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Flexible Active Safety Motion Control for Robotic
Obstacle Avoidance: A CBF-Guided MPC Approach

Jinhao Liu, Jun Yang, Jianliang Mao, Tianqi Zhu, Qihang Xie, Yimeng Li, Xiangyu Wang, Shihua Li

Abstract—A flexible active safety motion (FASM) control
approach is proposed for the avoidance of dynamic obstacles
and the reference tracking in robot manipulators. The distinctive
feature of the proposed method lies in its utilization of control
barrier functions (CBF) to design flexible CBF-guided safety cri-
teria (CBFSC) with dynamically optimized decay rates, thereby
offering flexibility and active safety for robot manipulators in
dynamic environments. First, discrete-time CBFs are employed
to formulate the novel flexible CBFSC with dynamic decay rates
for robot manipulators. Following that, the model predictive
control (MPC) philosophy is applied, integrating flexible CBFSC
as safety constraints into the receding-horizon optimization
problem. Significantly, the decay rates of the designed CBFSC are
incorporated as decision variables in the optimization problem,
facilitating the dynamic enhancement of flexibility during the
obstacle avoidance process. In particular, a novel cost function
that integrates a penalty term is designed to dynamically adjust
the safety margins of the CBFSC. Finally, experiments are
conducted in various scenarios using a Universal Robots 5
(UR5) manipulator to validate the effectiveness of the proposed
approach.

Index Terms—Dynamic obstacle avoidance, model predictive
control, control barrier function, robot manipulators.

I. INTRODUCTION

ROBOT manipulators are extensively utilized in manufac-
turing and assembly lines in various industrial applica-

tions, including the automotive industry [1], medicine [2], and
aerospace [3], due to their ability to replace or assist humans in
completing some complex and repetitive tasks [4]. Beyond ac-
complishing tracking tasks, guaranteeing safety is a paramount
requirement for robot manipulators. However, their operational
workspace often involves interaction with both humans and
dynamic environments (typically characterized by the pres-
ence of moving obstacles), inevitably raising safety concerns
[5]. Confronting these challenges requires the development
of active safety control strategies for robot manipulators to
guarantee critical safety in dynamic environments.
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A. Related Work

One fundamental concern in ensuring the operational safety
of robot manipulators is to address the challenge of avoiding
obstacles. Methods for tackling obstacle avoidance can typi-
cally be categorized into two categories: offline global path
planning and online local path planning [6].

For static environments/obstacles, offline path planning can
achieve obstacle avoidance. Typical offline path planning
algorithms for autonomous robots can be categorized into
the following types: sampling-based methods [7], [8], search-
based methods [9], [10], heuristic-based methods [11], [12],
and optimization-based methods [13]. However, when ad-
dressing path-planning challenges in dynamic environments,
particularly those with fast-moving obstacles, offline path
planning methods are not suitable. Therefore, it is necessary
to incorporate a local real-time planner to refine the global
path and adapt to dynamic environments.

For dynamic environments/obstacles, the artificial potential
field (APF) method stands as one of the typical online obstacle
avoidance algorithms. It operates by establishing a global
attractive field around the target and a local repulsive field
around obstacles. By integrating the effects of both fields,
the robot can navigate towards the target while effectively
avoiding obstacles [14]–[16]. Fuzzy logic approaches deter-
mine suitable actions to avoid dynamic obstacles by employing
fuzzy sets and rules inspired by human decision-making [17],
[18]. Reinforcement learning (RL) methods commonly employ
reward functions specifically designed for dynamic obstacle
avoidance. Through RL algorithms, robot manipulators learn
from previous experience to discern actions that optimize re-
ward functions, thereby achieving effective obstacle avoidance
[19], [20]. Note that the above-mentioned approaches lack
the capability to seamlessly integrate online path planning,
tracking control, and constraints handling within a unified
framework, thus failing to address the discrepancy between
the dynamic nature of the environments and the relatively
sluggish nature of the higher-level planner. Unlike the afore-
mentioned methods, inequality-based approaches [21]–[23]
serve as effective tools to achieve dynamic obstacle avoid-
ance by incorporating obstacle avoidance tasks as inequality
constraints into the optimization problem. Model Predictive
Control (MPC), which dynamically solves finite-horizon op-
timal control problems by fully utilizing system models, has
attracted significant attention due to its efficiency in handling
various constraints [24]. MPC methods are popular for ad-
dressing dynamic obstacle avoidance problems due to their
ability to solve constrained optimization problems that allow
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path planning, tracking control, and constraints handling to
be integrated into a single framework. Typical applications of
MPC methods to tackle dynamic obstacle avoidance problems
for robot manipulators have been investigated in [16], [25]–
[28]. Although most of the methods mentioned above rely
on simple safety criteria defined by Euclidean norms, which
become active only when robots are in close proximity to
obstacles [29], these approaches can compromise safety in
scenarios with fast-moving dynamic obstacles.

