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Abstract Mobile robots equipped with visual sensors
are widely used in challenging unstructured environ-
ment due to their flexibility. However, dynamic proper-
ties of actuators are generally neglected when modeling
mobile robots, which may reduce the performance of
the servo controller. In this paper, we present a cautious
model predictive control method for visual servoing of
mobile robots with unknown actuator dynamic proper-
ties. Firstly, an enhanced model constructed by a nom-
inal and an additive Gaussian process (GP) model is
learned on-line, where the GP model is stochastic and
captures dynamic properties of actuators by using the
training data. Furthermore, a stochastic model predic-
tive control (SMPC) formulation is presented for cau-
tious control where the chance constraints of predictive
states are considered to ensure visibility of the feature
point. For solving the SMPC problem, an augmented
deterministic model (ADM) that represents the uncer-
tainty propagation of the stochastic state is presented
to transform the SMPC formulation to a deterministic
model predictive control (DMPC) formulation. Then,
the DMPC problem is solved by employing a modi-
fied iterative linear quadratic regulator (iLQR) with a
Lorentzian p-function introduced in the terminal cost
function. Finally, the validity of the proposed method
is validated by several examples.

H. Zhu - Z. Jin - A. Liu (<) - H. Ni

College of Information Engineering, Zhejiang University of
Technology, Hangzhou 310023, China

e-mail: lad @zjut.edu.cn

Keywords Mobile robots - Cautious model predictive
control - Gaussian process - Visual servoing - ILQR

1 Introduction

In recent years, mobile robots have always been a
research hotspot in the field of robotics to their flexi-
bility and controllability [1-5]. Visual servoing control
that integrates feedback control with visual information
is widely used in mobile robots to control their orienta-
tion and position. By using the rich visual information,
the intelligence of mobile robots can be improved and
their application can be broadened [6—10]. Therefore,
visual servoing control for mobile robots has received
widespread attention from many scholars.
Image-based visual servoing (IBVS) controls the
robot directly at the two-dimensional image plane, and
its concise structure does not require 3D pose estima-
tion in Cartesian coordinate and is insensitive to cam-
era parameter calibration errors. Due to its advantages,
many control approaches have been proposed, such as
sliding mode control (SMC) [11,12], PID control [13]
and adaptive control methods [14—16]. However, actual
visual servoing robot systems often have constraints on
velocity, position and field of view (FOV). Due to the
ability to deal with visibility constraints, model pre-
dictive control (MPC) has received widespread atten-
tion [17-20]. In [17] and [18], a robust tube-based
predictive control method is proposed to compensate
for the effects of bounded uncertainties with the con-
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straint state variables, such as servoing error, velocity
and acceleration to stabilize the nominal visual servo-
ing system. In [19], a MPC controller with constraints
on roll and pitch angles is proposed for IBVS of a
quadrotor to guarantee the visibility of feature points.
In [21], a model predictive path integral (MPPI) con-
trol framework is proposed by using path integral (PI)
control theory [22], which does not require the calcu-
lation of gradients and second-order approximations.
In [23,24], a real-time inversion-free control method
based on MPPI is proposed for both IBVS, 3D point
(3DVS) and position-based visual servoing (PBVS),
which has been validated on a 6-DoF Cartesian robot
(namely, Gantry robot) with an eye-in-hand camera.
However, due to only considering the kinematic model
and ignoring the dynamic characteristics of the actu-
ators, their performance may decrease. For example,
it is assumed that the actual velocity can immediately
track the desired velocity of the servo controller output,
which is impractical. Thus, it is necessary to establish
a velocity deviation model and incorporate it into the
design of the servo controller to accurately reflect the
difference between the desired velocity and the actual
velocity.

In general, there are two main approaches to deal
with the modeling problem. One is mechanism model-
ing method. For instance, a linear model has been estab-
lished in [25] for a visual servo task of tendon-driven
continuum robots by using the depth camera data. In
[26], based on the MPC and IBVS framework, a full
model of the continuum robot is derived to improve
the control robustness of the system uncertainties, per-
ceived noise and modeling error. But it is difficult to
write accurate mathematical expressions for objects
with complex mechanisms. The another one is black
box modeling method witch uses the input—output data
to construct a sufficiently accurate model for predic-
tion, such as neural network model [27,28] or a fuzzy
model [29]. However, these methods are difficult to
evaluate the quality of the model on-line. The Gaus-
sian process [30] (GP) is a nonparametric modeling
approach based on a Bayesian framework [31]. Due
to its limited prior knowledge [32] and the ability to
directly provides model uncertainty [33], it is used to
model various systems, such as race cars [34], manipu-
lators [35] and quadcopters [36]. GP models is usually
included into the MPC framework, which is termed as
GP-based model predictive control (GPMPC). Since
the velocity model of a vehicle is built by GP, a GPMPC
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method is proposed in [37] for path tracking problem
of vehicles, and the performance is better than MPC
method. In [38], a GPMPC method is employed in a
time-varying system to deal with prediction uncertainty
where the uncertainty is converted into constraints for
safe operation. However, the performance index used in
[37] and [38] are deterministic even though the GPR-
based model is stochastic, which does not fully uti-
lize the model information. In [32], the performance
index of GPMPC is set as the expected value of the
accumulated quadratic stage cost. This kind of perfor-
mance index leads to a cautious control where the state
area with less prediction uncertainty is more preferred.
In [39], GPMPC incorporated with risk-sensitive cost
is presented. Different with cautious control proposed
in [32], the controller is encouraged to explore the
unknown state area at a reasonable level to learn a better
model, which improves the control performance. The
stability of GPMPC is proved in [40].

