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Abstract

:

Autonomous underwater missions require the construction of a stable visual sensing system. However, acquiring continuous steady image sequences is a very challenging task for bionic robotic fish due to their tight internal space and the inherent periodic disturbance caused by the tail beating. To solve this problem, this paper proposes a modified stabilization strategy that combines mechanical devices and digital image techniques to enhance the visual sensor stability and resist periodic disturbance. More specifically, an improved window function-based linear active disturbance rejection control (LADRC) was utilized for mechanical stabilization. Furthermore, a rapid algorithm with inertial measurement units (IMUs) was implemented for digital stabilization. The experiments regarding mechanical stabilization, digital stabilization, and target recognition on the experimental platform for simulating fishlike oscillations demonstrated the effectiveness of the proposed methods. The success of these experiments provides valuable insight into the construction of underwater visual sensing systems and also establishes a solid foundation for the visual applications for robotic fish in dynamic aquatic environments.
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1. Introduction


Bionics have recently attracted great interest in various fields such as robotics, materials science, and architecture. In the area of underwater robotics, the high mobility and stealth of fish have inspired a generation of bionic robotic fish [1], which combines the merits of fish and the functions of autonomous underwater vehicles (AUVs). A variety of robotic fish prototypes have been developed and their maneuverability and practicality have been investigated in recent years [2,3,4,5,6,7].



Visual sensors are essential for robotic fish so that they can accomplish complex tasks like detecting obstacles and avoiding them [8]; this generally involves a trade-off between a feasible technology and the bionic prototype. Compared with ultrasound sensors, visual devices are easier to integrate into miniaturized robotic fish, and nowadays, robotic fish based on visual sensors have been applied to a variety of missions. For instance, Yu et al., designed an embedded monocular visual sensor to modulate control parameters, which facilitated environmental perception and goal-directed-based swimming [9]. Stefanini et al., developed a binocular visual sensor mounted on a robotic lamprey, which provided a wide field of images and sent back the motion parameters [10]. Ricardo et al., proposed a novel vision system for navigation under poor visibility conditions in a semi-structured environment [11]. Zheng et al., described an autonomous vision-based robotic fish for underwater competition [12]. Although a few visual systems have been designed for robotic fish, the application of visual sensors is relatively new and simplistic because of the poor image quality. Compared with land images, acquiring stable and high-quality underwater images with robotic fish is more challenging. Besides the adverse underwater lighting environment, the most serious problem is that the camera shake caused by the motion of the robotic fish causes image motion blur and an unstable field of view. This has resulted in great challenges for the visual-based applications of the robotic fish. Therefore, the construction of a visual sensor stabilization platform is core to the future development of this technology.



Other types of machine systems such as unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) and quadruped robots have made great progress compared with the stabilization of robotic fish visual sensors. For example, Lim et al., designed a digital stabilization algorithm of higher-level visual tasks for UAV [13]. High-speed operation was the key objective, and this method made use of switching between rigid and similarity transformation, optical flow-based motion estimation, and multi-threading. Kim and Choi used an extended neural network method to detect object azimuth for UAV surveillance [14]. They used a specially equipped GoPro, which worked well, however, it needed a large interspace. Bazeille et al., constructed a visual system that mainly relied on a rigid pan and tilt unit (PTU) to achieve visual stabilization for quadruped robots [15].



However, the abovementioned methods do not seem to be feasible for a self-propelled robotic fish due to the limited space, computational time, and other factors. The disturbance of the robotic fish visual sensor is caused mainly by the periodic oscillation of the fish tail during straight swimming, as is shown in Figure 1. The tail oscillation not only induces a recoil motion in the yaw direction but also a sway in the roll axis owing to the non-uniform mass distribution. Thus, the visual sensor fixed on the robotic fish is also affected by this oscillation. Many studies have been conducted to address this issue. For example, because the complex equipment is difficult to mount on the previously developed shark-like robotic fish, a visual sensor stabilizer with a cascade control approach was developed [16,17]. However, its stabilization effect was limited because it was a one degree-of-freedom (DOF) visual sensor stabilization system that was only designed to stabilize the yaw direction. On the basis of their predecessors, Zhang et al., designed a compact 2-DOF stabilization gimbal for the visual sensor using the active disturbance rejection control (ADRC) algorithm [18]. A crucial drawback is that it is twice the size of the 1-DOF stabilization system, which makes it unsuitable in small robotic fish. Lou et al., proposed a new kinematic model of a bionic robotic fish to restrain the head swinging [19]. Unfortunately, it was unable to stabilize the visual sensors.



In order to strike a balance between the volume of the device and stabilization performance, this paper proposes a 1-DOF stabilization platform for robotic shark visual sensors that combines mechanical stabilization and digital image technology. First, the visual sensor stabilization was simplified as a 2-D stabilization problem ignoring the pitch channel, and the expression of the controlled quantity was derived based on the kinematic relationship. Considering the tight space, mechanical and digital stabilization processes were adopted for the yaw and roll channels, respectively. To verify the effectiveness of the proposed system, an experimental platform was developed to mimic fishlike propulsion and maneuvering. The mechanical stabilization, digital stabilization, and target recognition results revealed that the stabilization system, with an improved linear active disturbance rejection control (LADRC) algorithm and a rapid digital stabilization algorithm using inertial measurement units (IMUs) can significantly enhance the visual sensor stabilization effects. The main contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:




	
An improved window function-based LADRC algorithm was proposed for mechanical stabilization, which performs better than the general LADRC algorithm in 3-D motion.



	
The IMU measurement data was applied as an estimation of motion to reduce the dependence of digital stabilization on image features, which guarantees real-time performance and is more suitable for underwater application.



