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Abstract—In this paper, we review and compare several
velocity-level and acceleration-level Pseudo-Inverse-based Path
Planning (PPP) and Pseudo-Inverse-based Repetitive Motion
Planning (PRMP) schemes based on the kinematic model of
robotic manipulators. We show that without unit consistency
in the pseudo-inverse computation, path planning of incommen-
surate robotic manipulators will fail. Also, we investigated the
robustness and noise tolerance of six PPP and PRMP schemes in
the literature against various noise types (i.e. zero, constant, time-
varying and random noises). We compared the simulated results
using two redundant robotic manipulators: a 3DoF (2RP), and
a 7DoF (2RP4R). These experimental results demonstrate that
the improper Generalized Inverse (GI) with arbitrary selection
of unit and/or in the presence of noise can lead to unexpected
behavior of the robot, while producing wrong instantaneous
outputs in the task space, which results in distortions and/or
failures in the execution of the planned path. Finally, we propose
and demonstrate the efficacy of the Mixed Inverse (MX) as the
proper GI to achieve unit-consistency in path planning.

Index Terms—Jacobians, pseudo-inverses, generalized matrix
inverses, path planning, unit-consistency, robotic manipulators.

I. INTRODUCTION

PATH planning relies on formal schemes to control robotic
manipulators to follow a desired Cartesian trajectory

while avoiding joint limits, singularities, and obstacles [1]–[7].
These schemes are of great interest to the robotics community
because they span many engineering fields and real-world
robotic applications (e.g. assembly, welding, handling tasks,
surgery, etc.) [6], [8], [9]. In essence, the schemes offer dif-
ferent ways to relate a desired trajectory defined by a sequence
of Cartesian locations, D(t)∈Rm, to the corresponding values
in joint space, Q(t) ∈ Rn – where m is the dimension of
the Cartesian or task space and n the number of Degrees
of Freedom (DoF) of the manipulator [7], [10]–[13]. In this
same regard, Repetitive Motion Planning (RMP) focuses on
achieving repeatability in path planning tasks [6], [14]–[16].

Over the years, various schemes for Pseudo-inverse-based
Path Planning (PPP) and Pseudo-inverse-based Repetitive Mo-
tion Planning (PRMP) have been proposed [6], [7], [10]–
[15]. PPP and PRMP are usually formulated either up to
the joint velocity level or the joint acceleration level. In that
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(a) MP / m / zero noise (b) MP / mm / zero noise

Fig. 1: Desired path (blue) versus estimated path (red) for the 7DoF (2RP4R)
using the MVN scheme based on the Moore-Penrose (MP) Generalized
Inverse while varying the units of the prismatic joint from m to mm.

sense, Jacobians and Generalized Inverse (GI) Jacobians are
fundamental notions and heavily incorporated in most (if not
all) path planners. They must be accurately estimated using
respectively: 1) analytical [17], numerical [18], geometric [17],
[19], and elementary transform sequence [20]) approaches (for
the Jacobian); and 2) Moore-Penrose [21], Error Damping
[22], Filtered Jacobian [23], Damped Jacobian [24], Selective
Damping [25], Improved Error Damping [26], Singular Value
Filtering [27], Unit-Consistent [28], and Mixed GI’s [28] (for
the inverse Jacobians). Mathematically, most methods in the
literature derived from a Velocity-level PPP scheme (V-PPP)
or an Acceleration-level PPP scheme (A-PPP). In V-PPP, the
relationship between D and Q is formulated as the summation
of two terms: a minimum-norm solution and a homogeneous
solution [12], [13], [17], [29]:

Q̇ = J−̃1Ḋd +(I − J−̃1J)z (1)

where Q̇ ∈ Rn is the first-order partial derivative of the joint
vector Q with respect to time, Ḋd ∈ Rm is the first-order
time derivative of the desired Cartesian vector Dd , I ∈ Rnxn

is the identity matrix, z ∈ Rn is an arbitrary vector selected
via some optimal criteria at the velocity level, and J−̃1 ∈Rnxm

is a GI of the Jacobian matrix J ∈ Rmxn. Similarly, A-PPP is
mathematically formulated as it follows [13], [17], [29]:

Q̈ = J−̃1(D̈d − J̇Q̇)+(I − J−̃1J)z (2)

where Q̈ ∈ Rn is the second-order time derivative of the joint
vector Q, D̈d ∈ Rm is the second-order time derivative of the
desired Cartesian vector Dd , z ∈ Rn is an arbitrary vector
selected via some optimal criteria, this time at the acceleration
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level, and J̇ ∈ Rmxn is the first order time derivative of the
Jacobian matrix J ∈Rmxn. Setting z= 0 in equations (1) and (2)
reduces these equations respectively to the Minimum Velocity
Norm (MVN) and the Minimum Acceleration Norm (MAN)
[17], [30].