Summarized by the above discussion, a GPMPC
method is proposed for a wheeled mobile robot (WMR)
to deal with the IBVS task under unknown actuator
dynamic properties. Moreover, the orientation angle
control is also considered to track the target pose of the
WMR. The main contributions are shown as follows:

1) A GP-enhanced model instead of a pure GP model
is learned on-line by constructing a nominal and a
GP model. The nominal model improves the con-
trol performance in the state area which stays away
from the training data set, and the GP model cap-
tures actuators’ dynamic properties which can lead
to differences between the nominal model and the
real model.

2) To guarantee the visibility of the feature point,
the chance constraints of the feature point’s image
coordinates are proposed and combined into the
stochastic GPMPC formulation.

3) To solve the stochastic GPMPC problem, an aug-
mented deterministic model (ADM) that represents
the uncertainty propagation of the state is proposed
to transform the stochastic MPC (SMPC) formu-
lation to a deterministic model predictive control
(DMPC) formulation which is solved by iterative
linear quadratic regulator (iLQR).

4) Due to the static servo error that exists when using
iLQR, a Lorentzian p-function is introduced into
the terminal cost to replace the common quadratic
terminal cost.
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Fig. 1 Visual servoing system for a WMR

2 Model description
2.1 GP-enhanced model

The considered visual servoing system for a WMR
is shown in Fig.1, where O, X, Yy Zy, O X Y Z,
and O, X, Y, Z, represent the world coordinate, cam-
era coordinate and robot coordinate, respectively.

T . .
[vr w, ] denote the linear velocity and angular veloc-

ity of the WMR, and [ ve w, ]T denote the linear veloc-
ity and angular velocity of the camera. An identity
matrix is created by setting the rotation matrix between
the robot coordinates and the camera coordinates; we
can obtain

Lo, ] = [ve we ]’ M

The camera coordinates and image coordinates are
shown in Fig.2 where (x;, y;) and (x., y., z¢) are the
positions of the feature point in the image coordinates
and camera coordinates, respectively. The relationship
between these two coordinates can be described by the
camera projection model as follows

Xi = X¢/Z¢
2
Vi = Ye/Ze @

xXi | xi/zc—(1+xi2)i|[vci|
|:yl] B |:yi/Zc —X; Vi We (3)

In this paper, y. is a constant since the height of the
camera and the feature point are fixed. Thus, (3) can be
rewritten as (4) to remove the depth information

Xl [xiyi/ye — (U +x7) [ ve

= - @
Vi Vi /Ye —Xi i We

By substituting (1) into (4), we obtain

i [xiyi/ye = (1+xH) [ v

=, . (%)
Vi Yilye —Xi i Wy

(xc"yC’Zc)

Fig. 2 Projection relations of the image frame and the camera
frame

Moreover, the orientation angleé = w, is also intro-
duced into (5) as follows

X xiyi/ye — (1 +x7) ’
il =1 /e —xy [w’ } (©)
0 0 1 s

To use MPC method, (6) is discretized as follows

XikYik/Ye = (1 +x2)

Xi k+1 Xi k
Vik+1 | = | yik | +T yl-zk/yc —Xi kYik
Ok+1 Ok 0 1
Ur,k
x| " @)
b

where T and k are the sampling time and the time index.
. . T .

However, the desired velocity [ vr.q wyq] is the

output of the visual servo controller in practical and

the real velocity [ v Wy ]T is not directly controllable.
Thus, the velocity model that represents the relation-
ship between [vr,d Wrd ]T and [vr wy ]T should also
be considered to design an efficient visual servo con-
troller. Generally, the velocity model is

[vrk wr,k]T = f (Vrk=1, Wrk=1, Vrdk» Wrak) (8)

In this paper, (8) is written as follows

Ur k Ur,d k
o= T g (Vrk—1, Wrk—1, Vrd ks Wrd k
|:wr,k:| |:wr,d,k] ( )
9

By combining (9) and (7), we have the following
augmented model
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T
[ Xi k1 Yik+1 Ok+1 Vrk Wrk |
=m (X k. Yik» Ok Vr.d ko Wrd k)
5 (X jes Yiks Okcs Vrk—1> Wrk—1+ Ur.d ks Wr,d k) + €k

(10)
where
Xik
Vik
m (Xi k. Yiks O Vrd ks Wra k) = | Ok
0
0
(11)

XikYik/Ye — (1 +xzk>

2
Vie/Ye  —XikVik
1| " 1 [ oridk }

Wr.d k
1/T 0

0 1T

is a nominal model which is usually directly used to
design a servo controller in most works, and

B (Xi ks Yidk Ok Vrks Wrks Vrd ks Wrod k)
xi,kyi,k/yc - (1 + xi2,k>

Yi/ve  —XikVik
=T 0 1 (12)
T 0
0 1T

8 (Ur,kfl, Wy k—15 Vr,d,k» wr,d,k)

is an additive model which contain the information
about dynamic properties of WMR’s actuators. More-
over, we also consider the i.i.d process noise g ~
N (. ) with 5, = diag (o))", ... (o7)°). The
GP method is employed in this paper to approx-
imate the function h, and thus, (10) is named as
the GP-enhanced model. For convenience, we define
ok = [Xikt1 Yik+1 Oks1 Vrk wr,k]T and u; =
[vra.x wr,d,k]T as the state and input of the GP-
enhanced model at time index k, respectively.

