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Abstract—Intelligent drill boom hole-seeking is a promising
technology for enhancing drilling efficiency, mitigating potential
safety hazards, and relieving human operators. Most existing
intelligent drill boom control methods rely on a hierarchical
control framework based on inverse kinematics. However, these
methods are generally time-consuming due to the computational
complexity of inverse kinematics and the inefficiency of the
sequential execution of multiple joints. To tackle these challenges,
this study proposes an integrated drill boom control method
based on Reinforcement Learning (RL). We develop an integrated
drill boom control framework that utilizes a parameterized policy
to directly generate control inputs for all joints at each time step,
taking advantage of joint posture and target hole information.
By formulating the hole-seeking task as a Markov decision
process, contemporary mainstream RL algorithms can be directly
employed to learn a hole-seeking policy, thus eliminating the
need for inverse kinematics solutions and promoting cooperative
multi-joint control. To enhance the drilling accuracy throughout
the entire drilling process, we devise a state representation
that combines Denavit-Hartenberg joint information and preview
hole-seeking discrepancy data. Simulation results show that the
proposed method significantly outperforms traditional methods
in terms of hole-seeking accuracy and time efficiency.

Index Terms—reinforcement learning, integrated drill boom
control, hole seeking, robotic arm

I. INTRODUCTION

The rock drilling jumbo holds immense significance in
underground drilling and tunneling operations due to its ex-
ceptional adaptability and cost advantages [1], [2]. As the
core component of the jumbo, the drill boom plays a crucial
role in the hole-seeking operation [3], which serves as the
fundamental basis of rock drilling. In practical applications,
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controlling the boom to achieve the desired posture manually
is extremely challenging and time-consuming due to its high
degree of freedom (DOF). Additionally, the harsh underground
conditions pose significant risks of accidents for human oper-
ators [4]. To enhance working efficiency and safety, there is
an urgent need to advance research on intelligent hole-seeking
control technology, with the aim of replacing labor-intensive
manual production operations [5].

Existing studies on intelligent hole-seeking control typically
employ a hierarchical control framework, as depicted in Fig.
1 [6], [7]. This framework consists of two layers: the inverse-
kinematics solution layer and the sequential joint control layer
[8]. The upper layer determines the expected posture for each
joint by considering the position and orientation of the target
hole, thereby ensuring the alignment of the drill boom end with
the start point of the target hole and facilitating drilling along
the expected direction. Subsequently, the lower layer controls
each joint individually, guiding them to transition from their
current states to the calculated expected postures following a
predefined sequence [1], [9].

In the upper layer, the current mainstream inverse-
kinematics methods can be broadly classified into two cat-
egories: analytic methods and numerical methods. Analytic
methods can provide accurate and efficient inverse-kinematics
solutions, but they are generally not suitable for boom sys-
tems with high DOF (DOF>6) [10]. Numerical methods,
on the other hand, have the potential to handle high-DOF
boom systems but often exhibit lower solution speeds and
accuracy [11]. Moreover, since the drill boom is a redundant
structure, meaning that multiple feasible solutions may exist
for inverse kinematics [12], neither analytic nor numerical
methods can guarantee the discovery of the optimal solution
from the feasible solution set [13]. In the lower layer, each
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Fig. 1. Hierarchical framework of drill boom control.

joint is individually controlled to reach its target position
in a sequential manner, due to the absence of a multi-joint
coordination mechanism in the hierarchical framework. This
tends to be less time-efficient compared to cooperative control
across multiple joints [14].

In summary, the hierarchical drill boom control framework
based on inverse kinematics typically suffers from low ex-
ecution efficiency. Inspired by the considerable success of
reinforcement learning (RL) in robot control [15]–[18], this
study proposes an RL-based integrated control method for drill
boom hole-seeking. The main contribution is summarized as
follows:

1) We establish an integrated drill boom control framework
that utilizes a parameterized policy to directly generate
control inputs for all joints at each time step, leverag-
ing joint posture and target hole information. Building
upon this integrated framework design, we formulate
the hole-seeking task as a Markov Decision Process
(MDP) and employ RL to learn a hole-seeking control
policy. In comparison to the hierarchical drill boom
control framework, our method eliminates the need for
inverse kinematics solutions and enables cooperative
multi-joint control, significantly reducing drilling time
consumption.