	
A stabilization scheme combining mechanical stabilization and digital stabilization employed for small robotic fish visual sensors was proposed. Compared to existing systems, the platform possesses a more compact structure and a better stabilization effect. Experiments verified that it can significantly improve the accuracy of target detection tasks. Remarkably, it offers valuable insight into the construction of underwater visual sensing platforms and lays the foundation for an underwater visual application such as target tracking of untethered robotic fishes with a stabilization system.








The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. The problem formulation for the visual sensor stabilization platform is described in Section 2. The control system is detailed in Section 3, including the LADRC, the switching system, and the improved LADRC. The overall 1-DOF stabilization platform framework and the stability of the proposed improved LADRC applied in the platform are discussed in Section 4. The mechanical stabilization, digital stabilization, and target recognition experiments are presented in Section 5. Finally, in Section 6, we present the conclusions and discuss future work.




2. Problem Formulation


Constructing a stable visual sensing system is undoubtedly the key factor for several underwater tasks such as target recognition and tracking. However, it is not easy to achieve when the robotic fish is swimming. Typically, three traditional image stabilization solutions have been used: mechanical stabilization, digital stabilization, and optical stabilization [20]. Of the traditional solutions, mechanical stabilization is prioritized because of its outstanding stability. Thus, due to the small space in the interior of the shark-like robotic fish head, a 1-DOF visual sensor stabilization system was employed to solve the issue of periodic disturbance.



The shark-like robotic fish was developed in our previous work [16]. It is 483 mm long, 208 mm wide, and 125 mm high. For the sake of clarity, the components of the 1-DOF visual sensor stabilization platform is illustrated in Figure 2, and the visual sensor used in this study is the monocular camera. Specifically, the four coordinate systems are defined, whereby frames T and C fixed on the camera are related to the desired camera attitude and the current camera attitude, respectively. The body frame B is fastened at the center of gravity of the fish and corresponds to the attitude of the shark-like robotic fish. The world frame W is consistent with the initial body attitude. Then, the problem can be simplified as


   R C T  =  R C W  ⋅  R W T  → I  



(1)




where    R A B    denotes the rotation matrix from frame A to B, and I is an identity matrix. Notably,    R W T    and    R C T    act as input and output variables, respectively. Thus, the problem becomes how to achieve the approach of    R C T    to I by adjusting the intermediate variable    R C W   .



As the robotic fish is capable of 3D swimming, only the roll and yaw angles need to be compensated for. The reason is that the pitch angle does not need to be counteracted in diving and ascending, and sometimes it can be omitted. Therefore, the 1-DOF visual sensor stabilization system is designed to compensate for the roll and yaw disturbances, and    R C T    can be expressed as


     R C T     = R o t   (   Z C  ,  ψ  C T    )  R o t  (   X C  ,  θ  C T    )        = R o t   (   Z C  ,  ψ C   )  R o t  (   X C  ,  θ C   )  R o t   (   X T  ,  θ T   )  T  R o t   (   Z T  ,  ψ T   )  T     



(2)




where    ψ  C T     and    θ  C T     represent the yaw and roll error angles, respectively.    ψ C    and    θ C    denote the current yaw and roll angles.    ψ T    and    θ T    represent the target yaw and roll angles. The problem is equivalent to:


  R o t  (   Z C  ,  ψ C   )  R o t  (   X C  ,  θ C   )   = R o t   (   Z C  ,  ψ  C T    )  R o t  (   X C  ,  θ  C T    )  R o t  (   Z T  ,  ψ T   )  R o t  (   X T  ,  θ T   )   



(3)




where   R o t  (   Z , ψ   )    and   R o t  (   X ,  θ  )    are construed as


  R o t  (   Z , ψ   )  =  [      cos ψ     - sin ψ    0      sin ψ     cos ψ    0     0   0   1     ]  ,  



(4)






   R o t  (   X ,  θ  )  =  [     1   0   0     0    cos θ     - sin θ      0    sin θ     cos θ      ]    .   



(5)







Ultimately,    ψ C    and    θ C    can be determined by    ψ  C T    ,    θ  C T    ,    ψ T   , and    θ T   .



In practice, the mechanical stabilization is operated in the yaw direction. However, since there is not enough space to support the mechanical stabilization device in the rolling direction, the roll angle needs to be solved by adding other technologies. Thus, a rapid digital stabilization algorithm combined with IMUs was proposed as described in in Section 4.




3. Control System Design


The control system was developed to maintain the visual sensor platform stability in the yaw direction during the motion, with a particular focus on the control error and dynamic performance. In particular, the use of ADRC to compensate for the disturbance has a better effect than traditional PD control. Therefore, considering the nonlinearity and parameter tuning issues, LADRC and the switching system combined LADRC with nonlinear ADRC (NLADRC) and this is discussed in this section [21]. In addition, it is worth noting that the total disturbance estimated by extended state observer (ESO) is derived from the internal and external disturbances, which can have detrimental and beneficial effects, respectively [22,23]. Therefore, a disturbance characterization indicator (DCI) was designed to determine whether to use or compensate for the total disturbance. The improved LADRC will also be discussed in this section.



3.1. LADRC


Although nonlinear ADRC (NLADRC) is excellent for nonlinear problems, it is difficult to tune the parameters [21,24,25]. Consequently, LADRC consisting of a tracking differentiator (TD), a linear ESO (LESO), and a linear state error feedback (LSEF) law was employed [26].