The Moore-Penrose [21] (J†) is certainly the most widely
employed GI (J−̃1 ⇐ J†) for PPP and PRMP. However, very
little to no attention has been placed on the type of GI to
guarantee and preserve unit-consistency and noise tolerance of
the published methods. Recently, it has been shown that the
Jacobian-based Inverse Kinematics solver using the Moore-
Penrose GI often fails to preserve these same properties in
the case of incommensurate robotic manipulators [28], [31]–
[34]. As the reader probably knows, incommensurate concerns
all sequential manipulators having a combination of prismatic
(linear) and revolute (rotational) joints. Such manipulators may
have its variables expressed in different units – e.g. end-
effector poses D⃗ expressed using meters, or centimeters, etc.;
and prismatic joints, i.e. Q⃗= [Q1,Q2, ..,Qi] where Qi = di, may
again be expressed in meters, or centimeters, etc. [35], [36].
While these manipulators require consistency with respect to
the choice of a single unit for all its variables (e.g. in the
Denavit-Hartenberg, DH, representation), the use of some GI’s
– often in the literature, the Moore-Penrose – can violate
the same unit consistency in the calculated inverse Jacobian
[28], [31]–[34]. This problem can be understood as having an
inverse Jacobian solution that exhibits unexpected sensitivity
to the choice of unit, when in fact the system should not be
affected by such choice [28], [31]–[35]. The main question
here is how significant this problem is for PPP and PRMP
schemes, moreover in the presence of various noise types. As
a motivating example, Figure 1 shows the behavior of a 7DoF
redundant incommensurate robot when following a simple
circular path using the Moore-Penrose GI for the calculation
of MVN (eq. 1). We observe that the manipulator successfully
follows the desired path when its prismatic joint is expressed
in m, however, it fails to do so when the chosen unit is
mm. This paper brings to light these undesired behaviors,
often overlooked by the robotics community, and addresses
the above question with the following main contributions:

1) to investigate the effects of change of units in PPP and
PRMP schemes;

2) to review and compare well-established PPP and PRMP
schemes under various noise types (e.g., zero, constant,
time-varying) found in the literature;

3) to solve this problem by applying the Mixed Inverse
(MX) which achieves unit-consistency in PPP and
PRMP schemes;

4) to demonstrate that even under various noise types, the
MX-GI retains unit-consistent properties for PPP and
PRMP. That is, it allows for the design of reliable and
robust (i.e. stable) schemes.

II. BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK

As mentioned in section I, over the year, many different
schemes have been derived from the V-PPP and the A-PPP
schemes. However, the Moore-Penrose GI (MP-GI) has been

widely adopted for all such cases. Early work from Klein
and Wang [37] reviewed three pseudo-inverses (Left-Pseudo-
inverse, Right-Pseudo-inverse, Moore-Penrose GI) used in
PPP schemes. The authors proposed to supplement the MVN
scheme with an additional homogeneous term based on an
optimal criterion to be minimized subject to the optimal joint
velocities. In this regard, several optimal criteria have been
introduced [7], [17], [30], [38]. De Luca et al [14] started
looking at necessary and sufficient conditions for achieving
optimal repeatability and cyclicity in periodic PRMP tasks
of redundant manipulators. Recently, Guo et al. [12] pro-
posed a new velocity-level Proportional-Integral-Derivative-
based (PID-based) scheme for the PPP tasks in the presence of
various noise types (e.g., zero, constant, time-varying). Their
scheme was designed to take into account the proportional,
integral, and derivative information of the desired Cartesian
end-effector trajectory. In [6], Guo et al. used their PID-bassed
PPP scheme for PRMP tasks, hence achieving highly precise
joint angle repeatability and end-effector motion. Moreover,
Li et al. [39] built on previous work from [12] to design a P-
based RMP scheme with noise suppression capabilities. In this
work, the velocity-level PRMP scheme was also reformulated
as a quadratic programming (QP) problem to guarantee the
optimality of the solution found. Wang et al. [13] introduced
an acceleration-level feedback-added PPP scheme based on
a weighted combination of the MAN [17], [30] scheme and
the Weighted MVN (WMVN) [7], [40] scheme reformulated
up to the acceleration-level. In [10], [11], Flacco et al in-
troduced the Saturation in the Null Space (SNS) method for
addressing online inversion of differential task kinematics for
redundant manipulators, in the presence of hard limits of joint
space motion. Their method integrates task scaling and task
prioritization, and combine joint limits into hard constraints at
specific robot configurations. All the aforementioned studies
have the following points in common: (1) they mainly used
the Moore-Penrose GI in their schemes, (2) they only focused
on commensurate manipulators (made of only revolute joints),
and (3) they did not investigate the stability and robustness of
their schemes in the case of incommensurate robots. More
recently, Uhlmann [28] developed two GI’s: UC and MX
applicable to incommensurate and commensurate robots. In
[31], Zhang and Uhlmann used an incommensurate robot to
demonstrate that the MP-GI was making the system unstable
when the units were varied. With the UC GI, they achieved
a stable IK solution. Similarly, Zhang and Uhlmann [32]
examined the MP, UC and MX-GI’s with an incommensurate
system consisting a robotic arm attached to a rover. They
showed that the MP failed to preserve consistencies with
respect to changes of units while the UC failed to preserve
consistencies with respect to changes in rotation of the coor-
dinate frame. Interestingly, a combination of these two GI’s in
the MX-GI was able to achieve a unit-consistent behavior for
the system. In these studies, path planning was not investigated
and the robotic systems were assumed to be without noise.
That is, in this paper, we employ the MX-GI rule of thumb
developed in [34] to integrate the MX-GI in several PPP and
PRMP schemes, and evaluate their unit-consistency properties
and noise tolerance characteristics.
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TABLE I: Investigated Pseudo-inverse-based Path-Planning (PPP) and Repetitive Motion Planning (PRMP) schemes for robotic manipulators

