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Abstract—In this paper, we propose a supervisory control
scheme that unifies the abilities of safety protection and safety
extension. It produces a control that is able to keep the system
safe indefinitely when such a control exists. When such a control
does not exist due to abnormal system states, it optimizes
the control to maximize the time before any safety violation,
which translates into more time to seek recovery and/or mitigate
any harm. We describe the scheme and develop an approach
that integrates the two capabilities into a single constrained
optimization problem with only continuous variables. For linear
systems with convex constraints, the problem reduces to a convex
quadratic program and is easy to solve. We illustrate the proposed
safety supervisor with an automotive example.

I. INTRODUCTION

Many safety-related specifications for autonomous system
operation, such as collision avoidance, power or thermal limits,
can be expressed as constraints on system state and input vari-
ables. Control approaches that can explicitly handle constraints
include the model predictive control (MPC) [1], [2], control
Lyapunov/barrier functions [3]–[5], reference governors [6],
and action governors [7], etc. Many of these approaches use re-
peated online optimization to determine a control solution that
respects the constraints over a prediction window. Therefore,
they can keep the system safe if the formulated optimization
problem admits such a control solution at each time, called
recursively feasible.

A recursive feasibility guarantee typically relies on as-
sumptions of feasibility at the initial time and bounds of
any uncertainties/disturbances [1], [5]–[7]. However, these
assumptions may be violated during the actual system op-
eration, for instance, due to sensor/actuator faults or rare
disturbance inputs that are not within the assumed bounds.
This may cause the online optimization problem to become
infeasible. Practical strategies for handling a feasibility loss
include relaxing hard constraints to soft constraints [2] and
keeping the reference input constant in the reference governor
approach [6]. However, these strategies typically do not pro-
vide a performance guarantee. Compared to the effort put in
developing recursive feasibility guarantees (based on certain
assumptions) for satisfying constraints, less effort has been
made to address, in a systematic manner, the situation of a
feasibility loss, or more generally, situations where no solution
respecting constraints over the entire prediction window exists.

The drift counteraction optimal control (DCOC) is an ap-
proach to addressing such a situation [8], [9]. The goal of
DCOC is to delay the first constraint violation as much as
possible assuming an eventual constraint violation is unavoid-
able. In this regard, the DCOC can be viewed as a time-
optimal control problem, where we aim to maximize the time
before the system reaches a state that is unsafe. In terms of
improving safety, this strategy is reasonable because extending
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the duration before actual safety violation translates into more
time to respond to seek recovery or mitigate potential harm.

Motivated by the aforementioned infeasibility issue and the
DCOC strategy, in this paper we develop an approach that
achieves the following two goals simultaneously: 1) Safety
Protection: When there is a control that is determined to be
able to keep the system safe over the entire prediction window
(which is from the present time to infinite time in this paper),
it is obtained as the solution. 2) Safety Extension: When such
a control does not exist, the approach computes a control that
maximizes the duration of constraint violation-free operation.

In particular, we focus on the design of a supervisory
scheme that monitors the control input generated by a nominal
controller and corrects it when the nominal control may cause
safety violations (see Fig. 1). The designed safety supervisor
is independent of the nominal controller and allows it to be
nonlinear and time-varying. For instance, the nominal con-
troller can be a neural network and/or evolve over time through
online learning [10]. The proposed scheme acts similarly to
the control barrier function-based safety filter [4], [5] and the
action governor [7]. A unique feature of the proposed scheme
is its ability to extend safety when a solution determined to
guarantee safety indefinitely does not exist (due to the various
reasons discussed above). This Safety Extension ability and
the seamless integration of this ability with the Safety Pro-
tection ability (as defined above) are the main contributions
of this paper. Indeed, as will be shown, the Safety Protection
ability of the supervisor can be implemented through a barrier
function or an action governor, while our approach in this
paper will add the Safety Extension ability to the supervisor,
making it more capable and hence practically appealing.

Fig. 1: Control system architecture with the proposed safety
protection & extension governor.

The main challenges for developing such a safety super-
visor that unifies Safety Protection and Safety Extension
include the following: First, in general, given an arbitrary
system state, a constrained optimization problem needs to be
solved to determine a control solution guaranteeing safety
indefinitely [4]–[7]. Second, when such a solution does not
exist and the supervisor pursues extending safety instead, i.e.,
maximizing the duration of constraint violation-free operation,
this involves solving a time-optimal control problem, which is
inherently a difficult problem, especially in discrete time [11].
In this paper, we develop an approach to achieving Safety
Protection and Safety Extension (when Safety Protection is
not feasible) through solving a single optimization problem
with only continuous variables. Our approach is inspired
by the exponentially-weighted penalty function scheme first
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proposed in [11] for minimum-time problems and extended
in [9] for DCOC problems. We enhance the scheme by
a generalized penalty formulation, which leads to stronger
theoretical properties compared to the formulations of [11]
and [9]. We provide proofs for these properties.

Therefore, the contributions of this paper are as follows:
• We develop a supervisory control scheme that unifies the

abilities of Safety Protection and Safety Extension. This
scheme minimally modifies the control input in such a
way as to be able to maintain safety indefinitely when
this is possible and maximizes the duration of constraint
violation-free operation when not. A safety supervisor
with this unified capability is new.

• We develop an approach that integrates the two abili-
ties seamlessly through a single constrained optimization
problem. The problem only involves continuous variables
and hence can be handled with standard nonlinear pro-
gramming solvers. We prove the theoretical properties of
our approach. Our approach and its properties are novel.

• Within our general approach, we present a tailored design
method for linear systems with convex constraints. Using
this method, the online optimization problem reduces to
a convex quadratic program with a strictly convex cost
function and hence is easy to solve.

• We illustrate the application of the proposed safety su-
pervisor and its properties with an automotive example.