In this situation, the input angle and angular velocity are retrieved by IMUs, in lieu of the TD segment. Thus, the corresponding algorithm is described by


   {      e ˜  1   ( t )  =  z 1   ( t )  - y  ( t )        z ˙  1   ( t )  =  z 2   ( t )  -  β  01    φ 1   (    e ˜  1   )        z ˙  2   ( t )  =  z 3   ( t )  -  β  02    φ 2   (    e ˜  1   )  + b u  ( t )        z ˙  3   ( t )  = -  β  03    φ 3   (    e ˜  1   )       e 1   ( t )  =  v 1   ( t )  -  z 1   ( t )       e 2   ( t )  =  v 2   ( t )  -  z 2   ( t )      u  ( t )  =  u 0  -  z 3   ( t )  / b     ,  



(6)






   u 0  =  k p   e 1   ( t )  +  k d   e 2   ( t )  ,  



(7)






   φ 1   (    e ˜  1   )  =  φ 2   (    e ˜  1   )  =  φ 3   (    e ˜  1   )  =   e ˜  1   ( t )  ,  



(8)






    β  01   = 3  w 0    ,    β  02   = 3  w 0 2    ,    β  03   =  w 0 3    



(9)




where the description of the formulaic terms is listed below in Table 1.




3.2. Switching System


A switching control method for LADRC and NLADRC was proposed by Li et al. [25]. They simplified parameter tuning and took advantage of LADRC with NLADRC. With regard to NLADRC, the corresponding algorithm is shown as


   {     u 0  =  k p  f a l  (   e 1  ,  α 1  , δ  )  +  k d  f a l  (   e 2  ,  α 2  , δ  )       φ 1   (    e ˜  1   )  = f a l  (    e ˜  1  ,  α 3  , δ  )       φ 2   (    e ˜  1   )  = f a l  (    e ˜  1  ,  α 4  , δ  )       φ 3   (    e ˜  1   )  = f a l  (    e ˜  1  ,  α 5  , δ  )      ,  



(10)






    β  01   = 3  w 0    ,    β  02   = 3  w 0 2    ,    β  03   =  w 0 3  ,   



(11)






   φ i   (    e ˜  1   )  = f a l  (    e ˜  1  ,  α i  , δ  )  =  {        e ˜  1     δ  1 -  α i      ,  |    e ˜  1   |  ≤ δ       |    e ˜  1   |    α i    s g n  (    e ˜  1   )  ,  |    e ˜  1   |  > δ      



(12)




which includes a nonlinear ESO (NLESO) and a nonlinear state error feedback (NLSEF) law from Equation (6).



The switching conditions include   t > T  ,    z 3   ( t )  > M  , and    |    e ˜  1   |  > 1  . As long as one of the three conditions is satisfied, the system switches from NLADRC to LADRC, and vice versa.




3.3. Improved LADRC


The disturbance is divided into two types, one has a positive impact, namely, beneficial disturbance, the other has a negative impact, namely, detrimental disturbance. Because the disturbance has a dual character, the visual sensor platform is not required to reject all of the disturbance. Afterwards, the total disturbance is selectively utilized or compensated for by the motor to improve stability. Sun et al., reported the vigorous function of the disturbance in control engineering practice for the first time [22], and a DCI was proposed that is described as


   {      e ^  1   ( t )  = y  ( t )  -  v 1   ( t )      J = s g n  (    e ^  1   )  ⋅ s g n  (   z 3   )       



(13)




which is essentially a judgment statement. It is obvious that   J < 0   means that the total disturbance    z 3   ( t )    observed by LESO has the opposite sign with angle error     e ^  1   ( t )    and vice versa. In reality,     e ^  1   ( t )  < 0   indicates that the current angle is smaller than the target angle. Thus, the disturbance is beneficial if    z 3   ( t )  > 0   during the stabilization process. On the contrary, the disturbance is harmful if    z 3   ( t )  < 0  . Similarly, another situation where     e ^  1   ( t )  > 0   can be analyzed. On the whole, the disturbance is beneficial when   J > 0  , and vice versa. As stated previously, the linear control law is adjusted by


  u  ( t )  =  k p   e 1   ( t )  +  k d   e 2   ( t )  - J  z 3   ( t )  / b .  



(14)







With respect to the ratio of disturbance compensation and utilization, the choice is 100%. A continuous function was designed to avoid the chattering caused by the sign function, which is given by:


  s g n  ( x )  =  x     x 2  +  ε 2       



(15)




where  ε  is a small positive number. Based on the merits of DCI and ESO, an improved LADRC algorithm combining Equations (6), (9), (13), (14), and (15) was proposed, in conjunction with the block diagram indicated in Figure 3. This is particularly effective when the robotic fish is turning because it fully utilizes the influence of disturbance.




4. 1-DOF Visual Sensor Stabilization System Design


In order to achieve the approach of    R C T    to I, mechanical stabilization is utilized to compensate for disturbances in the yaw direction as the   R o t  (   Z C  ,  ψ C   )   , and digital stabilization is used to compensate for disturbances in the roll direction as the   R o t  (   X C  ,  θ C   )   . In addition,   R o t  (   Z T  ,  ψ T   )    and   R o t  (   X T  ,  θ T   )    act as input terms, while   R o t  (   Z C  ,  ψ  C T    )    and   R o t  (   X C  ,  θ  C T    )    play a role in the feedback.



The visual system framework of a 1-DOF visual sensor stabilization platform is depicted in Figure 4. Specifically, it is updated with an improved LADRC utilizing the total disturbance estimated by linear extended state observer (LESO) to compensate in the yaw direction, and coupled with a rapid digital stabilization algorithm to stabilize the roll direction. Considering the limited head space of the robotic shark, the angle of the vision sensor is collected by IMU instead of a laser diode [26].