2.2 GP modeling

The Gaussian process regression (GPR) method can
use the previously collected data set to describe the
additive model h. More concretely, five independent
GP models are built where each model is corresponding
to an output dimension of 4.
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At time index k, the state oy has been observed and
the value % (og, uy) is expected to be inferred. Labels
of the data set for i"" model are set as follows

—

. ; AT
y k—lz[(UZ —m)' . (oj41 —mj) L. (ok *mk—l)lj|
(13)

where 0; and m ; denote the value of the state and
output of the nominal model at time index j, respec-
tively. (0j41 —m;)" represents the i"" dimension of
the (0 j+1—m j). Features for each GP model are the
same and defined as

Zia=[z...z...aa]" (14)

where z; = olr ulT

labels and features is as follows

T
] . The relationship between

Vi = (0je1 —mj) = (z;) + ¢ (1s)

where 8;- represents i"" dimension of the & j» and
N

8; ~ N (O, (a;)z). By using the GPR method, & =

: : T. . .
[h‘ (z1) ... W' (zk—1) ] is assumed to satisfy a multi-
variate Gaussian distribution as

1

Bl (1) ¢ (z1.21)
h ~N : X

¢ (z1.21)

0 (zk=1-21) - @' (zk=1.2%—1)
(16)

g (Z.k—l)

where ¢’ (-, -) is the kernel function and B (-) is the
mean function of the GPR method. The mean func-
tion can be arbitrarily set. For convenience, we set
B! (-) = 0.The kernel function should be designed such

@' (z1,21) @' (z1,21)
that qﬁ,‘;_l = : : is
@' @h-1.21) - @' k-1, 2k-1)

positive semidefinite or positive definite. Here, the ker-
nel function is set as

. N .
¢ (zar ) = <°sl> e 2 Gom A Gam) a7

where A’ and ((o}f )2, A ) are the diagonal matrix and
the hyper parameters of the GPR [30], respectively.
That can be decided by maximizing the log-likelihood
function given by
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. A 2 .

log p (?z_llzk_l, (a;) ,Al)
1/ . \T/ . N2\

——5(Fi) (o + ()1) i

i i 2 -
(q)k] + (ag) 1)

After determining the hyperparameters, the joint dis-
tribution of A’ (z;) and 7) %—1 18 shown as follows

1 7
——log -3 log (27)

2

(18)

—y>;( . N2
— i i
[hi (zk)] Z"‘“(“S) 4
. 2 i
&, + (o)1 17
N, ]k 1_>i(f) . (19)
(ga ) @' (2K, 2k)

where ¢/ = [¢' (z1,20) ... ¢' (zk—1,2%) | - Apply-
ing the conditional Gaussian rules [30], the posterior
distribution of 4’ (z;) can be obtained as

2
Zk*lv (O-Al> ) Al y Y ;cfl ~

¥ (1 (oh)°) 20)

where

h' (z)

. NT [, N
i = (9") (¢1i1+(o;) 1) Tioan
i\’ i
(Uh,k) = ¢' (2k, k)
N N2\
—(Tp’) (@,1_1+(a;) 1) ¢
Then, the posterior distribution of % (zx) which is

expected to be inferred can be computed as follows
(30]

A 2 . .
h (Zk) Zk*]v (Usl) ’ Al ’ ?;(_]ai=l,...,5 ~
N (tnks Znk) (23)
where

Whk = [M}L,k M%,k V“Z.k /“‘2,1( “lsz,k]»xhwk
. 2 2 2 2 2
=diag ((Ghl,k) (i) (i)™ (oie) v("hs,k) )

Based on the posterior distribution of % (zx), the dis-
tribution of oy can be easily derived as

0k1 ~ N (Hoskt1> Zokr1) (24)

where
Mok+1 = Mg + [nk (25)
Zok+1 = Zpi+ e (26)

3 MPC controller design

With the GP-enhanced model, the MPC problem is
exactly nonlinear and stochastic, which is given as fol-
lows

k+M—1
rrlljin J=E[ Z L(or,ur) +1¢ (0k+M):| (27a)
k t=k

st. Yi=1,...,5,Vj=1,2andVt =k, ...,
k+M—1:

P ©rt1lok, k) ~ N (1o,1+15 Zo.r+1) (27b)
Jo

Up Z Uin (27¢)

] < Uy (27d)

p <0£+1 > Opin ok Mk) >c (27e)

p (0§+1 = Oinaxlokv uk) >c 27f)

where Uy = [uk e Uk+M—1 ]T is the control sequence
which is need to be searched, the stage cost function
[ (oy, uy) is defined as a quadratic function / (o;, u;) =
lo; — 0|l o + llusll g and the terminal cost function is
defined as follows

I (oksm) = nd? + Xlog (d2 + a) 28)

where d? = ||oxsm — 0*|| o and o™ is the target state,
and the Lorentzian p-function log (af2 + a) is intro-
duced into the terminal cost function to encourage accu-
racy placement into the o*, which is shown in Fig.3
(Assuming n = A = 1).