The organization of this paper is as follows: In Section II,
we present the preliminaries that are useful in later sections
for developing our safety supervisor. In Section III, we in-
troduce the unified safety protection and extension problem
that we address. In Section IV, we develop the approach to
solving the unified safety protection and extension problem
through a single continuous optimization problem and prove
its theoretical properties. In Section V, we present a tailored
version of our general approach for linear systems with convex
constraints. In Section VI, we illustrate our developments with
an automotive adaptive cruise control example. We summarize
our contributions and conclude the paper in Section VII. The
notations used in this paper are standard. In particular, X ⊂ Y
means that X is a subset of Y , which allows them to be equal.

II. PRELIMINARIES

We consider systems represented by the following model

xt+1 = f(xt, ut, wt) (1)

where xt ∈ Rn denotes the system state at the discrete-
time instant t, ut ∈ Rm denotes the control input at t,
wt ∈ Rp denotes an unmeasured disturbance input, and
f : Rn×Rm×Rp → Rn is a twice continuously differentiable
(i.e., C2) function. We assume that the control input must take
values in a prescribed set, i.e.,

ut ∈ U = {u ∈ Rm : h(u) ≤ 0} (2)

where h : Rm → Rq is a C2 function. We also assume that
the disturbance input wt takes values in a known set W for
all t, i.e., wt ∈W .

Furthermore, we assume that it is desirable that the system
state be maintained within a set of safe states, X0 ⊂ Rn, i.e.,

xt ∈ X0 (3)

At each time t, in order to ensure (3) holds at t+ 1, we want
to select a control input ut that satisfies

f(xt, ut, w) ∈ X0, ∀w ∈W (4)

or, expressed using set-theoretic notation,

f(xt, ut,W ) ⊂ X0 (5)

i.e., for all possible realizations of wt in W , the predicted next
state xt+1 is in X0. However, depending on xt, such a control
input ut may not exist or may not be in the set of available
controls U . Therefore, we consider a sequence of sets, Xk,
with k = 1, 2, . . . , defined recursively as follows:

Xk = X0 ∩ {x ∈ Rn : ∃u ∈ U s.t. f(x, u,W ) ⊂ X̃k−1} (6)

where X̃k−1 is a subset of Xk−1. The sequence of sets Xk

defined according to (6) has the following property:
Proposition 1: If x0 ∈ Xk, then there exist admissible state-

feedback control laws π0, . . . , πk−1 that ensure xt ∈ X0 for
t = 0, . . . , k in spite of realizations of w0, . . . , wk−1 ∈ W .
Here, an admissible state-feedback control law πt is a map
from Rn to Rm that produces a control input ut ∈ U given a
state xt ∈ Rn.

Proof: According to (6), x0 ∈ Xk implies that x0 ∈ X0 and
there exists control input u0 ∈ U such that x1 = f(x0, u0, w0)
is necessarily in X̃k−1 ⊂ Xk−1 in spite of any realization of
disturbance input w0 ∈ W . Similarly, xt ∈ Xk−t implies
xt ∈ X0 and ∃ut ∈ U such that xt+1 ∈ X̃k−t−1 ⊂ Xk−t−1

for any wt ∈ W , and this holds for t = 0, . . . , k − 1. Note
that the control input ut ∈ U above depends on xt, i.e., it is
a state-feedback control law. The result follows. �

Proposition 1 indicates that if xt ∈ Xk, then it is possible to
ensure safety in terms of satisfying (3) for at least k time steps
into the future even under the “worst-case” disturbance inputs
in W . For Proposition 1 to hold, for each k, the set X̃k−1 in
(6) can be chosen as an arbitrary subset of Xk−1 (or as Xk−1

itself). For later computational purposes, we assume that our
choice enables the expression of the set-inclusion condition
f(x, u,W ) ⊂ X̃k−1 as inequality constraints as follows

gk−1(x, u) ≤ 0 (7)

where gk−1 : Rn × Rm → Rqk−1 is a C2 function dependent
on f , W , and X̃k−1.

Remark 1: For many systems, expressing f(x, u,W ) ⊂
X̃k−1 in the form of (7) through a proper choice of
X̃k−1 is possible. For instance, suppose wt is additive, i.e.,
f(xt, ut, wt) can be written as f0(xt, ut) + Ewt, where
E ∈ Rn×p, W is a closed and convex set, and X̃k−1 is chosen
to be polyhedral, i.e., can be expressed as

X̃k−1 = {x ∈ Rn : Γ>k−1,jx ≤ γk−1,j , j = 1, . . . , qk−1},
(8)

where Γk−1,j ∈ Rn and γk−1,j ∈ R for j = 1, . . . , qk−1.
Then, f(x, u,W ) ⊂ X̃k−1 can be expressed as (7). In
particular, the jth row of gk−1(x, u) is

gk−1,j(x, u) = Γ>k−1,jf0(x, u) +hW (Γ>k−1,jE)− γk−1,j (9)

where hW (·) is the support function of W .
It is desirable if safety can be ensured indefinitely even in

the “worst case.” For this, we consider another set, X∞, that
has the following two properties:

1) X∞ ⊂ X0



2) x ∈ X∞ implies ∃u ∈ U such that f(x, u,W ) ⊂ X∞
The property 2) is called robust controlled invariance. Any
X∞ satisfying the two properties yields the following result:

Proposition 2: If x0 ∈ X∞, then there exists a time-
independent admissible state-feedback control law π that pro-
duces ut = π(xt) ∈ U and ensures xt ∈ X∞ ⊂ X0 for all
t ≥ 0 in spite of realizations of wt ∈W .

Proof: The result follows from properties 1) and 2). �
In general, there may exist many sets that have the above

two properties. For instance, X∞ may be defined by the
sublevel set of a discrete-time barrier function [12] or relate to
the previously introduced set Xk as k increases to infinity [7],
[13]. We assume that our choice of X∞ enables the expression
of the set inclusion f(x, u,W ) ⊂ X∞ as inequality constraints

g∞(x, u) ≤ 0 (10)

where g∞ : Rn × Rm → Rq∞ is a C2 function dependent on
f , W , and X∞.

III. SAFETY PROTECTION & EXTENSION PROBLEM

With all the sets defined in the previous section and their
properties, we are now ready to introduce the main problem
addressed in this paper.

