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Abstract: In the era of low-carbon travel, maglev cars emerge as a high-speed, environmentally sustainable solution,
leveraging their frictionless, smooth operation. This study introduces a nonlinear dynamic model for the longitudinal
dynamics of maglev cars, constructed via a data-driven approach. A nonlinear model predictive control (NMPC)
strategy, incorporating rotational speed constraints, is developed to address the inherent instability of the open-
loop system. The dynamic relationship between the driving force and the rotational speeds of magnetic wheels
was quantified using the least squares method (LSM) based on tests conducted across varied rotational speeds.
A single-degree-of-freedom model, integrating stiffness and damping characteristics, was subsequently formulated
to describe the longitudinal motion of the maglev car. The model’s validity was confirmed through comparison
with experimental outputs under varying conditions. Further, the stiffness and damping coefficients were derived
from experimental data, enhancing the model’s precision. Control simulations and real-world experiments under
diverse operational conditions demonstrated the efficacy of the NMPC in ensuring robust longitudinal tracking.
This investigation substantiates the NMPC approach as an effective control strategy for enhancing the stability and
performance of maglev transportation systems.

Keywords: Maglev car; Nonlinear dynamic model; Nonlinear model predictive control; Least squares method;
Longitudinal tracking control

1 Introduction

With the prosperity of rail transit, an increasing expectation appears for novel transportation with higher speeds
and a more comfortable ride. Fortunately, magnetic levitation technology is anticipated to emerge as a novel mode of
transportation in the future due to its high velocity, environmental friendliness, minimal noise, and absence of contact
friction [1]. Among the current magnetic levitation methods with relatively mature technology, electrodynamic
suspension (EDS) stands out due to its substantial air gap and load capacity [2]. The maglev car adopts the
permanent magnet electrodynamic suspension (PMEDS) technology, which is one of the primary standards of
EDS [3]. In order to establish a foundation for the future maglev prototype, it is essential to study the longitudinal
single degree of freedom control. However, the longitudinal characteristics of the maglev car present challenges in the
form of open-loop instability, strong nonlinearity, multiple input systems and constraints [4], which pose significant
difficulties in designing its control system. Furthermore, the irregularity of the track introduces uncertainty to the
longitudinal system of the maglev car, imposing stringent demands on the controller’s performance in terms of
stability, responsiveness, and robustness. Hence, there is an urgent necessity to develop an advanced controller for
the longitudinal system of the maglev car capable of concurrently addressing the above problems.

The EDS system is primarily categorized into PMEDS and superconducting EDS [4]. The key distinction
between the two lies in the utilization of superconducting magnets in a superconducting state, which exhibits the
Meissner effect [5] and magnetic flux pinning impact [6], whereas PMEDS operates based on Lenz’s law [7]. Most of
the research on superconducting EDS is centered around analyzing vehicle vibration characteristics and developing
control methods for reducing vibrations. Song et al. [8] conducted an analysis on the coupling between a prestressed
simply supported box bridge and a train, considering the dynamic analysis model of track structure for ultrahigh-
speed maglev train-track interaction, and analyzed the coupling between prestressed simply supported box bridges
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and trains. Ha et al. [9] utilized a lookup table of levitation force and guiding force in the electromagnetic coupling
field analysis to establish a numerical model for the vibration characteristics and ride comfort of ultrahigh-speed
maglev trains. They also employed Power Spectral Density (PSD) analysis of random irregular excitations to study
the vibration interaction. Ohashi et al. [10] also developed an electromagnetic-dynamic coupling analysis model that
considers the electromagnetic effects of propulsion and suspension guide coils as well as onboard magnets. Then
they simulated the movement characteristics of the vehicle on the Yamanashi maglev test line under the condition that
the superconducting coils were malfunctioning. In order to mitigate the vibration of the high-speed superconducting
electric suspension train, it is imperative to implement vibration reduction control measures in order to enhance the
train’s dynamic performance and improve safety and ride comfort. Sakamoto and Nakayama [11] controlled the
armature current of a linear synchronous motor to provide auxiliary suspension force and guiding force, minimizing
reliance on mechanical wheels at lower speeds. This allows for the generation of appropriate suspension force
and guiding force to enhance performance in conditions such as crosswinds and low speeds. Boeij et al. [12, 13]
developed a real-time control model with three degrees of freedom for the zero-flux coil of an electric suspension
sled. A first-order sliding mode controller with an integral error term was implemented to achieve real-time control
of float, sink, nod and roll based on position and attitude data obtained from sensors on the sled. Gutierrez and
Luijten et al. [14] proposed a sliding mode variable structure control method based on active control of the suspended
coil for an electromagnetic levitation system with five degrees of freedom, and demonstrated the stability of the
closed-loop control system.

