(1). We use the value of the state x(tk+1) to formulate
the next CBF-CLF-QP at tk+1. Repeatedly doing the above
process we hope to finally get the discretized optimal control
set u∗

[0,T ] and state set x[0,T ]. However, the CBF-CLF-
QPs could easily be infeasible at some tk. In other words,
after applying the constant vector u∗(tk−1) to system (1)
for the time interval [tk−1, tk), we may end up at a state
x(tk) where the HOCBF constraint (10a) conflicts with the
control bounds (10c), which would render the CBF-CLF-QP
corresponding to getting u∗(tk) infeasible. One way to deal
with this would be to find appropriate hyperparameters (e.g.,
ptk , Ptk , c3,tk , αi,tk(·)) such that the safety requirements and
the control limitations are satisfied, i.e., b(x[0,T ]) ≥ 0, and
umin ≤ u∗

[0,T ] ≤ umax. However, this is a difficult problem.
Motivated by [27], our approach is to define a feasibility
constraint and use CBF constraints to enforce the feasibility
constraint. These CBF constraints will provide sufficient
conditions for the feasibility of Prob. 1.

In this paper, we assume that Prob. 1 is solvable. While
we do not provide a formal definition for this assumption,
we illustrate it through a simple example. Consider a vehicle
with 1-D dynamics ẋ = x+u, where ẋ, x, u denote its linear
speed, position, and acceleration, respectively. If the control
bound is −1 ≤ u ≤ 1, initial position is x(0) = 1.8, and
there is a tree located at xtree = 2, it is impossible for the
vehicle to maintain a safe distance from the tree, i.e., keep
xtree − x ≥ 0,∀t ≥ 0, i.e., this problem is unsolvable.

IV. FEASIBILITY CONSTRAINT

We begin with a simple motivation example to illustrate
the necessity for a feasibility constraint for the CBF-CLF-
QPs. Consider a Simplified Adaptive Cruise Control (SACC)
problem for two vehicles with the dynamics of ego vehicle
expressed as [

ż(t)
v̇(t)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸
ẋ(t)

=

[
vp − v(t)

0

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

f(x(t))

+

[
0
1

]
︸︷︷︸

g(x(t))

u(t), (12)

where vp > 0, v(t) > 0 denote the velocity of the lead
vehicle (constant velocity) and ego vehicle, respectively. z(t)



denotes the distance between the lead and ego vehicle and
u(t) denotes the acceleration (control) of ego vehicle, subject
to the control constraints

umin ≤ u(t) ≤ umax,∀t ≥ 0, (13)

where umin < 0 and umax > 0 are the minimum and
maximum control input, respectively.

For safety, we require that z(t) always be greater than or
equal to the safety distance denoted by lp > 0, i.e., z(t) ≥
lp,∀t ≥ 0. Based on Def. 4, we define the safety constraint
as ψ0(x) := b(x) = z(t) − lp ≥ 0. From (3)-(5), since the
relative degree of b(x) is 2, we have

ψ1(x) := vp − v(t) + k1ψ0(x) ≥ 0,

ψ2(x,u) := −u(t) + k1(vp − v(t)) + k2ψ1(x) ≥ 0,
(14)

where α1(ψ0(x)) := k1ψ0(x), α2(ψ1(x)) := k2ψ1(x), k1 >
0, k2 > 0. The constant coefficients k1, k2 are always
chosen small to equip ego vehicle with a conservative control
strategy to keep it safe, i.e., smaller k1, k2 make ego vehicle
brake earlier (see [11]). Suppose we wish to minimize the
energy cost

∫ T

0
u2(t)dt. We can then formulate the QPs

using Eqns. (9), (10) as described above to get the optimal
controller for the SACC problem. However, the optimization
problem can easily become infeasible if

u(t) ≤ k1(vp − v(t)) + k2ψ1(x) < umin. (15)

To avoid this, similar to safety, we can define a feasibility
constraint

bF (x) = −umin + k1(vp − v(t)) + k2ψ1(x) ≥ 0 (16)

and enforce it by making bF a CBF. From (3)-(5), since the
relative degree of bF (x) is 1, we can enforce the satisfaction
of the feasibility constraint by imposing a first order CBF
constraint as