2) To further improve control performance, we devise a
state representation that encompasses two types of infor-
mation: (1) the 8-dimensional joint posture information
in the Denavit-Hartenberg coordinate system, and (2)
the current and preview hole-seeking errors between the
drill end and the target hole. Compared to representa-
tions based on Cartesian coordinates and non-preview
hole-seeking errors, our characterization exhibits notably
superior hole-seeking accuracy.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section
II provides an introduction to the prior knowledge utilized in
the subsequent sections. Section III proposes the integrated
framework for drill boom control. Section IV focuses on for-
mulating the essential elements for RL-based policy learning.
Section V presents numerical results and Section VI concludes
the paper.

II. PRELIMINARY

A. Reinforcement learning

Reinforcement learning (RL) seeks to find the optimal pol-
icy of the Markov Decision Process (MDP), which is defined
by a state space S, an action space A, transition dynamics
p(st+1|st, at), and a reward function r(st, at) : S × A → R.
At each time step t, the system observes a state st, takes an
action at, receives a scalar reward r, and transitions to the next
state st+1. The action is selected according to the stochastic
policy π(at|st) : S → P(A), which maps a given state to a
probability distribution over A.

The policy update goal of RL is to maximize the ex-
pected return for each state st. In particular, the return
Rt = Σ∞

k=0γ
krt+k represents the sum of the discounted future

rewards from time step t, where γ ∈ (0, 1] is a discount factor
that balances the importance of immediate and future rewards.
The expected return when following policy π from state s is
often referred to as the value function, denoted as Vπ(s).

B. Hole-seeking task of drill boom

This paper focuses on the 8-DOF drill boom depicted in
Fig. 2(a). The drill boom can be simplified to the structure
shown in Fig. 2(b). In this configuration, the 3rd and 8th joints
are prismatic pairs, while the remaining joints are revolute
pairs. Fig. 2(c) illustrates the objective of the hole-seeking
task, which aims to find a controller that moves each joint to
a desired posture, aligning the drill end with the start point
of the target hole. Moreover, the orientation of the drill end
should also match the direction of the target hole.

C. Denavit-Hartenberg (DH) method

In order to determine whether the drill end has reached
the target point, it is necessary to calculate its position and
orientation based on the current joint posture information.
Therefore, the forward kinematics model of the drill boom is
crucial. In this study, we utilize the Denavit-Hartenberg (DH)
method to model the kinematics of the drill boom system [19].

In the DH method, each joint of the robot is associated with
a coordinate frame. It employs a homogeneous transformation
matrix to represent the translation and rotation between the
coordinate frames of two adjacent joints. The transformation
matrix incorporates four key parameters: joint angle θ, link
twist angle α, link length a, and link offset d, which is
expressed as

T i
i−1 =


cos θi − sin θi cosαi sin θi sinαi ai−1 cos θi
sin θi cos θi cosαi − cos θi sinαi ai−1 sin θi
0 sinαi cosαi di
0 0 0 1

 ,

(1)
where T i

i−1 represents the transformation matrix from frame
i-1 to frame i, θi is the joint angle of the ith joint, αi is the link
twist angle between the i-1th and ith frames, ai−1 is the link
length of the i-1th frames, and di is the link offset between the
i-1th and ith frames which is commonly employed to indicate
the joint elongation of the prismatic pair.
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Fig. 2. Illustration of the 8-DOF drill boom and the hole-seeking task. I:
installation seat; II: telescopic boom; III: rotary boom; IV: slewing boom; V:
propulsion beam; VI: rock drill; VII: drill end.

By cascading the transformation matrices for all the joints,
the forward kinematics of the drill boom system can be com-
puted. This allows us to determine the position and orientation
of the drill end based on the joint angles and elongations.
Thus, from (1), the posture information of the drill end can
be derived as

T 8
0 = T 1

0 T
2
1 T

3
2 T

4
3 T

5
4 T

6
5 T

7
6 T

8
7 =


R11 R12 R13 xdrill

R21 R22 R23 ydrill
R31 R32 R33 zdrill
0 0 0 1

 .

The matrix T 8
0 can be split into two components [20]. The

upper left 3× 3 elements reveal the rotational transformation
relationship between the drill end and the base coordinate
system. This information can be utilized to obtain the direction
vector of the drill end in the base coordinate system. On the
other hand, the coordinates (xdrill, ydrill, zdrill) on the right-
hand side directly reflect the position of the actual drill end
in the base coordinate system.

