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Range-Only Dynamic Output Feedback Controller
for Safe and Secure Target Circumnavigation
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Abstract—The safety and security of robotic systems are
paramount when navigating around a hostile target. This paper
addresses the problem of circumnavigating an unknown target
by a unicycle robot while ensuring it maintains a desired safe
distance and remains within the sensing region around the target
throughout its motion. The proposed control design methodology
is based on the construction of a joint Lyapunov function that
incorporates: (i) a quadratic potential function characterizing
the desired target-circumnavigation objective, and (ii) a barrier
Lyapunov function-based potential term to enforce safety and
sensing constraints on the robot’s motion. A notable feature of the
proposed control design is its reliance exclusively on local range
measurements between the robot and the target, realized using a
dynamic output feedback controller that treats the range as the
only observable output for feedback. Using the Lyapunov stability
theory, we show that the desired equilibrium of the closed-loop
system is asymptotically stable, and the prescribed safety and
security constraints are met under the proposed controllers. We
also obtain restrictive bounds on the post-design signals and
provide both simulation and experimental results to validate the
theoretical contributions.

Index Terms—Nonholonomic robot, dynamic output feedback
control, barrier Lyapunov function, target circumnavigation.

I. INTRODUCTION

With the increasing sophistication of modern targets, the
classical problem of target circumnavigation has garnered
significant attention in the control and robotics communi-
ties in recent years [1]–[3]. One of the critical aspects in
circumnavigating such hostile targets using an autonomous
robotic system, such as unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) or
unmanned ground vehicle (UGV), is to restrict its trajectories
within a predefined workspace (or region) such that the robot
maintains a safe distance from the target while avoiding exces-
sive separation that could disrupt its connection to the target
due to sensing limitations. For instance, when tracking an
explosive target, a UAV must maintain a safe distance to avoid
triggering the explosion while staying within the sensing zone
for effective monitoring [4]. Similarly, in scenarios involving
hazardous chemical spills, radioactive zones, or critical search
areas, a UGV must keep a safe distance to avoid contamination
while remaining within the sensing range to maintain contact
with the target [5], [6]. Motivated by such applications, we
address the problem of safe and secure circumnavigation of
an unknown stationary target by a unicycle robot, ensuring its
trajectories remain bounded within an annular region around
the hostile target. Please note that our use of the terms “safe”
and “secure” differs from their usage in the cyber-security

The authors are with the Department of Electrical Engineering, Indian
Institute of Technology Jodhpur, 342030, India (e-mail: m23eec001@iitj.ac.in;
anoopj@iitj.ac.in).

literature [7], which represents a separate research direction
beyond the scope of this paper.

During risky target-circumnavigation missions, robots often
operate in harsh environments where GPS signals are un-
reliable or entirely unavailable [8], [9]. In such situations,
the robot must rely on local information to achieve target-
circumnavigation while adhering to safety and sensing con-
straints. In this direction, two types of approaches are primarily
studied in the literature: (i) the bearing-based approach [2], [3],
[10]–[12], and (ii) the range-only-based approach [9], [13]–
[17]. The bearing-based approach employs passive sensors,
such as cameras or directional antennas, to determine the line-
of-sight angle to the target. However, this method does not
provide direct measurements of the target’s distance, making
it impossible to accurately localize the target with a single
measurement [18]. Further, the bearing-based approaches are
vulnerable to occlusion and noise in complex environments
[19]. On the other hand, the range-only-based approach uses
active sensors, such as LiDAR, sonar, or ultrasonic devices, to
directly measure the relative distance to the target, and are rela-
tively more precise than bearing-based sensors in GPS-denied
areas [20], [21]. Inspired by these practical challenges, this
work focuses on solving the target-circumnavigation problem
using range-only measurements.

In the literature, an alternate term “range-based” measure-
ments is sometimes used to describe approaches that rely on
both range and range-rate information [22]–[24]. From an
engineering perspective, range-rate information can be derived
from range data using numerical approximation techniques,
such as first-order differentiation. However, such estimations
introduce noise, cause undesired oscillations, and may even
destabilize the system [21], [25]. Although [16] proposed a
derivative-free control law, it utilized heading angle as the
control input instead of the standard angular velocity. Other
works [9], [25] employed second-order sliding mode observers
to estimate range-rate, but these methods result in discontin-
uous controllers with high computational complexity. Some
studies [26], [27] derived range-rate information indirectly
by exploiting geometrical relationships between range and
bearing angles. However, these approaches suffer from reduced
accuracy due to their reliance on bearing sensors, as mentioned
earlier. Unlike these methods, the proposed work leverages
the concept of a dynamic output feedback controller to design
a purely range-only-based controller to solve the addressed
problem in this paper.