ψF (x,u) := LfbF (x) + LgbF (x)u(t) + kF bF (x) ≥ 0,
(17)

where αF (bF (x)) := kF bF (x), kF > 0. We add
ψF (x,u) ≥ 0 to the QP as a hard constraint to ensure
bF (x) ≥ 0. Therefore, ψ2(x,u) ≥ 0 does not conflict with
(13). In [27] and [29], kF in (17) was adjusted to make
constraint (17) compatible with ψ2(x,u) ≥ 0 and (13). As
a result, the feasible set of inputs under all hard constraints
is not empty and the optimization is feasible.

The method described above makes the problem feasible.
However, it is not clear how to generalize this method to
more complicated hard constraints and for the case when
there are multiple control inputs in (17). Before we introduce
our method, we first provide a general definition of a
feasibility constraint.

Assumption 1. Let b : Rn → R be a HOCBF candidate
as in Def. 4 with relative degree m ≥ 1. We assume that
all components of the vector LgL

m−1
f b(x) in the mth order

constraint (5) do not change sign.

If some component of vector LgL
m−1
f b(x) changes sign

over time, we can consider Assumption 1 as an event and

determine a set of events within the whole time period [0, T ].
In each event, Assumption 1 is satisfied. This approach
will transform Prob. 1 into an event-triggered safety-critical
control problem (see [30]), which can be solved when the
switching frequency between two events is bounded.

Definition 6 (Feasibility Constraint). Assume we have a
HOCBF candidate b : Rn → R with relative degree m that
satisfies the conditions in Assumption 1. We define

LgL
m−1
f b(x)uM = sup

u∈U
[LgL

m−1
f b(x)u], (18)

where U is defined the same as (2) and not any component
of umin,umax from U reaches negative infinity or infinity.
A constraint

bF (x) := Lm
f b(x) + LgL

m−1
f b(x)uM +OF (b(x))+

αm(ψm−1(x)) ≥ 0,
(19)

where bF : Rn → R, is called a feasibility constraint and
umin ≤ uM ≤ umax. OF (·) is a function similar to O(·)
in (5).

Note that bF (x) in the above definition is a CBF candidate.
In fact, constraint (19) under (18) is the same as (5).
Satisfying (19) means there always exist solutions for u
under constraints (10a), (10c) and Assumption 1.

In [27], the authors introduced sufficient CBF constraints
to ensure the feasibility of the QPs for an adaptive cruise
control problem, where the expression of the feasibility
constraint is similar to (16). We notice that, for this case,
only one control input with a constant coefficient is involved,
which makes this problem easy. In other words, the method
introduced in [27] is case-dependent, and cannot handle
feasibility constraints with complicated expressions, e.g.,
when there are many control inputs in the CBFs, and when
the coefficients of these control inputs vary over time.

All these issues will be addressed by finding a method to
ensure the feasibility constraint (19), since this allows for
multiple control inputs with time-varying coefficients. With
the expression of the feasibility constraint, we plan to find a
first order CBF ψF to ensure (19) without conflicting with
other hard constraints, which will be illustrated in Sec. V.

V. CONTROLLER DESIGN FOR SAFETY AND FEASIBILITY

In this section, we develop a sufficient condition for CBF-
CLF-QP feasibility by defining a CBF constraint ψF ≥ 0.
Motivated by [26], given a CBF candidate bF : Rn → R
with relative degree 1 for system (1), we can define a
positive auxiliary function A(a(t)) : R → R+ based on a
time varying auxiliary variable a(t), which is combined with
bF (x(t)) as A(a(t))bF (x(t)) and used to adaptively enhance
the compatibility of hard constraints under CBF-CLF-QPs.
The modified function A(a(t))bF (x(t)) has relative degree
1 with respect to system (1). Based on Thm. 1, we propose
the following lemma:

Lemma 1. Given a CBF candidate bF (x) from Def. 6 and an
auxiliary function A(a) stated above with the corresponding



set CF := {x ∈ Rn : bF (x) > 0}, if x(0) ∈ CF , then any
Lipschitz controller u that satisfies the constraint:

ψF (x,u,a, ȧ) = sup
u∈U

[
∂A(a)

∂a
ȧbF (x) +A(a)(LfbF (x)+

LgbF (x)u) + αF (A(a)bF (x))] ≥ ϵ,
(20)

∀t ≥ 0 renders CF forward invariant for system (1), i.e.,x ∈
CF ,∀t ≥ 0, where ϵ is a positive constant which can be
arbitrarily small.