At each time t, it is most desirable if we can select a control
input ut ∈ U that satisfies

f(xt, ut,W ) ⊂ X∞ ⇐⇒ g∞(xt, ut) ≤ 0 (11)

because this not only ensures safety at t + 1, i.e., xt+1 ∈
X0, but also ensures recursive feasibility at t + 1, i.e.,
we will be able to select a control ut+1 ∈ U such that
f(xt+1, ut+1,W ) ⊂ X∞, no matter what value in W the
disturbance input wt takes. However, it may happen occasion-
ally that such a control input ut does not exist, due to, for
instance, occasional/intermittent action of disturbance inputs
that are not within the assumed set W .

When the above situation occurs at t, it is reasonable to
select a control input ut ∈ U that satisfies

f(xt, ut,W ) ⊂ X̃k ⇐⇒ gk(xt, ut) ≤ 0 (12)

for k as large as possible. This is because (12) ensures xt+1 =
f(xt, ut, wt) ∈ X̃k ⊂ Xk for all possible values of wt in W ,
and, according to Proposition 1, we will be able to maintain
safety for at least k time steps into the future even under the
“worst-case” disturbance realizations in W . In particular, we
want to maximize k because a larger k corresponds to a longer
duration of safe operation, and, in turn, more time to respond,
to seek recovery and/or mitigate any harm.

Therefore, the problem we address can be stated as follows:
Problem: At each time t, select control input ut according to

ut =

{
ut,∞ if (14a) is feasible
ut,k∗ where k∗ is the largest k s.t. (14b) is feasible

(13)
with

ut,∞ ∈ argmin
u∈U

Jt(u) s.t. f(xt, u,W ) ⊂ X∞ (14a)

ut,k ∈ U such that f(xt, ut,k,W ) ⊂ X̃k (14b)

In (14a), the cost function Jt(u) is used to describe the quality
of each feasible control input solution so that the optimal one
can be selected when there are multiple feasible solutions. The

subscript t of Jt(u) indicates that the cost function can be
time-varying or dependent on other variables. In general, we
assume that Jt(u) is a C2 function for each t. In this paper,
we consider designing a supervisory scheme that minimally
adjusts a nominal control when the nominal control may
lead to safety violation. For this purpose, we consider a cost
function as follows

Jt(u) = ‖ût − u‖2S (15)

where ût denotes the nominal control input, ‖·‖2S = (·)>S(·),
and S is a positive-definite weighting matrix. Such a cost
function penalizes the amount of adjustment to the nominal
control so that the adjustment is minimized. In (14b), we
consider a feasibility problem and do not include a cost
function because in this second case the primary goal is to
maximize k, i.e., the duration of being able to operate without
constraint violations.

The problem (13) is challenging due to the following reason:
It is unknown a priori whether (14a) is feasible, and if not,
what is the largest k for which (14b) is feasible. In general,
we need to solve (14a) and (14b) for each k = 0, 1, 2, . . . to
answer if it is feasible or not and then be able to identify the
largest k among the feasible ones. This will involve a tedious
procedure of solving a series of optimization problems. In the
next section we develop an approach to solve (13) in one shot.

Remark 2: At each time t, depending on previous distur-
bance realizations and the state the system currently reaches,
it is possible that a control that can extend safety beyond the
previously predicted duration of safe operation or can maintain
safety indefinitely (under the assumption of w ∈W ) becomes
available. By repeatedly solving (13) to determine control
at each t, the proposed safety supervisor maximizes safety
by steering the system state to the infinite-step safe set X∞
whenever possible (which can be viewed as a safety recovery)
and maximizing the opportunities for safety recovery through
extending the time before any actual safety violation.

IV. ONE-SHOT OPTIMIZATION APPROACH

In this section, we develop an approach to solving the
problem (13) in one shot. We make the following assumption:

Assumption 1: The sets X̃k and X∞ satisfy X∞ ⊂ X̃k+1 ⊂
X̃k for all k ≥ 0.

Assumption 1 is reasonable because X̃k ensures k-step
safety and X∞ ensures infinite-step safety – it is reasonable
that the constraints for ensuring a longer duration of safety are
stricter. For instance, it can be easily shown that if in (6) X̃k−1

is chosen to be X̃k−1 = Xk−1 for all k ≥ 1, then X̃k+1 ⊂ X̃k

for all k ≥ 0. According to (11) and (12), Assumption 1 also
implies that if g∞(xt, u) ≤ 0 holds, then gk(xt, u) ≤ 0 holds
for all k ≥ 0, and if gk′(xt, u) ≤ 0 holds for some k′ ≥ 0,
then gk(xt, u) ≤ 0 holds for all 0 ≤ k ≤ k′.

To develop the approach, we start by considering the
following parametric optimization problem:

min
u, ε

Ĵt(u, ε) (16a)

s.t. ĝ∞(xt, u) ≤ 1εk′+1 (16b)
ĝk(xt, u) ≤ 1εk, k = 0, 1, . . . , k′ (16c)
h(u) ≤ 0 (16d)
εk ≤ εk+1, k = k∗, . . . , k′ (16e)
εk = ηk, k = 0, . . . , k∗ (16f)



where Ĵt(u, ε) = Jt(u)+
∑k′+1
k=k∗+1 θ

k′+2−kφ(εk); k′ is a pre-
selected variable and represents the largest k for consideration;
k∗ is the largest k, 0 ≤ k ≤ k′ + 1, for which (14a) or (14b)
is feasible (k∗ = k′ + 1 corresponds to the case where (14a)
is feasible, and 0 ≤ k∗ ≤ k′ corresponds to the cases where
(14a) is infeasible and (14b) is feasible for 0 ≤ k ≤ k∗); θ > 1
is a sufficiently large constant; 1 denotes the column vector of
1’s (of consistent dimension); ε = (ε0, . . . , εk′+1) are decision
variables along with u; η = (η0, . . . , ηk∗) are parameters with
nominal value η = 0; φ(·) : R→ R in the cost function Ĵt is
a C2 function that satisfies the following properties:

φ(0) = 0, φ(ε) > 0 for ε > 0,

dφ
dε

(0) = 1,
d2φ

dε2
(ε) ≥ 0 for ε ≥ 0;

(17)

and the functions ĝk and ĝ∞ in the constraints (16b) and (16c)
are defined according to:

1) ĝ0 = g0;
2) ĝk, for 1 ≤ k ≤ k′, is the collection of rows of gk

that are not in ĝ0, . . . , ĝk−1 (two rows that are positive
multiple of each other are viewed as identical);

3) ĝ∞ is the collection of rows of g∞ that are not in
ĝ0, . . . , ĝk′ .

