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Design and Control of the “TransBoat”: A
Transformable Unmanned Surface Vehicle for

Overwater Construction
Lianxin Zhang, Xiaoqiang Ji, Yang Jiao, Yihan Huang, and Huihuan Qian

Abstract—This paper presents the TransBoat, a novel om-
nidirectional unmanned surface vehicle (USV) with a magnet-
based docking system for overwater construction with wave
disturbances. This is the first such USV that can build overwater
structures by transporting modules. The TransBoat incorporates
two features designed to reject wave disturbances. First, the
TransBoat’s expandable body structure can actively transform
from a mono-hull into a multi-hull for stabilization in turbulent
environments by extending its four outrigger hulls. Second, a
real-time nonlinear model predictive control (NMPC) scheme
is proposed for all shapes of the TransBoat to enhance its
maneuverability and resist disturbance to its movement, based
on a nonlinear dynamic model. An experimental approach is
proposed to identify the parameters of the dynamic model, and
a subsequent trajectory tracking test validates the dynamics,
NMPC controller and system mobility. Further, docking exper-
iments identify improved performance in the expanded form of
the TransBoat compared with the contracted form, including an
increased success rate (of ∼ 10%) and reduced docking time (of
∼ 40 s on average). Finally, a bridge construction test verifies
our system design and the NMPC control method.

Index Terms—Unmanned surface vehicle, model predictive
control, autonomous docking, robotic construction

I. INTRODUCTION

OVERWATER construction denotes the building of sta-
tionary infrastructure or dynamic floating structures on

a water surface, which provides a critical solution to the urban
land shortage problem induced by the population explosion
and global sea-level rise [1], [2]. Recently, the United Nations
has initiated efforts to support floating cities [3]. With the in-
corporation of robots to assist or completely replace human la-
bor, autonomous overwater construction has attracted growing
attention in recent years due to its high construction efficiency,
low accident rate, and ability to perform complicated tasks [4]–
[6]. Promisingly, unmanned surface vehicles (USVs) are set to
play a significant role in future overwater construction, such
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Fig. 1: A fleet of TransBoats can build a temporary bridge
using prefabricated building blocks.

as building rescue platforms during floods, forming floating
aprons for aerial vehicle landings [7], and constructing on-
demand bridges or parking lots in coastal/riverside cities [8],
[9], as depicted in Fig. 1.

Inspired by collective intelligence in nature such as mound-
building termites [10], our main interest in this work is
autonomous overwater construction by the Assembly-based
Construction Robot System (ACRoS) which can assemble
prefabricated substructures. Compared with other technolo-
gies such as additive manufacturing and human-robot col-
laboration, the benefits of ACRoS to robot-assisted building
processes include greater construction speed, efficiency, and
error tolerance [11], [12]. Based on substructure type, the
ACRoS can be classified into two categories: the ACRoS-R
systems with modular robots and the ACRoS-M systems with
passive building modules/blocks/bricks (hereinafter referred to
as modules). In the ACRoS-R systems, a fleet of modular
robots (aerial/ground/aquatic) automatically assemble to form
the desired structure, which is called self-assembly [13].
During construction, each robot can independently move to its
target with collision avoidance and maintain its position under
environmental disturbances. This system has been proved to be
effective and efficient on a water surface [4]–[6]. However, it
is highly expensive and complicated to control for large-scale
construction, which limits its application scope. In the ACRoS-
M systems, unactuated modules, rather than robots, are trans-
ported to build a predetermined structure [14]. Robots with
grippers or docking systems serve to pick up and deliver the
modules, and then assemble them [10], [15], [16]. Researchers

ar
X

iv
:2

21
2.

03
63

9v
1 

 [
cs

.R
O

] 
 7

 D
ec

 2
02

2



TRANSACTIONS ON MECHATRONICS 2

have proposed some generalized planning algorithms for the
ACRoS-Ms in two dimensions [17], [18], which can be applied
on water surfaces. However, there has been no regard for the
effect of wave disturbances on robot movements. Moreover,
no hardware research and validation of the ACRoS-Ms for
overwater construction has been documented.