4.1. Mechanical Stabilization


A servomotor with the control board removed was utilized as a controlled object for a fast response, and its transfer function is formulated as


    W  ( s )    U  ( s )    =    K m     (   T e  s + 1  )   (   T m  s + 1  )     



(16)




where    K m    is the motor gain constant,    T e    is the field time constant, and    T m    is the mechanical time constant. Owing to    T m  > 10  T e   , the field time constant is usually neglected. Thus, the dynamic model of the controlled object without uncertainties and disturbances is written in the state space in the following form:


   {     x ˙   ( t )  = A x  ( t )  + B u  ( t )  + C     y  ( t )  = D x  ( t )       



(17)




where   A =  [     0   1     0    -  1   T m         ]   ,   B =  [     0         K m     T m         ]   ,   C =  [     0      -    K e     T m     M e       ]   ,   D =  [     1   0     ]   ,   x =    [       x 1   ( t )       x 2   ( t )       ]   T   ,   K e    is the load coefficient, and    M e    is the external load moment. Combined with   u  ( t )    calculated by the improved LADRC, the mechanical stabilization in the yaw direction is achieved.




4.2. Stability Analysis


The proposed improved LADRC for the controlled DC motor is bounded-input bounded-output (BIBO) stability. The analysis is divided into two parts, one is the stability of the LESO, and the other is the stability of the closed-loop system.



Theorem 1.

Suppose a general error dynamic system


    η ˙  = M η + G  ( η )    



(18)




where  M  is a Hurwitz matrix and   G  ( η )    is bounded,   η ∈  ℝ n    , and   M ∈  ℝ  n × n     , the error  η  is uniformly ultimately bounded [27,28,29,30].





4.2.1. Convergence of LESO


Firstly, the augmented state space of (17) with the expanded state    x 3    can be reformulated by


   {      x ˙  1   ( t )  =  x 2   ( t )        x ˙  2   ( t )  =  x 3   ( t )  + b u       x ˙  3   ( t )  =  f ˙       



(19)




where   f = -  1   T m     x 2   ( t )  -    K e     T m     M e  +  (     K m     T m    - b  )  u   serves as the total disturbance.



Let     e ˜  i  =  z i  -  x i   ,   i = 1 , 2 , 3  . Thus, the error dynamics in the observer can be shown as


    e ˜  ˙  =  A ˜   e ˜  +  B ˜   f ˙   



(20)




where    A ˜  =  [      - 3  w 0     1   0      - 3  w 0 2     0   1      -  w 0 3     0   0     ]   ,    B ˜  =  [       0     0        - 1    ]   ,    e ˜  =   [       e ˜  1        e ˜  2        e ˜  3      ]  T   .



Assumption 1.

The differentiation of the augmented state f is bounded    |  f ˙  |  ≤  B 1   , where    B 1    is a positive constant.





The eigenvalues of   A ˜   is   -  w 0   , that is, the real part is negative. Thus, the matrix   A ˜   is Hurwitz. Combined with the reasonable Assumption 1, the observed estimation error   e ˜   is uniformly ultimately bounded, and its upper bound decreases with the observer bandwidth    w 0    [31].




4.2.2. Stability of the Closed-Loop System


Let     e ^  i  =  x i  -  v i   ,   i = 1 , 2  . Specifically,


       e ^  ˙  2    =   x ˙  2  -   v ˙  2       = f + b u -   v ˙  2     



(21)







Using the control input (14),


     e ^  ˙  2  = f +  k p  b  e 1  +  k d  b  e 2  - J  z 3  -   v ˙  2   



(22)







Then,    e i  =  v i  -  z i  = -   e ^  i  -   e ˜  i    and it is considered that


     e ^  ˙  2  = -  k p  b   e ^  1  -  k d  b   e ^  2  -  k p  b   e ˜  1  -  k d  b   e ˜  2  - J  z 3  + f -   v ˙  2   



(23)







Thus, the error dynamics in the closed-loop system can be expressed as


    e ^  ˙  =  A ^   e ^  +  B ^  h  



(24)




where    A ^  =  [     0   1      - b  k p      - b  k d       ]   ,    B ^  =  [     0   0   0   0   0      - b  k p      - b  k d      - J    1    - 1      ]   ,   h =   [       e ˜  1        e ˜  2       z 3     f      v ˙  2      ]  T   ,    e ^  =   [       e ^  1        e ^  2      ]  T   ,   J ∈  (  - 1 , 1  )   .



Assumption 2.

The target acceleration     v ˙  2    is bounded    |    v ˙  2   |  ≤  B 2   , where    B 2    is a positive constant. In addition, the augmented state f is bounded    | f |  ≤  B 3   , where    B 3    is a positive constant.





The    k p  > 0   and    k d  > 0   are satisfied, that is, the matrix   A ^   is Hurwitz. In addition, due to the BIBO stability of the LESO and the reasonable Assumption 2, the closed-loop system tracking error is uniformly ultimately bounded.





4.3. Digital Stabilization


Due to the limited space, digital stabilization is exploited to compensate for insufficient mechanical stabilization. Traditionally, digital stabilization consists of motion estimation, motion compensation, and image generation. Due to the integration of many new technologies, there has been rapid development in this area, including motion estimation, which is the most notable. For instance, Kim et al. (2008) proposed a probability model for global motion estimation to improve computational efficiency [32]. Dong et al. (2019) designed a software algorithm concentrating on motion estimation to obtain an optimal transformation matrix using three steps [33]. After utilizing moment-based speeded-up robust features (MSURF) to obtain original transformation matrix, k-means clustering was used to exclude outliers, and sequential quadratic programming (SQP) was employed to acquire robust results. Li et al. (2020) suggested an optimization method for shaking hand-held adaptive video stabilization [34]. The novelty of this method included decomposing the complicated signal by empirical mode decomposition (EMD), and avoiding over-cutting by over-smoothing with feature-centric EMD. However, due to time delays as well as poor-quality feature points, these methods are not applicable to aquatic environments. Therefore, we decided that the data collected by IMUs should replace motion estimation. Ertürk integrated a Kalman filter into a real time stabilization system to eliminate unintentional motion and retain intentional motion [35]. Specifically, the Kalman filter is a standard real-time filter for motion compensation [36]. Thus, the Kalman filter can be employed to process the angle information and in the end, a stable image sequence is acquired through image generation. Through these steps, digital stabilization can be realized in the roll direction.