Schemes Equations Robots Used References
Velocity-level schemes

PID-PPP Q̇ = J†(Ḋd −α( f (Q)−Dd)−β
∫ t

0( f (Q)−Dd)dτ)
)

4R, 7R [12]
WMVN Q̇ = J†

W Ḋd =W−1JT (JW−1JT )−1Ḋd 7R, 50R [7], [17], [40]
SNS-V Q̇ = (JW )†Ḋd +(I − (JW )†J)Q̇N = Q̇N +(JW )†(Ḋd − JQ̇N) 7R [10], [11]

Acceleration-level schemes
MAN Q̈ = J†(D̈d − J̇Q̇) 4R, 7R [17], [30]
FPBM Q̈ =

(
αJ†

W +(1−α)J†)(D̈d − J̇Q̇+ k1(Ḋd − JQ̇)+ k2(Dd − f (Q))
)
+α(I − J†

W J)W−1J̇T (JW−1JT )−1Ḋd 4R [13]
SNS-A Q̈ = (JW )†(D̈d − J̇Q̇)+(I − (JW )†J)Q̈N = Q̈N +(JW )†(D̈d − J̇Q̇− JQ̈N) 7R, 50R [10], [11]

TABLE II: D-H Parameters of the serial robots used in the experiments.
The angles θ and α are expressed in degrees. The variables d and a are shown
in millimeters (mm) – but they were changed in the implementation to match
the different choices of units.

i θ d a α

1 θ1 0 1000 0
2 θ2 0 1100 90
3 0 d3 0 0

(a) 3 DoF Planar arm [31]

i θ d a α

1 θ1 0 0 90
2 θ2 0 250 90
3 0 d3 0 0
4 θ4 0 0 90
5 θ5 140 0 90
6 θ6 0 0 90
7 θ7 0 0 0

(b) 7 DoF GP66+1 arm

Algorithm 1 Moore-Penrose Generalized Inverse (MP-GI)

1: procedure MP-GI(J)
2: Step 1: Compute Singular Valued Decomposition (SVD) of J
3: [U,S,V ] = SV D(J)
4: Step 2: Compute MP-GI (J−MP) of J
5: J−MP = (USV ∗)−MP =V S−1U∗

6: return J−MP

7: end procedure

Algorithm 2 Unit-Consistent Generalized Inverse (UC-GI)

1: procedure UC-GI(J)
2: Step 1: Compute Scaling Decomposition (SD) of J
3: [E,SUI ,D] = SD(J)
4: Step 2: Compute Singular Valued Decomposition (SVD) of SUI
5: [USUI ,SSUI ,VSUI ] = SV D(SUI)
6: Step 3: Compute UC-GI (J−UC) of J
7: J−UC =

(
E(USUI SSUI V

∗
SUI

)D
)−UC

= E−1V S−1U∗D−1

8: return J−UC

9: end procedure

Algorithm 3 Mixed Generalized Inverse (MX-GI)

1: procedure MX-GI(J)
2: Step 1: Partition J into AW ,AX ,AY ,AZ block matrices according to
3: the rule of thumb developed in [34] as expressed in Equation (3)
4: Step 2: Compute MX-GI (J−MX ) of J based on Equation (4)
5: return J−MX

6: end procedure

III. PROPOSED METHODOLOGY

Table I summarizes the equations characterizing the
velocity-level and acceleration-level PPP and PRMP schemes
investigated in this paper alongside with their investigated
commensurate robots and citations. As mentioned in Section
II, all these algorithms were developed and evaluated using
the MP-GI to calculate the inverse Jacobians (J†). Further-
more, their robustness and stability were not demonstrated on
incommensurate robotic manipulators. In this paper, for each
of the schemes presented in Table I, we replaced the MP-

GI by the MX-GI (J† ⇐ J−MX ) to achieve rotation and unit
consistent properties of the PPP and PRMP (see Figure 1)
for incommensurate robots. That is, the trajectories followed
by the robot under all units are guaranteed to be exactly the
same. The MX-GI is derived using the concept of block matrix
inverse [41], where columns of the matrix related to variables
requiring unit consistency (e.g. ∂/∂Qi, where Qi requires unit
consistency) must be block-partitioned at the top left and
bottom left of J, and the remaining columns for variables not
requiring unit consistency, at the top and bottom right of J
[28], [32]–[34]. This partitioning is expressed as:

J =

[
AW AX
AY AZ

]
(3)

where AW relates to the block of variables requiring unit-
consistency, AZ relates the block of variables not requiring unit
consistency, AX and AY are remaining blocks after moving the
columns of J. Once, the blocks of J have been partitioned,
the block-matrix inverse [28] is applied to J to compute its
MX-GI J−MX as follows:

J−MX =

[
B11 B12
B21 B22

]
B11 = (AW −AX A−MP

Z AY )
−UC

B12 =−A−UC
W AX (AZ −AY A−UC

W AX )
−MP

B21 =−A−MP
Z AY (AW −AX A−MP

Z AY )
−UC

B22 = (AZ −AY A−UC
W AX )

−MP

(4)

where (.)−MP ⇐ (.)† is the MP-GI [21] and (.)−UC the UC-GI
[28]. In a nutshell, the MX-GI is a combination of the MP-
GI and UC-GI based on the concept of block matrix inverse.
We refer the readers to [28] for all the mathematical proofs
related to the derivation of the UC-GI. Algorithms 1, 2, and
3 provide the main steps for computing the MP-, UC-, and
MX-GI’s, respectively.

The fundamental challenge in the use of the MX-GI remains
the block-partitioning of the matrix to invert. In that regard,
we employ the rule of thumb for the use of the MX-GI as
established in [33], [34]: all revolute joints appearing before
a prismatic joint of interest whose Z − axis are not parallel
need to be included in AW . That is because if the Z −axis of
a revolute joint prior to a prismatic joint are not parallel (i.e.
causing a projection of the Z−axis of the revolute joint to the
Z − axis of the following prismatic joint), a rotation caused
by the revolute joint will affect the prismatic joint, which will
violate unit-consistency unless they are placed in the AW block
partitioning where they can be handled by the UC-GI. On the
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other hand, if the two Z −axis are parallel, the revolute joint
will not affect the prismatic joint, and hence they need to be
placed in AZ , so that they can be handled by the MP-GI.

A. Application of the MX-GI to the 3DoF-2RP robot

The Jacobian J of the 3DoF robot is given by:

J =

[
∂X
∂θ1

∂X
∂θ2

∂X
∂d3

∂Y
∂θ1

∂Y
∂θ2

∂Y
∂d3

]
=

[
AW AX
AY AZ

]
(5)

Based on the rule of thumb developed in [33], [34], the MX-GI
J−M of J is given by:

J−M =

[
A−U

W 0
0 0

]
(6)

where AW = J is the entire 2x3 matrix; AX = [0 0]T is a 2x1
matrix of zeros, AY = [0 0 0] is 1x3 matrix of zeros and
AZ = [0] is a 1x1 matrix of zeros. The resulting J−M inverse
Jacobian matrix is a 4x3 matrix with one row and one column
of zeros.

B. Application of the MX-GI to the 7DoF-2RP4R robot

The Jacobian J of the 7DoF robot is given by:

J =



∂X
∂θ1

∂X
∂θ2

∂X
∂d3

∂X
∂θ4

∂X
∂θ5

∂X
∂θ6

∂X
∂θ7

∂Y
∂θ1

∂Y
∂θ2

∂Y
∂d3

∂Y
∂θ4

∂Y
∂θ5

∂Y
∂θ6

∂Y
∂θ7

∂Z
∂θ1

∂Z
∂θ2

∂Z
∂d3

∂Z
∂θ4

∂Z
∂θ5

∂Z
∂θ6

∂Z
∂θ7

∂Ro
∂θ1

∂Ro
∂θ2

∂Ro
∂d3

∂Ro
∂θ4

∂Ro
∂θ5

∂Ro
∂θ6

∂Ro
∂θ7

∂Pi
∂θ1

∂Pi
∂θ2

∂Pi
∂d3

∂Pi
∂θ4

∂Pi
∂θ5

∂Pi
∂θ6

∂Pi
∂θ7

∂Ya
∂θ1

∂Ya
∂θ2

∂Ya
∂d3

∂Ya
∂θ4

∂Ya
∂θ5

∂Ya
∂θ6

∂Ya
∂θ7


=

[
AW AX
AY AZ

]

(7)
Here also, based on the rule of thumb developed in [33], [34],
the MX-GI J−M of J is given by equation 4 based-on the
following block-partitioning of J:

AW =


∂X
∂θ1

∂X
∂θ2

∂X
∂d3

∂Y
∂θ1

∂Y
∂θ2

∂Y
∂d3

∂Z
∂θ1

∂Z
∂θ2

∂Z
∂d3

 , AX =


∂X
∂θ4

∂X
∂θ5

∂X
∂θ6

∂X
∂θ7

∂Y
∂θ4

∂Y
∂θ5

∂Y
∂θ6

∂Y
∂θ7

∂Z
∂θ4

∂Z
∂θ5

∂Z
∂θ6

∂Z
∂θ7

 ,

AY =


∂Ro
∂θ1

∂Ro
∂θ2

∂Ro
∂d3

∂Pi
∂θ1

∂Pi
∂θ2

∂Pi
∂d3

∂Ya
∂θ1

∂Ya
∂θ2

∂Ya
∂d3

 , AZ =


∂Ro
∂θ4

∂Ro
∂θ5

∂Ro
∂θ6

∂Ro
∂θ7

∂Pi
∂θ4

∂Pi
∂θ5

∂Pi
∂θ6

∂Pi
∂θ7

∂Ya
∂θ4

∂Ya
∂θ5

∂Ya
∂θ6

∂Ya
∂θ7


C. Unit-consistency in the presence of various noise types

In practice, the noise is often encountered in the form
of truncated errors, rounding errors, scheme uncertainty, and
external disturbance [39]. Moreover, the noise can be constant
or varying during the path planning [12], [15], [39]. To eval-
uate the noise suppression capabilities of the PPP and PRMP
schemes presented in Table I when using the MX-GI, the noise
formulation in [12] is adopted. For each of these schemes, the
desired path velocities Ḋd ∈ Rm or desired path accelerations
D̈d ∈Rm were contaminated by a vector-form noise δ (t)∈Rm

to create noise-polluted versions of these paths. In other words,
without the existence of noise, δ (t) = 0 ∈ Rm, and otherwise
(i.e. in the presence of noise) δ (t) = [c1,c2, . . . ,cm]

T ∈ Rm

for constant noise or δ (t) = [ f1(t), f2(t), . . . , fm(t)]T ∈ Rm for

(a) 3DoF - Path 1
(Circle) [12], [15]

(b) 3DoF - Path 2
(Rhodonea) [6]

(c) 3DoF - Path 3
(Tricuspid) [6], [13]

(d) 7DoF - Path 1
(Interlaced Circle)

(e) 7DoF - Path 2
(3D Rhodonea)

(f) 7DoF - Path 3
(Bent Tricuspid)

Fig. 2: Investigated trajectories. For the 3DoF (2RP), these trajectories are
2-dimensional paths while for the 7DoF (2RP4R) they are designed to be
3-dimensional in the robot workspace.
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Fig. 3: MP-GI versus MX-GI path errors while varying the units from m
to mm for the WMVN, PID-PPP, V-SNS, MAN, FPBM and A-SNS schemes
applied to the circle trajectory (path 1) of the 3DoF (2RP) manipulator. When
a value exists next to a box plot, it indicates the maximum value (in mm) of
the error distribution that has been zoomed in for better visualization.

when noise is time-varying [12], [15], [39]. We also tested
with δ (t) = [r1,r2, . . . ,rm]

T ∈ Rm with each ri being a seeded
random number between [0,1] for when noise is random
(e.g., different throughout the path). In this case, the random
generator is seeded as the units are varied.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this section, we present the comparative results ob-
tained with the two aforementioned incommensurate redundant
robots having their DH parameters in Table II. As mentioned in
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TABLE III: Average errors (in mm) between the desired and estimated paths using the investigated PPP schemes for the 3DoF (2RP) planar manipulator
with zero, constant, time-varying, and random noises. The dm results have been omitted for space consideration.

1
Schemes

3DoF - Path 1 (Circle) 3DoF - Path 2 (Rhodonea) 3DoF - Path 3 (Tricuspid)
2 Original MP-GI Proposed MX-GI Original MP-GI Proposed MX-GI Original MP-GI Proposed MX-GI
3 m cm mm m cm mm m cm mm m cm mm m cm mm m cm mm

4 Errors for Zero Noise in mm
5 PID-PPP 0.00 0.01 913.4 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.23 21.1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.9 17.4 0.00 0.00 0.00
6 WMVN 0.16 2.54 38.41 0.16 0.16 0.16 3.07 14.3 27.7 2.99 2.99 2.99 1.14 22.4 967.8 0.98 0.98 0.98
7 V-SNS 0.18 16.08 16.42 0.16 0.16 0.16 3.55 64.9 79.4 3.17 3.17 3.17 0.94 8.94 8.95 0.99 0.99 0.99
8 MAN 0.68 122.7 402.7 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.58 18.51 860.6 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.01 282.7 34.67 0.01 0.01 0.01
9 A-SNS 0.68 68.58 68.45 0.96 0.96 0.96 2.05 16.3 25.8 2.15 2.15 2.15 0.71 18.25 116.84 0.71 0.71 0.71
10 FPBM 0.00 0.06 1.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.19 10.5 690.1 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.00 14.99 168.28 0.00 0.00 0.00

11 Errors for Constant Noise in mm
12 PID-PPP 0.58 0.58 28.30 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.55 0.73 23.94 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.52 18.9 8.22 0.52 0.52 0.52
13 WMVN 1.8E3 1.5E3 434.7 1.8E3 1.8E3 1.8E3 1.7E3 1.0E3 585.3 1.7E3 1.7E3 1.7E3 2.9E3 1.4E3 892.8 2.9E3 2.9E3 2.9E3
14 V-SNS 1.2E3 1.1E3 1.1E3 1.2E3 1.2E3 1.2E3 1.1E3 1.2E3 1.2E3 1.4E3 1.4E3 1.4E3 2.9E3 2.8E3 2.8E3 2.9E3 2.9E3 2.9E3
15 MAN 9.7E3 9.4E3 2.4E3 9.7E3 9.7E3 9.7E3 1.8E3 710.6 1.3E3 1.8E3 1.8E3 1.8E3 964.4 2.4E3 3.1E19 964.4 964.4 964.4
16 A-SNS 9.7E3 7.7E3 7.6E3 9.7E3 9.7E3 9.7E3 1.8E3 595.1 654.1 1.8E3 1.8E3 1.8E3 2.1E3 847.9 787.7 2.9E3 2.9E3 2.9E3
17 FPBM 0.53 0.52 5.63 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.16 11.17 29.16 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.25 6.6 8.9 0.25 0.25 0.25