III. INTEGRATED DRILL BOOM CONTROL FRAMEWORK

This paper proposes an integrated drill boom control frame-
work. As shown in Fig. 3, the joint posture is calculated by
forward kinematics to obtain the posture information of the
drill end. Leveraging the joint posture and the discrepancy
between the drill end and the target hole, the control policy
directly produces control signals for all joints at each time

step and obtains the next-frame joint posture. This framework
differs from the traditional hierarchical framework showcased
in Fig. 1 in three significant ways:

1) It eliminates the need for solving inverse kinematics,
thus significantly enhancing the hole-seeking efficiency.

2) Instead of controlling each joint sequentially, the inte-
grated policy coordinates multiple joints simultaneously,
further improving control efficiency.

3) The policy can adaptively adjust the control inputs for
each joint according to the hole-seeking error during the
drilling process, which improves control robustness.

Multiple 
Joints

Control

Incremental
Update

Control Policy

Forward 
Kinematics

Joint Posture

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Drill End

Target Hole

Fig. 3. Integrated framework of drill boom control.

For the effective implementation of integrated decision
control, the critical task lies in obtaining the control policy.
However, due to the significant non-linearity of the forward
kinematics, calculating the control inputs for multiple joints in
real time with limited computational resources is impractical.
As a result, this research adopts a two-step approach: using
RL to solve a parameterized policy offline, and then applying
it online during the hole-seeking process. The prerequisite for
employing RL to solve the drill boom control policy is to
formulate the hole-seeking task as an MDP, which will be
detailed in the subsequent section.

IV. MDP FORMULATION OF DRILL BOOM HOLE-SEEKING

Fig. 4 presents a typical training pipeline for developing
a drill boom control policy using RL. The policy function
determines the action at to be taken, based on the current
state st, and receives the reward rt alongside the subsequent
state st+1. In this section, we delve into the design of the
state representation, action space, and reward function for this
process.

A. State representation design

When considering the hole-seeking task, the state repre-
sentation should consist of two kinds of information: drill
boom system information and hole-seeking task information,
symbolized as s = [sdrill, stask]. The drill boom system
information provides a depiction of the spatial joint posture of
the drill boom, which is independent of the task itself. On the
other hand, the task information is task-specific and describes
the relative positional relationship between the target hole and
the actual drill end.
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Fig. 4. RL-based policy training pipeline for drill boom hole-seeking.

1) Drill boom system representation: Existing research
generally employs the Cartesian coordinates of each joint to
represent joint posture [21]. Each joint is characterized by
a 3-dimensional coordinate vector, denoted by (x, y, z). To
describe the whole drill boom, 24-dimensional information is
necessary given a total of eight joints, i.e.,

sCartesian
drill = [x1, y1, z1, x2, y2, z2, · · · , x8, y8, z8]. (2)

However, obtaining the Cartesian coordinates for all joints is
not straightforward. The coordinates of each joint are typically
derived by solving forward kinematics using the DH method,
relying on the joint angle and link length information. As
the 3-dimensional Cartesian coordinates of all joints can be
exclusively determined by the joint information in the DH
coordinate, which depicts the positional relationship between
adjacent joints, one natural idea is to directly represent the
joint posture using DH parameters. By utilizing DH parameters
to describe the drill boom system, it becomes easier to
establish the mapping relationship between the joint motion
and the resulting system state variation.

Since some DH parameters are constant depending on the
structure of the drill boom, we only need to consider the
variable parameters. For the boom displayed in Fig. 2(b),
each joint is either a prismatic pair or a revolute pair. For
the prismatic pairs, i.e., joints 3 and 8, their angles are fixed,
so only the length information is required, represented by d3
and d8. Similarly, for the other six revolute pairs, only the
joint angle information is necessary, denoted as θ1,2,4,5,6,7.
Therefore, the drill boom system can also be described as

sDH
drill = [θ1, θ2, d3, θ4, θ5, θ6, θ7, d8]. (3)

Compared to the Cartesian representation, the DH represen-
tation possesses fewer dimensions. This often eases the learn-
ing challenge and improves the ultimate control performance.
Given these advantages, we utilize sDH

drill as our preferred
scheme for joint posture representation.

2) Task information representation: The role of the task
information is to direct the drill end towards the expected
position and direction. One simple approach to conveying this
information is through the non-preview representation tech-
nique. This technique involves two components: the positional
deviation and the angular deviation between the drill end and
the start point of the target hole.