Proof. If bF (x) is a CBF candidate that is first order differ-
entiable and at t = ts ≥ 0, αF (A(a)bF (x))t=ts = ϵ > 0,
then based on Def. 1, we have A(a)bF (x)t=ts = ε > 0.
From (20), we have

∂A(a)bF (x)

∂t t=ts
= sup

u∈U
[
∂A(a)

∂a
ȧbF (x) +A(a)(LfbF (x)+

LgbF (x)u)]t=ts ≥ 0,
(21)

which is equivalent to make A(a)bF (x) ≥ ε >
0, αF (A(a)bF (x)) ≥ ϵ > 0,∀t ≥ 0. Since A(a) > 0, we
have bF (x) > 0, which shows the forward invariance of
CF .

With Lemma. 1, we can formulate the new constraint (20)
as one sufficient hard constraint in (10).

Remark 1. There are many methods to ensure A(a) is
always positive. One intuitive way is to use an exponential
function, e.g., A(a) = ea. We can also mimic the method
from [26] to define auxiliary inputs and use them as decision
variables in cost (9) to ensure A(a) = a > 0. However,
this method will involve more extra constraints, which will
affect the feasibility of the optimization. Therefore, we only
consider A(a) = ea in Sec. VI.

Theorem 2. Let b : Rn → R be a HOCBF candidate
with relative degree m that satisfies the conditions stated
in Assumption 1. Let bF (x) be a CBF candidate as in Def.
6, and A(a) be an auxiliary function as in Lemma 1, with
corresponding sets C0, . . . , Cm−1 defined by (4) and another
set defined by CA := {x ∈ Rn : A(a)bF (x) > 0}. Assume
x(0) ∈ C0 ∩ · · · ∩ Cm−1 ∩ CA. Then any Lipschitz controller
u that satisfies constraints (20), (10a) and (10c) renders C0
forward invariant for system (1), i.e.,x ∈ C0,∀t ≥ 0. If we
define

ȧ = − ∂a

∂A(a)

(A(a)LfbF (x) + λ)

bF (x)
,

λ = A(a)LgbF (x)uM ,

(22)

and ∂A(a)
∂a ̸= 0,∀t ≥ 0, then constraints (20), (10a) and

(10c) are always compatible with each other, i.e., the op-
timization problem using CBF-CLF-QPs is always feasible,
and b becomes a valid HOCBF (a, and λ are two predefined
time varying variables).

Proof. Given x(0) ∈ C0∩· · ·∩Cm−1∩CA, since x ∈ Cm−1∩
CA,∀t ≥ 0 is ensured by satisfying constraints (20), (10a)

and (10c), based on Lemma. 1, bF (x) > 0 is guaranteed
∀t ≥ 0. Based on Thm. 1, C0 ∩ · · · ∩ Cm−1 is guaranteed
forward invariant for system (1), thus b(x) ≥ 0 is guaranteed
∀t ≥ 0. Since bF (x) > 0 is guaranteed, based on (18), we
have

bF (x) = sup
u∈U

[LgL
m−1
f b(x)u] + Lm

f b(x)+

OF (b(x)) + αm(ψm−1(x)) > 0,
(23)

which shows that constraint (10a) is compatible with (10c).
With predefined ȧ and λ introduced above, we can rewrite
(20) into the constraint

sup
u∈U

[LgbF (x)u− LgbF (x)uM +
αF (A(a)bF (x))

A(a)
] ≥ ϵ

A(a)
,

(24)

which is always satisfied since the constraint
αF (A(a)bF (x)) ≥ ϵ is guaranteed satisfied (based on
the proof of Lemma. 1) and

sup
u∈U

[LgbF (x)u− LgbF (x)uM ] ≥ 0 (25)

is guaranteed to be satisfied. Obviously controller u = uM

satisfies constraints (24) and (23). If (24) is satisfied, (20)
is definitely satisfied, therefore constraint (20) is compatible
with (10a) and (10c). Consequently, the optimization prob-
lem using CBF-CLF-QPs with constraints (10a), (10c) and
(20) is always feasible.

