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Abstract: Industrial robots have a key role in the concept of Industry 4.0. On the one hand, these
systems improve quality and productivity, but on the other hand, they require a huge amount of
energy. Energy saving solutions have to be developed and applied to provide sustainable production.
The purpose of this research is to develop the optimal control strategy for industrial robots in order
to minimize energy consumption. Therefore, a case study was conducted for the development
of two control strategies to be applied to the RV-2A] Mitsubishi robot arm with 5 DOF, where the
system is a nonlinear one. The first examined controller is the classical linear proportional integral
derivative (PID) controller, while the second one is the linear model predictive control (MPC) con-
troller. In our study, the performances of both the classical PID model and the linear MPC controller
were compared. As a result, it was found that the MPC controller in the execution of the three defined
reference trajectories [(1) curve motion, (2) N-shaped motion, and (3) circle motion] was always
faster and required less energy consumption, whereas in terms of precision the PID succeeded in
executing the trajectory more precisely than the MPC but with higher energy consumption. The
main contribution of the research is that the performances of the two control strategies with regard to
a complex dynamic system were compared in the case of the execution of three different trajectories.
The evaluations show that the MPC controller is, on the one hand, more energy efficient; on the other
hand, it provides a shorter cycle time compared to the PID controller.

Keywords: robot arm; energy consumption; sustainability; linear controller; classical PID; MPC

1. Introduction

Industry 4.0 has caused a paradigm change in production: manufacturing has changed
from semi-autonomous to fully autonomous. The industrial sector requires highly adaptive
and smart solutions to increase productivity and the quality of the final products. Due to
the automation and robotization, human labor can be replaced by machines and industrial
robots. On the one hand, these technologies improve quality and productivity, but on the
other hand, they consume a huge amount of energy. The current industrial practices are
not sustainable with regard to the utilization of resources; therefore, in order to provide
sustainable production, energy saving solutions have to be developed and applied [1].

Industrial robot arms are a commonly used system in the automotive industry. Due to
the industrial environment scale, these are big systems, with heavy and large mechanical
bodies. Consequently, a huge amount of electricity has to be applied to the required torque
to move a specific joint. The movement of the joint is executed based on different rules.
The first rule is related to the desired trajectory plan of a robot arm in a given workspace,
taking into consideration the existing obstacles in this area and the limitations related to the
robot arm body arriving at a position [2,3]. The second rule is related to the way in which
the actions needed for this mechanical body to follow the desired trajectory with high
precision are maintained and processed [3,4]. Recently, scientists have not only focused on
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the development of trajectory planning and the control field, but also on the optimization
of the energy consumption of these robotic systems [5,6].

A study conducted in the United States estimated the increase in the used electrical
energy load by 49 million industrial robots to be 22,822 GWh by 2025. This is equivalent
to the electricity of all the refrigerators in the northeastern United States in 2009 [7,8].
This increase presents a challenge to scientists who need to research this field and to
develop solutions to decrease the electrical energy consumption of the industrial robots
and simultaneously provide the high productivity and required precision.

The industrial robot arm—used in the manufacturing processes of the automotive
industry—consists of the following components, as presented in Figure 1: mechanical
body; robot controller; teach pendant; connecting cables; and software. The process
to control the robot arm is based on the received and sent signals from the controller.
A desired trajectory or a defined position can be sent to the controller using the teach
pendant (manual mode) or by using the software through a script (automatic mode). The
controller sends back the commands to the manipulator through electrical cables, where
the command signal presents a voltage value that turns on the motors in order to execute
the applied torque. A gear box transmission system is connected to the output of the motor
in order to increase and double the torque applied on the arm to rotate it. As shown in
Figure 1, the most commonly used industrial robot arms have 5 DOF (degrees of freedom)
with rotational joints. Due to the high flexibility of such a structure, it can provide a large
and complex workspace compared to other constructions. The industrial robot arm’s
engine is a servomotor that executes high torque values. The servomotor is an actuator that
allows for the precise control of rotational or linear movement, velocity, and acceleration.
The application of this type of actuator is highly recommended to maintain the heavy
mechanical structure of the robot arm with regard to the gravity effect. A 5 DOF industrial
robot arm is depicted in Figure 1, where the number 5 refers to the 5 rotational joints linked
between the different bodies. The last joint allows the plugging in of the end effector, which
can be of different types for different tasks, i.e., painting, welding, assembling, etc.

Industrial robotic arm of 5 rotational DOF

4th servomotor
J4- Wrist pitch

3rd gervomotor

Teach pendant 5 servomotor J3- Elbow
2 E00

J5- Wrist roll
—_—
Gripper position
—_—
15t servomotor

1- Waist
2nd servomotor J

J2- Shoulder

Controller

Electrical cables

Figure 1. Elements of an industrial robot arm.

The purpose of the detailed explanation above was to highlight the importance of the
energy consumption optimization; furthermore, it focused on the question of what might



Energies 2023, 16, 3499

30f28

be the effective solution and the main parameters that could have an impact on optimizing
the industrial robot arm’s energy consumption.

The aim of our research is to develop the optimal control strategy for industrial robots
to minimize the energy consumption. Therefore, a case study was conducted for the
development of two controllers to be applied to an RV-2A] Mitsubishi robot arm with
5 DOF, where the system is a nonlinear one. The first examined controller is the classical
linear PID controller, while the second one is the linear MPC controller.

In our study, the performances of both the classical PID model and the linear MPC
controller are compared. Compared to previous works [9-11], our article also provides
a methodology for the MPC controller design, considering the real parameters of the
investigated robot arm, the limitations of the linear PID and MPC controllers, and the
solutions by which to improve the energy consumption of the robot arm.

As our case study is related to a robot arm with 5 DOF, the system is highly nonlinear.
This can be a difficulty and a challenge for the linear MPC controller when predicting
the command signal for the five joints simultaneously. Therefore, it is necessary to set
a long prediction horizon time in the internal MPC to achieve significant results. The
increasing of the prediction horizon time for the MPC controller of the robot arm definitely
requires high computational time. There are several approaches in the literature which
discuss the improvement possibility for the performance of MPCs using short prediction
horizon [12,13]; adaptive predictive horizon [14] is also suggested. Other literature has
described solutions leading to the reduction in complexity of the linear MPC [15]. From
our perspective, we believe that using the nonlinear MPC with nonlinear constraints in the
case of 5 DOF robot arm can achieve more efficient results than the linear MPC. In the case
of the nonlinear MPC, the setting of a prediction horizon can be shorter. This approach is
highly recommended when the dynamic mathematical model is known [16].

The first part (Section 3.1) of this paper focuses on the detailed methodology relating to
the mathematical background of the operation of the RV-2A] robot arm in order to identify
the three mathematical models of the RV-2A] robot arm: (1) kinematic, (2) Jacobian, and
(3) dynamic. We focused on the kinematic model, which is needed to control the desired
reference trajectory, where the third model, the “dynamic model”, is needed to simulate the
robot arm’s behavior and to build the controllers. The second part (Section 3.2) explains
the theoretical backgrounds of both the PID and the linear MPC controllers.

A newly elaborated case study is shown in Section 4 for the design of both the PID
and the linear MPC controllers. This part shows the reader how to build the PID and
linear MPC controllers and the control loop for the RV-2A] robot arm in MATLAB Simulink.
Suggestions and recommendations are made for tuning the correct controller parameters in
the MATLAB Simulink environment.

In Section 5, a detailed comparison is achieved relating to the behavior of both con-
trollers in order to track the motion, minimize the energy consumption, and maintain the
stability. The results show the higher energy efficiency of the MPC controller; furthermore,
in the case of the application of the PID controller, lower energy consumption can be
realized with higher precision.

The main contribution of the research is that the performances of the two control strategies
with regard to a complex dynamic system were compared; furthermore, the optimal control
strategy was defined in the case of an elaborated case study. It can be concluded that the MPC
controller is more flexible in processing the inputs of the desired trajectory and the measured
one when executing the command signals. The command signal is presented as a voltage
value for the servomotor to execute the right torque for the different joints. By optimizing
the command signals, the voltage can be minimized, which results in the minimizing of the
torque; therefore, a significant energy saving can be realized.
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2. Literature Review—Different Approaches Relating to Energy Saving Operation of
Dynamic Systems

According to the literature review, it can be stated that different approaches are
available for the energy saving possibilities. It is a fact that if the target is to reduce the
electrical energy consumption, the focus has to be on decreasing the acceleration, the jerk,
or the torque. Therefore, many scientists focus on studying the trajectory planning of the
robot arm, dealing with path optimization to minimize the execution time and the energy
consumptions [17,18]. The studies are based on computing the optimal trajectory and
finding the best shortcut, while taking into consideration obstacle avoidance in the limited
workspace. The solutions are mainly based on developing mathematical optimization
and the application of artificial intelligence algorithms, where the trajectory planning
problem is always described as a sequential quadratic programming function [19,20].
In references [21,22], the authors presented a new trajectory planning method. This method
used particle swarm optimization (PSO) and a Bezier curve interpolation, with which they
achieved an energy saving of up to 40%. Stevo et al. [23] used a genetic algorithm (GA)
for the optimization of a manipulator, where the trajectory was defined as chromosomes
composed of a set of points in the robot arm workspace. Wei et al. [24] succeeded in
optimizing the desired trajectory and the energy consumption using an artificial neural
network (ANN). In the study [25], a hybrid method based on the tabu search algorithm
was used to create the optimal path based on the minimum torque applied. Another
methodology was used in this context to define the inverse approach based on the prediction
of power consumption during the trajectory execution [26,27].

Other studies [28,29] deal with the problem of the energy consumption resulting from
the mechanical structure of the robotic arm; therefore, they optimize the shape of the arms to
design a lightweight structure that can execute complex tasks. Some authors [30] have focused
on the improvement of the electrical part of the robot by dealing with the servo-drivers and
merging field-programmable gate array (FPGA) technology in the controller part.

Besides trajectory planification and the body’s structural design, another focus has
been raised concerning the control law, as described earlier. The controller loop of the robot
arm presents a potential element for the processing of the right commands according to the
received inputs. An adequate control strategy can result in time reduction and, at the same
time, can decrease the energy consumption [31,32]. The industrial robot arm is a nonlinear
dynamic system that requires limited control strategies.