5. Experimental Results


To verify the effectiveness of the visual sensor stabilization platform, we used an experimental platform that simulates shark-like robotic fish oscillations, as shown in Figure 5. Two servomotors were employed to create the yaw and roll motion, respectively. They all rotated as a sine wave, with the same frequency and different amplitudes. Two IMUs were mounted to play the roles of    R C W    and    R T W   . One was used to measure the visual system angle, which was attached to the camera. The other was utilized to estimate the central axis position of the shark-like robotic fish, which was fixed to the roll servomotor. This platform mimicked the swimming of the shark-like robotic fish since the motion of the pitch maneuver could be neglected.



5.1. Mechanical Stabilization Experiment


The experimental process involved a move linearly, turn right, resume a linear motion, and then this was repeated. One periodic motion was 8 seconds and the turning motion lasted for 2 s. The turning process was controlled by constantly adjusting the central axis of the yaw servomotor. The yaw angle was provided by an IMU fastened onto the roll servomotor. Due to the sine wave around the central axis, the angle cannot be used as the position of the turning central axis. Thus, a rectangular window method played an important role, and took advantage of the sine wave. The selection of the window function length was consistent with a sinusoidal motion period, and the window kept adding the latest angle and eliminated the oldest angle to make an average.



Within the context of the visual sensor stabilization platform, close attention was paid to the dynamic performance including the response time. Thus, the traditional proportion differential (PD) algorithm served as a benchmark. It was defined as


  C  ( s )  =  k p  +  k d  s  



(25)




where kp and kd are the proportional and differential coefficient, respectively. LADRC, the switching system, and improved LADRC were also verified to choose the best algorithm. Since the mechanical stabilization targeted the yaw direction, the experimental results were concerned with the yaw angle. The experiments were progressed through a frequency range of 0.5 Hz to 1.5 Hz and we found that the higher the frequency, the greater the differences. Thus, 1.5 Hz was chosen as an example for detailed analysis, and the results are depicted in Figure 6.



The experimental conditions and data processing were as follows. Firstly, the yaw sinusoid amplitude was 30° and the roll sinusoid amplitude was 10°. The difference between them was determined by the actual shark-like robotic fish motion. The turning speed was 25°/s. Then, for the sake of the transparency of the graph, the yaw angle curve was the difference between the camera real-time angle and the central axis angle. Consequently, the curve varied around zero, which means that the zero line was the target position. The axis position change and the sinusoid yaw angle disturbance are also shown in Figure 6, as calculated by the rectangular window function. These intuitive profiles suggest that the most suitable algorithm is the improved LADRC using the nature of the disturbance. In addition, other objective and valuable evaluating indicators are determined by:


  A P R =  1 N    ∑  p = 1  N    (   y  p m a x   -  y  p m i n    )     



(26)






  R a n g e =  y  m a x   -  y  m i n    



(27)






  M A E =  1 n    ∑  i = 1  n    |   y i  -  y  a x i s    |     



(28)






  R M S E =    1 n    ∑  i = 1  n      (   y i  -  y  a x i s    )   2       



(29)




where ypmax and ypmin are the maximum and minimum angles over a period, ymax and ymin are the maximum and minimum angles of the whole process, yi is the yaw angle of the camera, yaxis is the angle of the target axis, n is the number of the sampling points, and N is the number of the periods.



The specific evaluation values are listed in Table 2. APR is the average of the range of each period, which illustrates the visual sensor platform stabilization effect and precision. MAE and RMSE are used to judge the deviation of the actual from the ideal yaw angle. The difference between them is that RMSE is more sensitive to unsatisfactory angles.



Based on the obtained experimental results, the following conclusions were drawn:




	
The PD method does not show any drift phenomenon, which demonstrates its outstanding dynamic performance. The other algorithms have a significant drift when turning, which indirectly minimizes the range. Although the tracking performance is improved with less drift phenomenon, the excessive APR reduces this advantage.



	
All of the indicators for LADRC are almost the biggest compared to the other methods. This is mainly due to the slow response to the axis changes, which is clearly shown in Figure 6. The RMSE is 9.5887°, which indicates that there are many obvious abnormal points. However, it is worth noting that it has the smallest APR, which shows its better control error performance. This phenomenon suggests that the LADRC is the best model when there is only linear motion.



	
Although the switching system is slightly improved compared with LADRC, there is a significant gap compared to the improved LADRC, and parameter tuning is more difficult. The stability of the switching system is closely related to tuning of the parameters, which was previously discussed in [25].



	
The range, MAE and RMSE of the improved LADRC are much enhanced, compared to the traditional LADRC. Moreover, the APR is almost the same. Thus, the effectiveness of the rational use of disturbance is verified. In particular, the drift phenomenon is not apparent in this method, thus excessive changes in range are avoided.








The profiles demonstrate that the improved LADRC is the best choice, especially because of its particular emphasis on the control error and dynamic performance, which combines the advantages of PD and LADRC. This experiment shows the superiority of the improved LADRC algorithm.