Previous works [31], [26], [25] introduced relaxation vari-
ables or auxiliary control inputs in the CBF constraint (10a)
as decision variables, which make (10a) a soft constraint to
enhance the feasibility. As opposed to the above methods, we
introduce a positive auxiliary function A(a) in Thm. 2 for
the feasibility constraint, which contains an auxiliary variable
a. The derivative of the auxiliary variable ȧ is defined as a
function with arguments a,x, λ to make the CBF constraint
(20) compatible with (10a), (10c), while guaranteeing safety.
All these constraints are hard constraints.

We define ȧ and λ precisely to align the feasible regions of
constraints (20) and (10a). Simultaneously, under the action
of constraint (20), the feasible regions of constraints (10a)
and (10c) are guaranteed to overlap, ensuring simultaneous
overlap of the feasible regions for constraints (20), (10a),
and (10c). This guarantees a feasible solution (u = uM ) for
the optimization problem under these constraints.

VI. CASE STUDY AND SIMULATIONS

In this section, we consider the Adaptive Cruise Control
(ACC) problem for a heterogeneous platoon (3 vehicles),
which is more realistic than the SACC problem introduced
in Sec. IV and the case study from [8], [25].

A. Vehicle Dynamics
We consider a nonlinear vehicle dynamics in the form[

ẋj(t)
v̇j(t)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

ẋj(t)

=

[
vj(t)

− 1
Mj
Fr(vj(t))

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

f(xj(t))

+

[
0
1

Mj

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸
g(xj(t))

uj(t), (26)



where Mj denotes the mass of the jth vehicle, j =
1, 2, 3 and Fr(vj(t)) = f0sgn(vj(t)) + f1vj(t) + f2v

2
j (t)

is the resistance force as in [28]; f0, f1, f2 are positive
scalars determined empirically and vj(t) > 0 denotes the
velocity of the vehicle; xj(t), uj(t) denote the position and
acceleration of the vehicle, respectively. The first term in
Fr(t) denotes the Coulomb friction force, the second term
denotes the viscous friction force and the last term denotes
the aerodynamic drag.

B. Vehicle Limitations

Vehicle limitations include vehicle constraints on safe
distance, speed and acceleration. We consider 3 vehicles
driving along the same direction in a line. The first vehicle
leads the second vehicle and the second vehicle leads the
third vehicle.

Safe Distance Constraint: The distance is considered safe
if xj−1(t) − xj(t) > lp, j = 2, 3 is satisfied ∀t ∈ [0, T ],
where lp denotes the minimum distance two vehicles should
maintain, and j is the index of the second and third vehicles.

Speed Constraint: The second and third vehicles should
achieve desired speeds vj,d > 0, j = 2, 3, respectively.

Acceleration Constraint: The second and third vehicles
should minimize the following cost

min
uj(t)

∫ T

0

(
uj(t)− Fr(vj(t))

Mj
)2dt (27)

when the acceleration is constrained in the form

−cj,dMjg ≤ uj(t) ≤ cj,aMjg,∀t ∈ [0, T ], (28)

where g denotes the gravity constant, cj,d > 0 and cj,a >
0 are deceleration and acceleration coefficients respectively,
j = 2, 3.

Problem 2. Determine the optimal controllers for the second
and third vehicles governed by dynamics (26), subject to the
vehicle constraints on safe distance, speed and acceleration.