It is noteworthy that none of the aforementioned works ad-
dress the safety and security aspects of the robot deployed for
target circumnavigation, which is the main theme of the pro-
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posed work. While the problem of safe target circumnavigation
has been explored in recent literature, existing control designs
either rely on bearing measurements and are limited only to
the single integrator robot models [2], [3] or require both
range and range-rate measurements [28]. To the best of the
authors’ knowledge, the problem of target-circumnavigation
by a nonholonomic unicycle mobile robot with safety and
security considerations has not been addressed using range-
only measurements. This paper contributes in this direction
by leveraging the concept of logarithmic asymmetric barrier
Lyapunov functions (ABLFs) [29]. The main contributions and
features of this work are summarized as follows:
• Summary of Contributions: By introducing a coordinate

transformation for the robot-target engagement model, we
first propose the controller which uses both range and range-
rate information for motivation, followed by the controller
which solely relies on the range-only measurements by using
the dynamic output feedback design for an unknown target.
The control design is based on the construction of a joint
Lyapunov function comprising a quadratic potential func-
tion Ve, characterizing the desired target-circumnavigation
objective, and an ABLF-based potential function Vr, which
enforces safety and security constraints on the robot’s
motion. Specifically, Ve is derived from the transformed
relative positional error components between the robot and
the target in the Cartesian plane, while Vr is constructed
from the robot’s positional error relative to the desired
circumnavigation radius in polar coordinates. Using the
tools from the Lyapunov stability theory, the asymptotic
stability of the closed-loop system is rigorously proven,
and the robot’s trajectories are shown to satisfy the re-
quired safety and security constraints under the proposed
controllers. Furthermore, restrictive bounds on post-design
signals are derived in terms of these potential functions,
and the boundedness of the controllers is established. Along
with simulations, experimental results using the Khepera IV
differential drive ground robot, are provided to illustrate the
theoretical findings.

• Main Features: The key features of our proposal are three-
fold: (a) First, our design approach is free from complex
bearing angle analysis, unlike many other works in this
direction [9], [21], [26], (ii) Second, no constraints are
imposed on the initial heading angle of the navigating robot
for assuring its safety and security, unlike [30], [31] which
requires both heading angle and position constraints, (iii)
Third, the proposed controller allows a large class of (the so-
called) design functions, including unbounded ones, leading
to faster convergence as compared to [13] (which also does
not address the safety and security concerns). Note that,
despite allowing unbounded design functions, the proposed
controllers in our paper remain finite due to the inherent
safety and security constraints embedded in the design.

Preliminaries: We denote the set of real numbers by
R, the set of non-negative real numbers by R+, and the n-
dimensional real vector space by Rn. The Euclidean norm of
q ∈ Rn is represented by ∥q∥, and the superscript q⊤ denotes
its transpose. The vector 000n ∈ Rn represents an n-dimensional
vector with all components equal to zero. For a differential

map f : D → R, D ⊂ Rn, ∇qf = [∂f/∂q1, · · · , ∂f/∂qn]⊤
is the gradient with respect to q = [q1, · · · , qn]⊤ ∈ Rn. A
continuous, strictly increasing function α : R+ → R+ is
said to belong to class K∞ if α(0) = 0 and α(•) → ∞
as • → ∞ [32, pg. 144]. Let Ω : R → R be a class of
smooth functions (now onward referred to as design functions)
satisfying the properties: (P1) Ω(0) = 0 and sΩ(s) > 0 for
s ̸= 0; (P2) α1(|s|) ≤

∫ s

0
Ω(τ)dτ ≤ α2(|s|) for some class

K∞ functions α1 and α2. Note that it follows from (P1) that∫ s

0
Ω(τ)dτ > 0 for all s ̸= 0 and

∫ s

0
Ω(τ)dτ = 0 only if

s = 0. Examples of such functions include sn where n > 0
is an odd integer, s/

√
1 + s2, tanh(s), arctan(s), etc. For

clarity, the time argument t is often omitted when evident
from the context. Next, we recall barrier Lyapunov function
from [29] and highlight an important convergence result that
will be helpful in the subsequent analysis.

Definition 1 (Barrier Lyapunov Function (BLF) [29]). A
Barrier Lyapunov Function (BLF) is a scalar function V (x)
defined for the state vector x ∈ D of the system ẋ = f(x) on
an open region D, containing the origin, that is continuous,
positive definite, has continuous first-order partial derivatives
everywhere in D, has the property that V (x) → ∞ as x
approaches the boundary of D, and satisfies V (x(t)) ≤ φ
for all t ≥ 0, along the solution of ẋ = f(x) for x(0) ∈ D
and some positive constant φ.

Lemma 1 (Convergence under BLF [29]). For any positive
constants ka and kb, let Z ≜ {ξ ∈ R : −ka < ξ < kb} ⊂
R and N ≜ Rℓ × Z ⊂ Rℓ+1 be the open sets. Consider
the system η̇ = h(t, η), where η ≜ [ξ, w]⊤ ∈ N , and h :
R+ × N → Rℓ+1 is piecewise continuous in t and locally
Lipschitz in η, uniformly in t, on R+ × N . Suppose there
exist functions U : Z → R+ and W : Rℓ → R+, continuously
differentiable and positive definite in their respective domains,
such that U(ξ) → ∞ as ξ → −ka or ξ → kb and γ1(∥w∥) ≤
W (w) ≤ γ2(∥w∥) for some class K∞ functions γ1 and γ2.
Let V (η) ≜ U(ξ) + W (w) and assume that ξ(0) ∈ Z . If
V̇ = (∇V )Th ≤ 0 holds in the set ξ ∈ Z , then ξ(t) ∈ Z for
all t ∈ [0,∞).