5.2. Digital Stabilization Experiment


The purpose of this part was to reduce the distortion of the images caused by the rolling of the fish body, and make the image sequence more conducive to target detection, tracking, and recognition. The method of motion estimation was used to calculate the optimal motion vector based on two adjacent frames from underwater videos [37]. The poor results that were obtained were due to the few valid feature points, and indicated that this method was not useful for the roll maneuver. Additionally, the complex algorithms were not applicable because of their requirements for real time. Consequently, the motion estimation step was changed in order to focus on the roll angle of the IMU, which was fixed on the camera [38]. The accuracy of this alternative approach should be higher. Remarkably, the frequency of the IMUs was much higher than the frame rate of the camera. Thus, multi-threading was utilized to ensure real-time performance. Eventually, the final stable image sequence was obtained with the following Kalman filter and motion compensation. The vision sensor needs to be calibrated before the experiment.



One cycle image sequence was selected to compare the results for the three cases: no stabilization, mechanical stabilization, and the combination of mechanical stabilization and digital stabilization, which are depicted in Figure 7. The periodic motion lasted for 0.67 seconds at a frequency of 1.5 Hz. The symbol of the cross shape was 0.015 m in front of the camera. The resolution of the camera was 1920 × 1080 pixels. To avoid shadows after motion compensation, the image was cropped from the center to 800 × 600 pixels. The middle picture shows the initial position, the left and right sides were moving to the left and right of this, respectively.



Obviously, tilting, offset, and ghosting phenomenon are very pronounced when there is no visual sensor stabilization system. The center point of the cross has vanished from the frame in the worst case. The 1-DOF mechanical stabilization system, by contrast, has a noticeable stabilizing effect. The center of the cross-shaped mark always shows clearly in the graphic. In addition, the degree of tilting is also greatly improved in the visual sensor stabilization platform that combines mechanical stabilization with digital stabilization. In general, the target detection bounding box is a quadrangle. Thus, digital stabilization can weaken the influence of the roll disturbance, it reflects the real shape under view, and enhances the recognition accuracy.




5.3. Target Recognition


With regard to the ultimate goal of the visual sensor stabilization of the platform, the effectiveness of the visual sensor stabilization system in target recognition during a part of the process was verified. First, the system without any stabilization methods was used as a control group, while the stabilization system constructed in this paper served as a test group. Secondly, the YOLOv3-tiny algorithm was used based on the frame rate of the current camera, which was 30 fps although this might be higher in the future [39]. It worked with excellent speed, and was able to meet the requirements. The identification object was the clock, which was in the COCO database [40]. Finally, the experimental layout is illustrated in Figure 8, in conjunction with the confidence contrast scatter diagram as shown in Figure 9. The recognition process only exhibited objects detected with a confidence of 0.25 or higher, and the processing time was 10 s.



As seen in Figure 9, the number of frames recognized by the clock after stabilization was greater than that of the system without stabilization. The reason is that the image blurring caused by high-frequency motion reduces the accuracy of the algorithm, which means the control group is unable to recognize the object in motion. Therefore, choosing a better visual sensor and a more suitable algorithm can significantly improve the effect. To summarize, the visual sensor stabilization platform described in this work significantly improved the accuracy of target recognition under the condition of oscillatory motion.





6. Conclusions and Future Work


This paper proposed a novel 1-DOF visual sensor stabilization platform for obtaining continuous steady image sequences in real-time for the 3-D motion of the shark-like robotic fish. An improved LADRC that combines DCI and LADRC was employed because it strikes a balance between the control error and dynamic performance in practice. It takes into account the characteristics of the disturbance and improves the performance of the LADRC. The MAE and RMSE of the improved LADRC were greatly enhanced, and were 5.6715° and 4.8038° respectively. Furthermore, a digital stabilization algorithm that takes advantage of IMUs was applied, which improves the effect of the roll direction stabilization. The tilting phenomena was greatly improved. Ultimately, the effectiveness of the visual sensor stabilization platform was verified through different experiments. In addition to the first stationary cycle, the remaining fourteen motion cycles increased the detection rate from 2.86% to 87.86%. The obtained results offer a valuable insight into the construction of underwater visual sensing systems, and shed light on the updated design and control of oscillatory structures for better mobility and target tracking performance.



Ongoing and future work will focus on enhancing the algorithm stability and response speed. With regard to digital stabilization, the IMUs data can be combined with ranging sensors, such as ultrasonic sensors to compensate for the offset due to the disturbance. Furthermore, in the visual sensor stabilization systems of other types of robots, the components of mechanical stabilization could be optimized in dolphin-like swimming robots with larger interior space.







Author Contributions


Conceptualization, J.P. and P.Z.; methodology, J.P.; software, J.P. and P.Z.; validation, J.P., P.Z., J.L. and J.Y.; formal analysis, J.P., P.Z., and J.L.; investigation, J.P., P.Z., and J.L.; resources, J.Y.; data curation, J.P.; writing—original draft preparation, J.P.; writing—review and editing, J.P., P.Z., J.L. and J.Y.; visualization, J.P.; supervision, J.L.; project administration, J.L.; funding acquisition, J.Y. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.




Funding


This work was supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (Grant Nos. U1909206, 61903007, 61725305, 61633017), the Pre-Research Fund of Equipment of China (Grant No. 61402070304), China Postdoctoral Science Foundation (Grant No. 2020M670044), and Key Research and Development and Transformation Project of Qinghai Province (Grant No. 2017-GX-103).