The control approaches of robot arms can be divided into two groups:

e  Linear control techniques were initially used in the case of industrial robot arms. These
techniques involve applying linear controllers to a linearized model of the system,
which is typically derived via a Taylor series expansion and the Jacobian method
around an equilibrium point [33]. In the case study of our paper, the system being
considered is a robotic arm executing tasks at low speed. As such a system can be
approximated as linear, linear control laws can be applied to it.

e  Nonlinear controllers are known as efficient strategies and are applied to an accurate
model of the robot arms that considers all the critical nonlinearities of the dynamics.
The most commonly used method for controlling industrial robot arms involves the
use of nonlinear controllers [34]. Although such controllers can achieve a higher
performance with regard to a nonlinear dynamic model of the robotic arm, they
require more computational power, which is their main disadvantage. To design
a nonlinear control strategy, the dynamic model of the system has to be identified, and
in the case of a robot arm with 5 DOEF, the model is very complex to calculate [35].

Based on the literature review, Table 1 summarizes the most typical linear and nonlin-
ear control strategies used in the control of industrial robot arms [36—45]. In this research
work, the classical PID and the linear MPC approaches are considered in detail to show
the main differences and the results obtained from the simulation, especially at the energy
consumption level.
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Table 1. Most commonly used control approaches used for industrial robot arms.

Controller . . Stability and Computation
Type Workspace Linearity Type Time Response Time

Good stability in low-speed joints, good

PID controller [33,36] Joint space Linear X Medium
response time
Jacobian . . . . . .
control “Resolved Motion Control RMC” [37] Joint space Nonlinear Medium stability, slow response time High
Nonlinear decoupling control [38] Joint space Nonlinear High stability, slow response time High
Control Lyapunov function [39] Joint space Linear or nonlinear High stability, good response time High

According to the design of the specific
Passive control [40] Joint space Linear or nonlinear system, it can provide high stability, low Very low
response time

Adaptive control [41] Joint space Nonlinear Medium stability within the uncertainties Can be optimized
High stability when the controller is
Model predictive control (MPC) [42,43] Joint space Linear or nonlinear nonlinear, good optimization for different ~ High but can be optimized
constraints
Sliding mode control [44] Joint space Nonlinear High robustness, fast time response Very high
H-infinity control [45] Joint space Linear High stability and robustness, fast time High, depending on the

response model complexity

Impedance control [46] Task space Nonlinear Good stability when properly tuned, with Very high

very fast time response
Hybrid position force control [47] Task space Nonlinear Good stability when properly tuned, high Very high

precision, with very fast time response

The proportional integral derivative (PID) controller [36] is the most commonly applied
controller, where the approach is linear; therefore, the right assumption for this control
is that the dynamic system should be linear in the case of the robot arm. The dynamic is
considered linear while the robot executes the movement in low velocity. Further strategies
have been introduced and discussed in the literature: the backstepping control [48], the
linear and nonlinear model predictive control (MPC) [49-51], the adaptive control [41],
and the slide mode control. In addition to the precise and smooth execution of the desired
trajectory, minimizing the energy consumption can also be realized by the right control
strategy, where a cost function of the energy usage is added to the controller. Therefore,
the criteria focus not only on computing the error between the desired position and the
obtained one, but also on minimizing the cost function with regard to the energy, which is
presented as the applied torque on the joints. Nonoyama et al. [52] provided a solution to
reduce the energy consumption of a dual robot arm. Their suggested approach is based on
tuning the gains of the PID controller using metaheuristic approaches, i.e., GA and PSO.

Our paper focuses on the application of the classical PID and MPC strategies. A lot
of research related to the energy saving of different complex systems has shown that the
MPC controller was always able to maintain the variation of the command signal in order
to precisely track the target with minimal energy consumption [53-55]. In [54], the authors
applied the MPC to control a radiant floor heating system. The study resulted in the MPC
demonstrating the ability to save time and energy consumption. In terms of time saving,
the MPC reduces the response time by about 56% compared to that of the PID controller,
whereas in terms of energy consumption, the MPC controller can effectively reduce the
energy consumption by 14.9% when maintaining the air-source pump compared to that of
the application of the PID controller.

The MPC uses a predictive model of the dynamic system to determine the optimal con-
trol output over a finite time horizon. Future changes in the controlling of a dynamic system
have an effect on the optimization of the control input over time, leading to potentially
greater energy savings. However, MPC controllers are more complex and computationally
intensive than PID controllers, and they require accurate models of the dynamic systems to
work effectively [56]. One limitation of the MPC is related to the prediction horizon. If this
parameter is too small, it will result in myopic decisions, and if the parameter is too big, it
will require a higher computational time.
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3. Materials and Methods

The main purpose of the study is to compare the performances of two control strategies
in the case of an industrial robot arm: the proportional integral derivative (PID) and the
model predictive control (MPC). In particular, the study focuses on the Mitsubishi RV-2A]
robotic arm, which has 5 degrees of freedom. As the model of the controller relies on
the robot’s mathematical dynamic model and its essential variables, the article provides
a newly developed procedure for improving an appropriate control approach and takes
the following steps into consideration:

1.  Identification of the dynamic mathematical model using the real parameters of
an RV-2A]J robot arm;

2. Application of both the PID and the linear model predictive control techniques;

3. A detailed comparison of both controller strategies to demonstrate the efficiency of
the MPC and the classical PID controller in optimizing energy consumption.

The simulation of the investigated control models was carried out using MATLAB
Simulink software, which provides various tools to achieve the research objective effectively.
Using Simulink is particularly advantageous because setting the parameters and analyzing
the results is easier compared to the application of MATLAB Script.

This paper outlines the methods used to build both models. First, the modeling of the
dynamics of the RV-2A] robot arm is highlighted; then, the control strategy is developed.
The paper demonstrates the use of the PID and model predictive controllers in general and
demonstrates how both controllers can be successfully tuned.

3.1. Mathematical Modeling of RV-2A] Robot Arm

To control the movement of RV-2A] robot arms effectively in an industrial environment,
it is necessary to conduct a dynamic analysis of the specific robot arm to create accurate
mathematical models. The analysis involves several mathematical representations, which
include the following:

1.  The homogeneous transformation matrices through the task space and the joint space;

2. The forward and inverse kinematic models that describe the position and the angles,
respectively;

3.  The Jacobian matrices that describe the velocity of the end effector of the robot arm
gripper in relation to the joint velocities;

4. The dynamic models that define the equations related to the movement of the robot
arm. These models demonstrate the relationships between the torques applied by the
motors and the accelerations, velocities, and positions of the joints [36,57].

Figure 2 presents the mechanical body of the RV-2AJ robot arm, including the
5 rotational joints.

J3 axis

Figure 2. Mechanical body of the investigated RV-2A] robot arm.
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3.1.1. Forward and Inverse Kinematic Models of RV-2A] Robot Arm

To describe the physical characteristics of robots in a systematic manner, various
approaches have been developed. Among these, the widely used method is the one
formulated by Denavit-Hartenberg [36], which is suitable only for industrial robot arms
with an open-chain serial structure. The robot arm RV-2A] is a serial type which has an open-
chain configuration, comprising 6 links and 5 rotational joints. The Denavit-Hartenberg
approach is based on calculating the homogeneous transformation matrix (H) that defines
the frame Rj relative to another frame R; 1, as described below, where j stands for the
number of joints:

H;fl = Rot(x, &j) Trans(x, d;)Rot(z, 6;) Trans(z, ;) 1)
COSQJ' —Sin()j 0 d]
H]:_l _ C?sajSian Cgszx]-Cosej —Sinucj —erinocj @)
J Sln(ijOSQj SZ?’Z(XjCOSQj Coszxj erosrxj
0 0 0

where

- a;: the angle between z;_; and z; about x;_1;

- d;: the distance between z; ; and z; along x;_1;
- 9]-: the angle between Xj—1 and X; about zj;

- rj: the distance between x;_1 and x; along z;.

Furthermore, the rotation matrix A;71(3 x 3) can be obtained as:

=1
A= Rot(x, &) Rot(z, 6;) 3)
Forward Kinematics of RV-2AJ Robot Arm
To ensure convenient computation during the forward and inverse kinematics pro-

cesses, it is recommended to align the three axes (Rg, Ry, Ry) and the two axes (R4, R5); this
is illustrated in Figure 3.

L LLL L L L Ll |

Figure 3. Frame assignments of RV-2A] robotic arm.
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Figure 3 shows the frame assignments of the rotational joints of the RV-2A] robot
arm. Table 2 was created based on this morphological description, which describes the
Denavit-Hartenberg parameters for the RV-2A] robot arm.

Table 2. Parameters of Denavit-Hartenberg with regard to the RV-2A]J robot arm.

jth Joints Axes 0; d; o; 1j
1 Ry—R, 01 0 0 701
2 Rl—Rz 92 0 /2 0
3 Ry—Rj3 03 do3 0 0
4 R3—Ry4 04 dsy 0 0
5 R4—R5 94 0 /2 r45

The homogeneous transformation matrix from the first link to the last link, which is
the end effector, is written as follows:

HS = HY-H-H3-Hj - H; @

As a result, a matrix of (4 x 4) is obtained, the fourth column describes the position
vector that locates the end effector:

Sx Ny ay Py

0o_ sy my ay Py
Hs Sy, My a, P; ©®)
0 0 0 1

where sy, sy, 11y, 1y, 11z, Ay, 4y, and a; are the elements of the rotational matrix Afl that describe
the orientation according to the x, y, and z axes; Py, Py, and P; are the position vectors.

Inverse Kinematics of RV-2A] Robot Arm

The inverse problem involves the determination of the coordinated joints that corre-
spond to the end effector’s position data. If available, the inverse geometry model provides
an explicit form that offers all feasible solutions. In order to create the inverse geometry
model for the RV-2A] robot arm, Paul’s method [36] is applied in the research. This method
is advantageous because it enables us to handle each unique scenario individually and is
well suited to most industrial robots.