II. SYSTEM MODEL, PROBLEM DESCRIPTION AND
SOLUTION METHODOLOGY

A. System Model and Problem Description
Consider an under-actuated mobile robot moving in a planar

space R2 with a nonzero speed v(t), governed by the unicycle
kinematic model:

ẋ(t) = v(t) cos θ(t), ẏ(t) = v(t) sin θ(t), θ̇(t) = ω(t),
(1)

where [x(t), y(t)]⊤ ∈ R2 is the robot’s position and θ(t) ∈
[0, 2π) is its heading angle in the global (X,Y )−coordinate
frame, and ω(t) ∈ R is the turn-rate control input. The objec-
tive is to design ω(t) such that the robot (1) circumnavigates
a stationary target T located at position [xT , yT ]

⊤ ∈ R2

(as shown in Fig. 1). We assume that the robot does not
know the position of the target T , instead it can measure
the line-of-sight (LoS) distance (or range) to it, denoted as:
r(t) =

√
(x(t)− xT )2 + (y(t)− yT )2.



3

X

Y

O

T

ro

ri

d

v

ex

ey

(x, y)

(xT , yT )

r

θ

Safety
Boundary

Sensing
Boundary

Desired
Boundary

G
ω

Fig. 1: Safe and secure target circumnavigation by a unicycle
robot: An illustration of the problem.

As illustrated in Fig.1, our objective in this paper is to allow
the robot to circumnavigate the target T at a constant radial
distance d, while assuring that it (a) maintains a safe distance
rsafe := ri > 0 from the target, and (b) remains within a
desired sensing region defined by the outer radial distance
rsensing := ro > 0, ensuring the target remains within its
sensor’s coverage. Collectively, it is desired that r(t) → d
as t → ∞, and ri < r(t) < ro for all t ≥ 0 where ro > ri.
According to Fig. 1, it is clear that the three radii satisfy the
condition ri < d < ro. It is imperative in the above discussion
that the robot must start within the region enclosed by the two
radii, that is, ri < r(0) < ro, which is formally stated in the
following assumption:

Assumption 1. For the given inner and outer radii ri and ro,
respectively, let Zr ≜ {r ∈ R+ | ri < r < ro} be an open
set. The robot (1) begins its motion such that r(0) ∈ Zr.

It is worth noticing that Assumption 1 places no restrictions
on the initial heading angle θ(0) of the robot (1) and indicates
only a natural requirement on its initial positions as in Fig. 1.
We now formally state the problem addressed in this paper:

Problem 1. Consider the robot-target engagement as shown
in Fig. 1 and assume that the robot (1) begins its motion such
that Assumption 1 holds. Design the control law ω(t) in (1)
such that r(t) → d as t → ∞ and ri < r(t) < ro for all
t ≥ 0.

B. Solution Methodology

Let ex = x − xT and ey = y − yT be the positional
errors between the robot’s geometric center G and target T , as
shown in Fig. 1. Using (1), the error dynamics are obtained as
ėx = ẋ = v cos θ and ėy = ẏ = v sin θ, since ẋT = ẏT = 0.
Notice that the errors [ex, ey]

⊤ are uncontrollable as the
control ω does not appear in either of the error dynamics.
To address this challenge, we solve Problem 1 by proposing

the following coordinate transformation, which maps the error
vector [ex, ey]⊤ into a new coordinate frame [ēx, ēy]

⊤, as:[
ēx
ēy

]
=

[
cos θ sin θ
− sin θ cos θ

] [
ex
ey

]
+ d

[
0
1

]
. (2)

From (2), one can write error dynamics in the transformed
coordinates as ˙̄ex = ėx cos θ+ ėy sin θ+(ey cos θ− ex sin θ)θ̇
and ˙̄ey = −ėx sin θ + ėy cos θ − (ex cos θ + ey sin θ)θ̇. Using
(1) and (2), these reduce to

˙̄ex = v + (ēy − d)ω (3a)
˙̄ey = −ēxω. (3b)

From (3), since it is clear that [ēx, ēy]
⊤ is controllable, our

solution approach focuses on designing the control ω(t) in the
new coordinates to solve Problem 1. Substituting [ex, ey]

⊤ in
terms of [ēx, ēy]⊤ from (2), one can observe that

r2 = e2x + e2y = ē2x + (ēy − d)2, (4)

and the time-derivative of (4), using (2) and (3), is given by:

d

dt

(
1

2
r2
)

= rṙ = (ēx ˙̄ex + (ēy − d) ˙̄ey) = vēx, (5)

which will be useful in the subsequent analysis. From (4), it
readily follows that if [ēx, ēy]

⊤ → 0002, r → d. Note that if
the direction of the unit vector [0, 1]⊤ ∈ R2 is reversed in the
transformation (2), one gets a similar formulation as in (3) and
(4) with a change in the sign of d, which is excluded in our
discussion for simplicity. We further introduce the radial error

er(t) ≜ r(t)− d, (6)

representing the deviation between the robot’s position and
the radius of the desired circumnavigation path in the polar
coordinate. By appropriately constraining the error (6), we aim
to satisfy the desired safety and security constraints on the
robot’s motion. Moreover, er → 0 =⇒ r → d, as desired.
Therefore, the equivalent control objectives to Problem 1 is to
design controller ω(t) in (1) such that the transformed errors
[ēx, ēy]

⊤ → 0002 as t → ∞ and ri − d < er(t) < ro − d
(alternatively, ri < r(t) < ro) for all t ≥ 0.