However, the majority of research in PMEDS is focused on enhancing system modeling methods and permanent
magnet array structures. Rezaei and Vaez-Zadeh [15] proposed an analytical model for a PMEDS system, effec-
tively approximating the horizontal and vertical magnetic fields of the permanent magnet using sine functions. The
closed-form solutions for the lift and drag of the PMEDS system were obtained for the first time, and the accuracy of
the analytical model was validated through finite element (FE) analysis and experiments. Wu et al. [16] established a
3D analytical model for the electromagnetic force. The experiments carried out on a high-speed rotating experiment
platform with a flywheel verified the accuracy of the 3D model. Shi et al. [17] also came up with a new zero-flux coil
vehicle Halbach permanent magnet array electric suspension system. They created a three-dimensional electromag-
netic force analytical model that includes the magnets’ longitudinal side effect and studied the electromagnetic force
characteristics along with the FE model. Subsequently, Shi et al. [18] improved the structure of the PMEDS system
and proposed a cost-effective secondary induction method to enhance the saturation speed, levitation and propulsion
forces.

To establish a reference for the longitudinal tracking control of the maglev car, it is beneficial to refer to an
electromagnetic suspension (EMS) system with similar dynamic characteristics. Suebsomran [19] proposed a digital
PID method for the suspension gap tracking control of EMS systems. Due to the loss of system model accuracy
caused by linearization, Liu et al. [20] developed a nonlinear PID controller to address the trade-off between
system stiffness and performance, with experimental results confirming the enhanced performance of nonlinear
PID control. Furthermore, PID control is integrated with fuzzy theory [21], genetic algorithms [22], and neural
networks [23] to enhance the control system performance of the EMS trains. However, due to the increasingly
complex operating environment of the EMS train, the traditional control method is inadequate for meeting the
system design requirements. In order to enhance the robustness of the EMS system, sliding mode control has
been gradually implemented in its control. Sun et al. [24] proposed an adaptive neural fuzzy controller. Based on
the established nonlinear dynamic model of the magnetic suspension system, this controller utilized sliding mode
control, an adaptive fuzzy approximator and a neural fuzzy switching rate to effectively mitigate the impact of system
parameter perturbation and external disturbances. Morovati and Djouadi [25] developed H2,H∞, and µ−synthesis
control methods for the EMS system to address system uncertainties. The robustness of the control methods was
verified through simulation. In addition, He et al. [26] proposed a model predictive control (MPC) method based on
the nonlinear EMS dynamic model to tackle the constraint issues in electromagnetic levitation systems, achieving
stable suspension under multiple constraints. Simulation results confirmed that the designed control method could
achieve stable suspension while satisfying the constraint conditions. Furthermore, Sun et al. [27] developed a
suspension predictive controller based on the MPC method by incorporating a cooperative error cost function to
address the constraint problem of the suspension system. The stability of this controller was analyzed using the
Lyapunov method. Numerical simulations and experimental results demonstrate that the proposed collaborative
control approach can ensure coordinated control of the front and rear suspension systems under strict constraints
while reducing the reliance of the EMS system on damping in the suspension direction.

Additionally, the longitudinal system of the maglev car exhibits strong nonlinearity, making it challenging for
linear MPC to be effective. NMPC is primarily utilized in applications such as piezoelectric brake displacement
tracking [28], aircraft [29], and robot control [30].

Therefore, a NMPC controller was developed in this study for the longitudinal system of the maglev car to
enhance its tracking performance and robustness. Firstly, the driving force of the magnetic wheel on both sides
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was fitted through the LSM using experimental data from the maglev car at various rotational speeds. The stiffness
and damping coefficient of the longitudinal system were also obtained through the LSM based on experimental data
under different movement conditions. A dynamic model for the longitudinal single-degree-of-freedom system of
the maglev car was then established. Subsequently, a NMPC controller for the longitudinal system was designed
ignoring linearization, and a joint control simulation was conducted using the multi-body dynamics simulation
toolbox Simscape in MATLAB to compare the performance of PID and NMPC controllers. Finally, the NMPC
controller was implemented using dSPACE, and its performance and robustness were verified through experiments
under different working conditions.

2 Modeling of the Longitudinal System
2.1 Fitting of the Driving Force

The magnetic wheel serves as the power source for the maglev car. It is essential to describe the characteristics
of its electromagnetic force for further research. The combination of the cylindrical geometry of the ring Halbach
magnetic wheel and the linear geometry of the conductor plate poses significant challenges to analyzing the elec-
tromagnetic force. Additionally, many studies have demonstrated a complex coupling relationship [31–33] between
the magnetic field around the magnetic wheel and the induced magnetic field of the conductor plate, which presents
an unavoidable issue in determining the relationship between magnetic wheel rotational speed and electromagnetic
force. Therefore, this section utilizes function fitting to establish a complex nonlinear relationship between magnetic
wheel rotation speed and electromagnetic force, providing a dynamic model basis for subsequent research. The ma-
glev car examined in this study utilizes differential operation of the front and rear magnetic wheels. The operational
diagram is depicted in Figure 1.