Recently, control barrier functions (CBF) have emerged
as powerful techniques to ensure forward invariance of a
designated safe set [5], [30]–[32]. Several studies have used
CBFs to ensure active safety of robot manipulators, as re-
ported in [33]–[35]. To be specific, [33] demonstrated how
to guarantee safety-critical kinematic constraints for robotic
systems through CBF. [34] combined CBFs for safety and
control Lyapunov functions for task constraints in addressing
obstacle avoidance for robot manipulators. [35] combined a
learning-based MPC and a CBF-based safety filter for obstacle
avoidance. However, these methods are solely focused on the
avoidance of static obstacles. More importantly, they utilize
CBFs with fixed decay rates for safety filter design, which
lacks flexibility and potentially compromises controller feasi-
bility, as discussed in [36]–[39]. In particular, [39] emphasized
the MPC design with CBFs incorporating dynamic decay
rates to ensure critical teleoperation safety. However, dynamic
obstacle scenarios were not addressed in [39].

B. Contributions

This paper focuses primarily on online path planning and
tracking control at the kinematic level, aiming to achieve
flexible active safety motion (FASM) control for robot ma-
nipulators. We propose a flexible CBF-guided safety criteria
(CBFSC) integrating dynamically optimized decay rates to
enhance flexible active safety for dynamic obstacle avoidance.
Subsequently, the MPC framework is applied to simulta-
neously realize online path planning, tracking control, and
constraint satisfaction. Real-world experiments are conducted
in dynamic scenarios using a Universal Robots 5 (UR5) ma-
nipulator to validate the effectiveness of the proposed method.
The primary contributions of this paper are summarized below:

1) A CBF-guided MPC framework is proposed to simul-
taneously achieve dynamic obstacle avoidance and ref-
erence tracking for robot manipulators. By integrating
CBFSC within the MPC framework, the proposed ap-
proach offers active safety to avoid potential collisions
at an earlier stage, while strictly guaranteeing constraints
on control input.

2) The proposed FASM control provides flexible safety
strategies. First, the flexible CBFSC employs dynam-
ically optimized decay rates to prioritize active safety
when the robot manipulator is distant from obstacles.
Then it gradually relaxes the safety restrictions as the
robot manipulator approaches obstacles to improve the
feasibility of optimization problems. Second, a penalty
term is incorporated into the cost function to dynami-
cally adjust the safety margins of the CBFSC.

II. PRELIMINARIES AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, the preliminaries on robot kinematics and
the concepts of discrete-time CBFs are first reviewed. The
problem of dynamic obstacle avoidance, reference tracking,
and constraint satisfaction for robot manipulators is then
formulated.

A. Robot Kinematics

In this study, obstacle avoidance is implemented by identi-
fying critical points on each link of the robot manipulator and
ensuring that these critical points satisfy the specified safety
conditions. Specifically, at time step k, let xj,k ∈ Xj ⊂ R3

denote the jth (j ∈ N≥0) critical point position, and xe,k ∈
Xe ⊂ R7 denotes the end-effector pose. Subsequently, the
discrete-time forward kinematics of a robot manipulator can
be obtained through the Jacobian matrix as follows [16]

xj,k+1 = xj,k + tsJj(θk)uk, (1)

xe,k+1 = xe,k + tsJe(θk)uk, (2)

where ts is the sampling period, uk ∈ U ⊂ Rn is the joint
velocity, which is indicated as system input, n represents the
number of degrees of freedom, θk ∈ Rn is the joint position,
Jj(θk) and Je(θk) denote the Jacobian matrices of the jth
critical point and the end-effector, respectively. In this paper,
the design process of the proposed method will mainly focus
on the end effector xe,k. Since the design process for other
critical points xj,k follows a similar methodology, their details
are omitted to avoid repetition and maintain brevity.