It should be noted that the performance index (27a)
is an expected value, which is different with tradi-
tional MPC problem. Thus, the expected values of the
[ (01, ur) and Iy (ox+p) need to be derived. However,
accurate closed forms of these expected values cannot
be obtained. Thus, the second-order Taylor expansion
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d2

—— la=0.1
—8+ — I, a=0.01

— I, a=0.001

—— Ir,a=0.0001

-1.00 -0.75 -0.50 -0.25 0.00 0.25 050 0.75 1.00
d

Fig. 3 Shape of the terminal cost function

technique can be used to approximate the expected val-
ues as

El (o, ur)] = fP (0l (01, us) doy

~ [ p (or) (” Mot — O ” 0 + (Ot - Ho,t)T%o;u’) 01=Iho,t
+% (Oz - ,uo,t)T 821;2:,214,) 01=llo,1
X (0, — uo,[)) do, (29)

Hlurllg = [os — 0% o +0+1r (5 [ p (o)
a2
X (Ot - Mo,t) (Ut - U—o,t)Tdot%:’zul) }Ot:llo.f) + llurllg
= HM(),I —-o* HQ +tr (20,1 Q) + ””t”R

E[lf (oksm)] = [ p ksl f (Oksm) doksm

~ [ p(ok+m) (”Mo,k+M — o ot (oxsm — Mo,k+M)T
Al g (ok+m) }
T okrm NOk+M=Lo kM ) (30)
T
+%(Ok+M - Ma,k+M) dgl,,(,:)ij;,}g) Ok M=HMo k+M
X (Ok+-M = o k+m)) doksm

= Nt oy nr + 2108 (a2 pyps + ) + 17 (o, B)

where

Ha? k+Mm = “Mo,k+M —o" ||Q (€29)

2

1
B=n0+Ax 0 -
(udz,w o (up gy +a)

0 (Hoks =) (Boarss —0%) Q) (32)

when Q is a weighted matrix with Q > 0, and the sec-
ond part of (29) can be represented as ¢r (Z‘o,,Q) =
Vot 4 559065 which penalizes the
predicted state with large variances. Thus, the GPMPC
controller with such stage cost function prefers the pre-
dicted state area with less uncertainty and behaves cau-
tiously.
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However, since the model (27b) and constraints
(27e) and (27f) are stochastic, the optimization problem
(27) is computationally intractable. Thus, several tech-
niques are presented in the remainder of this section to
transform (27) into a tractable optimization problem.

3.1 Uncertainty propagation

In this subsection, the specific form of 1, 41 and
25.1+1 in the stochastic model (27b) is derived. How-
ever, for long-term prediction, (/L(,,Hg, Eo’k+2) R
(;L(,,HM, EO,HM) should also be computed, which
are more complex compared with computation for
(/Lo,k_H, Eo,k—H) since features zx1, - . ., Zk+m—1 for
prediction are stochastic variables.

Only the derivation of (ua, k+2, 2o, k+2) is presented
here since the method to derive other mean—variance
pairs is similar. The feature z;1 is a variable which
satisfies a Gaussian distribution as

21 ~ N (eks1s Zosrr)
- N ([Mo,k+1 ] ’ |:Eo,k+1 05x2D (33)
Uk+1 02x5 0O2x2
where (1o.k+1, Zo,k+1) can be computed based on (25)

and (26). Under the circumstance of the uncertain input,
Mo k+2 can be computed as

tok+2= Eq ey [0k42]
= [ p @1 p (ig11ziq1) (mic1 + byt + €cv1)
dzp+1dhi
= [ p @) mis1dzis1+ [[ P @rs1) p (Bis1]2ig1)
hiy1dzir1dhy g
= [ p @r+D)mis1dzis1 + [ P @) ih k+1d2k41
N Myl (Mz,k+1) + Uh k41 (Mz,k+1)
(34)

where the final approximate equation is obtained by
using the first-order Taylor expansion of myy| and
Mh k+1 around g, x+1. Although an accurate solution
off P (Zk+1) h.k+1dZk+1 can be computed as in [41],
the Taylor expansion approximation is used to simplify
calculation. Covariance matrix can be obtained based
on the above approximated mean value as

Ez,k—H

=Ezpihist [(0k+2_ﬂo,k+2) (0k+2—l/«o,k+2)T]
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m |Zk+1=Mz,k+1 ) (Zk+1 - /’Lz,k+1)

= Eqpihien (

Amjey

+ hi 1=k 1 (o k1) Fekr

Ahgt
(Amjq1 + Ahgyy + 8k+1)T}
:/Amk+lAmZ+1P(Zk+l)de+l
+// Amjey1 Ahggr” p (zret) p (g1 12k41)
X dzgy1dhi4
+// Ahgr Am oy p (zr41) P (i1 12k41)

X dzjy1dhyy

+// Ayt A" p (zk1) P (i1 12k41)

dzgt1dhpy + Ze (35)

The remaining work is to compute integrals. The
first integral can be computed as

[ AmgprAm] | p (zig1) dzig
_ ( Omi1
= (m kb1 =Hz ket 1 ) J P @)
T
(Zk+1 - Mz,k+1) (Zk+1 - M;,k+1) (36)
ampy1
de+l(m |Zk+1=Mz,k+l>

T
_ [ 9mi41 D) omyq1 |
= \zxqr |2+ 1=He k41 k1IN Bz |ekr1=te ket

The value of the second integral can be obtained as

[f Amppi1 At T p (2is1) p (i1 12k1) dzis1 g
= [ p(zx41) Ampq fP(hk+1|Zk+1)

(his1 — gt (Beg1)) dhpsrdzisn

=/ p (zk+1) Ampgr (k1= k1 (B2 k1)) d2ig
~0

(37

where the final approximate equation is obtained
by using the first-order Taylor expansion of Amjyq
(hk+1 — k1 (zk+1)) around p; g+1. The value
of the third integral which can be derived by using the
same method as the second integral is also zero. The
fourth integral can be computed as