The positional deviation can be calculated by determining
the disparity in Cartesian coordinates between the current drill
end and the start point of the target hole:

δcurrent = [xdrill − x̄start, ydrill − ȳstart, zdrill − z̄start], (4)

where (x̄start, x̄start, x̄start) represents the coordinate of the
start point of the target hole. The angular deviation can be
measured by the difference between the direction vectors of
the drill end and the target hole, represented as δangle ∈ R3.
By combining the positional and angular deviation information
in Fig. 5(a), we can derive the non-preview representation of
the task information:

sNP
task = [δcurrent, δangle]. (5)

Start Point

Actual Drill End
Positional
Deviation

Propulsion Beam Target Hole

Excavation Face

Angular
Deviation

End Point

(a) Non-preview representation.

Actual Drill End

Propulsion Beam End PointStart Point
Preview

Positional
Deviation

Target Hole

Excavation Face

Preview Drill
End PointPositional

Deviation

(b) Preview representation.

Fig. 5. Non-preview and preview hole-seeking representation.

In theory, if the learned policy could ensure that both sstart
and sangle are equal to zero, achieving high drilling accuracy
throughout the entire process would not be difficult. However,
slight positional and angular discrepancies are inevitable. In
practical applications, even if ∥sstart∥ is relatively small, cu-
mulative errors are likely to arise due to the large drilling depth
(approximately 3m between the start and end points of the
target hole). This generally results in a substantial gap between
the preview drill end and the end point of the target hole. From
the perspective of the entire drilling process, this approach can
lead to subpar drilling performance. The fundamental reason
behind this problem is that this characterization only considers
the discrepancy between the drill end and the start point of
the target hole, overlooking potential variations throughout the
entire drilling process.

To address this issue, we propose a preview representation
method to describe the information needed for hole-seeking,
as depicted in Fig. 5(b). Specifically, we replace the angular
deviation δangle in (4) with the preview positional deviation at
the drill end point, denoted as δpreview. The preview positional
deviation is determined by the difference between the end



point of the target hole and the preview drill end point along
the extension line of the propulsion beam, which is expressed
as

δpreview = [xpreview − x̄end, ypreview − ȳend, zpreview − z̄end],
(6)

where (xpreview, ypreview, zpreview) are the coordinates of the
preview point of the drill end and (x̄end, ȳend, z̄end) represent
the coordinates of the end point of the target hole. Subse-
quently, we substitute δangle in (4) with (6) to obtain the
preview representation:

sPtask = [δcurrent, δpreview]. (7)

By incorporating the preview drilling discrepancy into the state
representation, one can more effectively ensure the accuracy
of the entire drilling process.

Based on the aforementioned analysis, this study combines
the joint posture state characterized by DH coordinates and
the task representation based on preview drilling discrepancy
to form the final state space for RL:

s = [sDH
drill, s

P
task]. (8)

B. Action selection

In terms of motion execution, we choose to use an incre-
mental update mechanism. In particular, we choose the change
rate of joint posture, which corresponds to the change rate of
DH parameters in (3), as the action input at each time step,
denoted as

a
.
= ∆sDH

drill. (9)

In this case, the relationship between joint postures at succes-
sive moments is

sDH
drill,t+1 = sDH

drill,t + at/f, (10)

where f represents the control frequency, set to 10Hz in
this study. Taking into account the inherent limitations of
mechanical mechanisms, we assume that

a ∈ [amin, amax], (11)

where amin and amax depend on the practical capa-
bility of the actuator. In this study, we set amax =
[0.08, 0.08, 20, 0.08, 0.08, 0.12, 0.08, 20] and amin = −amax.
Please note that the action unit for the revolute pair is rad/s,
while it is mm/s for the prismatic pair.

C. Reward function design

Based on the state and action mentioned above, the reward
function is designed as

rt = −ω1||δstart,t|| − ω2||δpreview,t|| − ω3||at||, (12)

where ω1, ω2, and ω3 are weights used to balance the impor-
tance of different terms. The former two terms penalize the
hole-seeking error, promoting alignment between the actual
drilling trajectory and the target hole. The last term regularizes
the action to ensure control smoothness. In this study, we set
ω = [3, 3, 0.005].

V. EXPERIMENTS

This section conducts simulated experiments to validate
the efficacy of the proposed RL-based integrated drill boom
control method.