B. Discrete-time Control Barrier Functions

First, we briefly review the basic results of discrete-time
CBFs [31], [32]. Consider a discrete-time control system as
follows:

xk+1 = f(xk, uk), (3)

where xk ∈ Q ⊂ Rq and uk ∈ U ⊂ Rp represent the states
and control inputs of the system, respectively. Then, define
a safe set C for the system (3) which is denoted as C :=
{xk ∈ Q | B(xk) ≥ 0}, ∂C := {xk ∈ Q | B(xk) = 0},
where B : Q → R is a continuous function. The set C is
forward invariant for the system (3) if for any x0 ∈ C, xk ∈ C,
∀k ∈ N≥0. Next, we show that the set C is forward invariant
by using the exponential CBF formulation.
Definition 1: (Discrete-Time Exponential CBFs [31]) A

function B : Q → R is a discrete-time exponential CBF for
the system (3) if: B(x0) ≥ 0 and there exists a control input
uk ∈ U such that

∆B(xk, uk) + γB(xk) ≥ 0, ∀k ∈ N≥0, 0 < γ ≤ 1, (4)

where ∆B(xk, uk) = B(xk+1)−B(xk), γ is the decay rate.
Next, we will illustrate the inherent advantages of using the

CBFSC for obstacle avoidance through a simple example.
Example 1: Consider an obstacle avoidance scenario for

the system (3) in a two-dimensional plane as depicted in Fig.
1. Here, the moving obstacle is represented by a red circle
centered at ok with a radius of ro and a velocity of vo.
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Fig. 1. The advantages of the CBFSC. (The next-step reachable set Rs :=
{xk+1 ∈ Q | xk+1 = f(xk, uk), uk ∈ U}.)

1) Under MPC methods, the safety constraint is defined
as S(xk) = ∥xk − ok∥ − ro ≥ 0, indicating xk+1 ≥
ro + ok+1 at time step k + 1 (consider only the simple
case where xk ≥ 0, ok ≥ 0). The safe boundary is
denoted as ∂CMPC := {xk+1 ∈ Q | S(xk+1) = 0}.

2) Differently, under the CBFSC, the safe constraint is
expressed as S(xk+1) ≥ (1−γ)S(xk), with 0 < γ ≤ 1.
This implies xk+1 ≥ rc + ok+1 at time step k + 1,
where rc =

√
(1− γ)S(xk) + ro2. The safe boundary

satisfying the CBFSC is defined as ∂CCBF := {xk+1 ∈
Q | S(xk+1)− (1− γ)S(xk) = 0, 0 < γ ≤ 1}.

As illustrated in Fig. 1(a), the safety criteria in traditional
MPC methods remain inactive since the current state xk is
far from the obstacle, resulting in no intersection between
Rs and ∂CMPC . Consequently, the system does not trigger
avoidance actions at time step k, leading to xk+1 approaching
the obstacle closely, which poses a safety risk, especially in
cases involving fast-moving obstacles. Moreover, since the
decay rate γ in the CBFSC can be adjusted within the range
of 0 < γ ≤ 1, it ensures that rc ≥ ro, thus enhancing the
possibility of achieving the intersection of ∂CCBF with Rs, as
shown in Fig. 1(b). Consequently, even when xk is far from the
obstacle, the CBFSC can trigger avoidance actions by selecting
γ to a small value. This active safety nature is particularly
beneficial in scenarios with fast-moving obstacles, initiating
avoidance actions at an earlier stage. However, most CBF
methods for obstacle avoidance utilize fixed decay rates γ for
the design of safety criteria, lacking flexibility and potentially
compromising the feasibility of the controller. Therefore, in
this paper, we will propose a flexible CBFSC that incorporates
dynamically optimized decay rates γk.

C. Problem Formulation

The primary control objective of this study is to ensure that
the end effector accurately tracks a desired position and pose,
while actively avoiding dynamic obstacles along its path and
simultaneously satisfying the control constraints.