The homogeneous transformation matrix is the following;:

H3 = H)(61) - H(6,) - H3(63) - H}(6,) - H3(65) (6)

We assume that the desired position (Up) (is known, with a known orientation matrix
and position vector where:

Sx Ny ay Py

0_ [sy my ay Py | _
Hs Sy, My a, P, Yo @)
0 O 0 1

We try to solve the following system of equations:
Uo = H}(01) - Hy(62) - H3(63) - H}(6,) - H5(65) ®)

Paul [33] proposed a method to calculate 61, 6, 83, that is based on pre-multiplying
successively the two elements of Equation (6) by the matrices H;;l for j changing from

1 to 4. These multiplications help to identify, one by one, the joint variables that we are
searching for.
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To calculate 84 and 65, the desired orientation matrix A§71 is used because the two
angles 64 and 05 refer to the orientation of the end effector of the robot arm.

The successive pre-multiplication identifies a system of equations in a function of
the desired elements of the position vector Py, Py, and P, and the desired elements of the
desired orientation matrix sy, sy, sz, x, 1y, 1z, ax, Ay, az.

3.1.2. Jacobian and Dynamic Models of the RV-2A] Robot Arm

The Jacobian matrix presents a key function—beside the dynamic model—in order to
have a faster simulation. This matrix helps the software to calculate the singularities of the
provided trajectory or to converge to the solution of the dynamic equation that calculates
the torque applied on every joint.

The simplest Jacobian matrix of the RV-2A] robot arm, using the Renaud method [36],
is as follows, where it describes the differential displacement of the position of the end
effector X in terms of the differential variation of the joint variables g:

0X
"

In this paper, the kinematic singularity problems are not addressed because we are not
looking for generated random trajectories, where generally the singularity problems should
be addressed. The main goal of our research is to find the optimal control strategy for the
robot arm to execute a well-defined motion while minimizing the energy consumption. In
Section 5, three different motions [(1) a semi-curve motion, (2) an N-shaped motion, and (3)
a circle motion] are generated to construct the path in the limited workspace of the RV-2A]
robot arm.

The design, operation, and simulation of the robot arms are based on their dynamic
models, which can be classified into two types [57,58]:

e The inverse dynamic model describes the joint torques and forces in the function of
the joint positions, velocities, and accelerations;

e  The direct dynamic model describes the joint accelerations in the function of the joint
positions, velocities, and torques.

©)

In the case of the robot arm’s control simulation and operation, the inverse dynamic
model is required for the calculation of the torque actuator for every joint. The computation
of the inverse dynamic model is based on a dedicated computational algorithm.

Several dedicated computational algorithms are available in the literature. In the case
of our type of investigated RV-2A] robot arm, the most often used algorithms are:

e Lagrange formalism;
e Newton-Euler formalism.

Lagrange formalism is required to calculate the inertia matrices, Coriolis vector, and
gravity vector, while Newton-Euler formalism is used to calculate the torque joints; the
Lagrange method cannot provide the best performing model in terms of the number of
transactions during the torque calculation.

In order to simulate and control the motion of the RV-2A] robot arm in the case of the
application of both the PID and the MPC controllers in MATLAB 2022 software, both of
the previously dedicated computations should be performed. In our research, the focus is
mainly on calculating the forward and inverse kinematics beside the Jacobian matrix. The
dynamic model used for the RV-2A] robot arm is presented as a CAD model created by
SolidWorks software. SolidWorks can provide us with the ability to generate the inertia
matrix automatically for various mechanical body structures, e.g., for the RV-2A]J robot arm.
Additionally, the software enables us to import the entire mechanical body structure into
the Simscape body toolbox of MATLAB software, which is a powerful tool that allows us
to calculate the torques of the joints.

Using MATLAB Simulink, the block function that contains the dynamic model can
test the robot’s movements and behaviors in a virtual environment before deploying it
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in the real world. This can help to identify any potential problems or limitations before
they arise. From this model, the torques and accelerations can be calculated by direct and
inverse dynamic equations.

3.2. Control Strategies for RV-2A] Robot Arm

The mathematical algorithm known as the controller system is responsible for deter-
mining how the robot arm should move in order to follow a particular trajectory based on
a set point. While the principle behind this system is relatively straightforward, designing
it requires special attention due to the complex dynamics of the system. There is a lot
of literature in this field that can provide insights into the effectiveness of the suggested
controllers. The next part focuses on a detailed description of the application of the classical
PID and the linear MPC in the case of industrial robot arms.

3.2.1. The Classical PID for RV-2AJ Robot Arm

A proportional integral derivative (PID) controller is a closed control loop with
a feedback signal to regulate a process by continuously measuring an error signal and
adjusting the control signal to minimize the error. The controller consists of three terms [33]:

e  The proportional term (P): The proportional term executes an output that is propor-
tional to the error signal. The larger the error, the larger the output. The proportional
term alone can produce a stable system, but it may not eliminate the steady-state error.

e  The integral term (I): The integral part is responsible for the sum of the instantaneous
error with regard to time. The integral term is used to eliminate the steady-state error
in the system response; moreover, it stabilizes the dynamic system.

e  The derivative term (D): The derivative part is responsible for executing the rate of
change of the error signal. This term is used to achieve a fast response in the dynamic
system, reducing overshoot and settling time.

As shown in Equation (10), the obtained signal u(t) in the PID controller is the sum of
the three terms: the proportional Kj, the integral K}, and the derivative K;. These constant
gains are adjusted to obtain the desired system response, where ¢ is the error between the
desired and the measured signals [36].
de(t)

dt

This method is utilized for a robot arm equipped with powerful reduction ratio
servomotors. If the system exhibits linear behavior, traditional control techniques can be
utilized to achieve movement control.

The robot arm’s dynamic model consists of # second-order nonlinear and coupled
differential equations, where n represents the number of joints. In the traditional control
theory, the robot dynamic was assumed to be a linear model, where every joint was
controlled by a decentralized PID controller. The advantages of this approach are the low
computational time and the ease of applicability. At the same time, it can result in poor
tracking accuracy and setpoint overruns during rapid movements, as well as temporal
response variations depending on the robot’s configuration. Nonetheless, in many practical
applications, these limitations are not significant issues. Figure 4 depicts the command
scheme for this approach.

For the RV-2A] robot arm, the control equation is given as follows:

% =Ky (g0 — 1) + Ka(ga — ) + K1 [ (34— ) a

u(t) = Kpe(t) +K1/t(:e(t)dt+1<d (10)

t
0
where

- gqqand g, are the desired position and velocity vectors in the joint space;
- K, Ky, and Kj form the positive diagonal matrices of the (5 x 5) dimension.
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Figure 4. Structure of PID controller.

The PID controller gains K,;, K45, and Kj; for every joint j are calculated using the
following formula in Equation (12):

_ 2
Kp]' = 30]'(4]]
Kjj = ajw;

where

- aj=max (A jj) is the maximum of the inertia matrix element A;; of the RV-2A] robot;
- wj is the pulsation of the robotic system, and we assume that wj = 1.25rad/s;
- Fyjis the viscous friction, and in our case, this parameter is neglected.

The elements of the inertia matrix A in the case of this paper are (A11, Az, A33, Aaa, Ass)
and are taken from the dynamic model using SolidWorks software.

3.2.2. Linear MPC for RV-2A] Robot Arm

The linear MPC is an advanced technique used to control automated processes, pri-
marily in an industrial environment. The MPC is designed to use a dynamic model of
the system, which can be linear or nonlinear, to predict the system response in the future.
The fundamental characteristic of the MPC is the online calculation of the output, which
involves optimizing the input/output values through an objective function to forecast
future behavior. The MPC controller executes this prediction through an internal model
over a finite time window, known as the prediction horizon. The optimization problem’s
solution is then presented as a control signal. As the data in the controller are updated, in
the next interval the controller can resolve the optimization problem; thus, the MPC is also
known as the optimal controller of a moving horizon.

One common approach to the linear MPC is to use a linearized model, which is
simpler and faster when executing the necessary command inputs for the robot arm.
However, for highly nonlinear systems such as a robot arm, the linearized model may
not accurately capture the behavior of the system and may result in suboptimal control
performance; therefore, it is recommended that the parameters of this controller should be
chosen properly to achieve good results.

The MPC is a method for solving an optimization task, using a “Quadratic Program
(QP)” algorithm, which involves three main elements:

- adynamic state model;
- an objective function to be achieved;
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- constraints that set limitations through boundaries for the future response; these
constraints are either soft or hard.

The plant model of the MPC is an open loop. Customization of the MPC is based on
setting a prediction horizon P and a control horizon N. These two parameters are necessary
to minimize the objective function and to compute the set of control inputs u, ... , #gn_1
and the upcoming states xy,1, . .. , Xk+n. The objective function is subject to the inputs and
the state spaces of the dynamic model. The first element of the set of calculated inputs (ux)
is used as the input to the robot arm, and the sequence of calculations is repeated in the
next iterations [59-61].

The MPC controller evaluates a number of intervals for future control in order to
optimize the actual control inputs. This number is called the prediction horizon P.

N is the number of the steps of the control inputs to be optimized at the control interval
k. The control horizon is always in the range of 1 and P.

The effectiveness of the MPC has been demonstrated to be efficient in applications
with short sampling periods and has provided good results in terms of speed and accuracy
in the field of numerical control [42,43]. On the other hand, the MPC presents a significant
drawback with regard to the higher computation time.

Figure 5 presents the closed control loop of the internal scheme of the MPC with
regard to the RV-2A] robot arm, where the reference trajectory signal is ref (¢), yo(f) is the
initial state signal, y(t) is the measured signal, c(t) is the command signal, and dist(t) is the
disturbance signal, if it exists.

- Initial conditions
4 - Cost function H
i - Constraints

ref(t)

Predictions

y(®)

Yo(t)

1

Performance
Index

Controlled Plant

MPC Controller

Figure 5. The closed loop control of MPC.

Figure 6 illustrates the concept of the internal actions of the MPC [27].