We make the following remarks: 1) To capture the largest k
for which (14b) is feasible, it is desirable to select k′ to be as
large as possible. However, this will increase the number of the
decision variables and constraints and hence the complexity
of the problem. In practice, k′ can be selected based on the
tradeoff between the desire to capture a larger feasible k
and computation complexity. 2) Many functions satisfy the
properties in (17) such as φ(ε) = ε, φ(ε) = ε + aεb with
any a > 0 and b > 1, and φ(ε) = eε − 1. The use of this
function will be elaborated in Corollary 1 and Remark 3.
3) The reason for defining the functions ĝk and ĝ∞ and
using them in (16) instead of using gk and g∞ directly is to
avoid repeated constraints (repeated constraints would cause a
violation of constraint qualification at a minimizer where they
are active and hence a violation of Assumption 2). Also, we
let ĝk′+1 = ĝ∞ to simplify notations in the following analysis.

The problem (16) has the following property, which indi-
cates that it solves the problem of interest (13):

Proposition 3: Let z(0) = (u(0), ε(0)) be a minimizer of
(16) for η = 0. Then, under Assumption 1,

1) If (14a) is feasible or if (14a) is infeasible and k′ is
selected to be greater than or equal to the largest k for
which (14b) is feasible, then u(0) solves (13);

2) If (14a) is infeasible and k′ is selected to be smaller than
the largest k for which (14b) is feasible, then u(0) is a
solution that satisfies (14b) for all 0 ≤ k ≤ k′.

Proof: If (14a) is feasible, then according to the definition of
k∗ in (16), k∗ = k′+1 and hence (16f) implies ε(0) = η = 0,
i.e., εk = 0 for all k = 0, . . . , k′ + 1. Then, the cost function
(16a) reduces to Ĵt(u, 0) = Jt(u) and the constraints (16b)-
(16c) reduce to ĝk(xt, u) ≤ 0 for all k = 0, . . . , k′ + 1.
Therefore, u(0) minimizes Jt(u) subject to ĝk(xt, u) ≤ 0 for
all k = 0, . . . , k′+1 and h(u) ≤ 0. According to the definition
of ĝk below (16), ĝk(xt, u) ≤ 0 for all k = 0, . . . , k′ + 1
is equivalent to gk(xt, u) ≤ 0 for all k = 0, . . . , k′ and
g∞(xt, u) ≤ 0, which, under Assumption 1, holds if and only
if g∞(xt, u) ≤ 0. Hence, u(0) minimizes Jt(u) subject to

g∞(xt, u) ≤ 0 and h(u) ≤ 0. Then, according to (2), (11),
(13), and (14a), u(0) solves (13).

If (14a) is infeasible and k′ is selected to be greater than or
equal to the largest k for which (14b) is feasible, then k∗ in
(16) is defined to be the largest k for which (14b) is feasible. In
this case, (16c) and (16f) imply that u(0) satisfies ĝk(xt, u) ≤
0 for all k = 0, . . . , k∗, which, according to the definition of
ĝk and Assumption 1, holds if and only if gk∗(xt, u) ≤ 0; and
(16d) implies h(u(0)) ≤ 0. Then, according to (2), (12), (13),
and (14b), u(0) solves (13).

The proof of case 2) is analogous to case 1). �
Although the problem (16) has the desired property above,

its formulation relies on the knowledge of k∗, which, as
discussed at the end of Section III, is unknown a priori.
Therefore, we cannot directly use (16) to solve the problem
of interest (13). In what follows we introduce two additional
assumptions and a related problem which does not rely on k∗,
and we will show that we can use this related problem to solve
(16) and hence the problem of interest (13).

Let z(0) = (u(0), ε(0)) denote a minimizer of (16) for η =
0 and λ(0) be its associated Lagrange multiplier vector.

Assumption 2: The pair (z(0), λ(0)) satisfies the strong
second-order sufficient conditions (SSC) for optimality.

For the SSC and checkable conditions under which the SSC
are satisfied, see Theorem 2 of [14].

Under Assumption 2, there exist a neighbourhood N ⊂
Rk∗+1 of η = 0 and functions z(·) and λ(·) on N such that
for any η ∈ N , the pair (z(η), λ(η)) satisfies the SSC for (16)
and the following sensitivity result holds:

lim
ηk→0+

Ĵt(z(η
(k)))− Ĵt(z(0))

ηk − 0
= −λk(0) (18)

where η(k) = ηkek, ek is the kth standard basis vector of
Rk∗+1, and λk(0) is the Lagrange multiplier associated with
the equality constraint εk = ηk of (16) for η = 0.

For the above sensitivity result and its proof, see Section 3
of [14] (esp., Theorem 3 and Equation (29)).

Assumption 3: There exist M,L > 0 such that∣∣∣∣ lim
ηk→0+

Jt(u(η(k)))− Jt(u(0))

ηk − 0

∣∣∣∣ ≤M (19a)∣∣∣∣ lim
ηk→0+

εi(η
(k))− εi(0)

ηk − 0

∣∣∣∣ ≤ L (19b)

for all i = k∗ + 1, . . . , k′ + 1, k = 0, . . . , k∗, and θ > 1
sufficiently large.

Assumptions 2 and 3 lead to the following result:
Lemma 1: Let z(0) = (u(0), ε(0)) be a minimizer of (16)

for η = 0. Suppose Assumptions 2 and 3 hold. Then, for θ > 1
sufficiently large, z(0) is a minimizer of

min
u, ε

Ĵt(u, ε) +

k∗∑
k=0

θk
′+2−kφ(|εk|) (20a)

s.t. ĝk(xt, u) ≤ 1εk, k = 0, 1, . . . , k′ + 1 (20b)
h(u) ≤ 0 (20c)
εk ≤ εk+1, k = k∗, . . . , k′ (20d)

Recall that we let ĝk′+1 = ĝ∞ to simplify notations. Therefore,
the problem (20) relates to (16) but replaces the equality
constraints εk = ηk = 0 in (16f) with penalties θk

′+2−kφ(|εk|)
in the cost function.