To quantify the tracking objective, let sk ∈ Xe ⊂ R7 be
the desired position and pose of the end effector. Next, the
tracking error is defined as ek = sk − xe,k. In this paper, we
assume that the obstacles are spheres, where ok represents the
spatial position of the obstacle with a radius of Ro. To meet
the demands of dynamic obstacle avoidance, the safe sets for

systems (1) and (2) are defined as follows

Se := {xe,k ∈ Xe | he,k ≥ 0},Sj := {xj,k ∈ Xj | hj,k ≥ 0},
(5)

where he,k = ∥xe,k − ok∥ − dmin − Ro, hj,k = ∥xj,k −
ok∥ − dmin −Ro, dmin represents the minimum safe distance
between the robot manipulator and the obstacle. Thus, the
control problem studied in this paper is formulated as follows.
Problem 1: Consider the robot kinematics described by

(1) and (2), design a control law uk ∈ U to drive the tracking
error ek to zero while guaranteeing the robot manipulator in
the safe set, that is,

lim
k→∞

ek = 0, uk ∈ U, xe,k ∈ Se, xj,k ∈ Sj . (6)

III. MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we propose a novel CBF-guided MPC
solution to achieve FASM control for robot manipulators. First,
a GPIO is introduced to estimate the dynamic information of
the obstacle. Then, the design of flexible CBFSC for dynamic
obstacle avoidance is explained. Finally, we present the FASM
controller design. The detailed design of each module will be
presented step by step.

A. Observer Design for Dynamic Information of Obstacles

At time step k, we define ok =
[
ox,k oy,k oz,k

]T
. The

higher-order information of the obstacle is denoted as Dk =[
ok l1,k · · · lm−1,k

]T
, l1,k to lm−1,k are the higher-

order differences of ok. It is supposed that lm,k = 0, with
m as the order of ok. In particular, l1,k denotes the obstacle
velocity vk =

[
vx,k vy,k vz,k

]T
. Then, Dk and ok are

assumed to be generated by Dk+1 = ADk, ok = CDk, where

A =


1 ts · · · 0

0 1
. . .

...
...

. . . . . . ts
0 · · · 0 1


m×m

, C =
[
I 0 · · · 0

]
1×m

.

In practice, Dk is possibly not exactly known, that is, only
the spatial position ok is known. For this case, a GPIO is
designed to estimate Dk as follows

ξ1,k+1 = ξ1,k + ts[ξ2,k + α1(ok − ξ1,k)],

ξ2,k+1 = ξ2,k + ts[ξ3,k + α2(ok − ξ1,k)],

...
ξm,k+1 = ξm,k + tsαm(ok − ξ1,k),

(7)

where ξ1,k is the estimation of ok, denotes as ξ1,k = ôk, ξ2,k =
v̂k, ξi,k = l̂i−1,k, i ∈ N3:m. Define the errors of the observer as
ϵ1,k = ok−ξ1,k, ϵi,k = li−1,k−ξi,k, i ∈ N2:m. The estimation
error system of the observer (7) is defined as

Ek+1 =
[
ϵ1,k+1 ϵ2,k+1 · · · ϵm,k+1

]T
= ΦEk, (8)

where Φ =


1− tsα1 ts 0 . . . 0
−tsα2 1 ts . . . 0

...
...

. . . . . .
...

−tsαm−1 0 . . . 1 ts
−tsαm 0 . . . 0 1


m×m

.
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Suppose that the error system (8) is asymptotically stable
by designing αi to satisfy ρ(Φ) < 1, where ρ(Φ) < 1 denotes
the spectral radius of the matrix Φ.

Now, we are in a position to quantify the estimation errors.
First, define V (Ek) = ∥Ek∥2W , W is the solution to the linear
matrix inequality ΦTWΦ − η2W ≤ 0 with ρ(Φ) < η < 1.
Given c1 = λmin(W ) and c2 = λmax(W ), which yield

c1∥Ek∥2 ≤ V (Ek) ≤ c2∥Ek∥2, (9)

V (Ek+1) = ∥Ek∥2ΦTWΦ ≤ ∥Ek∥2η2W ≤ η2V (Ek). (10)

Now, we have

∥Ek∥2 ≤ V (Ek)

c1
≤ η2k

c1
V (E0) ≤

c2η
2k

c1
∥E0∥2 ≤ ϕk

2δ2,

(11)

where ϕk = ηk
√

c2
c1

, E0 is the initial estimation error, δ is

assumed to be the known upper bound of ∥E0∥.