Figure 1. 2D sketch of the longitudinal movement (x− z plane)

The rotation of the magnetic wheels No. 1 and No. 2 produces forward driving force, while the rotation of the
magnetic wheels No. 3 and No. 4 generates backward pulling force. When the rotational speed of both front and
rear magnetic wheels is equal and non-zero, the maglev car remains in a stable suspended state. A difference in
rotational speed between the front and rear magnetic wheels causes the longitudinal movement of the maglev car. If
the driving force generated by the front magnetic wheel exceeds that of the resistance from the rear magnetic wheel,
then the maglev car moves forward; otherwise, it moves backward.

Furthermore, the equipment used in the process of collecting driving force data from the magnetic wheel of the
maglev car is depicted in Figure 2. The illustration shows that the driving force sensor (marked as 1) gathers driving
force data at different rotational speeds. The study marks 2 for a 1:50 scale prototype of the maglev car and the
NMPC plant. The personal computer (marked as 3) is utilized for inputting various rotational speeds into the maglev
car system. A portable force display meter (marked as 4) is equipped with a driving force sensor. A direct current
(DC) power supply (marked as 5) with a constant voltage of 24V and variable current is used to provide energy to
the entire maglev car system.

The driving force data for two sets of magnetic wheels was collected using the experimental equipment shown in
Figure 2, with step sizes of 10 rpm and 100 2000 rpm. The acquisition software set the sampling frequency, allowing
for the calculation of the average driving force at different speeds by considering every 10 data points. The original
and processed data curves for both sets of magnetic wheels are presented in Figure 3.
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Figure 2. Schematic diagram of the experimental apparatus utilized in collecting driving force data

Figure 3. The driving force of the magnetic wheels

As can be seen from Figure 3, the driving force data after processing has a high correlation with the original
data. In addition, there are certain differences in the driving force of the front and rear magnetic wheels because the
electromagnetic characteristics of the actual magnetic wheel are not exactly the same.

After acquiring the driving force data of the magnetic wheel, the LSM was employed to fit the driving force
data using various functions, including polynomial, exponential, Fourier, and rational fraction functions. Depending
on the function form, the polynomial function can also be categorized as linear LSM, while exponential, Fourier
and rational fraction functions are considered nonlinear LSM. Furthermore, these three nonlinear LSM parameter
optimization algorithms utilize the Levenberg-Marquardt method [34]. By introducing factor λ, this algorithm allows
for switching between the gradient descent method and the Gauss-Newton method in terms of optimization step size,
thus combining their respective advantages as follows:

∆x = −
(
JT
f Jf + λI

)−1
JT
f f (1)

where the optimization step of the parameter, f is the regression parameter cost function, Jf is the Jacobian matrix
of the cost function, and λ is the weight factor and an identity matrix. After determining the above four function
forms, the collected data on magnetic wheel driving force were subjected to fitting analysis. The rotational speed of
the magnetic wheel is denoted by x, and the driving force of the front and rear magnetic wheels is denoted by f12(x)
and f34(x), respectively. The detailed fitting results are as follows:

(i) Polynomial function:

f12 (x) = 1.41× 10−14x5 − 9.01× 10−11x4 + 2.23× 10−7x3 − 2.64× 10−4x2 + 0.145x− 5.64
f34 (x) = 1.13× 10−14x5 − 7.42× 10−11x4 + 1.89× 10−7x3 − 2.33× 10−4x2 + 0.133x− 6.326

(2)
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(ii) Exponential function:

f12 (x) = 26.70e−1.39×10−4x − 40.39e−6.54×10−3x

f34 (x) = 25.96e−2.12×10−4x − 37.42e−5.63×10−3x
(3)

(iii) Fourier function:

f12 (x) = −1.05 + 1.57× 109 cos (w1x) + 1.53× 108 sin (w1x)− 6.29× 108 cos (2w1x)
−1.22× 108 sin (2w1x) + 1.01× 108 cos (3w1x) + 3.03× 107 sin (3w1x)
f34 (x) = −54.55− 4.19 cos (w2x) + 115.1 sin (w2x) + 51.31 cos (2w2x)

+6.93 sin (2w2x) + 2.32 cos (3w2x)− 10.2 sin (3w2x)

(4)