Past time t Future

n SRS B A A

° ; ~@— Referencé Trajectory
; Predicted Output
s ! ~@®— Measured Output i
: : — — Predicted Control Input ;
= Past Control Input
— Steady Efror !

iPast 3 ontroi i ] : :
‘ £ 1 ! Control values u; from the control law:
values | | ] : ' : :

b ——— ———-‘I

{Prediction Horizon

k k+1  k+2

k+p
Sample Time

Figure 6. The concept of the internal actions of MPC [27].



Energies 2023, 16, 3499

13 of 28

The cost function (@) generally comprises four terms, with each term specifically
targeting a different aspect of the controller’s performance. In essence, each term within ©
describes an objective sub-function:

O(2k) = Oy(Zx) + Ou(Zx) + Opu(Zk) + Oc(Z) (13)

where

- ©y(2x): output reference tracking cost function;

- 04(Zy): manipulated variable tracking cost function;

- Oayu(2Z): manipulated variable movement suppression cost function;
- Og(Z}): constraint violation cost function;

- Zj the quadratic function.

The main objective in this case was to reduce the values of @y (Z) and @,(2y). To
achieve the desired output, it was necessary to minimize the variance between the reference
signal r(t) and the output signal y(t). This resulted in the minimization of the second term,
which ensures that the controller selects manipulated variables (MVs) that are close to the
target values. Typically, the statement of the problem is formulated as:

N-1
min { Y lIr(t) —yt+k||2+P|Mt+k—ur(f)|2} (14)
k=0

subject to:

Xiiki1 = f(Xpik tpix), which defines the dynamic of the robot arm;

- r(t) defines the reference trajectory signal;

- Yok = §(X4k Uik ), which defines the outputs of the robot arm;
- Umin < Uppk < Umax;

- Ymin < Yk < Ymax;

- xr = x(t),k =0,...,N — 1, which defines the state variables.

The next section will show how the linear MPC designs can be created using MATLAB
software. The software offers various features for resolving energy modeling issues in
research with the use of the Simscape toolbox. The MPC controller in the MATLAB
environment enables the selection of appropriate parameters for adjusting the controller
based on the robot arm model. Within the available methods, the linear MPC can be
differentiated, where a quadratic program is employed to manage the optimization problem
at each control interval for the future. The outcome specifies the manipulated variables that
have to be applied in the dynamic system of the robot arm until the subsequent sampling
period. Regarding the following scenario, the defined objective function in the software is
written as:

@(Zk) = @y(Zk) + 6O, (Zk) (15)

w? ’ wy; 2
{ s;'f [rj(k +lk) —yj(k+i|k)]} + {slf[uj(kﬂlk) —”j/target(k“'k)]} al
i J

where k is the actual sampling period; p is the prediction horizon that presents the length
of the intervals; and n, is the number of the output variables of the robot arm. Z is the
quadratic function, in MATLAB ¢, is a floating-point relative accuracy, given by:

2,7 = [ulklk) e+ 100" ule+ p— 1K) e (17)

where at the i-th prediction horizon step:

- yj(k+ilk) presents the forecasted value of the j-th robot arm output;
- rj(k+ilk) presents the desired value for the j-th robot arm output;



Energies 2023, 16, 3499

14 of 28

sx = Cos(65)(Cos(64)(Cos(01)Cos(62)Cos(63) — C (
sy = Cos(05)(Cos(64)(Cos(62)Cos(63)Sin(01) — Sin(01)Sin(62)Sin(03)) — Sin(64)(Cos(62)Sin (0
s, = Cos(65)(Cos(04)(Cos(02)Sin(63) + Cos(63)Sin(62)) — Sin(64)(Sin(62
ny = —Sin(65)(Cos(64)(Cos(61)Cos(62)Cos(63) — Cos(61)Sin(62)Sin(63)) — Sin(64)(Cos(61)Cos(62
ny = Cos(61)Cos(65) — Sin(BS)(Cos((M)(Cos(GZ)Cos(GS)Sin(Gl) — S5in(01)Sin(62)Sin(63)) — Sin(64
= —Sin(65)(Cos(64)(Cos(62)Sin(63) + Cos(63)Sin(02))) — Sin(64)(Sin(62
7Cos(94)(Cos(91)Cos(92)Sin(63) + Cos(01)Cos(63)Sin(62)) — Sin(04)(Cos(61)Cos
—Cos(64)(Cos(62)Sin(01)Sin(63) + Cos(63)Sin(61)Sin(62)) — Sin(64)(Cos(62)Cos(63)Sin(61) — Sin(61)Sin(62)Sin(63))
ay = —Cos(04)(Sin(62)Sin(63) — Cos(62)Cos(63)) — Sin(64)

- S]y presents the scale factor for the j-th robot arm output;
- wly j presents the tuning weight for the j-th robot arm output (dimensionless).

The advantage of the linear MPC is that the controller supports the use of the cost
functions that are not specific to a particular application. These functions can be formulated
by combining nonlinear or linear functions that operate on the system’s states and inputs.
In order to optimize performance, an analytical Jacobian matrix can also be defined for
the cost function in order to enhance computational efficiency. By utilizing a cost function,
the linear MPC algorithm can achieve the dual goals of maximizing profitability while
simultaneously minimizing energy consumption. On the other hand, the MPC provides
the choice to set the boundaries for the inputs’ system, which make it advantageous in
minimizing the energy consumption.

4. Case Study—Modelling and Simulation of the Investigated RJ-2AJ Robot Arm

In this section, the investigated strategies of the modeling and control parts for the
RV-2A] robot arm are described. In our case study, the distances of the links of the RV-2A]
robot arm are the following: dy3 = 250 mm and ds4 = 160 mm; r(; and r45 are considered
equal to 0.

4.1. Modeling of the Investigated RV-2A] Robot Arm
4.1.1. Forward Kinematic of RV-2A] robot arm

The calculated homogeneous transformation matrix between two joints j-1 and j are
as follows in our case study:

Cos(61) —Sin(61) 0 0 Cos(02) —Sin(62) 0 0
Sin(@1) Cos(f1) 0 0 R 0 -1 0
0 0 1 o 27 | Sin(62)  Cos(62) 1 0
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Cos(03) —Sin(63) 0 dy Cos(64) —Sin(64) 0 dx
Sin(03)  Cos(63) 0 0 0 — Sin(04)  Cos(64) 0 0 (18)
0 0 1 0 4 0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Cos(65)  —Sin(65) 0 0
H4 o 0 0 1 Y45
57 | —sin(65) —Cos(65) 0 0
0 0 0 1

The position vector for the RV-2A] robot arm is the following:

Py = 250Cos(01)Cos(02) + 160Cos(61)Cos(62)Cos(683) — 160Cos(61)Sin(62)Sin(63)
P, = 250Cos(62)Sin(01) + 160Cos(62)Cos(63)Sin(61) — 160Sin(61)Sin(62)Sin(63)  (19)
P, = 250Sin(62) + 160Cos(62)Sin(63) + 160Cos(63)Sin(62)

The orientation matrix is the following;:

0s(01)Sin(62)Sin(03)) — Sin(64)(Cos(01)Cos(62)Sin(03) + Cos(01)Cos(63)Sin(02)) — Sin(61)Sin(65)
1)Sin(63) + Cos(63)Sin(01)Sin(62)) + Cos(61)Sin(65)
)Sin(63) — Cos(62)Cos(63))

)Sin(63) 4+ Cos(61)Cos(63)Sin(62)) — Cos(65)Sin(01)
)(Cos(62)Sin(61)Sin(63) 4 Cos(03)Sin(01)Sin(62))
)Sin(63) — Cos(62)Cos(63))

5(62)Cos(63) — Cos(61)Sin(62)Sin(63))

S
Si
(Co (20)

(Cos(62)Sin(63) + Cos(03)Sin(62))
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4.1.2. Inverse Kinematic of RV-2A] Robot Arm

The successive multiplication explained in Section 3.1.1 gives the following results:

Sin(61)Py — Cos(01)P, = 0 (21)

—Cos(01) Py — Sin(01)P, = 250Co0s(62) — 160Sin(62)Sin(63) + 160Cos(62)Cos(63)
—P, = 250Sin(62) — 160Cos(02)Sin(63) + 160Cos(63)Sin(62)

From the second element of the system in Equation (25), we can calculate 61, where:
Sin(01)Py = Cos(61)P,
01 = atan2(P,, Px) (22)
01=00r61'=01+n

With the same process, the next two angles, 62, 63, can be calculated:
62 = atan2(Sin(62),Cos(62)) (23)

63 = atan2(Sin(03), Cos(03)) (24)

For the calculation of 64, 65, we proceed as follows:
Sy My Ay
Aj|sy ny ay| =A2 (25)
SZ 1’lz le

Where from forward kinematics, we know:

Cos(04)Cos(65) —Cos(64)Sin(65) —Sin(64)
Al = (Cos(GS)Sin(94) —Sin(64)Sin(65)  Cos(64) )
—Sin(65) —Cos(65) 0

(26)

After the simplification, the following equations are obtained:
64 = atan2(Sin(64), Cos(64))

Cos(04) = Cos(02 + 03)a + Sin(62 + 63) (—Cos(61)a, — Sin(01)ay) (27)
Sin(04) = Cos(62 + 63) (—Cos(01)a, — Sin(01)a,) — Sin(62 + 63)a,

and we obtain:
05 = atan2(Sin(05), Cos(65)) (28)

where

Cos(05) = —Sin(61)n, + Cos(61)n,
Sin(05) = —Sin(61)sx + Cos(01)s,

4.1.3. Jacobian Matrix Relating to the RV-2A] Robot Arm

The calculated Jacobian matrix relating to the RV-2A] robot arm in the case of our case
study is as follows:

0 2508in(63) 0 0 0
‘ 0 160 + 250Cos(63) 160 0 0
, | —250Co0s(62) + 1608in(62)Sin(63) — 160Cos(62)Cos(03) 0 0 0 0
5= Cos(62)Sin(63) + Cos(63)Sin(62) 0 0 0 —Sin(64) (29)
Cos(62)Cos(63) — Sin(62)Sin(63) 0 0 0 Cos(64)
0 1 1 1 0

Figure 7 presents the dynamic block diagram relating to the RV-2AJ arm in the Sim-
scape toolbox. This is a physical modeling and simulation tool in MATLAB software that
allows the modeling and simulation of physical systems in a virtual environment. From
Figure 7, different parameters inside the Simulink blocks can be configured according to
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the real system. Table 3 describes the electrical and mechanical parameters of the DC motor
applied during the simulation in the case of every joint.

k:w o BRI\ Fi F1 F B VF- F F1
|

World Transforrﬁ Base First Joinf First Link

Q
"xc- o B ﬁ) F F o F1 B “) F F o F1

Mechanism Confirguration Second Joint Second Link Third Joint Third Link
fx)=0p B #F» F F1 B y,:, E
L ¥ | | ¥
Solver Confirguration Fourth Joint Fourth Link Fifth Joint Fifth Link

Figure 7. Dynamics of RV-2A] arm using Simscape Multibody toolbox.