B. Flexible CBFSC for Obstacle Avoidance

In this subsection, we first design the new safety distance
considering the estimation errors, and then we proceed to
design the flexible CBFSC with dynamic decay rates.

The estimation errors of obstacle information may impact
the safety of obstacle avoidance for robot manipulators. There-
fore, we consider utilizing the quantification of the estimation
error (11) to design the new safety distance as

rsafe = dmin +Ro + rd, (12)

where rd = δϕ0 represents the tolerance distance to counteract
the effects of estimation errors. Based on the definition of rsafe,
we can further define a function to describe the surplus safety
distance between the end-effector and the obstacle as

H(xe,k, ok) = ∥xe,k − ok∥ − rsafe. (13)

Next, we will fully exploit the concept of discrete-time
CBFs introduced by Definition 1 to design the CBFSC,
ensuring that H(xe,k, ok) behaves as an exponential CBF
for the end-effector (2), thereby maintaining the the forward
invariance of the safe set Se.

Theorem 1: At the time step k, based on Definition 1,
consider the end effector (2), the safe set Se and the observer
(7). Given xe,k ∈ Se, H(xe,k, ok) ≥ 0, the proposed flexible
CBFSC is designed as

∆H(xe,k, uk, ok) + γkH(xe,k, ok) ≥ 0, 0 < γk ≤ 1, (14)

where ∆H(xe,k, uk, ok) = H(xe,k+1, ôk+1) − H(xe,k, ok),
γk is a variable to be optimized. Any feasible controller uk

that satisfies the CBFSC (14) guarantees that the safe set Se
defined in (5) is forward invariant for the end effector (2).

Proof: Keep in mind that ok+1−ôk+1 = ϵ1,k+1 according
to (7) and (8). Based on the observer (7), the safety distance
(12), and the definition (13), we have the following.

H(xe,k+1, ôk+1) = ∥xe,k+1 − ôk+1∥ − rsafe

= ∥xe,k+1 − ok+1 + ϵ1,k+1∥ − rsafe

≤ ∥xe,k+1 − ok+1∥ − dmin −Ro

+ ∥ϵ1,k+1∥ − δϕ0.

(15)

According to (11), one has ∥ϵ1,k+1∥ = ∥CEk+1∥ ≤
∥C∥∥Ek+1∥ ≤ δϕk+1 ≤ δϕ0. Now, we can rewrite (15) as

∥xe,k+1 − ok+1∥ − dmin −Ro ≥ H(xe,k+1, ôk+1). (16)

Keep in mind that xe,k ∈ Se and H(xe,k, ok) ≥ 0, the CBFSC
(14) implies that H(xe,k+1, ôk+1) ≥ (1 − γk)H(xe,k, ok) ≥
0, ∀k ∈ N≥0. Thus, according to (5) and (16), we have that
he,k+1 = ∥xe,k+1 − ok+1∥ − dmin − Ro ≥ 0 holds for ∀k ∈
N≥0, which implies xe,k+1 ∈ Se, ∀k ∈ N≥0.

The design progress of the CBFSC for the critical points
xj,k is similar to that of the end effector. Therefore, we omit it
here and present the specific conclusion directly. The CBFSC
for xj,k are designed as follows

∆H(xj,k, uk, ok)+γj,kH(xj,k, ok) ≥ 0, 0 < γj,k ≤ 1, (17)

where ∆H(xj,k, uk, ok) = H(xj,k+1, ôk+1)−H(xj,k, ok).
Now, we can utilize CBFSC (14) and (17) as safety con-

straints within the MPC framework to regulate the uk of robot
manipulators.

C. FASM Controller Design

First, considering the following stage cost function

Fsc(xe,k, uk, γk, γj,k) = ∥xe,k − sk∥2Q + ∥uk∥2R + ∥γk∥2Pγ

+ ∥γj,k∥2Pj
,

(18)
where Q, R, Pj and Pγ are positive definite, j ∈ N≥0.
Parameters Pγ and Pj are integrated into the stage cost to
adjust the overall values of γk and γj,k, respectively, thus fine-
tuning the safety margins of the CBFSC (14) and (17).