(iv) Rational fraction function:

f12 (x) =
12.86x4+7594x3−4300x2−4.67x+0.15
x4−172.4x3+1.62×105x2+700.8x+3.09

f34 (x) =
17.19x4+5440x3−5171x2−55.67x−0.262
x4−123.5x3+1.07×105x2+619.8x+4.96

(5)

Furthermore, a quantitative comparison of the fitting performance of the four function forms was conducted
based on four indexes, namely, sum of squares due to error (SSE), root mean square error (RMSE), coefficient of
determination (R2) and adjusted R2. The formula for these indexes is as follows:

SSE =
m∑
i=1

(yi − ŷi)
2

RMSE =

√
m∑

i=1
(yi−ŷi)

2

m−1−k

R2 = 1−
m∑

i=1
(yi−ŷi)

2

m∑
i=1

(yi−ȳ)2

Adjusted R2 = 1−
(
1−R2

)
m−1

m−k−1

(6)

where, m is the number of sample data, yi and ŷi are the i-th sample and its predicted value, respectively, ȳ is
the sample mean, and k is the number of regression coefficients. The results of the corresponding four evaluation
indexes were then calculated according to Eq. (6), as depicted in Table 1.

Table 1. Results of the four fitting methods

Magnetic Wheel Fitting Method Evaluation Index
SSE RMSE R2 Adjusted R 2

Font

Polynomial function 10.871 0.243 0.994 0.994
Exponential function 15.59 0.289 0.992 0.991

Fourier function 6.75 0.192 0.996 0.996
Rational fraction function 8.86 0.221 0.995 0.995

Rear

Polynomial function 10.35 0.237 0.995 0.995
Exponential function 24.03 0.358 0.989 0.989

Fourier function 9.83 0.231 0.995 0.995
Rational fraction function 14.47 0.282 0.993 0.993

Table 1 shows that the Fourier function exhibits the best fitting performance, followed by the rational and
polynomial fraction functions, while exponential fitting shows the poorest effect. Furthermore, corresponding fitting
curves are provided for a more intuitive comparison of the various methods.

In order to enhance the computational speed of the subsequent controller during hardware platform implemen-
tation, attention should be paid to both the accuracy of the longitudinal dynamic model of the maglev car and its
computational speed, thereby increasing the sampling frequency and improving control effectiveness. Based on the
above four fitting methods, the calculation time of each method under identical conditions was analyzed. A random
rotational speed input ranging from 100 to 2000 rpm was continuously applied to different fitting functions using a
for loop. To emphasize the distinctions between the various fitting methods, the number of iterations was set at 107
and the process was timed. The calculation time results for various fitting methods are presented in Table 2.

The results in Table 2 indicate that the exponential function method demonstrates the highest calculation speed,
with front and rear magnetic wheel driving force fittings taking 3.56 s and 3.35 s, respectively. In summary, although
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the performance of the exponential function fitting method is slightly inferior to other fitting methods in various
performance indicators, the exponential function has fewer parameters and a simpler form. Therefore, the exponential
function fitting method can be utilized to establish the relationship between the driving force and the rotational speed
of the magnetic wheel.

Table 2. The calculation time of various fitting methods

Magnetic Wheel Fitting Method Calculation Time (s)

Font

Polynomial function 5.59
Exponential function 3.56

Fourier function 3.63
Rational fraction function 4.92

Rear

Polynomial function 5.56
Exponential function 3.35

Fourier function 3.69
Rational fraction function 4.90

2.2 Longitudinal Movement Dynamic Model

The fundamental longitudinal operational principle of the maglev car relies on the driving force generated by
the magnetic wheels because the induction conductor plate generates the eddy current when the magnetic wheel
rotates. The eddy current can generate a magnetic field that impedes the magnetic wheel’s rotation. With its unique
structure featuring a ring Halbach permanent magnet array, the maglev car is able to achieve both suspension and
propulsion functions. Furthermore, in order to facilitate the longitudinal movement of the maglev car, the magnetic
wheels on both sides are designed to rotate in opposite directions. This configuration provides driving force for the
maglev car’s longitudinal movement, causing it to move towards the side with greater driving force when there is a
difference in rotational speed between the two-side magnetic wheels. Additionally, restrictions are placed on other
degrees of freedom to minimize their impact on the driving force characteristics of the magnetic wheel and simplify
the dynamic modeling of the maglev car. To illustrate the longitudinal movement principle of the maglev car more
vividly, Figure 4 presents a corresponding schematic diagram.

