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Abstract: This paper develops a robust safety-critical control method for nonlinear strict-
feedback systems with mismatched disturbances. Using a state transformation and a linear
time-varying disturbance observer, the system is converted into a form that enables safe control
design. The approach ensures forward invariance of the safety set and also applies to disturbance-
free systems. Safety is proven for all cases, and a numerical example illustrates the results.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Safety-critical control has become essential for autonomous
and robotic systems operating under uncertainty. Control
Barrier Functions (CBFs), introduced for real-time safety
filtering in (Ames et al., 2016), have been extended to
robust and adaptive formulations for uncertain nonlinear
systems (Xu et al., 2015; Buch et al., 2021; Alan et al.,
2022). Recent developments include reduced-order safety
design (Cohen et al., 2024), safe backstepping (Taylor
et al., 2022), and applications to nonholonomic vehicles
(Haraldsen et al., 2024) and robotic systems (Cortez et al.,
2019).

Prescribed-time and finite-time safety frameworks have
also emerged to ensure constraint satisfaction within a
user-defined time horizon. These include prescribed-time
safety for integrator and strict-feedback systems (Abel
et al., 2022, 2023), as well as analyses of fundamental per-
formance and robustness limitations (Aldana-Lépez et al.,
2023). Robust prescribed-time and fixed-time algorithms
have been further explored in safety-critical contexts (Garg
and Panagou, 2021; Nasab et al., 2025).

Ensuring robust, fast, and computationally efficient safety-
critical control under mismatched disturbances remains
a significant challenge. This paper develops a robust
safety-critical control framework for nonlinear strict-
feedback systems. The proposed approach leverages a
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state transformation technique, originally introduced in
(Praly, 1997) and extended in (Abel et al., 2023) for free-
disturbances, to convert strict-feedback dynamics into a
chain-of-integrators structure suitable for safety analysis.
Systems subject to both matched and mismatched dis-
turbances are considered, and a disturbance observer is
designed to estimate these uncertainties. A linear time-
varying control law is then employed to synthesize a safety-
critical controller for the transformed system. The method
also applies to the nominal disturbance-free case. Rigorous
analysis establishes forward invariance of the safety set
under all considered scenarios, and a numerical example
illustrates the effectiveness of the proposed strategy.

Notations: This paper will utilize the notation listed below.
Ry={zeR:2x>0}and R} = {zr € R: 2> 0}, where R
represents the set of real numbers. The absolute value in R
is denoted by |-|, and || -|| represents the Euclidean norm on
R™. For a (Lebesgue) measurable function d : Ry — R™,
the norm ||d||c = ess sup,s¢||d(t)|| is defined. The set of
functions d satisfying ||d||cc < 400 is denoted as L. A
function o : RT — RT is a class x provided «(0)=0, strictly
increasing and continuous; if a(o0) = co and is of class k
then function « is a class k& .

2. BACKGROUND

Consider the following system:
j::f(x,t)—f—g(x,t)u—i—d(t), $€XCR”, ueUCRm, (1)

where t € T £ [ty, 00) denotes the time with initialization
to > 0, while f : R®" XxT - R*" and g : R*" x T —
R™ ™ are assumed locally Lipschitz in z and d(t) denotes
the external disturbance and assumed to be bounded
as [|[d(t)]|eo = supssold®)|| < p, with p > 0. The


https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.20226v1

disturbance free definition of CBFs can be found in (Ames
et al., 2016).

Definition 1. (Zhao et al., 2020) A function h : X — R
belongs to C" is a robust CBF (RCBF) for the system (1),
on the safe set S

S ={z e XCR"| h(z) > 0}, (2)
such that Vx € S and Vt > 0 :

sup [ Lyh(z) + Loh(z)u — [|he(z)llp] > —T(h(z)), (3)
h(zvuap)
where I' € kS, Lyh(z) = (%) f(z), Lgh(z) = (%) g(x)
and hy(z) = %(;). Defining the point-wise control com-
mand set:

Krepr(z) 2 {u U | hz,u,p) > —F(h(:u))}. (4)

The aforementioned definition can encompass several
types of uncertainty/disturbance owing to the generalized
structure presented in (Alan et al., 2025). In this paper,
we will used the following lemmas.