Proof: Using (18) and (19), we obtain the following bound

|λk(0)| =

∣∣∣∣∣ lim
ηk→0+

Ĵt(z(η
(k)))− Ĵt(z(0))

ηk − 0

∣∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣∣ lim
ηk→0+

Jt(u(η(k)))− Jt(u(0))

ηk − 0

∣∣∣∣
+

k′+1∑
i=k∗+1

θk
′+2−i

∣∣∣∣ lim
ηk→0+

φ(εi(η
(k)))− φ(εi(0))

ηk − 0

∣∣∣∣ (21)

≤M +

k′+1∑
i=k∗+1

θk
′+2−i

∣∣∣∣dφdε (0)

∣∣∣∣ ∣∣∣∣ lim
ηk→0+

εi(η
(k))− εi(0)

ηk − 0

∣∣∣∣
≤M +

k′+1∑
i=k∗+1

θk
′+2−iL ≤

(
M

θk′+2−k∗ +
L

θ − 1

)
θk
′+2−k∗

for k = 0, . . . , k∗. Then, for θ ≥ max(2M, 2L+ 1), we have
|λk(0)| ≤ θk

′+2−k∗ ≤ θk
′+2−k for k = 0, . . . , k∗, i.e., the

weight for φ(|εk|) in the cost function of (20) is greater than
the absolute value of the Lagrange multiplier λk(0) associated
with the equality constraint εk = ηk = 0 of (16). This
implies that θk

′+2−kφ(|εk|) are exact penalties for the equality
constraints εk = ηk = 0, k = 0, . . . , k∗, and the result follows
from Theorem 4.6 of [15]. �

We now present the following optimization problem, which
does not depend on k∗, and we will show that it can be used
to solve (16):

min
u, ε

Jt(u) +

k′+1∑
k=0

θk
′+2−kφ(εk) (22a)

s.t. ĝ∞(xt, u) ≤ 1εk′+1 (22b)
ĝk(xt, u) ≤ 1εk, k = 0, 1, . . . , k′ (22c)
h(u) ≤ 0 (22d)
0 ≤ εk ≤ εk+1, k = 0, 1, . . . , k′ (22e)

Proposition 4: Let z(0) = (u(0), ε(0)) be a minimizer of
(16) for η = 0. Suppose Assumptions 2 and 3 hold, and (20)
has a unique minimizer and attains its minimum value. Then,
for θ > 1 sufficiently large, z(0) is a global minimizer of (22).

Proof: Let Z(16), Z(20), and Z(22) denote the feasible regions
of (16) for η = 0, (20), and (22), respectively. It can be easily
seen that Z(16) ⊂ Z(22) ⊂ Z(20). Hence, if z(0) = (u(0), ε(0))
is a minimizer (thus, a feasible point) of (16) for η = 0, it is
also a feasible point of (20) and (22).

When Assumptions 2 and 3 hold and θ > 1 is sufficiently
large, according to Lemma 1, z(0) is also a minimizer of (20).
If (20) attains its minimum value and its minimizer is unique, it
attains its minimum value at z(0), i.e., J(20)(z(0)) ≤ J(20)(z)
for all z ∈ Z(20), where J(20)(z) denotes the cost function
of (20). On Z(22), the cost function of (22), J(22)(z), satisfies

J(22)(z) = Jt(u) +

k′+1∑
k=0

θk
′+2−kφ(εk)

= Ĵt(u, ε) +

k∗∑
k=0

θk
′+2−kφ(|εk|) = J(20)(z) (23)

since (22e) implies εk ≥ 0 for k = 0, . . . , k∗. Then, we have

J(22)(z(0)) = J(20)(z(0)) ≤ J(20)(z) = J(22)(z) (24)

for all z ∈ Z(22). Thus, z(0) is a global minimizer of (22). �
Proposition 4 enables us to solve (16), which depends on

the knowledge of k∗, through solving (22), which does not
depend on k∗. In particular, after (22) is solved, the value
of k∗ can be read from the solution z(0) = (u(0), ε(0)):
k∗ is equal to the largest k for which εk = 0. Since (16)
solves the original problem of interest (13) according to
Proposition 3, Proposition 4 also indicates that (22) can be
used to solve (13). The result of Proposition 4 relies on the
uniqueness of minimizer of (20) and requires us to identify the
global minimizer of (22) in order to obtain a (possibly local)
minimizer of (16). The following result provides us with a
method for realizing these conditions:

Corollary 1: Let z(0) = (u(0), ε(0)) be a minimizer of
(16) for η = 0 that satisfies Assumptions 2 and 3 and with
θ > 1 sufficiently large. Suppose Jt(u) is strictly convex in
u, φ(ε) is strictly convex and nondecreasing in ε, and g∞,
gk, k = 0, 1, . . . , k′, and h are all convex in u. Then, (22)
is a convex optimization problem with a strictly convex cost
function and with z(0) as its unique minimizer.

Proof: According to Lemma 2 (proof is included for
completeness in Appendix), φ(·) being strictly convex and
nondecreasing and | · | being convex implies their composition
φ(| · |) is strictly convex. If Jt(u) is strictly convex in u,
φ(εk) is strictly convex in εk for all k = k∗ + 1, . . . , k′ + 1,
and φ(|εk|) is strictly convex in εk for all k = 0, . . . , k∗,
the cost function of (20), Ĵt(u, ε) +

∑k∗

k=0 θ
k′+2−kφ(|εk|) =

Jt(u) +
∑k′+1
k=k∗+1 θ

k′+2−kφ(εk) +
∑k∗

k=0 θ
k′+2−kφ(|εk|) is

strictly convex in z = (u, ε). Meanwhile, if g∞, gk, k =
0, 1, . . . , k′, and h are all convex in u, the feasible set defined
by the constraints (20b)-(20d) is a convex set of z = (u, ε).
Therefore, (20) is a convex problem with a strictly convex cost
function and thus any minimizer of (20) is unique and global.
Since z(0) is a minimizer of (20) according to Lemma 1, (20)
has a unique minimizer and attains its minimum value (both
at z(0)). Then, all assumptions of Proposition 4 are satisfied
and, therefore, z(0) is a global minimizer of (22).