Figure 4. Illustration of the longitudinal movement of the maglev car

Based on the aforementioned research, a dynamic model was further established in this study for the longitudinal
movement of the maglev car. In order to facilitate subsequent analysis and controller design, assuming the conductor
plates are uniform and neglecting the influence of the gap between the two conductor plates, the suspension height
remains unchanged. At the same time, considering the presence of resistance on the track, the longitudinal movement
of the magnetic car is equivalent to a system containing spring and damping terms. Utilizing the fitting function
from Section 2.1 regarding the driving force of the magnetic wheels on both sides, with backward movement as the
positive direction (i.e., direction of F34 in Figure 4), Newton’s second law was employed to dynamically model the
longitudinal movement system of the maglev car.

mẍ+ klx+ clẋ = F34 (n2)− F12 (n1) (7)

where, x, ẋ, and ẍ represent the longitudinal displacement, velocity, and acceleration, respectively. The total mass
of the maglev car is denoted as m, which is 18 kg. kl and cl represent the stiffness and damping coefficients,
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respectively. F12(n2) and F34(n1) are the fitting functions for the driving force generated by the front and rear
magnetic wheels using the exponential form of Eq. (3), with n1 and n2 being the corresponding rotational speeds.
If the state variable is defined as η =

[
x ẋ

]T , then the nonlinear dynamic model of the longitudinal system of a
maglev car can be expressed as follows:

η̇ =

[
0 1

−kl/m −cl/m

]
η +

[
0

F34 (n2)− F12 (n1)

]

y =

C︷ ︸︸ ︷[
1 0

]
η

(8)

Furthermore, by assuming uniform stiffness and damping coefficients throughout the maglev car’s longitudinal
movement, the displacement of the maglev car was gathered at various rotational speeds. Specifically, the rotational
speeds of the magnetic wheels on both sides increased from 100 rpm to 2000 rpm in steps of 100 rpm, while the
rotational speed of the other side was set to 0 rpm. In addition, one-side magnetic wheel rotational speed increased
from 400 rpm to 1100 rpm in steps of 100 rpm, while the speed on the other side remained fixed at 100 rpm. A total
of 56 sets of movement conditions were tested. Subsequently, using MATLAB’s ode45 function and LSM for fitting,
the superior stiffness and damping coefficients for the longitudinal movement of the maglev car were obtained. The
algorithm flow is outlined as follows:

Algorithm 1 The fitting for stiffness and damping coefficients of the maglev car
1: Input: 56 groups of the maglev car movement conditions and non-linear dynamic equation f(x, u).
2: Output: stiffness coefficient kl and damping coefficient cl.
3: Step 1: The coefficients for LSM xt0 =

[
kl0 cl0

]
are initialized, and the upper and lower limits are ub and

lb.
4: Step 2: For i = 1, do.
5: Step 3: xdis = displacement of the movement condition (i).
6: Step 4: xpre = ode45 (f(x, u) , tspan,xt0).
7: Step 5: Regression coefficients xt, residue resnorm = l sgr (f(x, u), xt0, xpre, xdis, ub, lb).
8: Step 6: xt0 = xt.
9: Step 7: Steps 3 to 6 are repeated.

10: Step 8: All movement conditions are completed.
11: Step 9: Stiffness coefficient kl and damping coefficient cl are output.

(a) Front and rear magnetic wheels at 100 rpm and 500 rpm (b) Front and rear magnetic wheels at 500 rpm and 100 rpm

(c) Front and rear magnetic wheels at 0 rpm and 800 rpm (d) Front and rear magnetic wheels at 1000 rpm and 0 rpm

Figure 5. The validation of dynamic models of the maglev car
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In Algorithm 1, the nonlinear dynamical equation f(x, u) is given by Eq. (7). The functions ode45 and lsqr
are built-in MATLAB functions for solving ordinary differential equations and performing LSM, respectively. After
training on the collected 56 sets of movement condition data, the residual 2-norm square resnorm = 0.005 was
obtained, and the stiffness coefficient kl was determined to be 2.76×10−6 N/m, with the damping coefficient cl being
45.12 N·s/m. In order to verify the effectiveness of the fitted stiffness and damping coefficients, four sets of the
maglev car longitudinal movement conditions were selected for comparison with a nonlinear dynamic model, as
shown in Figure 5.

The curves in both the subgraph (a) of Figures 5 and the subgraph (b) of Figures 5 show a clear inflection point
during the running process, which is caused by the different resistances of the maglev car at various positions on
the track. The four sets of movement conditions in Figure 5 demonstrate that the stiffness and damping coefficients
obtained from training have a great effect, effectively describing the longitudinal dynamic characteristics of the
maglev car. This provides a kinetic model foundation for subsequent research.