Table 3. Electrical and mechanical parameters of the DC motor.

Electrical Parameters Values
Field type Permanent magnet
Model parametrization By equivalent circuit parameters
Armature resistance 0.9 Ohm
Armature inductance 0.019H
Torque constant 6 Nm/A
Mechanical parameters Values
Rotor inertia 0.0002 kg-m?
Rotor damping 0.000005 Nm/(rad/s)
Initial rotor speed 0 rpm
Faults: Enable armature winding open circuit Off

4.2. Control of the Investigated RV-2A] Robot Arm
4.2.1. Design of PID Controller for RV-2A] Robot Arm

The MATLAB Simulink environment provides a block diagram of the discrete PID con-
troller with the three gains: proportional, integral, and derivative. For every joint, five discrete
PID blocks were implemented to control the five joints” position. The signal command was
a voltage value that powered the motor block model. The motor block model included the
electrical and mechanical parameters for every motor and a power amplifier.

Modeling the electrical part of the motors is very important for ignoring the jerk effect
and the disturbances of the uncertainty parameters in the robot arm.

Figure 8 shows the implementation of the PID controller in the RV-2A] robot arm.
A signal conditioning block is also implemented to filter the aliasing effect in the measured
output. In this section, the focus of interest is on observing the behavior of the joint position,
joint velocity, and the applied joint torque.

Three reference trajectories are examined in order to determine the performance of
both controllers. The trajectory is given as the position vector and orientation matrix,
using the inverse kinematic model calculated earlier; the joint angles can be calculated in
MATLAB Simulink. The measured position signal is presented as joint angles in order
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Desired trajectory

to compare it and identify the error signal. To obtain the position vector, the feedback
measured signal goes into the forward kinematic. This block is based on the calculated
forward kinematic model to calculate the orientation and the position (Section 3.1.1).

Position of end effector
XY, 2

L PID,

—— PID, —— ; t\
2 Control *e\ /8.
signal
NN
et et iy

PID4 > Servomotors

. PID,

[61,62,63,04,605]

Figure 8. PID closed loop control of RV-2A] robot arm.

To maintain the stability of the mechanical body of the RV-2A] robot arm, the initial
state conditions for the position, velocity, and applied torque are recommended in order to
set them in the PID controller.

Table 4 presents the calculated parameters for the PID controller in our case study. The
inertia elements Aj; for every joint were calculated through SolidWorks software using the
evaluate function, where the RV-2A] robot arm body structure was designed in the software.

Table 4. Parameters of PID controller.

Joint Index

Sample Time

7 Proportional Gain K, Integral Gain Ky Derivative Gain K, T, Inertia Element Aj;
01 10 8 4 01s 2.2062 Kg-m?
62 8 6 3 0.1s 1.7316 Kg-m?
63 1.1 0.8 0.4 0.1s 0.1803 Kg-m?
04 0.8 0.6 0.3 01s 0.1685 Kg-m?
65 0.7 0.5 0.2 0.1s 0.1635 Kg-m?

4.2.2. Design of the linear MPC for RV-2A] Robotic Arm

In the case of the robot arm, the linear model would include the dynamics of the arm,
such as the torques required to move the arm and the forces required to hold an object. The
MPC algorithm uses the dynamic model of the RV-2A] robot arm to forecast the behavior
of the arm over a time window and then optimize the control inputs, such as the torques
applied to the arm; consequently, an objective function is minimized in relation to the
desired task and constraints on the system, such as limits on the torques or joint angles.

MATLAB Simulink software provides different structures of the MPC, such as linear MPC
or adaptive MPC or nonlinear MPC. In this section, the design of the linear MPC is described in
MATLAB Simulink. In the Simulink environment, the MPC controller is designed to establish
the fundamental linear MPC model for controlling the RV-2A] robot arm’s dynamic system.
Proper execution of this block depends on the setting of the relevant parameters.

The primary objective of designing a linear MPC in this case is to track the following
output variables, as the “joints angle vector” [61, 02, 63, 04, 65]; in different cases, it is also
possible to track the velocity vector and the acceleration. The design process first requires
the reconfiguration of the inputs and outputs of the controller and the disturbances, if they
exist. Figure 9 describes the required inputs and outputs to design the linear MPC for
controlling the RV-2A] robot arm; the main MPC input variables for this case are as follows:

The inputs are:

- mo: five measured outputs describe the vector state [01, 62,603, 64, 05;
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- md: zero measured disturbances, in our case study all the applied disturbances on the
robot arm are neglected; the jerk effect is neglected by using the initial state condition
and the integrated motor model in Simulink.

The outputs are:

- mv: five manipulated variables [u1, u2, u3, us, 5], which represent the control input
variables. These command signals are presented as voltage values to power the motor
model block. The motor will move every joint by identifying the necessary torque applied.

Reference trajectory

[67r1, 612,013,074, 01r5]

Cost function Optimizer

Last 5 measured outputs

>

5 Manipulated variables

Dynamic model

[61,62,63,64,065] —>
[u1: U, U3, Uy, uS]
0 Measured disturbance j \
"| i Constraint sets ! 5 Measured outputs
Linear MPC [61,62,603,64,65]

Figure 9. Inputs and outputs of MPC controller.

To design the adequate MPC, the following recommendations have to be considered:
the setting of the constraints boundaries for the inputs and outputs; the initial states; the
weights of the outputs; and the prediction horizon and the control horizon. Table 4 shows
the setting parameters for the MPC that relate to the RV-2A] robot arm. The outputs’ weight
in the MPC presents the priority to track the output variables, where setting a bigger
weight value to a state variable indicates the importance and the higher priority to track
the specified state.

In our case study, the five joints have the same priority, in the sense that we would
like to track the five joints simultaneously in order to execute the desired trajectory more
precisely. Only these five constraints, presented in Table 5, were taken into considera-
tion during the simulation as hard constraints with high priority. Further hard and soft
constraints for the MPC block was not taken into consideration.

Table 5. MPC parameters relating to the RV-2A] robot arm.

Parameters Relating to MPC

Control horizon (N) 20s
Prediction horizon (P) 100 s
Sample time (T) 0.1s
Constraints of Inputs’ Command Relating to MPC
Boundaries of 17 [—30-30] Nm
Boundaries of u, [—40-40] Nm
Boundaries of u3 [—20-20] Nm
Boundaries of 14 [—=10-10] Nm
Boundaries of 15 [-5-5] Nm

MPC Constraints Relating to Outputs

Boundaries of 01 [—2.61-2.61] rad
Boundaries of 02 [—1.04-2.09] rad
Boundaries of 63 [—1.91-2.09] rad
Boundaries of 04 [-1.57-1.57] rad

Boundaries of 05 [—3.48-3.48] rad
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Table 5. Cont.

MPC Weights

Waist joint 61
Shoulder joint 62
Elbow joint 63
Wrist pitch joint 64
Wrist roll joint 65

e el

Setting sample time T; and the prediction horizon depends on the simulation time,
where it is recommended that the time of simulationis T = P-Ts.

5. Simulation Results of RV-2A] Robot Arm Related to the Investigated 3 Trajectories

The simulation results relating to the three different trajectories are shown in this
section to compare the classical PID and the linear MPC. Four diagrams were obtained
based on the performance analyses of the following inputs [control input tracking (U;)] and
outputs [joint position tracking (errt}) and joint velocity tracking (dott})] for every joint
j: (a) reference trajectory diagram, (b) joint position tracking, (c) joint velocity tracking, and
(d) control input tracking.

The RV-2A] robot arm dynamic model was designed using the Simscape Multibody
toolbox. Additionally, MATLAB Simulink software was used to design both the PID and
the MPC controllers; furthermore, the electrical part included five DC motors in a block for
five joints. To support these models, various MATLAB Script functions were generated in
the software, including the following functions:

e  The trajectory function, which presents the desired reference motion to the RV-2A]
robot arm;

e  The Jacobean function, which helps to solve the optimization problem faster and to
find solutions to the RV-2A] robot arm’s singularities;

e  The forward and inverse kinematic models, which were implemented in the closed
loop control to calculate the angles of the joints and the end effector position.

These functions were taken into consideration to ensure optimal performance of the
RV-2A]J robotic arm.

Three generated trajectories were defined: (1) the first presented a semi-curve motion
of the RV-2A] robotic arm; (2) the second investigated trajectory was an N-shaped motion;
and (3) the third trajectory was a circle motion. The initial states for both controllers are
given as: X; =[0,0, 0,0, 0]T, which presents the idle state of the five joint angles of the
RV-2A]J robotic arm.

In the case of the PID controller, the three gains K;, Ky, Kj; were set for every joint
according to the calculation obtained in Table 3; a sample time of 0.1 s was applied to the
five PID controllers.

In the case of the linear MPC, the boundaries of the control inputs were adjusted to
a maximum and a minimum value according to every joint, as concluded in Table 5. If the
minimum value was not adjusted to 0, the controller had greater flexibility in following the
trajectory, whereas setting it to 0 would cause the controller to behave in a more aggressive
manner. The MPC controller also provides the option to set the nominal value of the
torque, which represents the initial state of the torque vector. In our case study, the RV-2A]
robot arm is a nonlinear system. The reason for neglecting this option is that it would
definitely disrupt the controller’s ability to accomplish its top-priority objective of tracking
the joint angles. Based on the first insight and without observing the simulation results, the
identification of these settings indicates that the MPC is more efficient compared to the PID
in terms of adjusting the limitations of the torque vector.