Position drift and attitude instability caused by unpre-
dictable wave disturbances are major hurdles for robotic over-
water construction. Wave disturbances can be resisted by two
design features, namely, a more stable structure and a robust
motion controller. One effective way to improve stability on
waves is by widening the hull; however, this reduces mobil-
ity, as the aquatic friction increases. This challenge can be
overcome through a transformable design, in which the USV
widens its hull when picking up/attaching the modules and
then contracts it during their delivery. In terms of the motion
control, a number of approaches have been studied, such as the
PID control, the adaptive control [19], and the sliding mode
method [20]. As the model predictive control (MPC) method
has proved to be efficient and robust with minimal tuning of
the controller gains [21], given the nonlinearity of the USV
model, a real-time nonlinear model predictive control (NMPC)
method can be applied here.

On these grounds, we present the TransBoat, a novel
omnidirectional USV with an expandable structure, equipped
with an instant docking system based on a switchable magnet
[22] that can conduct overwater construction in the ACRoS-
M systems through the automatic assembly of the building
modules. The TransBoat is designed as a multi-hull USV of
symmetrical structure. Its shape is approximately spherical,
composed of a main hull with four outrigger hulls. The
full actuation and compact structure endow the TransBoat
with maneuverability in dense construction sites. For the first
step, we develop a scale (approximately 1:2) prototype of
the TransBoat to facilitate the examination of its construction
autonomy and wave resistance.

The main contributions of this work are as follows:

1) A novel transformable omnidirectional USV, the Trans-
Boat, is proposed for overwater construction under wave
disturbances. Concurrently, an automated, self-centering,
and instant docking system based on switchable magnets
is designed to facilitate the assembly process between the
TransBoat and the building modules.

2) We propose a modeling approach for the USV movement
with system parameter identification, develop and experi-
mentally validate a real-time NMPC method for all forms
of TransBoat used in turbulent environments.

3) A functional prototype and the validation of overwater con-
struction are implemented through a rapid bridge building
experiment, incorporating automated docking, transporta-
tion, and assembly on water surfaces.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
Section II, all components and subsystems of the TransBoat
are described in detail. Section III presents the layout of
the dynamical modeling, grey-box identification and NMPC
control. The results of the identification test and validation
experiments including tracking, docking, and bridging are

illustrated and discussed in Section IV. Finally, Section V
concludes the paper.

II. DESIGN OF TRANSBOAT
Overwater construction under wave disturbances requires

robots with great maneuverability and stability, equipped with
an automatic docking mechanism, to pick up and release the
building modules. Fig. 2 (a) shows the main components of
the TransBoat design, including the mechanical structure, the
electronic system, and the docking system, each of which is
detailedly described in this section.

A. Mechanical Design
1) Body: For the fabrication of the TransBoat, ethylene-

vinyl acetate (EVA) with a density of 160 kg/m3 is chosen as
the major buoyancy material, as it is lightweight, processable,
and water-resistant even when damaged. To enhance the struc-
tural strength and stiffness, carbon fiber reinforced polymer
(CFRP) plates are cut and assembled into the deck and the
deployable mechanisms.

We use an expandable structure to improve the boat’s
stability in both roll and pitch directions. As shown in Fig.
2, the body consists of one main hull and four outrigger hulls
connected by the deployable mechanisms. The robot length
can be increased from 1.2 m to 2.2 m. The consequent stability
improvement is shown by experiments in Section IV. The boat
shape is approximately spherical when all hulls are contracted
as shown in Fig. 2 (c) and can be changed by mechanism
expansion from a mono-hull to a pentamaran.

For control simplicity in the first step, the extension lengths
of the four outrigger hulls are kept the same, although inde-
pendent. Due to the symmetrical five-hull design, the lateral
and longitudinal hydrodynamics of the TransBoat are identical,
which significantly simplifies the control of omnidirectional
movements. As for the overall configuration, a thruster is
installed beneath each of the four outrigger hulls, and the
docking systems can be fixed on top of each. The electronic
system and battery packs are located at the center of the main
hull.