3 NMPC Method Design

In order to better fit the practical controller design, NMPC first discretizes the nonlinear dynamic model using
the forward Euler method, with a sampling time of Ts. The state equation for the nonlinear longitudinal movement
system of the maglev car is as follows:

η (k + 1) = η (k) + Tsf (η (k) , u (k)) = F (η (k) , u (k))
y (k) = Cη (k)

(9)

where, η (k) represents the state variable of the longitudinal movement system at time k, u(k) =
[
n1 n2

]T is the
input of the longitudinal movement system. The nonlinear function matrix, f(η(k), u(k)), is expressed as follows:

f (η (k) , u (k)) =

[
0 1

−kl/m −cl/m

]
η (k) +

[
0

F34 (n2)− F12 (n1)

]
(10)

Therefore, assuming the current time is the k-th sampling moment, the sequence of control variables within the
next Nc moments is as follows:

U (k) = [u (k) , u (k + 1) , · · · , u (k +Nc − 1)] (11)

where, Nc, also known as the control horizon, represents the future application ofNc control inputs to the longitudinal
system of the maglev car. Similarly, assuming that Np future system states can be obtained, Np is also known as the
prediction horizon in NMPC. Therefore, it is possible to iteratively calculate the system states from time k to time
Np based on Eq. (9) as follows:

η (k + 1 |k ) = F (η (k) , u (k))
η (k + 2 |k ) = F (η (k + 1) , u (k + 1))
...
η (k +Np |k ) = F (η (k +Np − 1) , u (k +Np − 1))

(12)

where, η(k + i | k) represents the prediction of the state variable at time k + i given at time k. Normally, Nc

should be less than or equal to Np. Therefore, the control sequence in Eq. (12) should satisfy u (k +Nc) = · · · =
u (k +Np) = 0. Similarly, the corresponding output of the longitudinal movement system of the maglev car can be
obtained:

y (k + 1 |k ) = Cη (k + 1)
y (k + 2 |k ) = Cη (k + 2)
...
y (k +Np |k ) = Cη (k +Np)

(13)

Assuming the reference signal sequence at time k is
[
yr (k + 1 |k ) · · · yr (k +Np |k )

]T . Therefore, the cost
function of the NMPC at time k can be defined as:

J (k) =

Np∑
i=1

(y (k + i |k )− yr (k + i |k ))TQm (y (k + i |k )− yr (k + i |k )) + u(k + i)
T
Rmu (k + i) (14)
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where, Qm andRm are the weight matrix of the longitudinal system output and control of the maglev car, respectively,
which are utilized to penalize the system output and control. Therefore, under the constraint conditions, the cost
function in Eq. (14) can be minimized as follows:

min J (k)
s.t. Umin ≤ U (k) ≤ Umax

(15)

where, Umin and Umax are the lower and upper bounds, respectively. Thus, the control problem of the longitudinal
movement of the maglev car at time k is transformed into a constrained quadratic programming (QP) problem. By
solving this, the optimal control sequence U ∗ (k) at that time can be obtained, applying only the first value of the
sequence to the system. The above steps are repeated until the entire control process is completed.

4 Experimental Result
4.1 Experimental Equipment

To further validate the effectiveness of the NMPC method, the longitudinal movement experiment platform for
the maglev car was designed in this study, as shown in Figures 6 and 7.

Figure 6. 1:50 maglev car

Figure 7. Track for the longitudinal movement of the maglev car

Figure 8. The experimental platform for the longitudinal movement of the maglev car
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The main body frame of the maglev car in Figure 6 is made of bakelite plate produced with phenolic resin,
aiming to reduce the weight of the whole vehicle and avoid eddy currents induced in the frame during the rotation of
magnetic wheels. To ensure a firm connection between the motor and the frame, a non-magnetic material, stainless
steel, was chosen to customize the motor mounting bracket. At the same time, a certain type of brushless direct
current motor (BLDC) was selected as the power source for driving the magnetic wheels. As a core component,
the Halbach circular permanent magnet array with 4 poles and a 90° magnetization angle was adopted to provide
horizontal driving force for the maglev car. In addition, field-oriented control (FOC) was used as a driver for
brushless DC motors, and real-time feedback of the actual rotational speed signal was achieved through built-in Hall
sensors in order to realize precise control of the magnetic wheel rotational speed.

Figure 7 shows a 3m-long longitudinal movement track, which was constructed to restrict other degrees of
freedom and only allow the maglev car to move longitudinally. The track was assembled from multiple copper plates
underneath, with the magnetic wheels interacting with them to achieve propulsion. Then the track was fixed around
its perimeter by insulating boards, and sliding rail guides were installed on both sides internally. Free-moving sliders
on top were connected by slider brackets to aluminum profiles on both sides of the maglev car, constraining it to
move back and forth along the longitudinal direction only.

To further validate the superiority of the NMPC method, an NMPC system for the longitudinal movement of
the maglev car based on the dSPACE MicroLabBox was designed. Meanwhile, a PID controller was also deployed
for subsequent comparative control experiments. The experimental platform for the longitudinal movement of the
maglev car with dSPACE is shown in Figure 8.