At time step k, based on the systems (1), (2), the observer
(7), the flexible CBFSC (14), (17), and the stage cost (18),
the MPC optimization problem for achieving FASM control
for robot manipulators is formulated as follows

min
uk,γk,γj,k

Jk =

N∑
i=0

Fsc(xe,i|k, ui|k, γk, γj,k) (19a)

s.t. xe,i+1|k = xe,i|k + tsJe(θk)ui|k, xe,0|k = xe,k, (19b)
xj,i+1|k = xj,i|k + tsJj(θk)ui|k, xj,0|k = xj,k, (19c)
∆H(xe,i|k, ui|k, oi|k) + γkH(xe,i|k, oi|k) ≥ 0, (19d)
∆H(xj,i|k, ui|k, oi|k) + γj,kH(xj,i|k, oi|k) ≥ 0, (19e)

ôi+1|k = CAD̂i|k, D̂i+1|k = AD̂i|k, D̂0|k = D̂k, (19f)
0 < γk ≤ 1, 0 < γj,k ≤ 1, θk ∈ Θ, ui|k ∈ U, (19g)

where i ∈ N0:N , N is the prediction horizon. Regarding
self-collision, as mentioned in [16], we consider this issue by
constraining joint positions within a specific set as θk ∈ Θ,
where Θ = {θk ∈ Rn | θself,min ≤ θk ≤ θself,max},
θself,min and θself,max represent the minimum and maximum
joint positions to avoid self-collision, respectively.

It should be highlighted that γk and γj,k are the optimization
variables, which are dynamically optimized throughout the
receding horizon optimization process, further enhancing the
flexibility and adaptiveness of the proposed CBFSC (19d) and
(19e). The optimal solution to the optimization problem (19)
is defined as u∗

k =
[
u∗
0|k, u

∗
1|k, · · · , u∗

N |k

]
, the first action,
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Fig. 2. Framework of the proposed FASM control.

u∗
k = u∗

0|k, denotes the desired joint velocities for the joint
controller of the robot manipulator. The framework of the
proposed FASM control methodology is illustrated in Fig. 2.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES

In this section, to illustrate the effectiveness of the proposed
FASM control, experiments are conducted in various scenarios
using a UR5 manipulator. Detailed experimental results can
also be found in our video on the website. 1

A. Experimental Setup and Controller Settings

The experimental setup includes a UR5 manipulator, a
mobile carrier, a motor and two obstacles, as depicted in Fig.
3. Specifically, a cuboid measuring 22 cm in length, 32 cm in
height, and 6 cm in width represents the large obstacle, while
a cube with edges of 10 cm represents the small obstacle.
The software framework utilizes Robot Operating System 2
(ROS2) and MoveIt 2. The execution was performed on a host
PC equipped with an i7-10750H CPU and 32GB of RAM.

We use the basic link of the manipulator as the origin
of the world coordinate system. We select critical points
on each link of the robot manipulator, totaling six critical
points on the whole body of the robot manipulator. Table
I presents the initial (point A) and desired poses (point B)
of the end effector under scenarios involving small and large
obstacles. The initial position of the large obstacle relative
to the world coordinate is

[
0.60 −0.40 0.18

]T
m, while

the small obstacle is positioned at
[
0.60 −0.40 0.16

]T
m.

To comprehensively evaluate dynamic obstacle scenarios, we
designed a motor-driven mechanism capable of regulating
obstacle movement speeds on the Y-axis at two distinct levels:
6.5 cm/s (slow moving) and 14.5 cm/s (fast moving).

TABLE I
INITIAL AND DESIRED POSES OF THE END-EFFECTOR

x (m) y (m) z (m) qω qx qy qz

Point A (Small obstacle) 0.620 0.368 0.170 0.6902 -0.1499 0.6914 0.1519

Point A (Large obstacle) 0.620 0.368 0.190 0.6902 -0.1499 0.6914 0.1519

Point B (Small obstacle) 0.580 -0.351 0.200 0.6902 -0.1499 0.6914 0.1519

Point B (Large obstacle) 0.520 -0.351 0.220 0.6902 -0.1499 0.6914 0.1519

The number of degrees of freedom n = 6. The sampling
period ts = 0.04 s. In the experiments a three-order GPIO is

1[Online]. Available: https://youtu.be/kNY5oEyxj-4.