I Ahjer Ahgea T p (k1) P (his1|25g1) dzi1dhgg
=[P (k1) [ P (hics112is1) Dhpgy Ahggy T dhyyrdzies
~ [ p(zks1) [ p (st |zig1 ) hagr bl dhiy1dzig

— et (z k) ] (Reksn)
= [ p(zx+1) <2h,k+1 + Mh,k+1ﬂ;k+l> dzi41

— it (o krt) mf o (Rekst)
~ ket (Bz ks

(38)

where the second approximate equation and the
final approximate equation are obtained by using the
first-order Taylor expansion of pj x+1 and X k41 +
Wh k+ mzkﬂ around fu; k1, respectively. Thus, based
on (35)-(38), the approximated covariance matrix is as
follows

~ [ om
Eo,k-‘,—Z ~ <0Zk+1 |Zk+l =Mz, k+l>

T
am
Z‘Z,k-l—l <W_Hl |Zk+1:Mz,k+l) + Z‘h,k+l (MZ,k—H) (39)
+ X
where
T
Kz k+1 = [Ma,k+1 uk+1]
5 | Zokt1 052 (40)
ST 0hs 0242

It can be found that (25) and (26) are special forms
for (34) and (39), respectively, by setting zx = (i, «
and X, ; = O5ys.

Although the distribution of og4> is not exactly
Gaussian, it is approximated into a Gaussian distribu-
tion by using the derived (1o.k+2, Zo,k+2). Then, the
chance constraints (27¢) and (27f) can be transformed
into a more tractable formulation by using the quantile
function of Gaussian distribution. In this paper, c is set
as 0.95, which lead to the following constraints

(@,i) i
l+1 220 tl~)H = O;nin (41)
1,1 [
0141 "‘220 +1 = Omax
forallt =k,....,.k+M —1andi =1,2,3,4,5.

3.2 Tractable MPC design

In this subsection, the intractable SMPC formulation
is transformed to a tractable DMPC formulation by
designing an ADM based on the derivations in subsec-
tion 3.1, and a modified iLQG approach is proposed to
deal with the DMPC problem.
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The state of the ADM at time index ¢ is defined as

T
5= nl, vee(Lo)" | (42)

where L,; = [11 ... 15] is a lower triangular matrix
which is obtained by using Cholesky decomposition of

Sosandvee (Lo,) =[17 ... 17]".

Remark 1 We set L, = _O) since X, = 0Os5xs, and
fort =k+1,...k+ M, L, can be obtained by using
Cholesky decomposition of X, ; since X, ; is a positive
definite matrix.

The ADM is represented by s;+1 = F (s¢, ;) which
can be easily derived by using (34) and (39). Under the
DMPC formulation, the expected value of the I (o, uy)
and [y (ox+m) can be transformed as

[ (s, ur) =E [ (0r, up)] ==||s; — 5™ , +lluer o
(43)

and
L (skem) = E[lg (okem)] = | skemr — s¥| 0
rlog ([seew =5 g, +) @4

)

T
T
where s* = |:(o*)T,_O> ] e RY, 0, = diag

Q.....0| € RI»P
9 9 9
6
0> =diag| O0,B,...B|,
——
5
03 = dig | Q,05«5,...05«5 |. Constraints in (41)
—_—

5
are equivalent to

shie = Q(Lo,tLoTt)(i’i) > Sthin
T i 7\GD _ (45)
S+ 2(Loy,Lo’t) <s

— “max

fori = 1,...,5, where ¢ is the i’ column vector of
an identity matrix. Then, the DMPC problem is given
as follows

k+M—1

minJe = (i) +1f (Seem) (46a)
¢ t=k

st. Vi=1,...,5,Vj=12andvVt =k, ...,k
+M —1

@ Springer

Si+1 = F (51, uy) (46b)

u{ > u{nin (46¢)

w <ul (46d)
) (i) )

sT el — 2(L0,,L0TJ) >l (46e)
. (i,i) .

sT el + 2(L0,,L§J) <si (46f)

To simplify the DMPC problem, constraints (46¢) -
(46f) are softened the performance index by introduc-
ing several barrier functions as

k+M—1
Bo=T4 Y Ipg (sip1) + o () (47)
1=k
where

5 . o
lps (s141) = Y_ brr (S,T+1€’ + 2(La,tL£,)(”) ~ Stmax
i=1

B (48)
tbar (shyy 7160+ 2(LosLT) "))
2
lpy (uy) = Zb3r (u,’ — ”{ﬁax) + byr <u]min — u{) 49)
j=1
0,%*<0
*,% >0

roo = { (50)

To facilitate the subsequent introduction of iLQR
method, J; is rewritten as

To=1 (sour) + Uy (Sem) (51)

where

U (seoup) =1(se,ur) + s (50) + Lpu (ur) (52)
Uy (skem) = Ly (Skm) + Ips (Sk+m) (53)

With the above settings, the considered DMPC prob-
lem is simplified as

k+M—1
min Ji = ; U (seour) +1'p (ks m) (54a)
s.t. Sp1 = F (s, uy) (54b)