In our case study, two other parameters were considered for the MPC: the prediction
horizon and the control horizon; for this system, it is advised that the prediction horizon
should have a value of 100 s, whereas the control horizon should have a value of 20 s. These
options increase the performance of the MPC controller in executing the task more efficiently.
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5.1. Simulation Results in the Case of the Semi-Curve Reference Trajectory

Figure 10 shows the simulation results relating to the semi-curve reference trajectory,
as shown in Figure 10a with regard to the tracking joint positions, tracking velocity, and
tracking control input for the PID and linear MPC controllers. Based on Figure 10, the
following can be concluded:

e  Figure 10b is related to the joint positions tracking. The PID tracks the reference
trajectory more precisely than the MPC with regard to the five joints [01, 62, 63, 64, 65].
This is because of the PID parameters described earlier: the proportional gain K, is
responsible for minimizing the steady state error and achieving good precision; the
integral gain K, is responsible for stabilizing the system and deleting the oscillations;
consequently, its effect is to increase the dead time of the system. On the other hand, the
derivative gain is responsible for making the system respond faster by decreasing the
dead time. In the case of the MPC, the controller could not achieve a good performance
in tracking the trajectory; the error signals were oscillating around 0. These oscillations
describe the behavior of the linear controller with regard to a nonlinear system.

e  Figure 10c is related to the joint velocity tracking. Both controllers behave nearly the
same, but the PID has a higher peak amplitude in the beginning compared to the MPC,
which is always able to execute a lower amplitude; on the other hand, after 5 s we
observed that both controllers stabilized and converged to 0.

e  Figure 10d is related to the torque input tracking. From the perspective of the energy
consumption, the tracking control input comparison shows that the PID controller
reaches very high torque amplitudes compared to the MPC. This is because of the
advantage of torque boundary setting in the MPC controller.

To identify the performance of every controller, three parameters were simulated:
(1) the mean average value of the torque effort (Au); (2) the precision (R); and (3) the
cycle execution time (ExTjye). The calculation of Au and R was achieved by the mean
function of MATLAB software; furthermore, the cycle execution time of both the PID and
the MPC controllers was calculated by the timeit function. This timeit function computes
the response time of the running program to help in the comparison of the performances of
the two different controllers. Based on these calculated times, we made the analysis of the
cycle execution times of both controllers; this is presented in Section 6.

Table 6 shows the performance parameters of the PID and MPC while executing the
semi-curve trajectory.

Table 6. Results of the simulation relating to the performance parameters of the semi-curve reference
trajectory.

Semi-Curve Trajectory

Au R ExTx'me
Performance Parameters (Nm) (rad) ®)
PID 6 0.03 10.61
MPC 5.80 0.38 7.35

Difference 3.33% 92.10% 30.72%
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Figure 10. Simulation results relating to the semi-curve reference trajectory.

5.2.

Simulation Results in the case of the N-Shaped Reference Trajectory
Figure 11a shows the simulation results relating to the N-shaped motion reference

trajectory. Figure 11 shows several differences between the investigated control methods,
where the following can be concluded:

Figure 11b is related to the joint positions tracking. Both controllers have nearly the
same behavior, i.e., the PID and MPC try to converge to 0 by minimizing the error.
This results in oscillations in both cases. In this trajectory, the MPC reacts better than
the PID in terms of the precision, where we can observe that the error amplitude is
minimized compared to that of the PID.

Figure 11c is related to the joint velocity tracking. The PID executes the motion in an
aggressive way, with a higher peak amplitude in the beginning compared to the MPC,
which tries to keep the smoothness of the motion.

Figure 11d is related to the control input tracking. In the first joint and the fifth joint
the MPC uses higher torque values to execute the N-shaped motion. In the case of
the other joints, we observed that the MPC executed the trajectory with lower torque
values compared to the PID. For joint three, for example, the PID reached 50 (Nm),
whereas the MPC with the same motion reached 25 (Nm).
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Figure 11. Simulation results related to the N-shaped reference trajectory.

Table 7 shows the performance parameters of the PID and MPC while executing the
N-shaped trajectory.

Table 7. Calculation of the performance parameters for N-shaped reference trajectory.

N-Shaped Trajectory

Performance Parameters (13::1) (rﬁl) Exé")me
PID 4.46 0.018 13.53
MPC 5 0.008 9.20
Difference 10.8% 55.55% 32%

5.3. Simulation Results in the Case of the Circle Reference Trajectory

Figure 12a shows the simulation results related to the circle motion trajectory. This
motion can be executed by the RV-2A] robotic arm only in plane (X-Y); in plane (X-Z),
the robot is incapable of generating the motion. This is because the RV-2A] has 5 DOF;
the absence of the sixth joint makes the execution of the task hard when positioning the
end effector and calculating the inverse kinematic model. In our case study, the circle
motion is executed through the first joint, which is responsible for the rotation of the whole
body according to the specified orientation and position. In this motion, the following can
be concluded:
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Figure 12b is related to the joint positions tracking. Both controllers execute the motion
with nearly the same behavior for position tracking. The MPC provides much better
results in terms of precision, and fewer peak amplitudes were generated compared to
the PID.

Figure 12c is related to the joint velocity tracking. The MPC executes the motion
faster with a higher peak amplitude than the PID. The PID executes the motion slower
because of the included integral gain Kj in the controller.

Figure 12d is related to the torque input tracking. In this diagram, the behaviors of the
PID and MPC are completely different. In the case of the first joint, the MPC uses more
torque compared to the PID, whereas for the other joints, the PID achieves a higher
torque. Therefore, we can conclude that the MPC consistently uses all boundaries to
implement the appropriate control strategy compared to the PID.
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Figure 12. Simulation results related to the circle reference trajectory.

Table 8 shows the performance parameters of the PID and MPC while executing the

circle motion trajectory.

Table 8. Simulation results related to the performance parameters for circle motion reference trajectory.

Circle Trajectory
Au R EXTime
Performance Parameters [Nm] (Rad) [s]
PID 13.47 1.17 12.08
MPC 6.58 0.93 6

Difference 51.15% 20.51% 50.33%
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6. Comparison of the Simulation of the Three Reference Trajectories

To summarize the simulation results of both the PID and the MPC controllers with
regard to the three trajectories, we conclude that the performance of each controller is
extremely dependent on the complexity of the motion shape, which is given as a reference
trajectory for the RV-2A] robot arm. However, we observed that sometimes both controllers
exceeded a high torque value. These extremely high peaks in the torque diagrams demon-
strate that the motion cannot be executed precisely by the controller. This behavior is totally
predictable with the linear controllers; therefore, in our future research we would like to
implement the nonlinear MPC.

In this section, the comparison of (1) the average torque (Au), (2) the precision of
the trajectory tracking (R ), and (3) the cycle time of the execution of the trajectory by the
controller (Exry,,,) in terms of savings is presented.

Table 9 summarizes the simulated results of the average of the control torque (Au)
with regard to the three trajectories.

Table 9. The average torque parameter related to the three trajectories.

Controller PID MpPC Torque Saving
Au Au (%)
Trajectory (Nm) (Nm) °
Semi-curve motion 6 5.80 3.33 %
N-shaped motion 4.46 5 10.8%
Circle motion 13.47 6.58 51.15%

Table 10 summarizes the simulated results of the precision parameter (R ) with regard
to the three trajectories.

Table 10. Trajectory tracking precision parameter related to the three trajectories.

Controller PID MPC Trajectory Tracking
R R Precision
Trajectory (Rad) (Rad) (%)

Semi-curve motion 0.03 0.38 92.10%
N-shaped motion 0.018 0.008 55.55%
Circle motion 1.17 0.93 20.51%

Table 11 summarizes the simulated results of the execution time (Exry,,) with regard to
the three trajectories.

Table 11. Execution time parameter related to the three trajectories.

Controller PID MPC Execution Time
EXTime EXTie Reduction
Trajectory (s) (s) (%)
Semi-curve motion 10.61 7.35 30.72%
N-shaped motion 13.53 9.20 32%
Circle motion 12.08 6 50.33%

The following final conclusions can be presented according to the three simulated
parameter results.

In terms of energy consumption, as described in Table 9, the average of the applied
torque was always minimized by the MPC controller compared to the PID with regard to
the semi-curve trajectory and the circle trajectory. In the case of the semi-curve trajectory,
the energy consumption achieved a saving of 3.33%, and for the circle trajectory, the energy
consumption achieved a saving of 51.15% with the MPC. In the case of the N-shaped
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trajectory, the scenario was different, and the energy consumption achieved a saving of
10.8% with the PID controller.

In terms of precision, as described in Table 10, while executing the semi-curve trajectory
the PID succeeded in achieving a higher precision than the MPC with a saving of 92.10%.
In the two other trajectories, the MPC achieved in both cases a higher precision than the
PID. For the N-shaped trajectory, the MPC achieved a saving of 55.55%, while for the circle
trajectory, the MPC achieved a saving of 20.51%.

In terms of execution time, as described in Table 11, in all the cases of the three
trajectories, the MPC always executed the task faster than the PID. In the case of the semi-
curve trajectory, an execution time saving of 30.72% was achieved by the MPC. In the case
of the N-shaped trajectory, the MPC achieved an execution time saving of 32%, while for
the circle trajectory the time saved by the MPC was 50.33%.

Concluding the aforementioned simulation results, it can be explained that the MPC
executed the trajectory by taking into consideration different objectives: (1) tracking the
reference trajectory and (2) maintaining the applied torque according to the limitation of
the torque boundaries. From the perspective of the trajectory tracking precision, the PID
controller was able to achieve a higher precision than the MPC only in the first trajectory
when compared to MPC; this was due to the proportional gain applied in the controller.

It can be concluded that in the case of the MPC, the controller was able to track more
precisely and with less energy consumption the trajectories which had curved shapes,
i.e., the semi-curve trajectory and circle trajectory. On the other hand, the classical PID
controller was able to track the trajectories with both higher precision and higher energy
consumption in the case of the edge shape, i.e., the N-shaped trajectory.