2) Deployable Mechanism: The deployable mechanism is
a double-decked scissor-like element (SLE) with excellent
shape-transforming performance, e.g., small storage space and
large workspace [23]. Fig. 2 (e) presents the mechanism coor-
dinate system (Od-XdYdZd), where li and θi (i = 1, 2, 3, 4)
denote the lengths of the rods and the angles between the rods
and the Xd-axis, respectively. We represent the joints with
Pi = (xdPi

, ydPi
, zdPi

), and their positions can be calculated as

Pi =


∑i
j=1 lj cos θj∑i

j=1 lj sin θj + ydP0

0

 , (1)

where θ1 (0 ≤ θ1<π/2) is the input rotation actuated by the
servo motor. According to the symmetry and the geometry
relations in Fig. 2 (d), the coordinates ydPi

and angles θi satisfy

ydP1
= l1 sin θ1 + ydP0

= −l2 sin θ2,

ydP3
= l3 sin θ3 = −l4 sin θ4 + ydP4

,

θ2 = −θ3,
(2)
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Fig. 2: (a) System overview of the TransBoat, (b) front view, (c) contracted form, (d) expanded form, (e) deployable mechanism
and design parameters.

where ydP0
and ydP4

are the Yd-axis values of joint P0 and
P4, respectively, both of which are design parameters of the
mechanism. From Eq. (2), θ2 and θ4 can be represented as
functions of θ1, that is,

θ2 = Θ2 (θ1) = −arc sin

(
l1
l2

sin θ1 +
ydP0

l2

)
,

θ4 = Θ4 (θ1) = arc sin

(
− l1l3
l2l4

sin θ1 +
ydP0

l2
+
ydP4

l4

)
.

(3)

Next, we substitute Eq. (3) into Eq. (1), and get

xdP4
= l1 cos θ1 + (l2 + l3) cos Θ2 (θ1) + l4 cos Θ4 (θ1) . (4)

Constrained by the geometry, the deployable mechanism
cannot be contracted to its limit position. Let xdP4

denote
the minimum position to which the mechanism can retract.
Therefore, the expansion length of the deployable mechanisms
l controlled by the input θ1 is

l = xdP4
− xdP4

. (5)

Fig. 2 (e) shows the design parameters of the deployable
mechanisms, which are driven by a servo motor with a
maximum torque of 18N·m in our implementation. Therefore,
combining Eqs. (5) and (4), we can expand the mechanism to
any desired length by referring to a precomputed table.

3) Propulsion Subsystem: Four thrusters are installed below
the outrigger hulls in a “+” shaped configuration to provide
holonomic propulsion, which is more efficient than other con-
figurations such as an “X” shaped actuator configuration [8].
The body coordinate system (Ob-XbYbZb) and thruster layout
are shown in Fig. 2 (d), and all thrusters can generate both
forward and backward forces. Then, using u = [f1 f2 f3 f4]

T

to denote the propulsion vector generated by the four thrusters
with fi (i = 1, 2, 3, 4) representing each propulsion and L
denoting the distance from each thruster to the USV body
center, the applied force and moment vector F in the plane
can be computed as

F = Eu =

 0 1 0 1
1 0 1 0
−L −L L L



f1
f2
f3
f4

 , (6)

where L is linearly correlated with the expansion length l by
L = l + 0.4435.

The propulsion forces fi of each thruster are generated and
controlled by inputting pulse-width modulation (PWM) signals
hpwmi with different duty cycles (approximately 6.1% ∼ 8.8%)
to the regulator. According to this relation, the propulsion
model can be written in the form

fi = ζi(h
pwm
i ), (7)

which is measured by a dynamometer, yielding a propulsion
table mapped to all PWM commands. In each control cycle,
the hardware first computes the desired force and then sends
the corresponding commands to the propulsion system by
referring to this table.

B. Electronics
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Fig. 3: Architecture of the electronic system.

The architecture of the electronic subsystem is shown in Fig.
3. It can be seen that the main electronic components are the
navigation sensors, the main control unit, and the actuators.
Several sensors are used for navigation and environmental
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perception, including an OptiTrack motion capture system, a
power sensor, and a camera. Specifically, the motion capture
system is connected with the TransBoat through a local
area network (LAN) to provide millimeter-precision positions
and the corresponding orientations. To avoid collision during
movements, a binocular camera (MYNT EYE D) is installed
on the top of the USV body to detect obstacles or targets.
The processing unit to execute the navigation and control
algorithms is a laptop (1.6 GHz Intel Core i5-10210U, 8G
LPDDR3). Two Arduino Mega 2560 boards, which directly
control the four servo motors of the deployable mechanisms
and the four thrusters, receive and conduct the control com-
mands from the laptop so that the processing unit can focus
on communication and control.