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	



Triantafyllou, M.S.; Triantafyllou, G.S. An efficient swimming machine. Sci. Am. 1995, 272, 64–70. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yu, J.Z.; Wang, L.; Zhao, W.; Tan, M. Optimal design and motion control of biomimetic robotic fish. Sci. China Inf. Sci. 2008, 51, 535–549. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhang, S.W.; Qian, Y.; Liao, P.; Qin, F.H.; Yang, J.M. Design and control of an agile robotic fish with integrative biomimetic mechanisms. IEEE/ASME Trans. Mechatron. 2016, 21, 1846–1857. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yu, J.Z.; Wang, M.; Dong, H.F.; Zhang, Y.L.; Wu, Z.X. Motion control and motion coordination of bionic robotic fish: A review. J. Bionic Eng. 2018, 15, 579–598. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yu, J.Z.; Wu, Z.X.; Su, Z.S.; Wang, T.Z.; Qi, S.W. Motion control strategies for a repetitive leaping robotic dolphin. IEEE/ASME Trans. Mechatron. 2019, 24, 913–923. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yu, J.Z.; Li, X.B.; Pang, L.; Wu, Z.X. Design and attitude control of a novel robotic jellyfish capable of 3D motion. Sci. China Inf. Sci. 2019, 62, 194–201. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Katzschmann, R.K.; DelPreto, J.; MacCurdy, R.; Rus, D. Exploration of underwater life with an acoustically controlled soft robotic fish. Sci. Robot. 2018, 3, eaar3449. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Raj, A.; Thakur, A. Fish-inspired robots: Design, sensing, actuation, and autonomy—A review of research. Bioinspir. Biomim. 2016, 11, 031001. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yu, J.Z.; Wang, K.; Tan, M.; Zhang, J.W. Design and control of an embedded vision guided robotic fish with multiple control surfaces. Sci. World J. 2014, 2014, 631296. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Stefanini, C.; Orofino, S.; Manfredi, L.; Mintchev, S.; Marrazza, S.; Capantini, L.; Dario, P.; Assaf, T.; Sinibaldi, E.; Grillner, S.; et al. A novel autonomous, bioinspired swimming robot developed by neuroscientists and bioengineers. Bioinspir. Biomim. 2012, 7, 025001. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Ricard, P.A.; Abril, L.; Ernesto, O.D.; Alejandro, A. Vision-based autonomous underwater vehicle navigation in poor visibility conditions using a model-free robust control. J. Sens. 2016, 2016, 8594096. [Google Scholar]

	



Zheng, X.W.; Wang, W.; Xie, G.M. Autonomous vision-based underwater robot competition. ILUR Trans. Sci. Eng. 2016, 2016, 20160401. [Google Scholar]

	



Lim, A.; Ramesh, B.; Yang, Y.; Xiang, C.; Gao, Z.; Lin, F. Real-time optical flow-based video stabilization for unmanned aerial vehicles. J. Real-Time Image Proc. 2019, 16, 1975–1985. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kim, S.H.; Choi, H.L. Convolutional neural network-based multi-target detection and recognition method for unmanned airborne surveillance systems. J. Aeronaut. Space Sci. 2019, 20, 1038–1046. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bazeille, S.; Ortiz, J.; Rovida, F.; Camurri, M.; Meguenani, A.; Caldwell, D.; Semini, C. Active camera stabilization to enhance the vision of agile legged robots. Robotica 2017, 35, 942–960. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yang, X.; Wu, Z.X.; Yu, J.Z. Design and implementation of a robotic shark with a novel embedded vision system. In Proceedings of the 2016 IEEE International Conference on Robotics and Biomimetics, Qingdao, China, 3–7 December 2016; pp. 841–846. [Google Scholar]

	



Yang, X.; Wu, Z.X.; Yu, J.Z. A novel active tracking system for robotic fish based on cascade control structure. In Proceedings of the 2016 IEEE International Conference on Robotics and Biomimetics, Qingdao, China, 3–7 December 2016; pp. 749–754. [Google Scholar]

	



Zhang, P.F.; Wu, Z.X.; Wang, J.; Tan, M.; Yu, J.Z. 2-DOF camera stabilization platform for robotic fish based on active disturbance rejection control. In Proceedings of the 2019 IEEE 9th Annual International Conference on CYBER Technology in Automation, Control, and Intelligent Systems, Suzhou, China, 29 July–2 August 2019; pp. 283–288. [Google Scholar]

	



Lou, B.; Ni, Y.; Mao, M.; Wang, P.; Cong, Y. Optimization of the Kinematic Model for Biomimetic Robotic Fish with Rigid Headshaking Mitigation. Robotics 2017, 6, 30. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Windau, J.; Itti, L. Multilayer real-time video image stabilization. In Proceedings of the IEEE/RSJ International Conference on Intelligent Robots & Systems, San Francisco, CA, USA, 25–30 September 2011; pp. 2397–2402. [Google Scholar]

	



Han, J.Q. From PID to active disturbance rejection control. IEEE Trans. Ind. Electron. 2009, 56, 900–906. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sun, J.L.; Pu, Z.Q.; Yi, J.Q. Conditional disturbance negation based active disturbance rejection control for hypersonic vehicles. Control Eng. Pract. 2019, 84, 159–171. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chen, S.; Bai, W.; Hu, Y.; Huang, Y.; Gao, Z. On the conceptualization of total disturbance and its profound implications. Sci. China Inf. Sci. 2020, 63, 129201. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Guo, Y.Y.; Jiang, B.; Zhang, Y.M. A novel robust attitude control for quadrotor aircraft subject to actuator faults and wind gusts. IEEE/CAA J. Autom. Sin. 2018, 5, 292–300. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Li, J.; Qi, X.H.; Xia, Y.Q.; Gao, Z.Q. On linear/nonlinear active disturbance rejection switching control. Acta Autom. Sin. 2016, 42, 202–212. [Google Scholar]

	