Lemma 1. (Levant, 2002) Examine the nonlinear differen-
tial equation with perturbation:

t
Z+4u |Z|1/QSjgn(Z) + LQ/ sign(Z2) dr = O(t), (5)
0

where Z represents the solution, ¢1, 12 > 0 are design gains,
and O(t) is a bounded perturbation with ||©(t)||e < C
for some known C' > 0. If the gains are chosen such that
11 > 1.5V/Cand 1y > 1.1C, then Z — 0 and Z — 0 in

finite time.
Lemma 2. (Levant, 1998) The first-order sliding-mode dif-
ferentiator

. 1.

Xo =7 = —A1 [xo — f(t)|Zsign(xo — f(t)) + x1,

X1 = —Azsign(x1 — ) (6)
where f(t) is a known signal, A;, A2 > 0 are tuning gains,
and 7o, X0, X1 are the states of (6). If the initial deviations

Xo— f(to) and 9 — f(to) are constrained, then ¢y estimates
f(t) with arbitrary precision.

3. PROBLEM STATEMENT

We next focus on perturbed vector strict-feedback systems,
generalizing the affine dynamics in (1), of the form
Xn(t) = G(Xn (8))u(t) + ¢ (Xn (1)) + dn(t),

y(t) = Wz (t),  t=0 (7)
where x; € R™ are vector valued states, and X; denotes the
column vector as X; = [X1,...,X;] | € R™ with x = %,, and
u € R™ is the Lebesgue-integrable input. The functions
G :R™ — R™*™ and ¢; : R™ — R™ are defined as
911(Xn) - g1,m(Xn) bi1(X:)

: . : , Gi(Xi) = :
Im1(Xn) =+ Gm,m(Xn) Gim (%)
The disturbance vector d(t) = [di(t)...d,(t)]" € R"
representing the mismatched and matched disturbances.

G(x,) =

Assumption 1. The disturbances are bounded and satisfies
ld@®)|l < p, p> 0.

Assumption 2. The matrix G(X,) is non-singular ¥x,, €
R™". Moreover, for each i = 1, .., n, the functions ¢; 1 (X;),
k=1,...,m are n — i times differentiable.

Despite the structural differences between (7) and (1), the
system can be transformed into an input-affine chain of in-
tegrators (see the next paragraph) via standard backstep-
ping coordinate transformations. As a result, the safety
notions and the CBF/RCBF conditions introduced earlier
remain valid in the transformed coordinates, where the
control input enters linearly through a virtual control
variable. Hence, the same safety-critical control framework
can be systematically extended to this well-known class of
perturbed strict-feedback systems.

8.1 Coordinate Transformation

This study aims to design a safe control law for the system
(7), in the presence of both matched and mismatched
disturbances. The design process in our work begins with
a transformation of system (7) as follows:

_ _ — 08, _
Bo =0, Bi(Xi) = —¢i(Xs) + Z axkl (Xkg1 + r(Xk)),
k=1
1<i<n
The introduce new coordinates
wi =% — Bi—1(Xi—1), 1<i<n. (8)

with the input transformation is
u=G'(Xn)(v+ Bn(Xn)). (9)

differentiating (8) and substituting the system dynamics
(7) along with the input transformation and reformulating
its dynamics gives a perturbed vector chain of integrators:

Pn = v(t) + wy(t, x),
y(t) = h(p1(t)), Vt>0 (10)
where
1—1
wi(t, ) = di(t) — %ﬁ—; di (1),
k=1
n—1
wnlt) = o) - Y- L ()

k=1
Remark 3.1. Note that the effects of all mismatched and
matched disturbances accumulate in the residual term
w(t, ). The mismatch disturbances dj, for (k < i) persist
because the terms — > 6?;;1 dy, propagate them to higher

levels. If only the matched disturbance is present, i.e.,
dp, # 0 and dy, = 0 Vk < n, then w; = 0 Vi < n and

C Wy, = dy,. [ |

The terms w;(t,z) capture how the original mismatched
and matched perturbations propagate through the back-
stepping change of coordinates, as shown in the subsequent
example. Example: Consider the following strict-feedback
system:



a1 :x%+x2+d1, $2:$%+$%+$3+d2, T3 = u+ ds,
y =1, ¢1(z1) =2, ¢2(Z2) =27 + 23, ¢3 =0,
G(x3) = 1,80 =0, fi(x1) = —a7, Ba(T2) = —af — 73
-2z — 22,3 Y1 =21 + w1, Y2 = T2 Jrzf + wo,

<p3:x3+z?+z§+2z1z2+2z?+w3, wy = di, we = do

+21‘1d1, w3 = d3 + (21‘1 + 21‘2 + 6$12)d1 + (2$2 + 2$1)d2.