C. Docking Subsystem

Switchable 
Magnet

Servo Motor ESP8266 
Board

Battery

Shock 
Damper

Docking 
Direction

(a)

Docked

(b)

Undocked

(c)

Fig. 4: (a) System overview of the docking system. (b) The
docked state and (c) undocked state when the magnet is
switched on and off.

To catch and release the building modules, a crucial design
task is an appropriate docking system. Among the many
creative mechanisms proposed are a hook and loop driven by
servomotors [4], [5] and a ball-socket mechanism integrating
a funnel to guide the docking action [24]. However, there
is only a short time window for the accurate alignment of
these gender-opposite docking systems on a turbulent water
surface. To promote the docking success rate, some studies
[25], [26] increase the acceptance area by enlarging the con-
nectors or utilizing multiple connectors, which increases the
weight, volume, and manufacturing cost. Other studies [27],
[28] build connectors based on magnets or electromagnets
that can conduct instant docking for transient opportunities.
Usually, however, the permanent magnetic connection creates
additional constraints for path planning, and electromagnets
cannot offer robust connections under low voltages (≤ 24 V).

Therefore, we design an instant docking system using a
switchable permanent magnet to capture the building modules
by means of ferromagnetic interfaces. Compared with the
electromagnet connection system [29], this docking system
provides the same magnetic force but with many advantages,
including a lighter mass, lower voltage, and longer duration.

Fig. 4 (a) exhibits the main components of the docking
system. Fig. 4 (b) and (c) show how the switchable magnet

in the docking system is actuated by a servo motor. An
ESP8266 board is used to communicate with the processing
unit and switch the magnet on and off. Our measurements
of the attraction force and connection strength between two
docking systems indicate that when two switched-on magnets
are attracting each other, the longitudinal connection force is
up to 570 N, while the lateral force is 150 N. Furthermore,
even if only one magnet is on and attracting ferromagnets,
the connection forces are still 340 N and 67 N, respectively.
Therefore, the magnetic force is strong enough to build a
solid connection. To avoid lateral separation and reduce the
impact from the body during docking, an elastic wire line
shock damper is installed at the bottom, which can restore
its shape when disconnected. This flexible connection allows
the docking system to twist at about 90 degree and shift
in the longitudinal (4 cm at most) and lateral (2.5 cm at
most) directions, allowing the system to tolerate relatively
large misalignment.

III. NONLINEAR MODEL PREDICTIVE CONTROL

To achieve precise motion control, we develop a real-time
NMPC method that is effective for all forms of the TransBoat.
NMPC is a nonlinear optimal control strategy that can predict
the future response and compute optimal control commands
for the robot based on an explicit process model [30]. To obtain
the robot model, Fossen’s USV model [31] is adjusted for the
transformable USV and its model parameters are derived via
a system parameter identification procedure.

A. Dynamic Modeling

We represent the TransBoat using a three-dimensional iner-
tial coordinate (Ow-XwYwZw) system. As only the motion on
the water surface is of concern, the position and orientation of
the robot are defined as η = [x y ψ]

T , relative to the center
of mass (COM). Also, a body-fixed coordinate (Ob-XbYbZb)
is set at the body center of the TransBoat with the Xb axis
toward the USV front, which is also considered to be the COM
in light of the structural symmetry. In the body frame, the robot
velocity is denoted as v = [u v r]

T .
When describing the dynamic model of the TransBoat, an

assumption is made that the model variation relative to the
expansion length is a quasi-static process, because during
movement its shape changes sufficiently slowly to meet the
stability requirement.

According to the Fossen model in [31], the dynamic model
of the TransBoat can be represented as

η̇ = R (ψ)v, (8)

M̃v̇ + C̃ (v)v + D̃ (v)v = F, (9)

where the model parameters can be divided into two categories
in accordance with their relevance to the expansion length l
of the TransBoat.

One category is only related to the TransBoat’s state rather
than its shape.
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• The transformation matrix R (ψ) converting a state vector
from body frame to inertial frame is

R (ψ) =

cosψ − sinψ 0
sinψ cosψ 0

0 0 1

 . (10)

The other parameters are functions of the robot state and
expansion length, and are indicated by a tilde symbol “ ˜ ”.