We consider a decentralized optimal control framework
for the platoon, i.e., the kinematic information of the lead
vehicle is generated by solving Prob. 2 and assumed to be
known by the following vehicle. Since there is no vehicle
leading the first vehicle, we define the controller for the first
vehicle as

u1(t) = 2M1 sin(2πt) + Fr(v1(t)), (29)

which represents the swift change of control strategy of the
first vehicle. To satisfy the constraint on speed, we define
a CLF Vj(x(t)) := (vj(t) − vj,d)

2 with cj,1 = cj,2 = 1 to
stabilize vj(t) to vj,d and formulate the relaxed constraint in
(6) as

LfVj(xj(t)) + LgVj(xj(t))uj(t) + cj,3Vj(xj(t)) ≤ δj(t),
(30)

where δj(t) is a relaxation that makes (30) a soft constraint.
To satisfy the constraints on safety distance and ac-

celeration, we define a continuous function bj(xj(t)) =
xj−1(t)−xj(t)−lp as a HOCBF to guarantee bj(xj(t)) ≥ 0
and constraint (28). To ensure there exists at least one

solution to the optimization Prob. 2, we define a con-
tinuous function bj,F (xj(t)) ≥ 0 to guarantee feasibil-
ity, and then formulate all constraints mentioned above
into QPs to get the optimal controller. The parame-
ters are v1(0) = 13.89m/s, v2(0) = 8m/s, v3(0) =
14m/s, v2,d = 24m/s, v3,d = 25m/s,M1 = 1500kg,M2 =
1650kg,M3 = 1550kg, g = 9.81m/s2, x1(0) =
0m,x2(0) = −100m,x3(0) = −190m, lp = 10m, f0 =
0.1N, f1 = 5Ns/m, f2 = 0.25Ns2/m, c2,a = 0.4, c3,a =
0.35.

C. Implementation with Auxiliary-Function-Based CBFs

Let bj(xj(t)) = xj−1(t)−xj(t)−lp. The relative degree of
bj(xj(t)) with respect to dynamics (26) is 2. The HOCBFs
are then defined as

ψj,0(xj) := bj(xj),

ψj,1(xj) := Lfbj(xj) + kj,1bj(xj),

ψj,2(xj ,uj) := L2
fbj(xj) + LfLgbj(xj)uj+

kj,1Lfbj(xj) + kj,2ψj,1(xj),

(31)

where αj,1(·), αj,2(·) are set as linear functions. We define
φj,0(xj ,aj) := Aj(aj)bj,F (xj) > 0 as the modified feasi-
bility constraint from (19), ψj,F (xj ,uj ,aj , ȧj) ≥ ϵj from
(20) and Aj(aj) = eaj . The auxiliary-function-based CBFs
are defined as
φj,0(xj ,aj) := eaj (L2

fbj(xj)+

[LfLgbj(xj)uj ]max + kj,1Lfbj(xj) + kj,2ψj,1(xj)),

ψj,F (xj ,uj ,aj , ȧj) := φ̇j,0(xj ,uj ,aj , ȧj) + lj,Fφj,0(xj ,aj),
(32)

where ȧj = − (Lf bj,F (xj)+λj)
bj,F (xj)

, ujM = −cj,dMjg, λj =

eajLgbj,F (xj)ujM . αj,F (·) is defined as a linear function.
The derivative of the resistance force for two vehicles makes
the equation of ψj,F complicated and calls for the introduc-
tion of auxiliary adaptive ȧj . By formulating the constraints
from HOCBFs (31), auxiliary-function-based CBFs (32),
CLF (30) and acceleration (28), we can define the cost
function for the QP as

min
uj(t),δj(t)

∫ T

0

[(
uj(t)− Fr(vj(t))

Mj
)2 + pjδj(t)

2]dt. (33)

The remaining parameters are set as a1(0) = a2(0) =
1, c2,3 = c3,3 = 1, p2 = p3 = 1000, ϵ2 = ϵ3 = 10−10.

D. Implementation with HOCBFs without Feasibility Con-
straint

As a benchmark, we consider the “traditional” optimiza-
tion problem without the feasibility constraint, and formu-
lated without the auxiliary-function-based CBFs (32). In
other words, the cost function is (33) and the constraints
come from HOCBFs (31), CLF (30), and acceleration (28).
All the corresponding parameters are set to the same values
as above.

E. Simulation Results

In this subsection, we show how our proposed auxiliary-
function-based CBF method guarantees feasibility and safety
and outperforms the benchmark described above, which does
not use the feasibility constraint.