Assumption 3. Consider the transformed system (10) with
wi(t,x) defined in (11). Assume that for each i €
{1,...,n} there exist finite constants w;,d; > 0 such that,
Vi > 0: lw; (t, 2)|| < @4, [Jwi(t,x)]] < 6.

Since 1 = x1, the original output in (7) and the
transformed output in (10) are identical. As a result, we
focus the safety design on the transformed dynamics (10)
by synthesizing the input v, and then recover the actual
input u for the original strict-feedback system using the
inverse mapping in (9). As the safety design is carried
out in the transformed dynamics (10), any Lebesgue-
integrable nominal control input w,, formulated for the
original system (7) must be mapped into the transformed
coordinates. This is accomplished by specifying

Uno = G(X)Uno — Bn(Xn) (12)
as in (12). Our safety filter is thereafter applied directly
to the converted nominal input v,,.

Our previous work (Labbadi et al., 2025) addressed only
single-input linear integrator dynamics with disturbances,
constant system matrices, and a fixed input channel. It
cannot accommodate the nonlinear, state-dependent in-
put matrix, coupled subsystem dynamics, or the propaga-
tion of mismatched disturbances present in strict-feedback
systems, neither it support multi-input or vector-valued
states. Furthermore, imposing constant upper bounds on
the disturbances introduces conservatism. Thus, a dis-
turbance observer is introduced to cope with this issue.
Prescribed-time safety and persistent safety address dis-
tinct control objectives. Prescribed-time methods such as
(Abel et al., 2022, 2023) guarantee safety only up to a
fixed terminal time ¢y and assume disturbance free dy-
namics, limiting their robustness and practical applicabil-
ity, particularly because their time-varying gains diverge
as t — ty. In contrast, the persistent safety framework
developed in this work ensures safety for all ¢ > 0 un-
der mismatched and matched perturbations. By using
bounded, strictly increasing gains, the controller prevents
singularities while guaranteeing robust forward invariance.
This enables continuous safe operation in long-duration,
safety-critical applications where robustness to uncertain-
ties/disturbances is important, such as aerial robotics,
autonomous navigation, and industrial process control.

4. MAIN RESULTS
4.1 Vector chain of integrators without disturbances

In this subsection, we first consider the unperturbed sys-
tem case and aim to propose a control architecture that
ensures the persistent safety of a vector chain of integra-
tors in the absence of disturbances. Conventional CBF
approaches are generally insufficient for systems with high
relative degree (RD). To address this, we introduce a new

RD-one CBF and synthesize the corresponding controller
via a Quadratic Program (QP), leveraging the backstep-
ping technique presented in (Krstic and Bement, 2006).
Specifically, consider system (10) with w; = 0 and a
candidate CBF hqi(yp) of relative degree n > 1, which
will serve as the basis for the design algorithm, under the
following assumption:

Assumption 4. The function hi(p) : R™ — R belongs to

C™ and satisfies

m“( ) £0, VpeS, (13)
whereas, the safe set S is defined as:
S=1{peR" | hi(p) = 0}, (14)

with boundary S = {p € R" | hy(p) = 0} and interior

Int(S) = {p € R" | hi(p) > 0}.
Computing the time derivative of hy(p) gives
hi(e) = Lihi(e),
=—01YOhi(p) + a1 T(Ohi(p) + Lrhi(e),  (15)

ha ()

where g1 > 0, and T(¢) = 1 4+ ¢ is a strictly increasing
time varying function.

Remark 4.1. In (15), any continuous and strictly increas-
ing function ¥ : RT — RT satisfying T(0) > 0 and
possessing an unbounded integral can be employed. For in-
stance, one may choose exponential, linear, or polynomial
functions, for example: Y(t) = ae*?, a,a >0, T(t) =1+
t, T(t) = (1+t)?, p>0. |

Remark 4.2. The prescribed-time form Y(¢) = TT_Ot, with
Yo >0,T >0,¢t€[0,T), can enforce finite-time safety
but suffers from singularity at ¢ = T, which prohibits
its usage for persistent safety applications, and also lack
robustness owing to noise/disturbance amplification. On
the other hand, the functions in Remark 4.1 circumvent
singularity and are recommended in persistent safety-
critical applications. |

Using condition (3), the inequality hy > —T'(h1) holds for
hi(p) in the disturbance-free case, given that ha(e) > 0.
As a consequence, a new candidate CBF given by

ha(p) = 01T () h1(p) + Lrhi (). (16)
However, the initial condition must lie within the safe set
defined by ha(e) (i.e.,ha(po) > 0). To ensure this, we
impose the subsequent assumption:

Assumption 5. hi(@g) > 0.