III. LYAPUNOV FUNCTIONS AND CONTROL DESIGN

The proposed control design methodology relies on coali-
tion of two Lyapunov functions − (i) one is the quadratic
Lyapunov function for minimizing the transformed errors
ēx and ēy to the origin, and (ii) the other is an ABLF
associated with the radial error (6) that assures confinement
of the radial distance r(t) within the pre-specified safety and
sensing bounds. Below, we describe these functions separately,
followed by the control design.

A. Constructions of Lyapunov Functions

To minimize errors ēx and ēy to the origin, we consider the
following quadratic Lyapunov function:

Ve(ēx, ēy) =
1

2
(ē2x + ē2y), (7)
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which is positive-definite and attains its minimum value of
zero only if [ēx, ēy]⊤ → 0002. The time derivative of (7), along
the error dynamics (3), is given by

V̇e = ēx ˙̄ex + ēy ˙̄ey = (v − dω)ēx. (8)

On the other hand, to constrain the range r(t) within the
predefined barriers, we propose the following ABLF [29]:

Vr(er) =
σ(er)

2
ln

[
δ2b

δ2b − e2r

]
+

1− σ(er)

2
ln

[
δ2a

δ2a − e2r

]
,

(9)
where “ln ” denotes the natural logarithm function and σ(er)
is a logic parameter, defined as:

σ(er) ≜

{
1, if er > 0,

0, if er ≤ 0
. (10)

Further, δa and δb are positive constants and rely on the radii
ri, ro and d according to the relations:

δa = d− ri, δb = ro − d. (11)

Note that the potential (9) is positive-definite and C1 in the
domain er ∈ (−δa, δb) (please refer to [29, Lemma 2] for a
proof) and Vr(er) = 0 only if er = 0. Thus, Vr(er) is a valid
Lyapunov function candidate in the domain er ∈ (−δa, δb).
The time derivative of (9), along the dynamics of (6), is
obtained as (note that σ is a logic parameter as in (10)):

V̇r = er ėr

[
σ(er)

δ2b − e2r
+

1− σ(er)

δ2a − e2r

]
= (r − d)ṙη(er), (12)

where we denote for simplicity

η(er) ≜
σ(er)

δ2b − e2r
+

1− σ(er)

δ2a − e2r
. (13)

Next, substituting ṙ from (5) into (12), we get

V̇r =

(
r − d

r

)
vēxη(er). (14)

Note that er is essentially a function of range r(t) (see (6)),
and hence, η(er) in (13). Following this, we will use η(er) ≜
η(r) interchangeably in the following analysis for simplicity.
Next, we discuss the control design.

B. Control Design
In this subsection, we propose the control ω(t) relying on

the potentials (7) and (9), and solve Problem 1. We first
describe an approach for motivation where both range and
range-rate information are utilized in the control law. We then
propose an extension to this control law which uses only the
range information and is derived from the dynamic output
feedback control approach.

1) Availability of range and range-rate measurements:
When both range and range rate are available, we have the
following result:

Theorem 1. Consider the robot-target engagement shown in
Fig. 1 and assume that Assumption 1 holds. Let the robot (1)
be governed by the control law

ω(t) =
v

d
+ vk1Ω(rṙ) + vk2

(
r − d

r

)
η(r), (15)

where k1 > 0 and k2 > 0 are the control gains, and Ω(•)
is the design function (introduced in the preliminaries). Then,
ri < r(t) < ro for all t ≥ 0, and ēx(t) = ēy(t) → 0 and
r(t) → d as t → ∞ in the set Zr.

Proof. Consider the joint candidate Lyapunov function

V1(ēx, ēy, er) = Ve(ēx, ēy) + dk2Vr(er), (16)

where Ve and Vr are defined in (7) and (9), respectively. Using
(8) and (14), the time derivative of (16) is given by:

V̇1 = (v − dω)ēx + dk2

(
r − d

r

)
vēxη(r). (17)

Further, using (5), the control (15) can be written as:

ω =
v

d
+ vk1Ω(vēx) + vk2

(
r − d

r

)
η(r), (18)

which, upon substitution into (17) and simplification, yields

V̇1 = −dk1(vēx)Ω(vēx). (19)

Since d > 0, k1 > 0 and Ω(•) satisfies property (P1) from the
preliminaries, we conclude that V̇1 is negative semi-definite,
i.e., V̇1 ≤ 0. As Assumption 1 holds, it now immediately
follows from Lemma 1 that −δa < er(t) < δb for all t ≥ 0
in the set Zr, since the potential Vr → ∞ as er → −δa
or er → δb and c1(ē

2
x + ē2y) ≤ Ve ≤ c2(ē

2
x + ē2y) for some

constants c1 ∈ [0, 1/2] and c2 ∈ [1/2,∞). Substituting for
δa and δb from (11), and er(t) from (6), the preceding error
inequality −δa < er(t) < δb implies that ri < r(t) < ro for
all t ≥ 0 in Zr. This proves the first statement.