18 Errors for Time-varying Noise in mm
19 PID-PPP 0.30 0.30 752.21 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.29 0.46 144.4 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.22 12.47 14.92 0.22 0.22 0.22
20 WMVN 190.9 163.7 204.3 190.9 190.9 190.9 189.7 186.8 210.7 189.7 189.7 189.7 185.1 185.4 573.77 185.3 185.3 185.3
21 V-SNS 312.9 307.3 305.5 312.9 312.9 312.9 193.7 248.4 248.8 189.6 189.6 189.6 185.3 183.0 183.1 185.3 185.3 185.3
22 MAN 757.7 553.3 2E22 757.8 757.8 757.8 190.7 193.2 209.5 190.7 190.7 190.7 992.9 1.9E21 1.2E20 89.38 89.38 89.38
23 A-SNS 757.7 553.3 1.7E3 757.7 757.7 757.7 190.2 196.5 201.8 190.2 190.2 190.2 185.3 181.1 501.9 185.3 185.3 185.3
24 FPBM 0.13 0.36 3.72 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.19 11.8 305.8 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.21 6.34 8.01 0.23 0.23 0.23
25 Errors for Random Noise in mm
26 PID-PPP 0.87 0.87 190.73 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.76 1.02 90.9 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.71 9.26 7.34 0.71 0.71 0.71
27 WMVN 3.5E3 2.5E3 256.1 3.5E3 3.5E3 3.5E3 2.2E3 1.2E3 531.1 2.2E3 2.2E3 2.2E3 3.6E3 1.5E3 927.9 3.6E3 3.6E3 3.6E3
28 V-SNS 1.8E3 1.7E3 1.7E3 1.8E3 1.8E3 1.8E3 1.3E3 1.0E3 1.1E3 1.6E3 1.6E3 1.6E3 3.4E3 3.2E3 3.5E3 3.5E3 3.5E3 3.5E3
29 MAN 1.2E4 1.1E4 2E17 1.2E4 1.2E4 1.2E4 2.1E3 744.6 1.3E3 2.1E3 2.1E3 2.1E3 1.2E3 3.1E3 1.3E21 1.2E3 1.2E3 1.2E3
30 A-SNS 1.2E4 9.1E3 9.1E3 1.2E4 1.2E4 1.2E4 2.1E3 606.0 477.3 2.1E3 2.1E3 2.1E3 3.5E3 748.8 1.5E3 3.5E3 3.5E3 3.5E3
31 FPBM 0.64 7.13 22.06 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.16 11.85 521.8 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.41 66.96 11.15 0.26 0.26 0.26
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Fig. 4: MP-GI versus MX-GI path errors while varying the units from m
to mm for the WMVN, PID-PPP, V-SNS, MAN, FPBM and A-SNS schemes
applied to the rhodonea trajectory (path 2) of the 3DoF (2RP) manipulator.
When a value exists next to a box plot, it indicates the maximum value (in
mm) of the error distribution that has been zoomed in for better visualization.

section A, the issues related to the choice of units happen with
all Jacobian types. Here, the Geometric Jacobian is employed
in all the investigated schemes as it gets cumbersome to
derive the Analytical Jacobian for higher DoF robots. Multiple
experiments were run using various paths to show the unit- and
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Fig. 5: MP-GI versus MX-GI path errors while varying the units from m
to mm for the WMVN, PID-PPP, V-SNS, MAN, FPBM, and A-SNS schemes
applied to the tricuspid trajectory (path 3) of the 3DoF (2RP) manipulator.
When a value exists next to a box plot, it indicates the maximum value (in
mm) of the error distribution that has been zoomed in for better visualization.

noise-consistency properties of the proposed MX-GI PPP and
MX-GI PRMP schemes. Figure 2 depicts all the investigated
paths for the 3DoF robot (circle, rhodonea, and tricuspid)
and the 7DoF robot (interlaced circle, 3D rhodonea, and
bent tricuspid). As in [7], [10]–[13], and since the rotational
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Fig. 6: Desired path versus estimated paths while varying the units from m, dm, cm, to mm for the 3DoF (2RP) using respectively the WMVN and MAN
under zero noise with both the MP- and MX-GI’s. Similar behaviors are observed with the other schemes.

components of the end-effector pose (i.e. RPY in Dd(t)) are not
affected by unit choices (i.e. they lie on the bottom rows of the
block-partitioned J), the experiments presented here focused
only on reporting the end-effector positions (XY Z in Dd(t)).