The iLQR [42] approach is employed to address
the above DMPC issue through trajectory optimiza-
tion. The value function of x; is defined as cost-to-go,
and written as

k+M—1
Vi =min Y s u) + Uy (kew) (55
o=k

where U; = [ut e U M—1 ] The value function of
Xkrm issetas 'V (xpepy) = l} (Sk+1)- Then, the iILQR
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can perform minimization sequentially on a single con-
trol unit rather than minimizing over the entire control
sequence by proceeding backward in time as

V) = H;inl, (St ) +V (s41) = Hbltin U (s, ur)
t t
+V (F (s¢, ur)) (56)

To solve the above minimization problem, the Q
function is defined as a perturbation function around
the current state—input pair as

Q (8sy, 8u;) = U (St + &8¢, ur + Suy) — I (8¢, ur)

YV (F (514 8510t 4 8u0)) — V (F (spoup)) 07

The minimization problem (56) is then transformed
to find an optimal éu; that minimizes Q (8s;, Su).
Function Q (8s;, Su;) can expand to a second order as

T 1o o of 1

Q (8s;, 6uy) ~ 3 8y Qs Oss; Osou, 85,

Sur Qu, Qltrfr Qu,u, Suy
(58)

where

Q, =1, + FlVy,,  (59)
Q“t = lt/tt + Fu]; VS,H (59b)
QX[S[ - l‘étst + FV]; Vst+lst+l EV[ + VS[+1 F&‘,s, (59¢)
Quuiy = Uy, + Fi Vs Fuy + Vo Fupu,  (59d)
Quis, = Uy s + Fl Vs sy + Vo Fus, (39)

The last terms in (59c¢), (59d) and (59e) are ignored
in iLQR for reducing calculation burden. Minimizing
(58) with respected to §u;, we obtain

Suj = _Q;,L, (Qut + Qu,stasl) =k, + K35, (60)

where k;, = —Q;{}h Qu, and K; = _Q;,]u, Qu,s,- Sub-
stituting (60) into (58), we have

Vi, = Qs — Qu, O, Quis, (61)
Vs, = Qsisi— Qsies Oy Qs (62)
which can be used to compute k;_; and K,_;. Recur-
sively computing ((kg+pm—1, Kevsr—1) 5 - .., ki, Ki))

constitutes a backward pass. Once the backward pass
is completed, a forward pass is used to obtain a new
trajectory as

Sk = Sk
iy =u; +k + K; (§t - St) (63)
§t+l == F (3:[, 12[)

By iteratively performing backward pass and for-
: * * * T
ward pass, an optimal U} = [uk ”k+M—1] can
be obtained, and the first control unit i is applied to the
WMR. The specific algorithm for designing GPMPC
controller is summarized as algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: GPMPC controller design

fork=1,2,--- do
Observing the state s;
if k£ # 1 then
‘ Updating the GP model by minimizing (18);
end
Initializing a preliminary control sequence uy;
Initializing a trajectory (s, Uk, - , Sk+M)}
forcy=1,---,Cdo
Executing a backward pass according to (59)- (62);
Executing a forward pass according to (63);
end

Computing the U} = [uf ... Ur o ]T ;
Applying the u} to the WMR

end

4 Simulation

In this section, the validity of the proposed GPMPC
approach will be verified by numerical simulations.
The simulation example runs in Python environment.
The computer used is configured with AMD-R7 4800 H
CPU, 2.90 GHz and 16.0 GB running memory. Specif-
ically, two comparison simulations are performed to
verify the efficacy of the GP-enhanced model and
the Lorentzian p-function, respectively. The velocity
model in simulations is set as

Urk = Vrk—1 + 0.5 X (Vrak — Vri—1) (64)
Wk = Wrk—1 + 0.5 X (Wrgk — wri—1

It means that the real velocity of the robot only steps
forward to the desired velocity but cannot arrive at the
desired velocity. Other parameters are shown in Table
1.

Only the first two dimensions of the state are con-
strained since visibility constraints are considered. The
input constraints are handled by applying a saturation
function to the U ,j‘ that derived by iLQR method, and
thus, b3 and by are set as 0.

To highlight the importance of model learning, we
first compare the simulation results of the proposed
GPMPC and the traditional MPC (T-MPC) that only
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Table 1 Parameters used in

the simulation Parameters Values
00 [ 0.5 [pixels] 0.1 [pixels] 0 0 O]T
o* [ 0.5 [pixels] 0.35 [pixels] /6 [rad] O O]T
0 diag (1, 3,0.5,0,0)
R diag (0.01, 0.01)
T 0.05 [s]
M 20
iLQR iterative times C 2
IR diag (0.001, 0.001, 0.001, 0.001, 0.001)
n, A, ) (1,1,0.001)

(b1, b2, b3, bs)
Omax
Omin
Umax

Umin

(100, 100, 0, 0)

[ 0.58 [pixels] 0.38 [pixels] ~ ~ ~]"
[ —0.58 [pixels] O [pixels] ~ ~ ~]"
[ 1[m/sec] 0.5 [rad / sec] ]T
[—10m/sec] —0.5[rad /sec] ]

0.4 1 -~ —_
Eor - ,
| =L o s RN T-MPC final position ~—-:= T —MPC |
— 037 i ‘-\“'\\::t:\.zﬁ.;‘ \~-—"> GPMPC final position —-- GPMPC i
o Teyie ST 4 + desired position —-= constraint |
x ~. -~
3 0.2 1 | =S mmea H
- i e— |
= | e-'t-‘t'_?'—f'—ta.—_-_ﬁ.? |
0.1 | T T L e L L b e e e e e e e H
i !
001  ————imioimioimiomim i s s i e ] T
-0.6 -0.4 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6
Xi [pixels]
(a)
= /’_f
1.8 A =
e
- e
£ 1.6 _,—;’; T-MPC final position
3141 _’__.,;—;’/ - GPMPC final position
____;_—;‘/" + desired position
1.2 1 emmmonETE - --- GPMPC
e mmmEm=n=TETETTT —.= T—MPC
1.0 - T T
-0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4
Zy [m]