• As origin Ob coincides with the COM, the mass matrix
M̃ is

M̃ = diag {m1 (l) ,m2 (l) ,m3 (l)} , (11)

which is a diagonal matrix combining the robot’s inertial
mass and the added mass.

• The matrix of Coriolis and centripetal terms C̃ (v) is

C̃ (v) =

 0 0 −m2 (l) v
0 0 m1 (l)u

m2 (l) v −m1 (l)u 0

 . (12)

• Owing to the low movement speed and the symmetrical
structure, the drag matrix D̃ is expressed as a linear
damping term

D̃ = diag{Xu (l) , Yv (l) , Nr (l)}. (13)

Control 
commands; 
Initial states

Dynamic 
model

USV

Path velocity 
error 

Thruster 
model

Propulsion Path 

Path 
Thrusters

Simulations

Experiments

Propulsion 

System 
Identification

Preset 
parameters

Optimization problem

Set expansion
Expansion

lengths Optimal 
parameters

Fitting 
functions

Parameter Regression

Fig. 5: Block diagram of the gray-box parameter identification.

B. System Parameter Identification

Let q =
[
ηT, vT

]T
= [x, y, ψ, u, v, r]

T be the state
vector of the TransBoat. Then the dynamic model from Eqs.
(8) and (9) can be reformulated as

q̇ = A (q)q + Bu, (14)

where u is the control vector composed of four propulsion
forces as defined in Eq. (6), the coefficients

A (q) =

[
03×3 R (ψ)

03×3 −M̃−1
(
C̃ (v) + D̃

)]
, and (15)

B =

[
03×4

M̃−1E

]
. (16)

Therefore, the robot state is updated with the control input u
and current state q.

The dynamic model in Eq. (14) is a gray-box model with
undetermined hydrodynamic parameters, namely, mass coef-
ficients m1,m2,m3 and linear drag coefficients Xu, Yv, Nr.
Each parameter is a function of the expansion length l of the
TransBoat. In this regard, a generalized system identification
algorithm [8], [32] is used together with a regression process,
as shown in Fig. 5. Specifically, we first set an expansion
length l, then input the identical control commands and initial
states of the experiments into the simulation. Next, we search
for the optimal model parameters by minimizing the overall
error between the simulated paths and the experimental paths.
Following this, a regression procedure is used to fit the
polynomial function of expansion l for each parameter. This
method is also valid for various surface vehicles.

Let λ = {m1,m2,m3, Xu, Yv, Nr} and λl denote the
specific values at a given expansion length l. The gray-box
identification process can be regarded as the optimization
problem described below,

arg min
λl

∑
t

ε (t)
T
Wε (t),

s.t.λll ≤ λl ≤ λul ,
(17)

where ε (t) = ve (t)−vs (t) is the error between the simulated
velocity vs and the experimental velocity ve, W is the
diagonal weight matrix, and λll and λul denote the lower and
upper bounds of λl, respectively.

After the identification process, a series of expansion-
parameter pairs l-λl are determined from the experimental
data. Then the parameter functions are fitted by polynomial
regression as follows,

λ (l) =

M∑
j=0

cj l
j , (18)

where M is the function order and cj is the coefficient.

C. Nonlinear Model Predictive Control

We now have the dynamics of the TransBoat, which can be
expressed in a state-space representation for any symmetrical
form, as in Eq. (14). In this section, an NMPC algorithm, pro-
posed in [8], [30], is designed to guarantee that the TransBoat
can accurately track the desired trajectories in different forms.

Within every finite prediction horizon T of the MPC law,
the optimal control sequence is obtained by minimizing a
predicted performance cost function. Then, in the sampling
time slot [t, t+T ], the optimization problem can be formulated
as

min
u(τ)

J (q (τ) ,u (τ))

s.t. q (τ) ∈ Q, u (τ) ∈ U,
q (t) = q0, ∀τ ∈ [t, t+ T ],

(19)

where Q = [qmin,qmax] and U = [umin,umax] are the feasi-
ble sets of states and control inputs of the system, respectively,
and q0 stands for the state feedback measured by sensors at
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experiment. (g) Results of system identification and the parameter functions for the dynamic model. The identified parameters
before and after the regression are denoted in blue and red, respectively, as are the errors.