Rodríguez, J.A.M. Online self-camera orientation based on laser metrology and computer algorithms. Opt. Commun. 2011, 284, 5601–5612. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gao, Z.Q. Scaling and bandwidth-parameterization based controller tuning. In Proceedings of the American Control Conference, Denver, CO, USA, 4–6 June 2003; pp. 4989–4996. [Google Scholar]

	



Fareh, R.; Al-Shabi, M.; Bettayeb, M.; Ghommam, J. Robust active disturbance rejection control for flexible link manipulator. Robotica 2019, 38, 118–135. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Guo, B.Z.; Zhao, Z.L. On the convergence of an extended state observer for nonlinear systems with uncertainty. Syst. Control Lett. 2011, 60, 420–430. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhang, D.Y.; Wu, Q.H.; Yao, X.L. Bandwidth based stability analysis of active disturbance rejection control for nonlinear uncertain systems. J. Syst. Sci. Complex 2018, 31, 1449–1468. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zheng, Q.; Gao, L.Q.; Gao, Z.Q. On stability analysis of active disturbance rejection control for nonlinear time-varying plants with unknown dynamics. In Proceedings of the IEEE Conference on Decision & Control, Los Angeles, CA, USA, 12–14 December 2007; pp. 3501–3506. [Google Scholar]

	



Kim, N.J.; Lee, H.J.; Lee, J.B. Probabilistic global motion estimation based on Laplacian two-bit plane matching for fast digital image stabilization. EURASIP J. Adv. Signal Process. 2008, 2008, 1–10. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dong, S.P.; Chi, G.A.; Tae, K.K.; Myo, T.L. Advanced digital image stabilization using similarity-constrained optimization. Multimed. Tools Appl. 2019, 78, 16489–16506. [Google Scholar]

	



Li, X.; Li, S.; Qin, H.; Hao, A. Spatiotemporal consistency-based adaptive hand-held video stabilization. Sci. China Inf. Sci. 2020, 63, 114101. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ertürk, S. Real-time digital image stabilization using Kalman filters. Real-Time Imaging 2002, 8, 317–328. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dong, J.; Liu, H.B. Video stablization for strict real-time applications. IEEE Trans. Circuits Syst. Video Technol. 2017, 27, 716–724. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ahmed, M. Digital video stabilization-review with a perspective of real time implementation. In Proceedings of the 2017 International Conference on Recent Innovations in Signal processing and Embedded Systems, Bhopal, India, 18–20 December 2017; pp. 184–189. [Google Scholar]

	



Karpenko, A.; Jacobs, D.; Back, J.; Levoy, M. Digital video stabilization and rolling shutter correction using gyroscopes. Stanf. Tech. Rep. 2011, 3, 1–7. [Google Scholar]

	



Redmon, J.; Farhadi, A. YOLOv3: An incremental improvement. arXiv 2018, arXiv:1804.02767. [Google Scholar]

	



Lin, T.Y.; Maire, M.; Belongie, S.; Hays, J.; Perona, P.; Ramanan, D.; Dollär, P.; Zitnick, C. Microsoft COCO: Common objects in context. In Proceedings of the European Conference on Computer Vision, Zurich, Switzerland, 6–12 September 2014; pp. 740–755. [Google Scholar]








[image: Sensors 20 04060 g001 550] 





Figure 1. The shark-like robotic fish prototype [16]. 
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Figure 2. Schematic diagram of the one degree-of-freedom (1-DOF) visual sensor stabilization platform in the shark-like robotic fish. 
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Figure 3. Stabilization block diagram of the improved linear active disturbance rejection control (LADRC) control, where θ and y are measured by inertial measurement units (IMUs), respectively. One of them is fixed on the camera and the other is fixed on the head of the shark-like robotic fish. 
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Figure 4. Schematic diagram of the 1-DOF visual sensor stabilization platform in the shark-like robotic fish. 
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Figure 5. The schematic diagram of the experimental platform. 
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Figure 6. Experimental results of proportion differential (PD) control, LADRC, switching system, improved LADRC, yaw disturbance, and axis angle under the yaw sine wave disturbance with frequency of 1.5 Hz and amplitude of 30°, the roll sine wave disturbance with a frequency of 1.5 Hz an amplitude of 10°, and a turning speed of 25°/s. 
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Figure 7. Comparison of the different visual sensor stabilization platform experiments. (a) The system without mechanical stabilization and digital stabilization; (b) The pure 1-DOF mechanical stabilization system; and (c) The system combining mechanical stabilization with digital stabilization. 
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Figure 8. An example of the target recognition experiment, in which the quadrangle is the recognition frame and 98% is the confidence. 
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Figure 9. Confidence contrast scatter diagram, where the control group is the system without any stabilization methods, the test group is the visual sensor stabilization system, and the first period is stationary. 
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Table 1. Description of the formulaic terms.
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	Term
	Description





	   v 1   ,    v 2   
	Target Euler angle and angular velocity



	y
	Euler angle measured by IMUs



	h
	Sampling period



	   β  01    ,    β  02    ,    β  03    
	Observer gains



	b
	Input gain



	   z 1   ,    z 2   
	Observer angle and angular velocity



	    z 3    
	Total disturbance



	     e ˜  1    
	Tracking deviation



	    w 0    
	Bandwidth of the observer
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Table 2. Stabilization precision of visual sensor platform with different methods.
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	Method
	APR (°)
	Range (°)
	MAE (°)
	RMSE (°)





	PD
	20.0357
	23.2881
	7.0878
	7.5673



	LADRC
	14.7707
	38.5620
	7.0657
	9.5887



	Switching system
	16.7520
	36.2005
	6.8003
	8.7368



	Improved LADRC
	15.6724
	23.4746
	5.6715
	4.8038
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