Meanwhile, Jt(u) being strictly convex in u and φ(ε) being
strictly convex in ε implies the cost function of (22), Jt(u) +∑k′+1
k=0 θk

′+2−kφ(εk), is strictly convex in z = (u, ε), and g∞,
gk, k = 0, 1, . . . , k′, and h all being convex in u implies the
feasible set defined by the constraints (22b)-(22e) is a convex
set of z = (u, ε). This shows (22) is also a convex problem
with a strictly convex cost function, and hence its minimizer
z(0) is not only global but also unique. �

We note that our choice of Jt(u) in (15) is strictly convex
in u. A candidate for φ(ε) that satisfies the properties in (17)
and is strictly convex and nondecreasing is φ(ε) = eε − 1.
Another candidate for φ(ε) is φ(ε) = ε + aε2 with a small
a > 0, which satisfies the properties in (17), is strictly convex,
and is nondecreasing over the range [− 1

2a ,∞). For a given
problem, this second candidate can satisfy Corollary 1 locally
for a sufficiently large range through a sufficiently small
choice of a > 0. Meanwhile, together with (15), it causes the
cost function of (22) to be a quadratic function of decision
variables, which is easier to handle than that resulting from
the first candidate φ(ε) = eε − 1. Therefore, for practical
applications, this second candidate is recommended.

Remark 3: In (22) we use exponentially-weighted penalties
for φ(εk), k = 0, . . . , k′+1, to achieve the goal of maximizing
the smallest k for which the condition ĝk(xt, u) ≤ 0 is



violated. A similar scheme was proposed in [11] for minimum-
time problems and later modified in [9] for DCOC problems.
But both [11] and [9] only considered the use of identity map
φ(ε) = ε when formulating the penalties. In this paper we ex-
tend the scheme by allowing other choices of φ satisfying (17).
This extension is significant because it makes possible for (20)
and (22) to have strictly convex cost functions by a proper
choice of φ (such as φ(ε) = eε − 1 or φ(ε) = ε + aε2).
The strict convexity can be used to prove uniqueness of
minimizers of (20) and (22), which is an important assumption
of Proposition 4 and Corollary 1 for building up the connection
between the minimizers of (20) and (22) and that of (16).
Without this extension, i.e., using φ(ε) = ε, the cost functions
of (20) and (22) are at most convex but not strictly convex,
making the unique minimizer assumption not easily checkable.

V. DESIGN METHOD FOR LINEAR SYSTEMS

In this section, we elaborate a tailored design method for
linear systems with additive disturbance inputs in the form of

xt+1 = Axt +But + Ewt (25)

where A, B, and E are matrices of consistent dimensions. The
control set U is assumed to be polyhedral and expressed as

U = {u ∈ Rm : Γ>u,ju− γu,j ≤ 0, j = 1, . . . , q} (26)

where Γu,j ∈ Rm and γu,j ∈ R. The disturbance inputs wt
are assumed to be norm-bounded, i.e.,

W = {w ∈ Rp : ‖w‖ ≤ ω} (27)

where ‖ · ‖ denotes a vector norm and ω ≥ 0. Furthermore,
we assume the set X0 is polyhedral and can be expressed as

X0 = {x ∈ Rn : Γ>0,jx ≤ γ0,j , j = 1, . . . , q0} (28)

Motivated by the method for designing infinite-step safe sets
of linear systems proposed in [13], we design the sets X̃k as
follows: We consider a virtual affine feedback law,

ut = Kxt + vt (29)

where K ∈ Rm×n is a matrix such that Ac = A + BK is
Schur (all eigenvalues of Ac are strictly inside the unit disk),
and vt ∈ Rm. Then, we define Πk ⊂ Rn+m as

Πk =
{

(x, v) : Γ>0,j
(
Atc x+ Λtv

)
≤ γ̃0,j,t, j = 1, . . . , q0,

Γ>u,j
(
KAtc x+KΛtv + v

)
≤ γ̃u,j,t, j = 1, . . . , q, t = 0, . . . , k

}
(30)

where Λt = (I − Atc)(I − Ac)
−1B, γ̃0,j,t =

γ0,j −
∑t−1
τ=0 hW (Γ>0,jA

τ
cE), and γ̃u,j,t = γu,j −∑t−1

τ=0 hW (Γ>u,jKA
τ
cE), and we let X̃k = projx(Πk),

which is the projection of Πk onto the space of x. This
method for designing X̃k yields the following result:

Proposition 5: The sets X̃k defined according to (30) and
X̃k = projx(Πk) have the following properties: For each k ≥
0, 1) X̃k ⊂ Xk, where Xk is defined according to (6) for
k ≥ 1; 2) X̃k is polyhedral and can be expressed as (8); and
3) X̃k+1 ⊂ X̃k.