Fig.4 Comparison results of the GPMPC and T-MPC. a Moving trajectories of the feature point in the image frame. b Moving trajectory
of the camera in the world frame
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Fig.5 Computing details of the T-"MPC controller and the GPMPC controller. a Computing details of the T-MPC controller. b Computing

details of the GPMPC controller
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0.00 4

steps

Fig. 6 Comparison results of the GPMPC controller and Q-GPMPC

uses the nominal model (11), which is shown in Fig. 4.
Solid circles in Fig.4a and b represent the end posi-
tion of the feature point and the camera. The symbol
‘4’ represents the desired position and the dashed box
denotes the visibility constraints. It is evident that with
the control of GPMPC and the T-MPC, the feature point
can all arrive the desired position. However, the FOV
of the feature point will be lost when the WMR is con-
trolled by T-MPC, which is reflected in Fig. 4a that the
blue trajectory is sometimes outside the dashed box. In
real applications, this issue may cause the failure of the
visual servoing task.

To further analyze reasons for this issue, we record
the computing details of the GPMPC controller and the

T-MPC controller, as shown in Fig.5. The prediction
horizon lines (blue dashed lines) represent the horizon
state trajectories (HSJs) predicted by the optimal con-
trol sequence and current model (the nominal model
for T-MPC and the GP-enhanced model for GPMPC),
and the real horizon lines (red dashed lines) represent
the real horizon state trajectories (RHSJs) predicted by
the optimal control sequence and the real model. Fig-
ure 5a shows that visibility constraints are sometimes
violated, especially in the Y-axis of the image frame
under the control of the T-MPC. This is caused by
the model error between the nominal model and the
real model. At step 102, although HSJs do not vio-
late visibility constraints, the RHSJs do because the
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Fig. 8 Environment of the
experiment

optimal control lists are derived based on the nom-
inal model. Therefore, with the model error, visibil-
ity constraints are not guaranteed to be satisfied. For
GPMPC, the additive GP model can effectively capture
differences between the nominal model and the real
model, and thus, the GP-enhanced model is accurate
enough to derive proper optimal control lists. HSJs for
GPMPC are stochastic, shown in Fig. 5b, where shadow
areas represent the 95% predictive confidence region.
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It can be seen that RHSJs are close to the mean tra-
jectories, which reflects the fact that the GP-enhanced
model resembles the real model. Moreover, the predic-
tion variance that represents the prediction uncertainty
gradually decreases with the duration of on-line model
learning. Thus, the visibility constraints are satisfied by
using the GPMPC method.

In what follows, the effectiveness of the Lorentzian
p-function is shown by comparing the control results
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Fig.9 Motion trajectories of the feature point in the image frame. a motion trajectories of GPMPC. b Motion trajectories of O-GPMPC.

¢ Motion trajectories of T-MPC. d Motion trajectories of Q-GPMPC

of the GPMPC and the quadratic GPMPC (Q-GPMPC)
that uses the quadratic terminal cost function designed
as Iy (opym) = d?. Figure6 illustrates the compar-
ison results with the control of the Q-GPMPC. It
can be seen that Q-GPMPC has relatively large static
errors when the system is stable in the 6, x; and y;
directions, which are 0.038 [rad], 0.022 [pixels] and
0.01 [ pixels], respectively. In contrast, the static errors
of GPMPC are much minor, which are 0.002 [rad],
0.002 [pixels], and 0.004 [pixels], respectively. This
issue is caused by the shape of the quadratic cost func-
tion, i.e., the gradient is nearly zero when d is near 0
(when o is near 0*). Thus, the optimizer outputs the
near-zero control list when the error is small, leading
to the static error. In contrast, the Lorentzian p-function
has a concave shape as d is close to 0, which encourages
precise control.

Figure7 shows the detailed control information.
From Fig. 7a, the control inputs to the Q-GPMPC dis-
appear at step 60 even though the servo error still
exists. Figure7b shows that the WMR finally stops
near the desired position. Different with the Q-GPMPC,
the control inputs of GPMPC do not disappear when
WMR is near the desired position. However, the con-

trol inputs become more complex, gradually driving
the WMR to the desired position by alternating for-
ward and backward movements. The basic condition
for producing these alternating motions is that the value
function has obvious differences in the region near the
desired position, which is consistent with the shape of
the Lorentzian p-function.

The average control periods of the T-MPC and
GPMPC are 0.046 [sec] and 0.080 [sec], respectively.
Thus, as the above analyses, the proposed GPMPC
method is effective to address the visual servoing task
for the WMR with unknown velocity model and visi-
bility constraints.