Fig. 3. The experimental setup.

adopted, the observer gains are designed as α1 = 5, α2 = 10,
and α3 = 2. Parameters η = 0.9999, c1 = 3.23, c2 = 91.68,
ϕ0 = 5.33, δ = 0.8, dmin = 0.1 cm. For the small obstacle,
Ro = 8.66 cm. For the large obstacle, Ro = 19.65 cm. The
controller parameters are assigned as Q = 2000, R = 50.
The settings for N and Pγ can be found in each experimental
scenario, the initial decay rate is γ0 = γj,0 = 0.001. The
constraints on joint velocities are represented as U = {u ∈
R6 | − 0.6I6×1 ≤ u ≤ 0.6I6×1}. To prevent self-collision, we
restrict the position of the fourth joint to be between -2 and 2
rad, the position of the fifth joint to be between -2 and 0 rad,
and the remaining joints to be between -2.5 and 2.5 rad.

B. Experiment 1: Comparisons Between FASM Control and
MPC Method

In this subsection, we compare the proposed FASM control
with the classic MPC method [29] in scenarios involving
small and large obstacles with rapid movements, respectively.
The safety criteria in the MPC method are designed as
H(xe,k, ok) ≥ 0, the controller parameters in MPC being the
same as those in the proposed FASM control.

As shown in Fig. 4, the proposed FASM control method
successfully avoids the small and large obstacles that move
quickly, even with the prediction horizon N = 1. In contrast,
the MPC method fails to achieve dynamic obstacle avoidance
in scenarios involving small and large obstacles under N = 1.
This failure can be attributed to the inherent limitations of the
MPC in triggering obstacle avoidance action within a shorter
prediction horizon. The safety criteria in MPC become active
only when the robot manipulator is in close proximity to the
obstacle. In scenarios with fast-moving dynamic obstacles,
there might not be adequate time for the robot manipulator
to avoid obstacles when they are extremely close. In our
tests, expanding the prediction horizon to N = 7, the MPC
method effectively avoids the dynamic obstacle. (This result is
demonstrated in the video.) This highlights the effectiveness
of increasing the prediction horizon in enhancing obstacle
avoidance capabilities but results in increased computational
requirements. Moreover, as illustrated in Fig. 5, in both sce-
narios, the position and posture errors of the proposed FASM
control eventually converge to zero, and the joint velocities
satisfy the constraints. This indicates the successful completion
of the reference tracking and constraint satisfaction tasks.
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Fig. 4. Experiment 1: Frame-by-frame plots in the scenarios of fast-moving small and large obstacles (top: small obstacle; bottom: large obstacle). (Only the
trajectory from point A to point B is shown.)
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Fig. 5. Experiment 1: Position errors, quaternion errors, joint velocities and end-effector trajectories of the proposed FASM control in the scenarios of
fast-moving small and large obstacles (top: small obstacle; bottom: large obstacle).

In general, compared to the MPC method, the proposed
FASM control can employ a smaller prediction horizon to
avoid obstacles, offering a more proactive safety strategy.
This capability arises from the ability of the proposed flexible
CBFSC to trigger the robot to act even when it is positioned
far from obstacles by dynamically optimizing γk.

C. Experiment 2: Comparisons Across Different Pγ

In this subsection, we investigate the impact of different
values of Pγ on the performance of the proposed FASM
control. We specifically concentrate on the scenario of a small
slow-moving obstacle under Pγ = 150, Pγ = 1000, and
Pγ = 2000. This scenario also assesses the performance of
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Fig. 6. Experiment 2: The experimental results of the FASM control in the scenario of the slow-moving small obstacle under different parameters. (The test
path is A→B→A.)

Fig. 7. Experiment 2: Frame-by-frame plots in the scenario of the slow-moving small obstacle under different parameters. (Only the trajectory from point A
to point B is shown.)

the proposed FASM control at different obstacle velocities.

As illustrated in Fig. 6(c), the designed GPIO can effectively
estimate the velocity of the slow-moving obstacle. As depicted
in Figs. 6(a) and 7, different values of Pγ provide adjustable
safety margins, with larger values corresponding to greater
safety margins. Specifically, Pγ = 150, Pγ = 1000, and
Pγ = 2000 correspond to small, medium, and large safety
margins, respectively. Furthermore, Fig. 6(b) demonstrates
that higher Pγ values lead to smaller overall values of γk,
making the safety constraints more critical and indicating
an increased emphasis on safety. This observation can be
supported by Fig. 7 and Table II, where a larger Pγ results
in more advanced avoidance actions and a higher lift of the
end-effector. Moreover, in Fig. 6, as the distance between the
robot and the obstacle increases, the value of γk decreases,
allowing for earlier triggering of obstacle avoidance actions
and thus achieving active safety strategies. Conversely, as the
robot approaches the obstacle, the value of γk is optimized
to be larger, inherently relaxing the safety constraints to
enhance the feasibility of the optimization problem. In Fig.