We consider Prob. 2 with different control bounds (28),
and implement HOCBFs as safety constraints with or without
feasibility constraint for solving Prob. 2 in MATLAB. We
use ode45 to integrate the dynamics for every 0.1s time-
interval and quadprog to solve the QPs. The proposed method
shows varying degrees of adaptivity to different lower control
bounds in terms of feasibility, safety and optimality.

We compare two CBFs-based methods in terms of the
feasibility of the corresponding QPs. The only difference be-
tween the two methods is that one method additionally uses
our proposed auxiliary-function-based CBFs to enforce feasi-
bility constraint, while another one is without feasibility con-
straint. In Fig. 1, we keep hyperparameters of safety related
HOCBFs the same for two methods as k2,1 = k2,2 = k3,1 =
k3,2 = 1. Two extra hyperparameters are set as l2,F = l3,F =
0.1 for the feasibility-constraint-related CBFs. The lower
control bounds for two vehicles are: −c2,dM2g,−c3,dM3g
where c2,d = 0.4, c3,d = 0.35. In Fig. 1a, it shows that solv-
ing QPs for the second and third vehicles is always feasible
(denoted by solid lines) with the feasibility constraint since
the acceleration is always within bounds while the QPs will
become infeasible (denoted by dashed lines, starting from
t = 16.7s, 17.8s, 19.9s, 20.7s, 21.8s.) without this constraint
since the deceleration of two vehicles exceeds deceleration
bound. The reason of the effectiveness of the feasibility
constraint can be found in Fig. 1b. With feasibility constraint,
the vehicle tends to brake earlier, therefore reaches a smaller
peak velocity to avoid a delayed steep deceleration. Since
b(x) ≥ 0, the safe distance lp is always maintained for two
vehicles ∀t ∈ [0, 30s], which can be seen in Fig. 1c and
shows the safety is always guaranteed for two methods.

To test the adaptivity to tighter deceleration bound
for the two methods, we set the lower control bounds
−c2,dM2g,−c3,dM3g for the two vehicles with c2,d =
0.2, c3,d = 0.25. In this case, we compare two CBFs-
based methods in terms of safety, without caring about the
feasibility. The only difference between the two methods is
that one method additionally uses our proposed auxiliary-
function-based CBFs to enforce feasibility constraint, while
the one without feasibility constraint makes the vehicles
brake at the maximum deceleration when the vehicles’
decelerations are about to exceed their bounds. In Fig. 2, we
keep hyperparameters of safety related HOCBFs the same
for the two methods as k2,1 = k2,2 = k3,1 = k3,2 = 1.
Two extra hyperparameters are set as l2,F = l3,F = 0.05
for the feasibility-constraint-related CBFs. Even though both
methods satisfy the acceleration constraint as shown in Fig.
2a, our method effectively maintains a safe distance between
the two vehicles, shown by solid lines. Without the feasibility
constraint, the vehicles fail to keep the safe distance lp since
b(x) < 0 (denoted by dashed lines from t = 18.7s, 22.9s),
as shown in Fig. 2c. Fig. 2b explains that the feasibility
constraint enables earlier braking, allowing the vehicles to
keep a longer distance from the corresponding lead vehicle.

We also notice that due to control strategy (29) used for
the first vehicle, the velocity curves in Fig. 1b and 2b vibrate
frequently (denoted by solid black curve), which might cause

the sharp transition of control in the middle shown by dashed
curves in Fig. 1a and 2a. Compared to this, our proposed
method can generate a smoother optimal controller denoted
by solid curves, which might make contribution to reducing
more energy cost (increasing optimality).

VII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We propose auxiliary-function-based CBFs as sufficient
constraints for safety and feasibility guarantees of con-
strained optimal control problems, which work for general
affine control systems. We have demonstrated the effective-
ness of our proposed method in this paper by applying it to an
adaptive cruise control problem for a heterogeneous platoon.
There are still some scenarios the current method can not
perfectly handle, i.e., many other hard constraints are added
to optimization problems due to requirements beyond safety,
which may lead to conflicts between various constraints.
We will address this limitation in future work by creating
a more general CBFs-based method with less conservative
conditions for constrained optimal control problems.
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