In Figure 8, MicroLabBox communicates with the personal computer via a reticle to observe displacement
and rotational speed signals and download control models from MATLAB/Simulink. The interaction between
MicroLabBox and the maglev car was achieved through input/output (I/O) interfaces using alligator clip signal lines
and DuPont wires to collect the longitudinal displacement and velocity data, as well as transmit control signals for
rotational speed. To simplify the control process, the control signals were directly transmitted to four FOC drivers
via the DAC output ports of MicroLabBox to achieve rotational speed control of the magnetic wheels.

4.2 Result Analysis

To comprehensively evaluate the control effects of PID and NMPC, a total of six different experimental conditions
were set for comparison. These mainly include the movement of the maglev car from three different initial positions
to the reference signal position of 1 m, as well as their situations with disturbances. The detailed description of each
condition is shown in Table 3.

Table 3. The description of experimental conditions

Experimental Condition Initial Position With or Without Disturbance
Experiment 1 0.03 m Without
Experiment 2 0.5 m Without
Experiment 3 2.32 m Without
Experiment 4 0.03 m With
Experiment 5 0.5 m With
Experiment 6 2.32 m With

In order to analyze the impact of different initial positions on the performance of PID and NMPC controllers,
the maglev car was initially placed at three different positions: 0.03 m, 0.5 m, and 2.32 m. Under the action of
both controllers, the car moved and stabilized at the target position of 1 m. The experimental results for these three
conditions are presented in Figures 9-11.

According to the result of Experiment 1 in Figure 8, NMPC can reach the target position of 1 m in a shorter
time, and has smaller overshoot and steady-state errors, showing better control performance than PID. The rotational
speed response curves of the magnetic wheels on both sides show that the NMPC controller can consume less energy
to enable the maglev car to reach and hold the reference position.

Figures 9 and 10 demonstrate that, regardless of the initial position of the maglev car at 0.5m or 2.32m, the NMPC
controller enables the maglev car to reach the reference position faster and with smaller overshoot and steady-state
error than the PID controller. Under both experimental conditions, the NMPC also consumes less energy than the
PID controller. Additionally, in order to maintain a relatively high linear rotational speed range for the maglev car
system, the rotational speed control limit is imposed on the PID controller (100 rpm 1000 rpm). However, this results
in increased overshoot and prolonged stability time as it tends to maintain its rotational speed at the boundary for
extended periods. Furthermore, it can be observed from Figure 10 that both the PID and NMPC controllers exhibit
noticeable lag when controlling the maglev car to reach its target position, due to the rail gap effects encountered
when passing through copper plate joints.
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Figure 9. Experiment 1: Initial position of 0.03 m without disturbance

Figure 10. Experiment 2: Initial position of 0.5 m without disturbance

Figure 11. Experiment 3: Initial position of 2.32 m without disturbance

In addition, an external disturbance was introduced in three different initial positions under the experimental
conditions, causing the maglev car to deviate a certain distance after reaching the reference position. This aims to
analyze the robustness of PID and NMPC controllers, corresponding to Experiments 4, 5, and 6. The experimental
results are shown in Figures 12-14.

The results from three different disturbance experiment conditions demonstrate that the NMPC controller is
capable of rapidly controlling the maglev car to restore to its reference position after external disturbances disappear,
and maintaining a small steady-state error at the target position. The rotational speed curves of the three conditions
indicate that the NMPC controller has a smoother rotational speed control curve compared to the PID controller,
which also contributes to the smoother operation of the maglev car.

In addition, the performance of the two controllers without disturbance was quantitatively compared using five
evaluation criteria, namely, rise and settling time, overshoot, steady-state error, and energy consumption. Energy
consumption refers to the whole work done by the maglev car throughout the control process, and it can be defined

52



as follows:

We =
∑

|Fa| |∆d| (16)

where, We represents the total work done by the maglev car in the longitudinal movement throughout the entire
control process, serving as a substitute for energy consumption in the system. Fa stands for the resultant force
received by the maglev car at each moment during its longitudinal movement, which can be fitted with the Eq. (3).
And ∆d denotes the displacement difference between the previous moment and this moment. The above evaluation
indicators were obtained through calculation, as detailed in Table 4.

Figure 12. Experiment 4: Initial position of 0.03 m with disturbance

Figure 13. Experiment 5: Initial position of 0.5 m with disturbance

Figure 14. Experiment 6: Initial position of 2.32 m with disturbance

The following conclusions can be drawn from Table 4:
1. Rise time: Compared to PID, NMPC demonstrates a faster response in disturbance-free experimental

conditions 1, 2 and 3, indicating that the NMPC controller is more sensitive to changes in the system.
2. Settling time: In experimental conditions where the system follows three sets of steady reference signals

without disturbance, it is evident that the settling time of NMPC is significantly superior to that of PID. NMPC can

53



maintain the maglev car in the reference position for a shorter period of time. This point is also confirmed by the
experimental results shown in Figures 8-10.