Proof: We start with the proof of 1). For k = 0, it can
be easily seen that X̃0 defined according to (30) and X̃0 =
projx(Π0) satisfies X̃0 = X0. We now consider k ≥ 1. For

x ∈ X̃k = projx(Πk), there exists v ∈ Rm such that (x, v) ∈
Πk. According to the definition of Πk in (30), we have

Γ>0,j
(
Atc x+ Λtv

)
= Γ>0,j

(
At−1

c (Acx+Bv)−At−1
c Bv + Λtv

)
= Γ>0,j

(
At−1

c (Acx+Bv) + Λt−1v
)
≤ γ̃0,j,t

= γ̃0,j,t−1 − hW (Γ>0,jA
t−1
c E) (31)

for j = 1, . . . , q0 and t = 1, . . . , k, and

Γ>u,j
(
KAtc x+KΛtv + v

)
= Γ>u,j

(
KAt−1

c (Acx+Bv)

+KΛt−1v + v
)
≤ γ̃u,j,t−1 − hW (Γ>u,jKA

t−1
c E) (32)

for j = 1, . . . , q and t = 1, . . . , k. Note (31) and (32) imply

Γ>0,j
(
At−1

c (Acx+Bv + Ew) + Λt−1v
)
≤ γ̃0,j,t−1 (33)

Γ>u,j
(
KAt−1

c (Acx+Bv + Ew) +KΛt−1v + v
)
≤ γ̃u,j,t−1

for all w ∈ W and t = 1, . . . , k, which, according to (30),
implies (Acx + Bv + Ew, v) ∈ Πk−1 for all w ∈ W . Now
consider u = Kx+ v. According to (30) and Ac = A+BK,
(Acx + Bv + Ew, v) ∈ Πk−1 for all w ∈ W implies Acx +
Bv + Ew = Ax + B(Kx + v) + Ew = Ax + Bu + Ew ∈
projx(Πk−1) = X̃k−1 for all w ∈ W , i.e., f(x, u,W ) ⊂
X̃k−1; and it also implies Γ>u,j(Kx+ v) = Γ>u,ju ≤ γ̃u,j,0 =
γu,j for j = 1, . . . , q, i.e., u ∈ U . Therefore, we have shown
that for any x ∈ X̃k, there exists u = Kx+ v ∈ U such that
f(x, u,W ) ⊂ X̃k−1, and this proves X̃k ⊂ Xk when Xk is
defined according to (6).

Then, 2) follows from that Πk defined according to (30) is
polyhedral and X̃k is the projection of Πk onto a subspace.

Finally, for 3), it is clear that Πk defined according to (30)
satisfies Πk+1 ⊂ Πk. Therefore, since X̃k+1 = projx(Πk+1)
and X̃k = projx(Πk), we have X̃k+1 ⊂ X̃k. �

Remark 4: The part 1) of Proposition 5 indicates that
our designs of X̃k using the explicit formula (30) and
X̃k = projx(Πk) are indeed subsets of Xk, and, therefore,
satisfy Proposition 1. The part 2) means that we can use the
expressions (8) and (9) in Remark 1 to obtain the functions
gk to be used in the optimization problem (16).

For the infinite-step safe set X∞, we adopt the method
of [13]: We define Π∞ ⊂ Rn+m as

Π∞ = Πk′ ∩ (X0 × Ω′) (34)

where Πk′ is defined as in (30) with k′ sufficiently large, X0

is given in (28), and Ω′ ∈ Rm is defined as

Ω′ =
{
v : Γ>0,j(I −Ac)

−1Bv ≤ (1− ε) γ̃0,j,k′ , j = 1, . . . , q0,

Γ>u,j
(
K(I −Ac)

−1B + I
)
v ≤ (1− ε) γ̃u,j,k′ , j = 1, . . . , q

}
(35)

with 0 < ε� 1 and γ̃0,j,k′ and γ̃u,j,k′ given below (30). Then,
we let X∞ = projx(Π∞).

It can be shown that, under mild assumptions, for all
k′ sufficiently large, the sets Π∞ and X∞ defined above
become independent of k′ (see [16], [17]). Furthermore, X∞
satisfies the desired two properties above Proposition 2 (see
Proposition 3 of [13]), is polyhedral (clear from (34) and (35)),
and satisfies X∞ ⊂ X̃k for all k ≥ 0, where X̃k is defined
according to (30) and X̃k = projx(Πk).

Remark 5: The fact that X∞ is polyhedral means that
we can use similar expressions as (8) and (9) in Remark 1



to obtain the function g∞ to be used in the optimization
problem (16). The part 3) of Proposition 5 and X∞ ⊂ X̃k

for all k ≥ 0 verify that Assumption 1 is satisfied.
Remark 6: For linear dynamics (25), polyhedral sets X∞,

X̃k, and U (with functions g∞, gk, and h expressed as in
(8) and (9) and in (26)), cost function Jt(u) as in (15), and
φ(ε) chosen to be ε + aε2 with sufficiently small a > 0,
the formulated problem (22) is a strictly convex quadratic
program, which is computationally easy.

VI. ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLE

We use the following example to illustrate our proposed
safety supervisor:

xt+1 =

[
1 ∆T
0 1

]
xt +

[
−∆T 2

2
−∆T

]
ut +

[
∆T 2

2
∆T

]
wt (36)

which represents a car-following scenario, where xt =
(∆st,∆vt) represent the bumper-to-bumper distance between
the lead vehicle and the ego vehicle and their relative velocity,
ut represents the ego vehicle’s acceleration, wt represents the
lead vehicle’s acceleration, and ∆T = 0.25 is the sampling
period. The ego vehicle’s acceleration ut is the control input
and takes values in the set U = [−2, 2]. The lead vehicle’s
acceleration wt is treated as a disturbance input and assumed
to be bounded in the interval W = [−wmax, wmax] with
wmax = 1. Our goal is to design a safety supervisor for the
ego vehicle’s adaptive cruise control system. We assume the
following set X0:

X0 = {(∆s,∆v) : 10 ≤ ∆s ≤ 20,−5 ≤ ∆v ≤ 5} (37)

We note that we use this example for illustrating the properties
of our proposed safety supervisor, and treating more elaborate
modeling of car-following dynamics and constraints is not the
focus of this paper.

We use the methods for linear systems in Section V to
design the sets X̃k, X∞ and functions gk, g∞ to be used
by the safety supervisor, where we use K = [0.2842, 0.8056]
for the virtual feedback law (29). For the online optimization
problem (22), we use the following parameters: Jt(u) =
0.01(ût − u)2, k′ = 8, θ = 2, φ(ε) = ε + 0.01ε2. With
these parameters, (22) is a convex quadratic program (see
Remark 6). To fully illustrate the properties of our safety
supervisor, especially its unified Safety Protection and Safety
Extension capability, we consider the following three cases:

1) x0 = (15, 0) and wt = −wmax for all t ≥ 0: At this
initial condition, the safety protection problem (14a) is
feasible. The disturbance input always takes the “worst-
case” value in W .