In standard CBF-based safety frameworks, it is typically
considered that the initial condition satisfies hi(¢g) > 0.
However, we do not deal with situations in which the
initial state is right on the boundary of the safe set S
(i.e., hi(go) = 0), as ensuring safety from such places can
pose control feasibility issues. Thus, under Assumption 5,

we select
Lyhi(po) }
T(to) hi(po) J

this ensures h2(¢g) > 0 in accordance with (16). The
scaling of the time-varying function Y(t) at each stage,
with its power proportional to the step index 4, is a crucial
design aspect. As a result, feedback improves over time,

01 > max{(), - (17)



which speeds up convergence to the interior of the safe
set and inhibits the propagation of disturbances along the
integrator chain. Inspired by (Abel et al., 2023; Labbadi
and Efimov, 2024), this scheme incorporates a significant
time-varying feedback gain that offers strong safety for
higher-order systems. The application of the backstepping
transformation to system (10) with w; = 0 is carried out
as follows:

hi(e) = hi(e),

hi() = 0 Y ()" Vhia (@) + Lehia (@), (18)
for i = {2,...,n}, where the tuning factor ¥ > 1,
controls the intensity of the variable gain adjustment.
Additionally, g;—1 are selected to ensure that h;(ep,to) is
initially positive:

_ Lshi—1(40)

0i—1 > max{O, Tlt0)?@ hy_1(g0) } .
It is possible to explicitly specify the appropriate safety
control law in (20) after constructing the CBF h,,(¢) with
RD one. This law overrides the nominal control v,, if the
trajectories go close to the boundary of §. Consequently,
the safety requirement is enforced by the final control v,
which ensures the forward invariance of S and prevents
violations:

(19)

v = argmin ||v — vy
v

st () > =2, Y (1) h(ep), (20)
where 9, > 0. By employing the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker
(KKT) optimality conditions, the closed-form solution

to this QP is obtained, yielding the following expres-
sion (Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004):

C(@,Vno) >0,

C(,Vno) otherwise,

Vno,
v pr—
{vno = (Lohn (@) 12,5052
(21)
wherein

C(p,Vno) = hn(p, Vno) + 0n T(t)ﬁn hn (). (22)
Remark 4.3. Our approach offers persistent safety, which
is necessary in applications like continuous collision avoid-
ance, in contrast to (Abel et al., 2023), which addresses
temporary safety tasks. Furthermore, to ensure limited,
monotonic gain growth and circumvent singularities, we
opt a strictly increasing but bounded function instead of
a blow-up function with unbounded gains and potential
singularities. ]

Proposition 1. Consider system (10) with w; = 0 that
satisfies Assumptions 4 and 5. Then the control law (21),
synthesized employing the backstepping transformation
(18) with the initial gain (19) and g, > 0, ensures that
hl(cp(t)) >0Vte [to, OO)

4.2 Disturbance observer

In the previous subsection, the QP formulation ensures
safety in the disturbance-free case. However, practical
systems often encounter external disturbances. Consid-
ering a constant bound for the perturbed system (10)
to represent the time-varying disturbances in CBF con-
straints may lead to undesired conservativeness and a
performance reduction in closed-loop. To cope with this,
inspired by (Chen et al., 2015), we employed a disturbance

observer to estimate the unmatched and matched external
disturbances in (11). The disturbance observer is designed
as follows. Defining the error and its derivative as:

€i = Pi — P,

€ = pi — Pa = Pi+1 + wi(t,z) — @a, (23)
where g is the desired value for ¢; in (10), we simply
set pq = 0 for safety. Note that to keep the observer

design uniform for all @ = 1,...,n in (23), we adopt the
convention ¢,4+; = v. Then, to estimate the external
disturbance w;(t, x), an auxiliary variable is defined as

oio =T — €, Ti = Pit1 +Wi(t, x), (24)
whereas 1; is the estimate of w;. Taking into account (23)
and (24), we obtain
G0 = it @) — wilt, x) = ;. (25)
Thus, the derivative of oy is exactly the disturbance
estimation error. Since &;y is not measured directly, we
approximate it using a first-order sliding mode differentia-
tor according to lemma 2:

Xio = G = —io |xio — 0io| Zsign(xio — di0) + Xi1,

Xi1 = —Airsign(xi — G), (26)
where Ao, A;1 > 0 are the design gains, and x;o, x;1 and (;
are the states of (26). As per (26) and lemma 2, we have

gio = G + €, (27)
where (Q; is the differentiator residual. Defining o;7 = 040+
G, the disturbance observer is proposed as

t

. 1

Wi = — G — ki1 |oi1|Zsign(o1) — ki?/ Sign(””) dr, (28)
0

By differentiating (25), we get ;0 = ; — ;. employing
(27), it follows that

G = Gio + Fio — Sl = Gio + s — ; — Q. (29)
Invoking (27) and substituting (28) into (29) we obtain

t
‘j—il + kil |O'i1|5SigIl(O'i1) —+ 1@2/ Sign(aﬂ)dT
0

= Qi —; — Q= D;. (30)
Proposition 2. Consider the system in (10) with distur-
bances w;(t,x), i = 1,...,n in (11), satisfying Assump-
tion 3. The disturbance observer given in (28) for i €
{1,...,n} with D; as given in (30), where Q; and
are the derivatives of the residual and the disturbance,

respectively. Assume that there exists a known constant
G > 0 such that

1Di]l <G (31)

If the observer gains satisfy,
kil Z 15\/6_“ kig Z 11@, Vi = 1,...,71, (32)
then the disturbance estimation errors w; = w; — w;

converge to zero in finite time.
4.8 Safety theorem

A disturbance observer based RCBF (DORCBF) is pro-
posed in this subsection by explicitly incorporating the
disturbane estimate and extending the backstepping tech-
nique aiming to propose a control architecture for robust
safety-critical control to obtain the persistent safety objec-
tive for (10) with mismatched and matched disturbances
defined in (11).



Definition 2. (DORCBF for perturbed system (10)). For the

system (10), a function hj(¢) : R™ — R belongs to C" is a
DORCBEF on the set (14), such that Voo € S and Vt > 0 :

sup [ Lyh(9) + Lo (@) — [ho(@)]15] > ~T(h()).

hl((p,u,tb)
(33)
where W = [d}f Wy - w;f is the estimation of w =
[w{ wy - wI]T in (11) and hy(p) = %:), we define

the point-wise set of controllers:

Kporcar(e) 2 {u €U | hn(p.u,0) > ~T(h(9))}
(31)

The requirement for smooth control laws to facilitate the
repeated differentiations needed at each stage is a ma-
jor obstacle when integrating CBF-based techniques with
backstepping. These differentiations are incompatible with
traditional robust CBF constraints, such as (33), which
are nonsmooth, particularly for higher RD systems (Taylor
et al., 2022). To resolve this, we present the revised defi-
nition of DORCBF by observing the upper bound of the
nonsmooth component with a smooth function for p > 0:

1 . )
1 Ihe(@)II* + b > || he (). (35)

Now introducing a new definition of DORCBFs for (10) as
follows.

Definition 3. For the transformed system (10), a function
hi(p) : R™ — R belongs to C" is a smooth DORCBF
(SDORCBF) on the set (14) such that Ve € S, for p > 0
and Vt > 0:

sup [ (.10 = (3= Mg )| + u?) | = ~T(ha(s)).

hl((p,u,ﬁ))
(36)
we can define the point-wise set of controllers:

Ksporcpr(p) = {u €U | hi(p,u,w) > —F(h1(90))}-
(37)

Now consider a system (10), and assume a desired CBF
hi(p) with RD n > 1 that also satisfies Assumption
4. We design a smooth controller that accounts for the
disturbances in (11) while evading the singularities linked
to nonsmooth constraints by employing the SDORCBF
formulation. The time derivative of hi(¢) is

. Oh
h1(@) = Lyha (@) + 1,

Op
2 —o1TWhi(p) + o1 T(Whi(e) + Lphi(ep) — A1(e), (38)
ha ()
where Ai(p) = ﬁ H%};HQ + pwi, 1 > 0 and g1 >