A. In the case of the 3DoF-2RP redundant robot

Table III presents the comparative results for all the inves-
tigated schemes when applied to the 3DoF incommensurate
robot. In the absence of noise, rows 5 to 10 on the same
Table, all schemes were able to achieve less than 1mm average
error when the unit chosen was m, whether the MP and MX-
GI’s were employed for the circle and tricuspid paths. For
the rhodonea path, the average errors were less than 1mm for
PID-PPP, MAN and FPBM schemes; and 3.07mm, 3.55mm
and 2.05mm respectively for the WMVN, V-SNS, and A-SNS
when the unit chosen was m. However, when all variables were
set to any of the remaining units (cm, dm or mm) the average
error was no longer consistent across all cases for the MP-GI,
while the MX-GI consistently repeated the path followed in

the m case. As depicted in Figures 3, 4, and 5; the box-plots
for the error vary with the unit choice when using the MP-
GI, but they are the same when using the MX-GI for both
V-PPP-derived schemes (i.e. WMVN, PID-PPP and V-SNS)
and A-PPP-derived schemes (i.e. MAN, FPBM, and A-SNS).
Figure 6 illustrates the trajectory followed by the end-effector
with the WMVN and MAN schemes in the absence of noise.
In Figures 6a, 6e, and 6i, we observe that the robot produces
undesirable behaviors by failing to accurately and consistently
follow the desired investigated paths under some of the units
with the MP-GI-based WMVN scheme. However, Figures 6b,
6f, and 6j, show that with the MX-GI-based WMVN scheme
consistently succeeds for the same path with all units. The
same observations can be made under the MAN scheme by
looking at Figures 6c, 6d, 6g, 6h, 6k, and 6l.

Finally, in the presence of noise, Table III present the results
obtained with constant (rows 12 to 17), time-varying (rows
19 to 24), and random (rows 26 to 31) noise contamination.
Here, δ (t) was set in the following manner: (1) constant
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Fig. 7: MP-GI versus MX-GI path errors while varying the units of the
prismatic joint from m to mm for the WMVN, PID-PPP, V-SNS, MAN, FPBM
and A-SNS schemes applied to the interlaced circle trajectory (path 1) of the
7DoF (2RP4R) manipulator. When a value exists next to a box plot, it indicates
the maximum value (in mm) of the error distribution that has been zoomed
in for better visualization.

noise δ (t) = u ∗ [0.3,0.5]T for velocity-level schemes [12]
and δ (t) = u∗ [0.03,0.05]T for acceleration-level schemes; (2)
time-varying noise δ (t) = u ∗ [0.3 ∗ sin(2t),0.5 ∗ cos(2t)]T for
velocity-level schemes [12] and δ (t)= u∗ [0.03∗sin(2t),0.05∗
cos(2t)]T for acceleration-level schemes; (3) random noise
δ (t) = u ∗ [r1,r2, . . . ,rm]

T ∈ Rm with each ri being a seeded
random number between [0,1]; where t is the time and u is
either 1, 10, 100, or 1000 according to the choice of m, dm,
cm, or mm as unit. From rows 13 to 16, 20 to 23, and 27 to
31 on Table III, we observe that the WMVN, V-SNS, MAN,
and A-SNS schemes, which do not have noise suppression
capabilities, fail to follow the desired path across different
units when using either the MP- and MX-GI’s. However,
the MX-GI is still capable of preserving its unit-consistency
properties across different units even though the error is large.
That is, the noise suppression capability of a scheme is not
inherent to the choice of GI, but to its formulation, and even a
consistent GI can not fix that. This observation is consolidated
by the PID-PPP (rows 12, 19, 26) and FPBM (rows 17, 24,
31) schemes which succeed in their trajectory following tasks
in the presence of noise because of their noise-suppression
properties. Similar to [12], the feedback gains were set to
α = β = 1000 for the PID-PPP scheme. In the case of the
FPBM scheme, the gains had to be empirically adjusted to
k1 = k2 = 1000 from those used in the original MP-GI-based
FPBM ( [13]) due to the use of a different GI and a different
robot: here a MX-GI-based FPBM and a 3DoF-RRP.
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Fig. 8: MP-GI versus MX-GI path errors while varying the units of the
prismatic joint from m to mm for the WMVN, PID-PPP, V-SNS, MAN, FPBM
and A-SNS schemes applied to the 3-dimensional rhodonea trajectory (path
2) of the 7DoF (2RP4R) manipulator. When a value exists next to a box plot,
it indicates the maximum value (in mm) of the error distribution that has been
zoomed in for better visualization.