7. Conclusions

The energy consumption of industrial robot arms has a key role in the concept of
Industry 4.0. Trajectory optimization and optimal control strategies of robot arms can reduce
motion lead times and energy consumption; furthermore, they can improve productivity.

The aim of this research was to define the optimal control strategy of industrial robots
to minimize the energy consumption. Therefore, a case study was conducted for the
development of two controllers applied to an RV-2A] Mitsubishi robot arm with 5 DOF,
where the system was a nonlinear one. The first examined controller was the classical linear
PID controller, while the second one was the linear MPC controller.

In our study, the performances of both the classical PID model and the linear MPC
controller were compared. The paper provided the methodology of the PID and the MPC
controller designs, taking into consideration the real system parameters and the limitations
of linear PID in order to improve the robot arm’s energy efficiency.

In the case study, the mathematical modeling and the control background of a 5 DOF
RV-2A] robotic arm were described. The development of the PID and MPC controllers was
explained step by step. The simulation of both controllers was made in MATLAB Simulink
based on the dynamic structure of the RV-2A] robot arm in the Simscape Multibody toolbox.
Three reference trajectories were generated and implemented to analyze the performance
of both controllers in order to define the optimal one. Three parameters were simulated:
the average of the control torque (Au); the tracking trajectory precision (R); and the cycle
execution time (EXTjy,)-

As a result, it was found that the MPC controller in the execution of the three trajec-
tories was always faster and needed less execution time, whereas, in terms of precision,
the PID could achieve better results but with higher energy consumption. For the last
trajectory, which was presented as a circle motion, the application of the MPC resulted in a
51% energy consumption compared to the PID controller.

The main contribution of the research was that the performance of two control strate-
gies relating to a complex dynamic system were compared; furthermore, the optimal control
strategy was defined in the case of an elaborated case study. It can be concluded that the
MPC controller can process the desired trajectory and the measured one more efficiently in
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order to execute the command signals. The command signal is presented as a voltage value
for the servomotor to execute the right torque for the different joints. By optimizing the
command signals, the voltage can be minimized, which results in the minimizing of the
torque; therefore, significant energy saving can be realized by the MPC controller.

The application of the optimal MPC controller can be a very efficient strategy in
manufacturing processes where the energy consumption has a higher priority than the pre-
cision, such as in the case of pick-and-place manufacturing processes, mobile autonomous
robots, and underwater inspection. These examples require the optimization of the energy
consumption; therefore, the implementation of the MPC controllers is the optimal solution.

In our future research, we would like to continue the development of a nonlinear MPC
for the RV-2A] robot arm, which can be more efficient than the linear MPC. The aim of our
future research is to design a controller which is capable of modeling the nonlinear dynamic
state of an industrial robot arm more realistically. In the future scenario, the nonlinear
MPC controller will achieve multi-objective optimization in order to provide energy-saving
operations and, at the same time, more accurate trajectory tracking.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, R.B.; literature review, R.B.; methodology, R.B. and G.K,;
formal analysis, R.B. and G.K,; visualization, R.B.; writing—original draft preparation, R.B.; writing—
review and editing, R.B. and G.K,; supervision, G.K.; invited author, G.K. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.
Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1.  Kovalcik, J.; Straka, M.; Kacmary, P,; Pavlik, T. Catalyst processing and recycling. Acta Tecnol. 2021, 7, 99-104. [CrossRef]

2. Shi, W,; Wang, K.; Zhao, C.; Tian, M. Obstacle avoidance path planning for the dual-arm robot based on an improved RRT
algorithm. Appl. Sci. 2022, 12, 4087. [CrossRef]

3. Fairchild, PR, Srivastava, V.; Tan, X. Efficient path planning of soft robotic arms in the presence of obstacles. IFAC-Pap. 2021, 54, 586-591.
[CrossRef]

4. Avram, O,; Valente, A. Trajectory planning for reconfigurable industrial robots designed to operate in a high precision manufac-
turing industry. Procedia CIRP 2016, 57, 461—466. [CrossRef]

5. Moreira, P.; Vilarifio, F.; Neto, P.; Dobi§, M.; Dekan, M.; B& No, P.; Duchon, F.; Duchon, D.; Babinec, A. Evaluation criteria for
trajectories of robotic arms. Robotics 2022, 11, 29.

6. Mohammed, A.; Schmidt, B.; Wang, L.; Gao, L. Minimizing energy consumption for robot arm movement. Procedia CIRP 2014, 25,
400-405. [CrossRef]

7. Barnett, N.; Costenaro, D.; Rohmund, I. Direct and indirect impacts of robots on future electricity load. In Proceedings of the
ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Industry, Denver, CO, USA, 15-18 August 2017; pp. 1-9.

8. Carabin, G.; Wehrle, E.; Vidoni, R. A Review on energy-saving optimization methods for robotic and automatic systems. Robotics
2017, 6, 39. [CrossRef]

9. Carron, A.; Arcari, E.; Wermelinger, M.; Hewing, L.; Hutter, M.; Zeilinger, M.N. Data-driven model predictive control for trajectory
tracking with a robotic arm. IEEE Robot. Autom. Lett. 2019, 4, 3758-3765. [CrossRef]

10.  Zhou, X.; Zhang, X. Multi-objective-optimization-based control parameters auto-tuning for aerial manipulators. Int. |. Adv. Robot
Syst. 2019, 16, 1-13. [CrossRef]

11.  Zhang, B.; Liu, P. Control and benchmarking of a 7-DOF robotic arm using gazebo and ROS. Peer ]. Comp. Sci. 2021, 7, e383.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

12.  Hansen, N.; Wang, X.; Su, H. Temporal Difference Learning for Model Predictive Control. arXiv 2022, arXiv:2203.04955.

13.  Hatch, N.; Boots, B. The Value of Planning for Infinite-Horizon Model Predictive Control. In Proceedings of the 2021 IEEE
International Conference on Robotics and Automation (ICRA), Xi’an, China, 30 May-5 June 2021; pp. 7372-7378.

14. Hafez, M.B.; Weber, C.; Kerzel, M.; Wermter, S. Improving Robot Dual-System Motor Learning with Intrinsically Motivated
Meta-Control and Latent-Space Experience Imagination. Robot. Auton. Syst. 2020, 133, 103630. [CrossRef]

15. Tendel, P; Johansen, T.A. Complexity reduction in explicit linear model predictive control. IFAC Proc. Vol. 2002, 35, 189-194.
[CrossRef]

16. Cosimi, F; Dini, P.; Giannetti, S.; Petrelli, M.; Saponara, S. Analysis and design of a non-linear MPC algorithm for vehicle trajectory

tracking and obstacle avoidance. Lect. Notes Electr. Eng. 2020, 738, 229-234.


https://doi.org/10.22306/atec.v7i3.118
https://doi.org/10.3390/app12084087
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ifacol.2021.11.235
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2016.11.080
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2014.10.055
https://doi.org/10.3390/robotics6040039
https://doi.org/10.1109/LRA.2019.2929987
https://doi.org/10.1177/1729881419828071
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj-cs.383
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33834094
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.robot.2020.103630
https://doi.org/10.3182/20020721-6-ES-1901.00600

Energies 2023, 16, 3499 27 of 28

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.
37.

38.
39.
40.
41.

42.
43.

44.

45.

46.
47.

Wu, G.; Zhao, W.; Zhang, X. Optimum time-energy-jerk trajectory planning for serial robotic manipulators by reparameterized
quintic NURBS curves. In Proceedings of the Institution of Mechanical Engineers. Part C J. Mech. Eng. Sci. 2020, 235, 4382-4393.
[CrossRef]

Zhang, M.; Yan, J. A data-driven method for optimizing the energy consumption of industrial robots. J. Clean Prod. 2021, 285, 124862.
[CrossRef]

Garriz, C.; Domingo, R. Trajectory optimization in terms of energy and performance of an industrial robot in the manufacturing
industry. Sensors 2022, 22, 7538. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Pellegrinelli, S.; Borgia, S.; Pedrocchi, N.; Villagrossi, E.; Bianchi, G.; Tosatti, L.M. Minimization of the energy consumption in
motion planning for single-robot tasks. Procedia CIRP 2015, 29, 354-359. [CrossRef]

Ekrem, O,; Aksoy, B. Trajectory planning for a 6-axis robotic arm with particle swarm optimization algorithm. Eng. Appl. Art. Int.
2023, 122, 106099. [CrossRef]

Vysocky, A.; Papiok, R.; Safatik, J.; Kot, T;; Bobovsky, Z.; Novak, P.; Snasgel, V. Reduction in robotic arm energy consumption by
particle swarm optimization. Appl. Sci. 2020, 10, 8241. [CrossRef]

Stevo, S.; Sekaj, I.; Dekan, M. Optimization of robotic arm trajectory using genetic algorithm. IFAC Proc. 2014, 47, 1748-1753.
[CrossRef]

Wei, W.; Zha, X.; Yu, Q.; Pang, J. Trajectory deformation based on energy optimization and obstacle avoidance. In Proceedings of the the
9th IEEE International Conference on Cyber Technology in Automation, Control. and Intelligent Systems, CYBER 2019, Suzhou, China,
29 July—2 August 2019; Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers Inc.: Piscataway, NJ, USA, 2019; pp. 1219-1223.