time t. J (q (τ) ,u (τ)) denotes the cost function which can
be described as

J (q (t) ,u (t)) =

t+T∑
τ=t

Jτ (q (τ) ,u (τ)) + JN (q (t+ T )) ,

(20)
where Jτ is the stage cost function based on the prediction of
Eq. (14), and JN is the terminal cost. In our NMPC algorithm,
they are implemented as the following quadratic forms

Jτ (q,u) = εq (τ)
T
Qεq (τ) + εu (τ)

T
Hεu (τ) ,

JN (q) = εq (t+ T )
T
QNεq (t+ T ) ,

(21)

where εq = q − q0 and q0 denotes the target state. εu =
u (τ + 1) − u (τ) stands for the variation in control inputs.
The optimization process can minimize them to those that can
smooth the boat’s motion. Q and H are the positive definite
matrices that penalize these two deviations and QN is the
terminal penalty matrix that can enhance the NMPC algorithm.
These weighting matrices are defined as follows:

Q = diag (8000, 8000, 4000, 0.01, 0.01, 0.01) ,

H = diag (0.01, 0.01, 0.01, 0.01) ,
(22)

where QN is set to the same values as Q.
This problem can be rapidly solved by the CasADi solver

[33], a nonlinear optimization tool, within 0.1 seconds in each
control cycle. The solution, an optimal control sequence u∗,
is computed online. To improve the robustness of the NMPC
algorithm, only the first solution of the control sequence is
executed, and the entire algorithm is conducted repeatedly for
every control interval. The algorithm ends when the difference
between the current state and the target is lower than a preset
threshold.

IV. EXPERIMENTS
In this section, the TransBoat system is first developed. Its

key specifications are listed in Table I. The two extreme forms,
contracted and expanded, are chosen to reveal its performance.
The comparison shows that both the maximum translational

TABLE I: TECHNICAL SPECIFICATIONS OF TRANS-
BOAT

Parameter Contracted form Expanded form

Size (m) 1.2 2.2
Mass(kg) 42 42
Max. Speed (m/s) 0.6 0.4
Max. Steering Speed (◦/s) 139.80 60.16
Capacity (kg) 70 70
Battery Life (hours) 4 4

and rotational velocities of the contracted form are higher than
those of the expanded form, proving that the contracted form
has better mobility.

Four experiments (parameter identification, trajectory track-
ing, docking, and bridge building) are successively conducted
in an indoor pool with water dimension of 6 m×6 m×0.4 m.
First, in the system identification experiment, the model pa-
rameters of the TransBoat dynamics are acquired. Then, the
trajectory tracking experiment proves the effectiveness of the
USV model by comparing it with the PID control scheme,
which also validates the transportability. Next, a docking
experiment is performed in both calm and turbulent water
to test the docking performance of different forms, which is
crucial for the pickup and assembly of modules. Finally, a
bridge-building demonstration in turbulent water verifies the
system.

A. Parameter Identification

The identification aims to obtain the parameters in Eq. (18)
for the dynamics and subsequent control of the TransBoat,
which includes two steps: parameter identification and regres-
sion, as shown in Fig. 5. In the first step, three types of tests
are performed to gather motion data covering most motion
types of the TransBoat, namely, straight-line running, circling,
and spinning movements. The simulations of the dynamic
model use the same initial states and control commands as
the experimental data to iteratively calculate the simulated
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Fig. 7: Experimental paths, errors, and control effort in tracking (a) circular, (b) square, and (c) hourglass trajectories. The
mean absolute errors (MAE) of all trials are calculated.
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Fig. 8: Wave field created by a wave generating machine set
up in the pool.

paths by presetting the model parameters. The velocity errors
ε between the simulated and experimental paths vary with
different parameter values, and can be minimized by solving
the optimization problem (17), as exhibited in Fig. 6 (a) ∼
(f). In this paper, due to the TransBoat’s structural symmetry,

TABLE II: COEFFICIENTS OF PARAMETER FUNCTIONS

m1,m2 m3 Xu, Yv Nr

c2 0.11317070 0.13027175 -1.01327442 0.21534853
c1 8.13430784 1.88878483 9.75583033 1.19699306
c0 22.82839307 7.57931479 19.79519544 2.27478185

the parameters of the X- and Y- axes are supposed to be
correspondingly equal, that is, m1 = m2 and Xu = Yv . Then,
a trust-region-reflective algorithm is employed to numerically
solve (17). Considering the transformability of the TransBoat,
we repeat this test for 6 selected forms (extension from 0 m to
0.5 m), each identifying a set of model parameters, as depicted
in Fig. 6 (g). In the second step, the parameter functions
are fitted with the identified values for the different forms
based on the least squares method. Without loss of accuracy,
quadratic polynomial functions are chosen for the regression,
the coefficients of which are shown in Table II.