2) x0 = (15,−4) and wt = −wmax for all t ≥ 0: At this
initial condition, (14a) is infeasible.

3) x0 = (15, 0) and wt follows the profile shown in
Fig. 2. Over the short time period of 6 ≤ t ≤ 10, the
assumption of wt ∈W is violated.

In all three cases, we assume the nominal control: ût = 0
for all t ≥ 0. Note that our designed safety supervisor is
independent of the nominal control. Therefore, we choose
ût = 0 for simplicity.

In Fig. 3, the black curve shows the boundary of the infinite-
step safe set X∞, and the blue curves show the boundaries
of the k-step safe sets X̃k, k = 0, . . . , k′, where darker blue
corresponds to X̃k with a larger k. The red dotted curve shows

the trajectory of xt = (∆st,∆vt) in Case 1. In Case 1, the
safety protection problem (14a) is feasible at the initial time,
and due to the robust controlled invariance property of X∞ and
wt = −wmax ∈ W for all t, (14a) is recursively feasible. In
this case, at each t, the solution of our one-shot optimization
problem (22) is a solution to (14a). Therefore, we see that
our safety supervisor using (22) to determine control input ut
keeps xt in X∞ for all t. In particular, because the disturbance
input wt is “worst-case,” xt reaches the boundary of X∞ but
does not cross it. This result verifies the Safety Protection
ability of our designed supervisor.
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Fig. 2: The disturbance input profile in Case 3.
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Fig. 3: The state trajectories in Cases 1–3.

In Case 2, (14a) is infeasible and our safety supervisor pur-
sues extending safety as much as possible. For this example,
it can be shown by some calculations that when the initial
distance and relative velocity are x0 = (∆s0,∆v0) = (15,−4)
and the lead vehicle brakes with a constant deceleration of
wt = −wmax = −1, the distance constraint ∆st ≥ 10 will
be violated at t = 7 when the ego vehicle applies the hardest
brake ut = −2 for all t ≥ 0. In the numerical experiment
of Case 2, our safety supervisor using (22) indeed generates
ut = −2 at all t ≥ 0. In Fig. 4, we show the values of εk,
k = 0, . . . , k′+ 1, of the solution of (22) at each t = 0, . . . , 6
(left panel), and we also show the value of k∗ that is read from
the values of εk at each t (right panel). Recall that k∗ is equal
to the largest k for which εk = 0. We see that k∗ = 5 at t = 0,
which indicates the existence of u0 ∈ U that ensures x1 ∈ X̃5

for any w0 ∈W . According to Proposition 1, x1 ∈ X̃5 implies
the existence of admissible controls that ensure xt ∈ X0 for
t = 2, . . . , 6. Therefore, it is predicted that constraints will be
satisfied until t = 7, and this prediction agrees with the result
above derived from analytical calculations. As t increases, k∗
decreases by one at a time. At t = 6, εk > 0 for all k and



hence k∗ does not exist. This means there is no u6 ∈ U
that can enforce x7 ∈ X0 for all w6 ∈ W . Correspondingly,
when w6 takes the “worst-case” value −wmax, x7 violates X0.
All these observations, including the generation of ut = −2
(i.e., hardest brake) at all t and the fact that the history of
k∗ accurately predicts the maximum duration before the first
safety violation, verifies the Safety Extension ability of our
designed supervisor.
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Fig. 4: The ε and k∗ histories in Case 2.

In Case 3, the initial condition x0 is in X∞. Due to the
robust controlled invariance of X∞ and (14a), xt would be
in X∞ for all t ≥ 0 if wt ∈ W for all t. However, due
to the large disturbance input values that violate wt ∈ W
over 6 ≤ t ≤ 10, xt gets outside X∞ (shown by the green
dashed curve in Fig. 3). For a control scheme that relies on the
invariance of X∞, xt /∈ X∞ would cause a loss of feasibility
and, consequently, a control failure (unless the constraints are
relaxed). In contrast, our safety supervisor switches to Safety
Extension when xt /∈ X∞ occurs. By repeatedly solving (22)
to determine control at each t, our safety supervisor steers
xt back to X∞ when disturbances are reduced, leading to a
safety recovery.

The computational advantage of our one-shot optimization
approach (22) is significant compared to solving (13) through
solving the series of optimization problems (14a) and (14b)
for k = 0, 1, . . . , k′. Taking Case 3 for example, the average
computation time to determine control by solving (22) is
46.5 ms per time step (on a Windows laptop with i5 1.10GHZ
processor, 8GB RAM, and all implementations in the MAT-
LAB environment), while it takes 2.18 s solving the series
of problems (14a) and (14b) – our approach (22) is over 40
times faster. A primary reason for the latter approach to take
much longer time is that optimization solvers can consume an
excessive amount of time to determine infeasibility [18].

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we proposed a safety supervisor that had
both Safety Protection and Safety Extension abilities. We
developed an approach based on an exponentially-weighted
penalty function scheme that integrated the two abilities in a
single optimization problem with only continuous variables.
For linear systems, we presented a tailored method for de-
signing the safety supervisor such that the online optimization
problem reduced to a convex quadratic program. We illustrated
the proposed safety supervisor and its properties with an
automotive example.
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APPENDIX

Lemma 2: If f : R→ R is strictly convex and nondecreasing
and g : R→ R is convex, their composition f ◦ g : R→ R is
strictly convex.

Proof: The result follows from:

(f ◦ g)
(
tx1 + (1− t)x2

)
= f

(
g(tx1 + (1− t)x2)

)
≤ f

(
tg(x1) + (1− t)g(x2)

)
< tf

(
g(x1)

)
+ (1− t)f

(
g(x2)

)
= t(f ◦ g)(x1) + (1− t)(f ◦ g)(x2)

for all 0 ≤ t ≤ 1 and all x1, x2 ∈ R, where we have used
the convexity of g and the nondecrease of f to derive the
first inequality and used the strict convexity of f to derive the
second inequality. �
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