—Lshi(po)+Ai1(po)
maX{O’ T(t0) hi(%0)

as previously mentioned in (4.1) with the inclusion of
backstepping, we determined a CBF as follows:

hi(e) = hi(e),

hi(e) = 0i1 T()"C "V him1(@) + Lyhio1(p) = Ai1(9),  (39)

Ohi

= {2,....n} and Aii(e) = Ao |2ty 4
pi—1w?_;, while updating the initial gains to include the
perturbation bound:

}. Then, using the same method

for 1

—Lhi—1(0) + Ai—1(0) } (0

T (t0)?(=Y hi—1(¢o)
As a result, the QP problem and its closed-form solution
is formulated as follows:

Oi—1 > maX{O,

v = argmin v — vpol|?
s.t. hn(go, v, W) — Ap(p) > —0n T(t)ﬁn hn(p).

C(‘pv Uno, UA)) >0,
otherwise,

(41)

Uno,
v = W
{vno — (Lghn(e))" ﬁé‘fﬁ%’
(42)
where

C(5 Vnos W) 1= hin (P, Vno, W) — Ap(p) + 0n T(t)ﬁn hn(ep)-

(43)
Remark 4.4. Inspired by (Labbadi and Efimov, 2024), our
research focuses on time-varying, continuous, and bounded
external perturbations that do not depend on system
state, such as wind gusts affecting the drone, while the
framework in (Kim et al., 2025) tackles state-dependent
perturbations. This distinction is important because a
hovering drone becomes unsafe if disturbances are assumed
to disappear at equilibrium. Our approach addresses this

gap by ensuring robustness against external disturbances.
[

Theorem 1. For the disturbed system (10), the safe set

S defined in (14), and the disturbance observer is pre-
sented in 4.2. Assume Assumptions 3 and 4 satisfies, and
hi(¢p) > 0. Then, the control law (42), derived using the
backstepping transformation (39) with the initial gain (40)
and g, > 0, ensures that hy(e(t)) > 0 Vi € [tg, 00).

5. ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLE

In this simulation problem setting, we are considering a
vehicle and our objective is to navigate safely while being
subjected to disturbances. The vehicle is described by:
(44)
where the positional states of the vehicle are represented
by [xy]T, the turning rate and acceleration are controlled
by w; and wg, respectively. Whereas, § and v denote the
heading angle and forward speed, respectively, and we
assume v #* (0. Assume the vehicle is unaware of the
dynamics of the obstacle. Because of this, the vehicle
will handle the obstacle dynamics as unknown external
disturbances, which are illustrated as follows:

yd = d’ya
with the position of the obstacle denoted by (z4ya)',
and d = [d, d,]" indicates the external disturbances with

IId|| < p, p > 0. By augmenting the vehicle and obstacle
dynamics the overall system is as follows:

T =wvcosf, gy=wvsinf, v=uy, 0=us,

(45)
)T

i‘d = d:m

T vcost 0 0
i vsin 6 0 0
. v o 0 U1 0
T=161= 1 o [ Tlul T o
iy 0 0 dy
Yd 0 0 dy

The above dynamics are not in the form of (7), to trans-
formed into such a form we define
xy = [z,y]", xy = [vcosf,vsind] "



Then
&1 =2 + ¢1(&1),
——

0
&y = G(z)u + ¢o(&2), (46)
0
where
Glz) = cos —vsinf | (47)
)= lsin® wcosh |’ 7 g

Now, applying the coordinate transformation gives By =
0,81 = —¢1 =0and By = —¢ + - (z2 + ¢1) = 0. The
transformed coordinates are simply

_ T _ |¥11
Y1 =T1 = |:y:| - |:S01,2:| )

vcosf Y21
P22’

vsin 6
The transformed chain becomes the exact vector chain

P1L=p2, P2=0 (49)
where v = (v1,v2)T € R? is the new transformed input.
The original actuator inputs are obtained by u = G~!(z)v.
To incorporate the moving obstacle, the dynamics were
modeled as another vehicle:

P2 =y 1= [ (48)

i‘d = Vq COS 9, yd = Uq Sin@, 9d = Ud, (50)
define the relative position:
A:=¢1-ps,  Pa=l|ra, ya' (51)

where pg denotes the obstacle vehicle position. Differenti-
ating (51) and using (49) yields
A= —pa=py—d, d=paq=[ta, 9] . (52)
Treating the velocity of the obstacle vehicle as a distur-
bance w; := —d, we obtain the perturbed chain form
P1 =2+t wi, P2 =0+ ws, (53)
where for the moving obstacle vehicle only scenario we =