5 Experiments

In this section, a corresponding experiment of WMR
visual servoing point stabilization is designed to con-
firm the effectiveness of the GPMPC method in practi-
cal applications. The experimental equipment includes
a turtlebot2 mobile robot, a Realsense D435 USB cam-
era, a high-precision gyroscope and a computer with
an i7-12700H CPU and RTX-3060 GPU. The cam-
era frame rate of the camera is set to a frame rate
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Fig. 10 Motion trajectories in the image frame. a Motion trajectory of GPMPC. b Motion trajectory of O-GPMPC. ¢ Motion trajectory

of T-MPC. d Motion trajectory of Q-GPMPC

of 30 (FPS), and the resolution is set 640x480 pix-
els, with the internal parameters (fx, fy, cy,cy) =
(—607.5, —606.2, 325.5, 243.8). The gyroscope angle
accuracy is 0.1 degrees. The experiment is conducted
in the environment shown in Fig.8. In the exper-
iment, four corner points of the AprilTag marker
were selected as visual servoing image features used
by the Visual Servoing Platform (ViSP) [43]. A tol-
erance area is set (|€x,-| < 0.01 [pixels], ey‘.| <
0.01 [pixels], leg| < 0.035[rad]), which means that
the servo task is assumed to be completed only when
all three conditions are met simultaneously. It should
be noted that some experimental parameters are dif-
ferent from simulation parameters are set as op =
[0.5 [pixels] 0.07 [pixels] —m/6[rad] O O]T, o* =
[—0.15 [pixels] 0.2 [pixels] 00 O]T, (0] diag
(0.1,0.4,0.05,0,0), R = diag (0.003,0.003), 0max =
[0.58 [pixels] 0.26 [pixels] ~ ~ N]T, Omin
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Umax

[ —0.38 [pixels] O[pixels] ~ ~ N]T,
[0.2[m/ sec] 0.2[rad/sec] ],

[—0.2[m/sec] —0.2[rad/sec]]" .

To clearly show the model uncertainty, we have
added experiment tests on a road with random bumps to
verify the effectiveness of the proposed method under
environmental uncertainty. For the sake of clarity, we
use O-GPMPC to represent GPMPC experiments con-
ducted in a randomly bumpy environment. The exper-
iment results of GPMPC, O-GPMPC, T-MPC and Q-
GPMPC are shown in Figs.9, 10, 11 and 12. In Fig.9,
the blue symbol ‘+’ represents the initial position, the
red symbol ‘+’ represents the desired position, and
the black symbol ‘+’ represents the final position. In
Fig. 10, the solid circles represent the desired positions
of the corresponding trajectories, and the dashed box
denotes the visibility constraints. To keep it brief, only
the root mean square error of the camera features is

Umin
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Fig. 11 Comparison results of GPMPC, O-GPMPC, T-MPC and Q-GPMPC

displayed in Fig. 11 instead of showing all errors of
the camera features [26]. When the system stabilize
and reach the desired position, it can be clearly seen
that the motion trajectory of T-MPC in subgraph (c)
of Figs.9, 10 is closer to the constraint boundary than
GPMPC in subgraph (a) of Fig.9, 10. It can be seen
that the constraint performance of GPMPC is better
than T-MPC. The results of GPMPC are similar to the
simulations. Figure 11 shows that Q-GPMPC has arela-
tively large static error. In contrast, the GPMPC control
method with the addition of the Lorentzian p-function
has a smaller static error. Specifically, the 6 and mean
square error values of Q-GPMPC are 0.025 [pixels]
and —0.086 [rad]. On the other hand, GPMPC shows
better performance with 6 and mean square error values
0f0.004 [ pixels]and —0.016 [rad]. It can be indicated
that Q-GPMPC has poorer performance compared to
GPMPC. Under the bumpy environment, feature points
undergo significant fluctuations in the FOV. The sub-
graph (b) results of Fig.9, 10 and Fig. 11 demonstrate
that the proposed GPMPC controller can successfully
move the WMR to the desired position in a bumpy envi-

ronment. However, there is oscillation present during
the movement. It infers that the proposed method is
robust to the uncertainty of the environment. Figure 12
shows the commanded and actual velocities for those
control methods. The Lorentzian p-function can reduce
static errors effectively. However, it can also cause
oscillations in WMR when approaching the desired
posture. This result is consistent with the simulation
results. It can be seen that subgraphs (g) and (h) in
Fig. 12 shows persistent small oscillations of the com-
manded and actual velocity around the desired point.
These oscillations are caused by the large static error of
Q-GPMPC. Therefore, we only analyzed the first 800
steps of data using the Q-GPMPC method.

The experiment shows that the proposed GPMPC
method effectively handles model uncertainty, reduces
static errors, and overcomes visibility constraints in
WMR visual servoing tasks. Furthermore, it demon-
strates robustness to environmental uncertainties.
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Fig. 12 Command and real velocities in experiments

6 Conclusion and future works

This paper proposes a GPMPC approach to deal with
the issue of IBVS in WMR with unknown actuator
dynamics. Firstly, a stochastic GP-enhanced model is
learned on-line to approximate the real model using the
GP method. Then, an SMPC formulation is presented
where chance constraints of the state is considered to
ensure visibility of the feature point. Moreover, the Tay-
lor expansion techniques is utilized to approximate the
uncertainty propagation when performing the multi-
step forward state prediction. Based on the approxi-
mation results, the SMPC problem is transformed as
a DMPC problem which is solved by iLQG. Finally,
we give two comparison simulations and experiments
to verify the validity of the proposed GPMPC method.
Notice that iLQG-based MPC requires derivative infor-
mation and Taylor expansion approximation. In con-
trast, the MPPI control framework, which does not
require the calculation of gradients and second-order
approximations, can be easily applied to the real sys-
tem in real time. In future work, we will use the MPPI
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strategy to improve the model predictive control algo-
rithm and verify it effectiveness on the actual robot.
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