To prove the second statement, notice that V1(ēx, ēy, er) ≤
V1(ēx(0), ēy(0), er(0)) for all t ≥ 0 in Zr, because V̇1 ≤ 0.
Further, it is straightforward to see that V1(ēx(0), ēy(0), er(0))
is finite and positive for any given initial conditions in Zr. In
other words, it implies that there exists a positive constant λ1

such that V1(ēx, ēy, er) ≤ λ1 for all initial conditions in Zr.
Note that the set Λ1 ≜ {[ēx, ēy, er]⊤ ∈ R2 × (−δa, δb) |
V1(ēx, ēy, er) ≤ λ1} is compact and positively invariant,
since V1 is positive definite and continuously differentiable,
and V̇1 ≤ 0 in Zr. From LaSalle’s invariance principle [32,
Theorem 4.4, pg. 128], it follows that all the trajectories of
(1) and (3) converge to the largest invarinat set ∆1 contained
in the set Γ1 ≜ {[ēx, ēy, er] ∈ R2 × (−δa, δb) | V̇1 = 0} ⊂ Λ1

as t → ∞. Notice that V̇1 = 0 only if vēx = 0 =⇒ ēx = 0,
as v ̸= 0 (see (19)). That is, ēx = ˙̄ex = 0 in Γ1, which on
substitution in (3), gives

v + (ēy − d)ω = 0, (20)

and ˙̄ey = 0, which implies that ēy is constant, and so is, ēy−d
in Γ1 (as d is fixed). Note that ēy−d ̸= 0 in Γ1, as if ēy−d =
0, r = 0 in Γ1 according to (4), which is a contradiction
since ri < r(t) < ro for all t ≥ 0 in Zr, as proved in the
first statement. Consequently, it follows from (4) that r(t) =
rc as t → ∞ in Γ1 where rc ∈ (ri, ro) is a constant. This
implies that the robot (1) moves on a circular path with angular
velocity ω = v/rc in Γ1 as t → ∞. Substituting ω = v/rc
into (18) and simplifying in Γ1, we get (v/rc) = (v/d) +
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vk2((rc − d)/rc)η(rc), which reduces to the condition

(rc − d)(1 + dk2η(rc)) = 0. (21)

From (13), it can be easily verified that η(er) > 0 for er ∈
(−δa, δb), and hence, 1+dk2η(rc) > 0 in Γ1. Therefore, (21)
holds only if rc = d, that is, the robot moves around the
circular trajectory of the desired radius d with the angular rate
ω = v/d in Γ1 as t → ∞. Now, using (20), one can conclude
that ēy = 0 as t → ∞ in Γ1. Consequently, it follows that
the largest invariant set ∆1 ⊂ Γ1 ⊂ Λ1 contains only the
desired equilibrium where ēx(t) = ēy(t) → 0, and r(t) → d,
as t → ∞. This concludes the proof.

Please note that in the above proof, the set Γ1 is well-
defined because V̇1 in (19) and the potential V1(ēx, ēy, er)
in (16) do not show any explicit dependence on time t, since
the speed profile v(t) is assumed to be nonzero (i.e., it is
chosen to be either positive or negative for all time t ≥ 0).
This feature allows the use of LaSalle’s invariance principle
to prove the asymptotic stability of the closed-loop system,
rather than relying on Barbalat’s lemma (please refer to [32,
pp. 323−325]).

2) Availability of range-only measurements: In control law
(15), notice that only the term Ω(rṙ) is dependent on the range
rate ṙ. Our approach here is to modify the argument rṙ of
the design function Ω via a term that is solely dependent on
the range information and assures the stability of the desired
equilibrium of the closed-loop stability. In this direction, we
use the output dynamic feedback approach [13] where we
designate y = (1/2)r2 as the output and propose the following
variation of the control law (15):

ω =
v

d
+ vk1Ω(−κz + y) + vk2

(
r − d

r

)
η(r) (22a)

ż = −κz + y, (22b)

where κ > 0 is a gain term. Note that in the revised control
law (22a) our approach is to estimate rṙ using only the range
r and an auxiliary variable z ∈ R with dynamics (22b). For
further analysis, we denote β ≜ −κz+ y. Using (5), the time
derivative of β is obtained as:

β̇ = −κż + rṙ = −κβ + vēx. (23)

Further, the resultant error dynamics (3), under the control
(22), can be written as:

˙̄ex = v + (ēy − d)

[
v

d
+ vk1Ω(β) + vk2

(
r − d

r

)
η(r)

]
=

vēy
d

+ (ēy − d)

[
vk1Ω(β) + vk2

(
r − d

r

)
η(r)

]
(24a)

˙̄ey = −ēx

[
v

d
+ vk1Ω(β) + vk2

(
r − d

r

)
η(r)

]
. (24b)

We have the following result:

Theorem 2. Consider the robot-target engagement shown in
Fig. 1 and assume that Assumption 1 holds. Let the robot (1)
be governed by the control law (22). Then, ri < r(t) < ro for

all t ≥ 0, and ēx(t) = ēy(t) = β(t) → 0 and r(t) → d as
t → ∞ in the set Zr.