Fig. 6 exhibits the identification results, from which two
points can be summarized. (1) After the quadratic regression,
only a few increases in velocity error occur when we assign
the parameter value on the curve back into the dynamic
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simulation. Therefore, the fitted curves are credible. (2) With
the expansion, almost all of the identified parameters gradually
increase, confirming our design intention that the boat becomes
more stable with greater hydrodynamic resistance. With this
result, the parameters for each form can be obtained.
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Fig. 10: Experimental results of the positions of the TransBoat
in contracted/expanded form performing docking in (a) calm
and (b) turbulent water.

B. Trajectory Tracking

Based on the dynamic model identified, the derived NMPC
method is implemented for the TransBoat movements. To
authenticate the model and controller, three trajectory tracking
tests are conducted, in which the trajectories embody a circle,
square, and hourglass comprising two touching triangles. Each

TABLE III: PID CONTROLLER GAINS

Contracted Form Expanded Form
longitudinal lateral rotational longitudinal lateral rotational

KP 349 349 67 433 349 107
KI 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.4 1.6 1.5
KD 0.9 1 1.1 0.9 1.1 1

test involves both the contracted and expanded forms of
the TransBoat and each is controlled by both the fine-tuned
PID and NMPC methods. We employed the Ziegler–Nichols
method [34], which is a standard approach to tuning the PID
controller. Its major procedure is first zeroing the integral
and differential gains, then raising the proportional gain until
the system is unstable, and finally setting the PID gains as
a function of the proportional gain and the frequency of
oscillation at the point of instability. Three independent PID
controllers are tuned according to the Ziegler–Nichols method
and used to control the longitudinal, lateral, and rotational
motions, respectively, of which the PID gains (KP ,KI ,KD)
are exhibited in Table III.

Fig. 7 portrays the tracking errors and the control effort
uTu, from which we can draw two conclusions. First, when
comparing the errors of the two control schemes, we can
see that in the trials of square and hourglass trajectories, the
NMPC is notably superior to the PID, although it is inferior in
the circular tracking trials. In other words, the NMPC, no mat-
ter in what form, performs better than the PID when tracking
the segmented trajectories in which we are interested. Both
forms confirm the effectiveness of the identified dynamics in
the previous section. Second, by comparing the total control
effort

∫
uTudt across all trials, we can find that the NMPC

consumed less control effort, also regarded as the energy, than
the PID, which indicates that the former is more suitable
for long-distance movements. In addition, the TransBoat in
the expanded form tracks much more accurately than that
in the contracted form, but with higher energy consumption.
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Fig. 11: Experimental results of the orientations of the TransBoat in contracted/expanded form performing docking in (a) (b)
(c) calm and (d) (e) (f) turbulent water. The red and blue shadows in (a) and (d) represent the docking periods of compacted
and extended forms, respectively.

Therefore, the contracted form is more efficient for fast and
long-distance movement, while the expanded form is better
for precise motion.

C. Docking

To compare the stability and docking performance of the
TransBoat in different forms, docking experiments are per-
formed in which the USV repeatedly docks to an identical
docking system located beside the pool. A wave generating
machine is positioned in the pool to simulate natural waves
so that a wavefield can be created with a frequency of
approximately 1.5 Hz and an average height of 6.7 cm,
as shown in Fig. 8. In each test, controlled by the NMPC
controller, the TransBoat in contracted or expanded form
moves along a preplanned path to perform docking in both
calm and turbulent water. As shown in Fig. 9, the preplanned
path starts at point R0 and ends at a position R2 where the
robot executes the docking actions. Before reaching the target,
to ensure successful docking, the TransBoat first arrives at the
preparation position R1, which is 0.4 m away from the target.
Each test is repeated 20 times.