0. To circumvent obstacle collision, a candidate CBF is
considered as:

hi(p1) = (p11 — 2a)* + (01,2 — ya)* — 1%, (54)
while, » € R defines the user-specified safety distance. Dif-
ferentiating (54) and employing the disturbance estimate
wy from the observer yields

hi(p1) = 2(p1,1 — ) (p2,1) + 2(p1,2 — ya) (p2,2)
—2(p1,1 — 2q) dz — 2(p1,2 — ya) dy
=2A T +2A Ty
= =01 Y (t)h(e1)

+ 01T (t)hi(p1) + Lehi(p1) — A1), (55)
ha(p)
and
ha(p) = 01T (t)h1(p1) + Lehi(p1) — Ai(p1),  (56)

whereas, Lhi(p1) = 2A T, and Aq(p;) = 4—}” ||g—:;11||2+

pllin]? = LIAJ2 + ]2, m > 0. Now, we select

01 > Inax{(), _Lff(lt(of‘,’l)ltﬁs)(cp(’)}, such that ha(epg) >

0. Theorem 1 demonstrates that imposing ha(p) > 0
guarantees the safety of the system. Computing the time
derivative of ha(¢) > 0 results in

ho = 019777 hy + 201 Y1) AT (g2 4 1) + 2|2 + @1|)?

. 2 .
+2ATv +2A T — — AT (o + 1) — 2u1] 1. (57)
H1

Time: 0.00 s Time: 3.14 s

Time: 5.80 s

4 4
0 2 4 6 8
x
Time: 5.90 s
4 4
2 2
=0 = 0

Fig. 1. System trajectory of vehicles in the presence
of an obstacle (red) with unknown dynamics. The
vehicle using the standard BCBF (green) fails to evad
collision, while the vehicle considering the proposed
safety filler DORCBF (blue) remains safe from the
obstacle by effectively guiding the vehiclem.

v = argmin ||v — vy, ||?
v

s.t. ilg(ga,’l)no,’lf)l,’lbl) Z —02 TQﬂhQ. (58)
The proposed safety controller is applied on the vehicle
and named as DORCBF compared while on another ve-
hicle standard backstepping CBF referred to as BCBF
strategy outlined in (Krstic and Bement, 2006) is ap-
plied to test the safety performance subjected to un-
known external perturbations. The safe distance is se-
lected as » = 1 and both vehicles are initialized at
[(0)y(0)v(0)8(0)]" = [0000]T, while the obstacle ve-
hicle is initialized at [z4(0)y4(0)64(0)]" = [3 — 33]T,
with v4(t) = 1 and u4(t) = 2cos(2t). The nominal con-
trol aim of the vehicle was to drive to the right at a
constant velocity of v = 1 with a heading angle § = 0.
The nominal control commands were therefore specified as
Uy (noy = —a1(v—1) and uy(ne) = —az0, where a; = az = 1.
The parameters were chosen as g1 = 5, 92 = 0.5, 1 = 0.2,
and ¥ = 3. The gains in DO design were selected as
AlO = 20, )\11 = 10, and kll = klg =10.

The corresponding system trajectories are shown in Fig.
1, and the evolution of the vehicle states under the
standard BCBF strategy and the DORCBF framework
is shown in Fig. 2. As can be observed at t = 3.35 sec
in Fig. 1, the vehicle using the BCBF technique breaches
safety by failing to account for the obstacle’s dynamics,
which leads to a collision. On the other hand, the vehicle
that incorporates external perturbations and employs the
DORCBF prevents collisions and keeps a safe distance
from dynamic obstacle when it encounters them twice,
roughly at ¢t = 3.35 sec and ¢ = 5.80 sec, validating our
method.
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Fig. 2. System states of the vehicles representing the
positional states [zy], forward velocity v, and the
heading angle 6.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, a robust approach for ensuring the safety of
strict-feedback systems is proposed. The proposed method
is applied both in the absence of disturbances and in
the presence of matched and mismatched disturbances.
A linear time-varying control law is designed using a
backstepping approach within the CBF framework. The
theoretical guarantees are established based on the conver-
gence of the designed observer, time-scale transformations,
and quadratic programming (QP) methods. An illustrative
example is provided to demonstrate the effectiveness of the
proposed approach.