Proof. Consider the following candidate Lyapunov function

V2(ēx, ēy, er, β) = V1(ēx, ēy, er) + dk1

∫ β

0

Ω(τ)dτ, (25)

where V1 is given by (16). Note that V2 is positive-definite and
satisfies all the requirements indicated in Lemma 1 because of
the properties of the design function Ω, defined in the prelim-
inaries. Following the steps similar to the proof of Theorem 1,
the time derivative of (16), along the new error dynamics
(24), is obtained as V̇1 = −dk1(vēx)Ω(β). Therefore, the time
derivative of (25), along the new error dynamics (24), is given
by V̇2 = −dk1(vēx)Ω(β) + dk1β̇Ω(β). Now, using (23), we
have

V̇2 = −dk1(vēx)Ω(β) + dk1(−κβ + vēx)Ω(β)

= −dκk1βΩ(β). (26)

Since V̇2 ≤ 0 and Assumption 1 holds, it immediately follows
from Lemma 1 that ri < r(t) < ro for all t ≥ 0 in Zr (similar
to the proof of Theorem 1). Along the similar steps, one can
further conclude that there exists a positive constant λ2 such
that V2(ēx, ēy, er, β) ≤ λ2 for all initial conditions in Zr. Note
that the set Λ2 ≜ {[ēx, ēy, er, β]⊤ ∈ R2 × (−δa, δb) × R |
V2(ēx, ēy, er, β) ≤ λ2} is compact and positively invariant,
since V2 is positive definite and continuously differentiable,
and V̇2 ≤ 0 in Zr. Now, using LaSalle’s invariance principle
[32, Theorem 4.4, pg. 128], it can be concluded that all the
trajectories of (1) converge to the largest invariant set ∆2

contained in the set Γ2 ≜ {[ēx, ēy, er, β]⊤ | V̇2 = 0} ⊂ Λ2

as t → ∞. From (26), note that V̇2 = 0 only if β = 0.
That is, β = β̇ = 0 in Γ2, which on substitution in (23), gives
vēx = 0 =⇒ ēx = 0 (hence ˙̄ex = 0) in Γ2 as v ̸= 0. Now, the
remaining analysis follows the same reasoning as in the proof
of Theorem 1, and hence, omitted for brevity. Consequently, it
follows that the largest invariant set ∆2 ⊂ Γ2 ⊂ Λ2 contains
only the desired equilibrium where ēx(t) = ēy(t) = β(t) → 0,
and r(t) → d, as t → ∞. This concludes the proof.

Remark 1. Unlike the control law (15), the controller (22)
relies solely on range-based measurements and an auxiliary
dynamic variable z, which can be initialized arbitrarily. It is
important to highlight that our approach is based only on
the natural assumption on the initial range r(0), as stated
in Assumption 1; we do not impose any requirements on the
initial heading angle θ(0) of the robot model (1), unlike [30]
where the initial conditions must be appropriately chosen for
both r(0) and θ(0) and the control implementation requires
both r(t) and θ(t) information. Further, the design function
Ω in controllers (15) and (22) accommodates a large class
of functions, including unbounded ones, as per its properties
(P1) and (P2) in the preliminaries, unlike [13], which does
not account for such generality in design functions. These are
two major features of our work, along with the consideration
of both safe and sensing constraints.
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IV. ANALYSIS OF POST-DESIGN SIGNALS

Exploiting the potentials (16) and (25), this section obtains
the bounds on the radial error er(t) and the range r(t) in
a restricted sense and also shows the boundedness of the
proposed controllers (15) and (22). In this direction, we present
the following two theorems corresponding to the above cases
of availability/non-availability of the range-rate information.

Theorem 3 (Availability of range and range-rate measure-
ments). Under the conditions given in Theorem 1, the fol-
lowing statements hold for all t ≥ 0 within the set Zr:

(a) The squared norm of the transform error vector
[ēx(t), ēy(t)]

⊤ satisfies:

ē2x(t) + ē2y(t) ≤ (
√

2V1(0))
2, (27)

where V1(0) ≜ V1(ēx(0), ēy(0), er(0)), obtained from (16)
at t = 0.

(b) The radial error er(t) and the range r(t) belong to the
following compact sets:

er(t) ∈ [−δaΥ1, δbΥ1], (28a)
r(t) ∈ [ri + δa(1−Υ1), ro − δb(1−Υ1)], (28b)

where Υ1 =
√
1− e−(2/dk2)V1(0) is a constant.

Proof. Since V̇1 ≤ 0 in Zr, V1(ēx(t), ēy(t), er(t)) ≤ V1(0)
for all t ≥ 0 in Zr. Consequently, it follows from (16) that
Ve(ēx, ēy) ≤ V1(0) and dk2Vr(er) ≤ V1(0) for all t ≥ 0 in
Zr. Now, substituting for Ve and Vr from (7) and (9), respec-
tively, the preceding inequalities imply ē2x+ē2y ≤ (

√
2V1(0))

2,
proving the first result, and

1

dk2
V1(0) ≥


1

2
ln

[
δ2b

δ2b − e2r(t)

]
, if 0 < er(t) < δb

1

2
ln

[
δ2a

δ2a − e2r(t)

]
, if − δa < er(t) ≤ 0,

(29)
for all t ≥ 0 in Zr. Taking exponential on both sides of (29),
yields

e2r(t) ≤

{
δ2b (1− e−(2/dk2)V1(0)), if 0 < er(t) < δb,

δ2a(1− e−(2/dk2)V1(0)), if − δa < er(t) ≤ 0.