Fig. 9 shows the experimental results, including the path,
success rate, and average consumed time counted from the
start time at R0 to the time of successful docking. From the
success rate, we can see that the expanded form surpasses the
contracted form in both calm (95% vs 90%) and turbulent
water (90% vs 80%), and that wave disturbance hampers the
docking actions. A comparison of the docking times reveals
that in calm water both forms dock in a similarly short time,
while in turbulent water the expanded form requires less
time (95.7 s on average) than the contracted form (135 s on
average). Therefore, it is preferable to use the expanded form
to execute docking actions in turbulent environments due to
the higher success rate and shorter docking time.

Figs. 10 and 11 depict the positions and orientations,
respectively, during the docking processes. Each plot exhibits
three successful docking sequences among 20 repetitions of

each test. Particularly in Fig. 11, from the roll angles of (b)
and (e), it is noticeable that the oscillation is mitigated by
24.2% and 32.6% in calm and turbulent water, respectively.
In (c) and (f), the pitch oscillation reduction is 51.5% and
36.1%. This confirms the stabilizing effect of the expanded
form. Notice that the yaw angles of trials in calm water in
Fig. 11 (a) seem not stable as expected, although their errors
are inferior to those in (d). Several reasons have led to this
phenomenon. First, the average USV velocities in calm water
are higher than those in turbulent water, as presented in Fig. 9,
which may worsen the yaw tracking angles. Second, the poor
tracking performance of yaw motion mainly happened during
the movement when the orientation control is not our major
concern. Third, at the attraction and separation of the docking
action, the yaw angle was disturbed by the attraction force of
the magnetic docking mechanism.

D. Bridge Construction
Based on the NMPC method and experimental summaries,

the TransBoat is used to transport six building blocks to
construct a temporary floating bridge in this experiment.
The building scheme and the overall process are shown in
Algorithm 1 and Fig.12, respectively. The building blocks are
all modified by the installation of ferromagnets and permanent
magnets on the sides so that they can be captured by the
TransBoat and firmly connected. The permanent magnet setup
ensures that once the blocks are near each other, they instantly
become attached.

The construction process for each building block contains
three steps, namely, pickup, delivery, and assembly. In the
pickup step, the TransBoat moves to the pickup location,
which is invariant in every round, and docks with the purpose-
made block. Then, the TransBoat rapidly delivers the blocks to
an assembly preparation location. Finally, the block is slowly
placed at the construction site and steadily assembled to the
bridge. In the pickup and assembly steps, the TransBoat should
stabilize itself for precise motion (in expanded form), while
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Fig. 12: Bridge construction process. Adding each module requires three steps: pickup, delivery, and assembly.

Algorithm 1: Bridge construction algorithm
Input: pickup location, target locations
Output: building a bridge

1 Initialize the TransBoat to contracted form
2 while bridge not finished do
3 while no successful pickup do
4 move to the pickup preparation location
5 expand & turn on the docking system
6 move to the pickup position for docking

7 return to the pickup preparation position
8 spin to face the bridge
9 deliver to the assembly preparation position

10 if not last block then
11 expand

12 move to the assembly position for construction
13 turn off the docking system
14 return to the pre-assembly position

in the delivery step, it should move fast (in contracted form).
Through these steps, the TransBoat is capable of fetching the
building blocks one by one and constructing the bridge.

V. CONCLUSION

Overwater construction by USVs faces challenges from
many environmental disturbances, such as unpredictable
waves. This paper proposes a transformable omnidirectional
USV named the TransBoat and a real-time NMPC algorithm
adapted to all TransBoat forms for construction in turbulent
water. The TransBoat is capable of maneuvering in com-
plicated environments with four thrusters and stabilizing in
waves by expanding its outrigger hulls. An instant docking
system with a switchable magnet enables the TransBoat to
dock with building modules and build a temporary bridge or
a floating platform. The tracking and docking experiments,
respectively, verify the high motion accuracy and docking
success rate in the expanded form. Finally, an automatic bridge
construction experiment demonstrates the application potential
of the TransBoat.

Our future research will focus on the following aspects.
First, as the TransBoat can expand its four outrigger hulls

independently to transform into asymmetrical forms, our next
research subjects will be the relevant modeling and control of
this feature. Second, future work will address the challenges
of planning and collision avoidance required during the con-
struction of sophisticated structures.
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