Appendix A. PROOFS
A.1 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. Given h;_1(¢0) > 0, the initial gain in (19) is
intended to ensure h;(¢g) > 0. Since we know hi(pg) > 0,
choosing

Lyhi(p0) }
Y (to) k(o) J
guarantees that ha(eg) > 0. Thus, reiterating this argu-
ment inductively yields h;(@o) > 0 for ¢ = {2,...,n}.
Then, by differentiating the CBF recursion in (18) yield:

01 > maX{O, — (A1)

Shie(0) = ~a X (O hu(p(0) + s (pl1), (4.2)
L hnlip(t) = Loha( (1)) + Lyhap(t)
Z _@n T(t)ﬂn hn("p(t))a (A3)
for k = {1,...,n — 1}. Employing the comparison lemma

and the variation of constants formula, for ¢t € [tg, 00),
gives

t .
— 0k fto Y(s)"" ds

t .
— 0k fto ()’ dr

hi(@(t)) > hi(e(to))e

+ / hi+1(s)e ds, (A4)

t
Y(s)9" ds

(o) > hu(otto)e " o ,
for k ={1,...,n—1}.

(A.5) ensures h ((t)) > 0 for allt € [to,
(A. ) into (A.4) for k =n — 1 leads to:
h

n1(@(t)) = hn1(p(to))e 2140

(A.5)

Because, hy,(¢(to)) > 0, inequality
00). Substituting

>0
t
+hn(cp(t0))e*§n—1A(t)/ (Bt AT ~enB() g1
to
>0
> hn—1(p(to))e —n-1A(t) 5 0, (A.6)
where A(t f Y(s)?»Vds and B(t ﬁ S)inds.

Employmg backward 1nduct1on with (A 5) and (A 6) we
finally obtain

hi(o(®) > hu(p(to))e o T

which implies

(A7)

hi(e(t)) >0, V€ [to,00). (A.8)

]
A.2 Proof of Proposition 2

Proof. For i € {1,...,n}, the auxiliary variable in the
disturbance estimator and the estimation error from (25).
The differentiator approximation and bounded residual
property is given by (27). Consequently, (30) provides the
dynamics of the sliding variable o;;, with D; specified in
(30). By Assumption 3 and the differentiator approxima-
tion, the bound (31) holds. Hence, Lemma 1 applies to
the dynamics in (30). Under the gain conditions (32), it
follows that 0,1 — 0 (and ;1 — 0) in finite time. Thus,
01 = 040 + (; = the signal 6;, is convergent in finite
time according to (27). Using (25), this implies w; — 0 in
finite time.

]
A.8 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. Given h;_1(¢o) > 0, the initial gain (40) is selected
to ensure h;(¢o) > 0. Because hi(ypg) > 0, choosing

—Lhi(po) + A1(po) }
Y (to) hi (o) ’
guarantees ho(epg) > 0. Repeating this argument for

i = {2,...,n}, it follows that h;(¢o) > 0 by induction.
Differentiating the recursive CBF's in (39) yields:

ihk( (1)) = —ex T ()" hie(p(t) + higa(p(t)), (A.10)

dt
4
dt

01 > max{O, (A.9)

ha(@(t)) = Lhn(@(t)) + Lghn (e (t))u — An()

> —0u T(1)"" halp (1)), (A.11)
for k = {1,...,n — 1}. Using the variation of constants
formula and the comparison lemma, for ¢ € [tg, 00), gives

hi(p(t)) > hi(p( gkf

t — Tﬁk T
+/ hosa(s)e % o T 00 (A1)

to

()% ds



(@ (®) > hu(pttoye " Jro T

for k ={1,...,n—1}. As previously stated, h,(¢(to)) >
0. Consequently, inequality (A.13) ensures hy(p(t)) > 0
Vit € [to, 00). Substituting (A.13) into (A.12) for k 1
yields

hn1((t) > hn—1(p(to))e~on 1A

>0

t
+hn(90(ﬁo))€_9"'*1’4(t)/ eon-1AM)=en B(T) g r

to

7 (A.13)

>0
> hn-1(p(to))e =40 >0, (A.14)
where A(t) = ftto T(s)?Vds and B(t) = f;ftg Y(s)"mds.

Employing backward induction with (A.13) and (A.14), it
follows that

t
—01 fto Y(s)ds

hi(p(t)) > hi(e(to))e : (A.15)
hence
hi(p(t)) >0, Vt € [tg,00). (A.16)
[
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