8, the position and posture errors of the proposed method
eventually converge to zero in each case. Simultaneously, the
joint velocities strictly satisfy the constraints, indicating the
successful accomplishment of all the tasks.

In general, the proposed method allows for the adjustment
of Pγ to select various safety margins and dynamically opti-
mizes γk, thereby providing flexible safety constraints. This
flexibility is particularly significant as it expands the feasible
region, especially when the robot approaches the obstacles.

TABLE II
THE PERFORMANCE UNDER DIFFERENT VALUES OF Pγ

Pγ = 150 Pγ = 1000 Pγ = 2000

The highest altitude 0.2509 [m] 0.2816 [m] 0.3019 [m]

The trigger moment 1.84 [s] 1.56 [s] 1.16 [s]

Maximum value of γk 0.1151 0.0909 0.0791

D. Experiment 3: Performance of Avoiding Large Obstacle
In this test, we will assess the performance of the proposed

FASM control in avoiding the fast-moving large obstacle.
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Fig. 8. Experiment 2: Position errors, quaternion errors, joint velocities and end-effector trajectories of the proposed FASM control in the scenario of the
slow-moving small obstacle under different values of Pγ . The first, second, and third lines correspond to Pγ = 150, Pγ = 1000, and Pγ = 2000, respectively.
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Fig. 9. Experiment 3: The experimental results of the FASM control in the scenario of the fast-moving large obstacle under different parameters. (The test
path is A→B→A.)

Avoiding fast-moving large obstacles poses a significant
challenge, particularly requiring the robot manipulator to ini-
tiate avoidance actions at an early stage and ensuring that
joint velocities strictly satisfy the constraints. As illustrated
in Fig. 9(c), the designed GPIO can effectively estimate the
velocity of the fast-moving obstacle. In Figs. 9-11, the pro-
posed FASM control effectively avoids the fast-moving large
obstacle across different values of Pγ , each corresponding to
distinct safety margins. As shown by Fig. 10, the proposed
approach guides the manipulator to exhibit varying degrees of
proactive action as the end-effector approaches the obstacle.

In Fig. 9(b), γk is dynamically optimized to provide flexibility
throughout the obstacle avoidance process. As shown by Fig.
11, the position and posture errors of the proposed method
eventually converge to zero in each case. Simultaneously,
the joint velocities strictly satisfy the constraints, indicating
the successful accomplishment of the reference tracking and
constraint satisfaction tasks.

V. CONCLUSION

To summarize, the FASM control approach has been pro-
posed in this paper to offer flexibility and active safety for
robot manipulators in dynamic environments with moving
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Fig. 10. Experiment 3: Frame-by-frame plots in the scenario of the fast-moving large obstacle under different parameters. (Only the trajectory from point A
to point B is shown.)
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Fig. 11. Experiment 3: Position errors, quaternion errors, joint velocities and end-effector trajectories of the proposed FASM control in the scenario of the
fast-moving large obstacle under different values of Pγ (top: Pγ = 200; middle: Pγ = 1000; and bottom: Pγ = 2000).

obstacles. A GPIO was first introduced to estimate the dynamic
information of the obstacles, enabling short-term prediction
of obstacle motion. Subsequently, the estimation errors were
quantified to refine the design of safety distances. Next, the
discrete-time CBFs and estimation information were employed
to formulate the flexible CBFSC. Following that, the MPC

philosophy was applied, integrating the flexible CBFSC as
safety constraints into the optimization problem. Notably, the
decay rates of the flexible CBFSC were dynamically opti-
mized to enhance flexibility throughout the dynamic obstacle
avoidance process. Finally, the experimental results in various
scenarios have demonstrated that the proposed FASM con-
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trol effectively addresses the challenges of dynamic obstacle
avoidance, reference tracking and constraints satisfaction for
robot manipulators in dynamic environments.
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