A. Experimental details

Utilizing the MDP elements delineated in Section IV, we
can directly apply RL techniques to learn a parameterized
integrated drill boom control policy. This study utilizes the
General Optimal control Problem Solver (GOPS) [22], which
incorporates numerous mainstream RL algorithms, for policy
learning. Specifically, four RL algorithms suited for continu-
ous control settings are selected, including DSAC [?], [23],
SAC [24], TD3 [25], and DDPG [26]. To facilitate data
interaction and visual verification during policy learning, we
build a hole-seeking task simulation environment based on
the MuJoCo platform [27], as depicted in Fig. 6. We employ
multilayer perceptrons (MLPs) to represent both the value
function and policy function. Each MLP comprises two hidden
layers with 256 neurons per layer. The Adam optimizer, with
a learning rate of 0.001, is utilized to update both value and
policy networks.

State
Representation

MuJoCo Simulation Environment

GOPS 
Policy Training Module

Drill Boom System 
+ 

Task Information

Integrated Drill 
Boom Control Policy 

Multiple
Joint

Control

Fig. 6. Policy learning based on simulation environment.

B. Results

1) Overall Performance: We run each RL algorithm five
times with different random seeds. To assess the hole-seeking
accuracy of the learned policy, we define two criteria: the
current hole-seeking error ϵcurrent and the preview hole-
seeking error ϵpreview, defined as

ϵcurrent = E(∥δcurrent∥), ϵpreview = E(∥δpreview∥). (13)

These two errors could provide a comprehensive reflection of
the accuracy throughout the entire drilling process.

The learning curves and final performance results are exhib-
ited in Fig. 7 and Table I, respectively. Results demonstrate
that all four algorithms can converge to a relatively stable
performance within 5 × 104 iterations. Relatively, DSAC



significantly outperforms the other three algorithms in terms
of both final return and hole-seeking accuracy. Specifically,
the hole-seeking accuracy achieved by DSAC fully complies
with practical demands. This provides numerical evidence sup-
porting the effectiveness of the proposed RL-based integrated
drill boom control method. In other words, based on the
proposed integrated drill boom control framework and MDP
formulation, we can select an appropriate RL algorithm to
discover a competent hole-seeking control policy.
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Fig. 7. Learning curves. The solid line shows the mean value over five runs,
and the shaded area represents the 95% confidence interval.

TABLE I
FINAL PERFORMANCE COMPARISON.

Algorithm Final Average Return ϵcurrent [mm] ϵpreview [mm]

DSAC -130.237±22.083 4.291±1.882 6.263±2.588

SAC -328.303±88.394 31.530±14.999 33.948±12.892

TD3 -885.038±149.365 33.774±17.127 40.557±12.399

DDPG -1057.722±372.203 35.937±18.997 54.441±18.330

The blue curves in Fig. 8 intuitively display the control
process of joint posture in a hole-seeking task, with the
corresponding hole-seeking error curves illustrated in Fig. 9.
It is apparent that the integrated control can quickly guide the
end of the drill boom to converge to the drilling target with a
significantly low error.

2) Time efficiency: The proposed integrated drill boom con-
trol method differs from the traditional hierarchical drill boom
method in both the decision-making and control processes.
For decision-making, our method substitutes the inverse kine-
matics solution with multi-step decision-making based on the
learned policy. Regarding the control process, our method
simultaneously controls multiple joints as opposed to in a
sequential manner. Next, we employ the policy derived from
DSAC to assess the time efficiency of our method, specifically
in relation to the decision-making and control processes.

To analyze the influence of different control mechanisms
on hole-seeking efficiency, we conducted 100 simulations and
counted the actual effective steps taken by each joint to reach
the final posture during the integrated hole-seeking process.
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Fig. 8. The control curve employing our method is depicted by the blue lines,
and the red dotted lines portray the inverse kinematics solution corresponding
to the same target hole. Owing to the non-uniqueness of inverse kinematics
solutions, the control curves converge towards a substantially distinct value
compared to the red lines.
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The maximum number of moving steps across eight joints
corresponds to the number of control steps for the integrated
drill boom control. The aggregate of the motion steps for
all eight joints can be approximately deemed as the control
steps needed for the hierarchical control framework. Table II
enumerates the control steps obtained through this analysis.
Given the same initial and final joint posture, the control steps
required by the hierarchical method are about 5.7 times that of
the integrated method. This indicates that the integrated control
method can greatly enhance control efficiency by coordinating
multiple joints simultaneously.