Benotsmane, R.; Dudas, L.; Kovacs, G. Newly elaborated hybrid algorithm for optimization of robot arm’s trajectory in order to
increase efficiency and provide sustainability in production. Sustainability 2021, 13, 8193. [CrossRef]

Cooper, M.; Lawson, C.; Zare Shahneh, A. Simulating actuator energy consumption for trajectory optimisation. Proc. Inst. Mech.
Eng. Part G J. Aerosp. Eng. 2017, 232, 2178-2192. [CrossRef]

Benotsmane, R.; Vasarhelyi, J. Towards optimization of energy consumption of tello quad-rotor with mpc model implementation.
Energies 2022, 15, 9207. [CrossRef]

He, Y;; Mei, ].; Fang, Z.; Zhang, F; Zhao, Y. Minimum energy trajectory optimization for driving systems of palletizing robot
joints. Math. Probl. Eng. 2018, 2018, 1-27. [CrossRef]

Palomba, I.; Wehrle, E.; Carabin, G.; Vidoni, R. Minimization of the energy consumption in industrial robots through regenerative
drives and optimally designed compliant elements. Appl. Sci. 2020, 10, 7475. [CrossRef]

Pérez, J.; Alabdo, A.; Pomares, J.; Garcia, G.J.; Torres, F. FPGA-based visual control system using dynamic perceptibility. Robot
Comput. Integr. Manuf. 2016, 41, 13-22. [CrossRef]

Felho, C.; Varga, G. Theoretical roughness modeling of hard turned surfaces considering tool wear. Machines 2022, 10, 118.
[CrossRef]

Bo, H.; Azhar, M.; Mohan, D.M.; Campolo, D. Review of robotic control strategies for industrial finishing operations. In
Proceedings of the ISMA 2015—10th International Symposium on Mechatronics and its Applications, Sharjah, United Arab
Emirates, 8-10 December 2015; IEEE: Piscataway, NJ, USA, 2015; p. 15044113.

Rocco, P. Stability of PID control for industrial robot arms. IEEE Trans. Robot. Autom. 1996, 12, 606-614. [CrossRef]

Dini, P.; Saponara, S. Model-based design of an improved electric drive controller for high-precision applications based on
feedback linearization technique. Electronics 2021, 10, 2954. [CrossRef]

Chen, Y,; Luo, X,; Han, B.; Luo, Q.; Qiao, L. Model predictive control with integral compensation for motion control of robot
manipulator in joint and task spaces. IEEE Access 2020, 8, 107063-107075. [CrossRef]

Etienne, D.; Wisama, K. Wisama. Robot Manipulators: Modeling, Performance Analysis and Control; Wiley-ISTE: London, UK, 2013.
Whitney, D.E. Resolved motion rate control of manipulators and human prostheses. IEEE Trans. Man-Mach. Syst. 1969, 10, 47-53.
[CrossRef]

Tsirikos, A.S.; Mastorakis, N.E. Nonlinear decoupling control for a robot manipulator. IFAC Proc. Vol. 1998, 31, 653-658.

Sontag, E.D. Control-Lyapunov Functions; Springer: London, UK, 1999.

Li, C.; Zhang, Z.; Xia, G.; Xie, X.; Zhu, Q. Efficient force control learning system for industrial robots based on variable impedance
control. Sensors 2018, 18, 2539. [CrossRef]

Li, TH.S.; Kuo, PH.; Ho, Y.F; Liou, G.H. Intelligent control strategy for robotic arm by using adaptive inertia weight and
acceleration coefficients particle swarm optimization. IEEE Access 2019, 7, 126929-126940. [CrossRef]

Camacho, C.B.E.F. Model Predictive Control; Springer: London, UK, 2000.

Qin, S.J.; Badgwell, T.A. An overview of nonlinear model predictive control applications. In Nonlinear Model Predictive Control;
Birkhduser: Basel, Switzerland, 2000; pp. 369-392.

Nguyen, T.T. Sliding mode control-based system for the two-link robot arm. Int. J. Electr. Comp. Eng. 2019, 9, 2771-2778.
[CrossRef]

Stout, W.L.; Sawan, M.E. Application of H-infinity theory to robot manipulator control. In Proceedings of the 1st IEEE Conference
on Control Applications, CCA 1992, Dayton, OH, USA, 13-16 September 1992; pp. 148-153.

Paul, R. Robot Manipulators: Mathematics, Programming and Control; MIT Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 1981.

Karamali Ravandi, A.; Khanmirza, E.; Daneshjou, K. Hybrid force/position control of robotic arms manipulating in uncertain
environments based on adaptive fuzzy sliding mode control. Appl. Soft Comput. 2018, 70, 864—874. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.1177/0954406220969734
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.124862
https://doi.org/10.3390/s22197538
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36236637
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2015.02.174
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.engappai.2023.106099
https://doi.org/10.3390/app10228241
https://doi.org/10.3182/20140824-6-ZA-1003.01073
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13158193
https://doi.org/10.1177/0954410017710271
https://doi.org/10.3390/en15239207
https://doi.org/10.1155/2018/7247093
https://doi.org/10.3390/app10217475
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rcim.2016.02.005
https://doi.org/10.3390/machines10030188
https://doi.org/10.1109/70.508444
https://doi.org/10.3390/electronics10232954
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2020.3001044
https://doi.org/10.1109/TMMS.1969.299896
https://doi.org/10.3390/s18082539
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2019.2939050
https://doi.org/10.11591/ijece.v9i4.pp2771-2778
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asoc.2018.05.048

Energies 2023, 16, 3499 28 of 28

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

Mohammed Junaid, R.; Laila Beebi, M.; Ashima, C.R. Backstepping and adaptive backstepping control on robotic arm. In
Proceedings of the 2015 International Conference on Control, Communication and Computing India, ICCC 2015, Trivandrum,
India, 19-21 November 2015; Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers Inc.: Piscataway, NJ, USA, 2015; pp. 1-6.

Kumar, S.A.; Chand, R.; Chand, R.P,; Sharma, B. Linear manipulator: Motion control of an n-link robotic arm mounted on
a mobile slider. Heliyon 2023, 9, €12867. [CrossRef]

Gomez-Quispe, ].M.; Pérez-Zufiga, G.; Arce, D.; Urbina, F.; Gibaja, S.; Paredes, R.; Cuellar, E. Non linear control system for
humanoid robot to perform body language movements. Sensors 2023, 23, 552. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Yacoub, M.L; Necsulescu, D.S.; Sasiadek, ].Z. Energy consumption optimization for mobile robots motion using predictive control.
J. Intell. Robot. Syst. 2016, 83, 585-602. [CrossRef]

Nonoyama, K.; Liu, Z.; Fujiwara, T.; Alam, M.M.; Nishi, T. Energy-efficient robot configuration and motion planning using
Genetic Algorithm and Particle Swarm Optimization. Energies 2022, 15, 2074. [CrossRef]

Andriyashin, S.N.; Elanakova, V.A.; Myatezh, S.V.; Popov, I.L. Comparison of PID and MPC control for a boiler room. J. Phys.
Conf. Ser. 2021, 2032, 012065. [CrossRef]

Chen, Q.; Li, N.; Feng, W. Model predictive control optimization for rapid response and energy efficiency based on the state-space
model of a radiant floor heating system. Ener. Build. 2021, 238, 110832. [CrossRef]

Minchala-Avila, L.I; Palacio-Baus, K.; Ortiz, ]J.P.; Valladolid, ]J.D.; Ortega, ]J. Comparison of the performance and energy
consumption index of model-based controllers. In 2016 IEEE Ecuador Technical Chapters Meeting (ETCM); IEEE: Guayaquil,
Ecuador, 2016; pp. 1-6.

Schwenzer, M.; Ay, M.; Bergs, T. Review on model predictive control: An engineering perspective. Int. J. Adv. Manuf. Technol.
2021, 117, 1327-1349. [CrossRef]

Benotsmane, R. Collaborating Robot Arms Using Artificial Intelligence Techniques. Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Miskolc,
Miskolc, Hungary, 2021. [CrossRef]

Tenreiro Machado, J.A.; de Carvalho, ].L.M.; Costa, A.M.C.; Matos, ].S. Dedicated Computer System for Robot Manipulators. In
Systems Analysis and Simulation II. Advances in Simulation; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 1988; Volume 2, pp. 167-170.

Nedelcu, V.; Necoara, I.; Tran-Dinh, Q. Computational complexity of inexact gradient augmented lagrangian methods: Application
to constrained MPC. SIAM J. Cont. Optim. 2014, 52, 3109-3134. [CrossRef]

Dini, P.,; Saponara, S. Processor-in-the-loop validation of a gradient descent-based model predictive control for assisted driving
and obstacles avoidance applications. IEEE Access 2022, 10, 67958-67975. [CrossRef]

Bernardeschi, C.; Dini, P.; Domenici, A.; Mouhagi, A.; Palmieri, M.; Saponara, S.; Sassolas, T.; Zaourar, L. Co-simulation of a
model predictive control system for automotive applications. In Software Engineering and Formal Methods, SEFM 2021 Collocated
Workshops, SEFM 2021; Springer Nature: Berlin, Germany, 2022; Volume 13230, pp. 204-220.

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e12867
https://doi.org/10.3390/s23010552
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36617149
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10846-016-0352-1
https://doi.org/10.3390/en15062074
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/2032/1/012065
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2021.110832
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00170-021-07682-3
https://doi.org/10.14750/ME.2021.025
https://doi.org/10.1137/120897547
https://doi.org/10.1109/ACCESS.2022.3186020

	Introduction 
	Literature Review—Different Approaches Relating to Energy Saving Operation of Dynamic Systems 
	Materials and Methods 
	Mathematical Modeling of RV-2AJ Robot Arm 
	Forward and Inverse Kinematic Models of RV-2AJ Robot Arm 
	Jacobian and Dynamic Models of the RV-2AJ Robot Arm 

	Control Strategies for RV-2AJ Robot Arm 
	The Classical PID for RV-2AJ Robot Arm 
	Linear MPC for RV-2AJ Robot Arm 


	Case Study—Modelling and Simulation of the Investigated RJ-2AJ Robot Arm 
	Modeling of the Investigated RV-2AJ Robot Arm 
	Forward Kinematic of RV-2AJ robot arm 
	Inverse Kinematic of RV-2AJ Robot Arm 
	Jacobian Matrix Relating to the RV-2AJ Robot Arm 

	Control of the Investigated RV-2AJ Robot Arm 
	Design of PID Controller for RV-2AJ Robot Arm 
	Design of the linear MPC for RV-2AJ Robotic Arm 


	Simulation Results of RV-2AJ Robot Arm Related to the Investigated 3 Trajectories 
	Simulation Results in the Case of the Semi-Curve Reference Trajectory 
	Simulation Results in the case of the N-Shaped Reference Trajectory 
	Simulation Results in the Case of the Circle Reference Trajectory 

	Comparison of the Simulation of the Three Reference Trajectories 
	Conclusions 
	References