By taking square root on both sides of the above inequality,
we obtain er(t) ≤ δb

√
1− e−(2/dk2)V1(0) for er(t) ∈ (0, δb)

and er(t) ≥ −δa
√
1− e−(2/dk2)V1(0) for er(t) ∈ (−δa, 0].

By combining both, it follows that −δa
√
1− e−(2/dk2)V1(0) ≤

er(t) ≤ δb
√
1− e−(2/dk2)V1(0) for all t ≥ 0 in Zr. Further,

substituting for er(t) from (6) and using (11), we can get
ri + δa[1 −

√
1− e−(2/dk2)V1(0)] ≤ r(t) ≤ ro − δb[1 −√

1− e−(2/dk2)V1(0)] for all t ≥ 0 in Zr. This proves the
second claim.

Theorem 4 (Availability of range-only measurements). Under
the conditions given in Theorem 2, the following statements
hold for all t ≥ 0 within the set Zr:

(a) The squared norm of the transform error vector
[ēx(t), ēy(t)]

⊤ satisfies the following:

ē2x(t) + ē2y(t) ≤ (
√

2V2(0))
2, (30)

where V2(0) ≜ V2(ēx(0), ēy(0), er(0), β(0)), obtained
from (25) at t = 0.

(b) The radial error er(t) and the range r(t) belong to the
following compact sets:

er(t) ∈ [−δaΥ2, δbΥ2], (31a)
r(t) ∈ [ri + δa(1−Υ2), ro − δb(1−Υ2)], (31b)

where Υ2 =
√
1− e−(2/dk2)V2(0) is a constant.

(c) The modulus of the signal β(t) in (23) remains bounded
by

|β(t)| ≤ α−1
1

(
V2(0)

dk1

)
, (32)

for some class K∞ function α1, satisfying the property (P2)
of the design function Ω.

(d) The modulus of the auxiliary signal z(t) in (22b) remains
bounded by χ ≤ |z(t)| ≤ χ, where

χ =
1

κ

[
1

2
(ri + δa(1−Υ2))

2 − α−1
1

(
V2(0)

dk1

)]
, (33a)

χ =
1

κ

[
1

2
(ro − δb(1−Υ2))

2 + α−1
1

(
V2(0)

dk1

)]
. (33b)

Proof. Since V̇2 ≤ 0 in Zr from (26), the proof of part (a) and
part (b) follows along the similar steps as in Theorem 3 by
replacing V1(0) by V2(0), and hence, is omitted for brevity.
To prove part (c), one can apply the same reasoning (as in the
above proof) and infer from (25) that dk1

∫ β

0
Ω(τ)dτ ≤ V2(0)

for all t ≥ 0 in Zr. Exploiting the property (P2) of the
design function Ω, it can be concluded that α1(|β(t)|) ≤∫ β

0
Ω(τ)dτ ≤ V2(0)/dk1 for some class K∞ function α1 for

all t ≥ 0 in Zr. Alternatively, α1(|β(t)|) ≤ V2(0)/dk1 =⇒
|β(t)| ≤ α−1

1 (V2(0)/dk1) for all t ≥ 0 in Zr. Further, to prove
part (d), replacing β(t) = −κz(t) + y(t) in the preceding
inequality, implies | − κz(t) + y(t)| ≤ α−1

1 (V2(0)/dk1).
Since

∣∣|κz| − |y|
∣∣ ≤ | − κz + y|, it follows from the

former inequality that
∣∣|κz(t)| − |y(t)|

∣∣ ≤ α−1
1 (V2(0)/dk1),

which implies that 1
κ

[
|y(t)| − α−1

1

(
V2(0)
dk1

)]
≤ |z(t)| ≤

1
κ

[
|y(t)|+ α−1

1

(
V2(0)
dk1

)]
for all t ≥ 0 in Zr. Since y =

(1/2)r2, it follows from (31b) that 1
2 (ri + δa(1 − Υ2))

2 ≤
|y(t)| ≤ 1

2 (ro−δb(1−Υ2))
2 for all t ≥ 0 in Zr. Consequently,

the result follows after applying the preceding bounds on
|y(t)|. This completes the proof.

Remark 2 (Boundedness of proposed controllers). Note that
the controls (15) and (22) remain bounded along any solution
trajectory within the set Zr, because of the following: (i) the
term η(r), given by (13), is finite since −δa < er(t) < δb for
all t ≥ 0 in Zr, as established in Theorem 1 and Theorem 2,
(ii) the design function Ω remains finite due to its bounded
argument for all t ≥ 0 in Zr in both the cases: (a) For
controller (15), the boundedness of Ω(rṙ) follows from the
fact that ēx is bounded from (27), and so is rṙ, using (5). (b)
For controller (22), the boundedness of Ω(−κz + y) = Ω(β)
follows from (32).
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Fig. 2: Robot’s trajectory and time evolution of radial error (6), range and control law (22a) under range-only controller (22).