TABLE II
EXECUTION STEPS FOR HOLE-SEEKING TASK.

Integrated Control Hierarchical Control

Step number 299.631±7.440 1708.157±37.007

According to the simulation results, the policy network
takes approximately 0.318ms to generate single-step control
inputs for all joints. On the basis of the average control
steps needed for the hole-seeking task as outlined in Table
II, the total time consumption for the decision-making pro-
cess under the integrated method is roughly 97.02ms. This
is considerably less compared to existing numerical inverse
kinematic solvers, which generally take between 0.4s to 0.6s
[28], [29]. In addition, since the integrated method optimizes
the control policy by maximizing the accumulated reward,
the learned policy typically identifies the optimal final joint
posture requiring the least number of control steps. However,
as inverse kinematics do not yield a unique solution, it is
challenging for the hierarchical method to find the expected
joint posture with the minimum control steps. As evidenced by
the example illustrated in Fig. 8, our method comprehensively
considers the impact of joint actions on execution efficiency,
and adopts coordinated motions that are completely different
from the inverse kinematics solution, despite corresponding
to the same target hole. Therefore, in practical operation, the
control efficiency of the integrated method generally surpasses
that of hierarchical control by more than 5.7 times, given that
the integrated method can use a shorter distance to reach the
target point.

3) Ablation studies: In this section, we carry out ablation
studies to validate the effectiveness of the state representa-
tion described in (8). Four different state representations are
considered, as detailed in Table III. We run DSAC based
on each representation five times, and compare the average
hole-seeking error over 100 random simulations, as illustrated
in Fig. 10. The results indicate that our state representation,
employing the DH joint representation and preview hole-
seeking information, yields the highest accuracy throughout
the entire drilling process.

On one hand, the preview mechanism, which mitigates
error accumulation in the drilling process by simultaneously
constraining the current and preview disparities between the

TABLE III
STATE REPRESENTATION BASELINES.

Group State representation

1 (our method) sDH
drill in (3) +sPtask in (7)

2 sDH
drill in (3) + sNP

task in (5)

3 sCartesian
drill in (2) + sPtask in (7)

4 sCartesian
drill in (2) + sNP

task in (5)
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Fig. 10. Performance of different state representations.

drill and target hole, improves both the current and preview
hole-seeking accuracy for Group 1 (and Group 3) as compared
to Group 2 (and Group 4). To be specific, judging from the
performance of Groups 1 and 2, the preview representation
reduces the current and preview errors by 22.0% and 69.7%,
respectively, in contrast to the non-preview representation.

On the other hand, Group 1 (and Group 2) exhibits superior
seeking accuracy for both current and preview points in com-
parison to Group 3 (and Group 4). This suggests that the DH
representation of joint posture can enhance the overall control
performance, owing to its lower dimensionality. Specifically,
when considering the performance of Groups 1 and 3, the
DH joint representation reduces the current and preview errors
by 53.1% and 58.8%, respectively, compared to the Cartesian
joint representation.

In summary, the proposed integrated drill boom control
method delivers superior performance in both hole-seeking
accuracy and time efficiency. This suggests that our method
has significant potential for real-world application, as it can
enhance drilling efficiency while simultaneously mitigating
common issues such as overbreak and underbreak caused by



low hole-seeking accuracy.

VI. CONCLUSION

This study presented an RL-based integrated control method
for drill boom hole-seeking control. We formulated the hole-
seeking task as an MDP and employed RL to learn an
offline policy network, which directly outputs multi-joint
control signals based on the state representation. The state
includes the joint posture in the DH coordinate system and
the discrepancy between the drill end and target hole in both
current and preview drill points. This greatly enhances the
hole-seeking accuracy compared to representations based on
Cartesian coordinates and non-preview hole-seeking informa-
tion. By utilizing the DSAC algorithm, the learned policy
has achieved extremely high hole-seeking accuracy, keeping
both the current and preview hole-seeking errors within 1cm.
Notably, our method shows significant improvements (about
5.7 times) in terms of execution efficiency when compared
to the hierarchical method. Please note that this study mainly
focuses on hole-seeking accuracy and time efficiency. In future
work, we will further consider state constraints to ensure the
safety of the hole-seeking process.
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