3. Overshoot: In three sets of undisturbed experimental conditions, the PID controller performed poorly in terms
of overshoot, with the smallest overshoot being as high as 60.4%. In contrast, NMPC exhibited a smaller overshoot,
and was able to maintain the deviation between the maglev car and the reference signal within a smaller range even
when the reference signal changed.

4. Steady-state error: In experimental conditions 1, 2, and 3, it is evident that the steady-state error of the NMPC
is significantly smaller than that of the PID controller. This demonstrates its excellent steady-state performance and
its ability to better track reference signals.

5. Energy consumption: The energy consumption for the three experimental conditions mentioned above is
calculated using Eq. (16), as shown in Table 4. The data reveals that the NMPC consistently consumes less energy
than the PID controller. This suggests that the NMPC controller is capable of consuming less energy to enable the
maglev car to track the reference signal.

In addition, for disturbed experimental conditions, i.e., Experiments 4, 5 and 6, the performance of PID and NMPC
controllers was compared using recovery time, RMSE during the disturbance period, and energy consumption. The
recovery time refers to the time when the maglev car returns to the target position after the disturbance disappears.
The corresponding indicator values are shown in Table 5.

Table 4. Experimental results without disturbance

Experimental Condition Controller Rise Time Setting Time Overshoot Steady-State Error Energy Consumption

Experiment 1 PID 6.51 20.04 78.19% 7.87× 10−5 29.26
NMPC 4.17 5.28 0.08% 2.65× 10−5 19.26

Experiment 2 PID 3.41 11.48 60.4% 3.07× 10−4 12.09
NMPC 2.22 2.79 0.21% 1.1× 10−3 9.40

Experiment 3 PID 3.57 21.43 66.04% 7.92× 10−4 50.26
NMPC 3.05 4.03 0.36% 2.43× 10−4 24.90

Table 5. Experimental results with disturbance

Experimental Condition Controller Recovery Time RMSE Energy Consumption

Experiment 4 PID 7.94 0.66 2.60× 103

NMPC 0.88 0.32 1.73× 103

Experiment 5 PID NaN 0.36 2.59× 103

NMPC 0.75 0.31 1.71× 103

Experiment 6 PID NaN 0.34 2.63× 103

NMPC 0.69 0.31 1.73× 103

The following conclusions can be drawn from Table 5:
1. Recovery time: In comparison with PID, NMPC demonstrates a faster recovery time in experimental conditions

4, 5, and 6. It is capable of restoring the maglev car to its reference position more quickly after disturbances have
disappeared. NaN indicates that the time exceeds the entire control period.

2. RMSE: In the experiments with disturbances in the above three groups, it can be observed that the RMSE
of NMPC during the disturbance period is smaller than that of PID. This indicates that the NMPC controller can
reduce the deviation of the maglev vehicle from its reference position when subjected to external disturbances,
demonstrating a stronger ability to resist disturbances.

3. Energy consumption: In comparison with PID, NMPC also has the same advantages in terms of energy
consumption, being able to consume less energy to control the longitudinal movement of the maglev car. This is
more beneficial for the long-term operation of the maglev car.

In this study, six different sets of experimental conditions were set up to compare the performance of PID and
NMPC controllers. The rise time, settling time, overshoot, steady-state error, and energy consumption were selected
for comparison under disturbance-free conditions. The recovery time, RMSE during disturbances, and energy
consumption were used to analyze the performance of both controllers under disturbed conditions. The superior
performance of the NMPC controller in six different experimental conditions was verified.

5 Conclusions

In this study, an NMPC method for the longitudinal movement of the maglev car was designed to enhance the
tracking performance and robustness. Based on this, a nonlinear dynamic model for the longitudinal movement
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of the maglev car was developed based on LSM. And the effectiveness of the nonlinear dynamic model of the
maglev car in longitudinal movement was verified through comparison with experiments. Next, a control strategy
for the longitudinal movement of the maglev car under the framework of NMPC was further designed. Finally, an
experimental platform for the longitudinal movement of the maglev car was set up, and a corresponding NMPC
hardware control system was designed based on dSPACE to verify the superiority of NMPC for the longitudinal
movement of the maglev car. The experimental results under different conditions show that, compared to a PID
controller, the NMPC controller exhibits faster response speed, shorter settling time, and smaller overshoot. Even in
the presence of external disturbances, the NMPC controller can minimize the RMSE for the longitudinal movement
of the maglev car and restore the system to the reference signal in a shorter time, demonstrating stronger robustness.
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