(a) Khepera IV ground robot

Motion Capture Cameras

(b) Motion capture cameras

Fig. 3: Khepera IV robot and MoCap validation setup.

V. SIMULATION AND EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

In principle, our approach is applicable even if the robot
begins arbitrarily close to the two boundaries, provided As-
sumption 1 holds. However, in practice, a real robotic system
must be initialized with a sufficient safety margin to account
for its physical structure. We illustrate both these aspects
through simulations and experiments as follows:

A. Simulations

Consider a robot moving at a constant speed of v =
0.5 (m/s) with an initial position and heading angle of
[x(0), y(0)]⊤ = [1.3, 0.25]⊤ (m) and θ(0) = 25◦, respectively.
Let the robot be deployed to circumnavigate the target T , lo-
cated at [xT , yT ]

⊤ = [0, 0]⊤, at a desired radius d = 0.75 (m),
while satisfying safety and sensing constraints with ri = 0.5
(m) and ro = 1.4 (m), respectively. Clearly, Assumption 1
is satisfied, since ri = 0.5 < r(0) = 1.3238 < ro = 1.4.
Using (11), the barriers are obtained as δa = d − ri = 0.25
and δb = ro − d = 0.65. Assuming a linear design function
Ω(τ) = τ for simplicity, we simulated the range-only con-
troller (22) with control gains k1 = 14, k2 = 0.5, κ = 7,
initializing the auxiliary variable as z(0) = 0 (the results for
control (15) are omitted for brevity). The results are plotted in
Fig. 2 where Fig. 2(a) shows that the robot circumnavigates the
target at the desired distance and successfully satisfies both the
safety and sensing constraints. Fig. 2(b) and Fig. 2(c) depict
the time evolution of the radial error er(t) and the range r(t),
respectively. These satisfy their respective bounds as obtained
in Theorem 2 and eventually approach their desired values.
Fig. 2(d) plots the time evolution of the controller (22a) which
approaches the steady state value of v/d ≈ 0.67 (rad/s), as
desired.

B. Experiments

We performed experiments using a Khepera IV differential-
drive ground robot (see Fig. 3(a)) with the help of a motion
capture (MoCap) validation setup comprising overhead cam-
eras (see Fig. 3(b)). The MoCap system is operated via a task
manager where the data is recorded and processed for feed-
back. We considered that the Khepera IV begins with the initial
position and heading angle of [x(0), y(0)]⊤ = [1.05, 0.20]⊤

and θ(0) = 90◦, respectively (satisfying Assumption 1 for
the same boundary constraints as in simulation subsection).
Since Khepera is a differential drive robot, we obtained the
speeds vℓ and vr of its left and right vehicles from the linear
and angular speeds of the (unicycle) robot (1) as follows:
vr = v + (dw/2)ω, vℓ = v − (dw/2)ω where dw = 10.54
(cm) is the distance between the two wheels of Khepera
robot. The robot was operated at a constant linear speed
v = 0.5 (m/s), following the hardware limit of maximum
wheel speed of 0.814 (m/s). Upon implementing the controller
(22) with control gains k1 = 3, k2 = 1, κ = 4, we
captured the experimental results as shown in Fig. 4. Fig. 4(a)
provides a top-down view of the robot’s motion, highlighting
its position at t = 26 seconds. The robot’s path, recorded
throughout the experiment from the task manager, is illustrated
in Fig. 4(b). Further, Fig. 4(c) and Fig. 4(d) display the
range and the performance of the controller (22a), respectively.
The video of the conducted experiments can be found on
https://youtu.be/XoNbWddjNvY.

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE REMARKS

Using the concepts of the range-based dynamic output
feedback controller and ABLF, this paper investigated the
problem of safe and secure circumnavigation of a hostile target
by a unicycle robot. The proposed controller relied exclu-
sively on range measurements and ensured that the robot’s
trajectories remained bounded within a predefined annular
region around the target by appropriately selecting the barriers
δa and δb. The (local) asymptotic stability of the closed-
loop system was rigorously established, and analytical bounds
were obtained for various intermediate signals, including the
proposed controllers. The core of the control design lied in
effectively combining the two potential functions (7) and (9).
It is worth noticing that both these potentials minimize at the
desired equilibrium where r → d, however, none of these
individually can guarantee both the objectives simultaneously,

https://youtu.be/XoNbWddjNvY
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Fig. 4: Experimental results for Khepera IV robot using range only measurements.

as: (i) (7) does not account for the desired safety and sens-
ing constraints, (ii) (9) does fulfill both the stabilizing and
constraints requirements, it alone cannot be used for control
design, since its derivative (12) depends on ṙ which is not
(directly) controllable via ω (see (4)). Hence, both potentials
are necessary.

There is a wide scope for future research in this direction,
including the consideration of moving targets, the presence
of arbitrary-shaped boundary constraints, an extension of the
problem to the 3D scenario, and multi-agent safe and secure
target circumnavigation problems.
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