B. In the case of the 7DoF-2RP4R redundant robot

From rows 5 to 10 on Table IV, we observe that, except
for one scheme, all investigated schemes were able to achieve
less than 1mm average errors when the unit chosen for the
7DoF robot is m, for both the MP- and MX-GI’s, and in
the absence of noise: i.e. the A-SNS scheme achieved about
1.66mm average error for the interlaced circle path. For the
3-dimensional rhodonea path, the PID-PPP, MAN and FPBM
schemes achieved less than 1mm average errors in the m case,
while the WMVN, the V-SNS and the A-SNS respectively
achieved 2.58mm, 1.84mm and 6.01mm. For the bent tricuspid
path, all the MP-GI-based schemes achieved less than 1mm
under the m case. However, when the units were set from
m to mm for all the investigated paths, the average error
was no longer consistent across all units for the MP-GI-
based schemes. After applying the MX-GI, the behavior of
the robot end-effector remained the same across all units. As
depicted in Figures 7, 8, and 9, the box-plots of the errors
vary with the choice of unit for the MP-GI-based schemes,
while they are the same for MX-GI-based schemes. Figure
10 illustrates the trajectories followed under the WMVN and
MAN schemes without noise contamination. In Figures 10a,
10e, and 10i, the end-effector behaviors exhibited by the robot
are not consistent across all units for the MP-GI-based WMVN
scheme. However, Figures 10b, 10f, and 10j show that the end-
effector behavior is consistent across all units when the MX-
GI is used. The same observation can be made for the MAN
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TABLE IV: Average errors (in mm) between the desired and estimated circular using the investigated PPP schemes for the 7DoF (2RP4R) manipulator
with zero, constant, time-varying, and random noises. The dm results have been omitted for space consideration. When WC for ”Without Completing” exists
in a table cell, it indicates that the scheme did not complete the trajectory following task because MATLAB reached its highest precision.

1
Schemes

7DoF - Path 1 (Interlaced Circle) 7DoF - Path 2 (3D Rhodonea) 7DoF - Path 3 (Bent Tricuspid)
2 Original MP-GI Proposed MX-GI Original MP-GI Proposed MX-GI Original MP-GI Proposed MX-GI
3 m cm mm m cm mm m cm mm m cm mm m cm mm m cm mm

4 Errors for Zero Noise in mm
5 PID-PPP 0.00 0.01 978.1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 148.5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 663.6 0.00 0.00 0.00
6 WMVN 0.41 1.11 333.2 0.59 0.59 0.59 2.58 2.33 267.1 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.72 1.56 522.4 0.69 0.69 0.69
7 V-SNS 0.43 27.9 28.0 0.96 0.96 0.96 1.84 2.85 48.08 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.71 1.88 261.9 0.70 0.70 0.70
8 MAN 0.17 0.16 807.6 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.04 9.53 310.7 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.27 576.9 0.04 0.04 0.04
9 A-SNS 1.66 103.8 816.2 1.01 1.01 1.01 6.01 59.1 433.6 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.48 2.65 537.4 0.47 0.47 0.47
10 FPBM 0.05 2.03 675.4 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.12 4.19 315.5 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.16 309.9 0.00 0.00 0.00

11 Errors for Constant Noise in mm
12 PID-PPP 0.66 0.66 965.7 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.64 0.68 183.5 0.64 0.64 0.64 1.31 1.31 298.6 1.31 1.31 1.31
13 WMVN 2.0E3 2.1E3 1.7E3 2.1E3 2.1E3 2.1E3 2.1E3 2.0E3 870.0 2.0E3 2.0E3 2.0E3 6.5E3 6.6E3 1.2E3 6.5E3 6.5E3 6.5E3
14 V-SNS 1.2E3 1.4E3 1.2E3 1.2E3 1.2E3 1.2E3 2.1E3 2.0E3 2.0E3 2.0E3 2.0E3 2.0E3 6.6E3 6.6E3 6.5E3 6.5E3 6.5E3 6.5E3
15 MAN 2.1E3 2.1E3 1.4E3 2.1E3 2.1E3 2.1E3 2.1E3 2.1E3 533.5 2.1E3 2.1E3 2.1E3 6.7E3 6.5E3 660.9 6.5E3 6.5E3 6.5E3
16 A-SNS 2.1E3 WC WC 2.1E3 2.1E3 2.1E3 2.1E3 2.1E3 466.3 2.1E3 2.1E3 2.1E3 6.5E3 6.3E3 594.2 6.6E3 6.6E3 6.6E3
17 FPBM 0.07 25.4 18.6 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.12 4.05 332.5 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.06 0.19 313.4 0.06 0.06 0.06

18 Errors for Time-varying Noise in mm
19 PID-PPP 0.36 0.36 1.0E3 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.45 0.47 183.7 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.73 0.73 683.1 0.73 0.73 0.73
20 WMVN 245.6 246.4 788.6 245.6 245.6 245.6 245.2 244.1 508.2 245.1 245.1 245.1 241.8 240.5 510.8 241.8 241.8 241.8
21 V-SNS 545.6 546.3 546.7 545.8 545.8 545.8 245.3 244.2 247.9 245.0 245.0 245.0 241.8 235.7 250.4 241.8 241.8 241.8
22 MAN 245.3 245.4 743.5 245.4 245.4 245.4 1.1E3 681.2 WC 307.1 307.1 307.1 242.1 231.7 724.7 242.1 242.1 242.1
23 A-SNS 245.5 WC WC 245.5 245.5 245.5 411.8 2.3E3 WC 344.5 344.5 344.5 242.0 240.4 747.9 242.3 242.3 242.3
24 FPBM 0.03 26.3 83.1 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.11 4.21 310.4 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.02 0.16 315.9 0.02 0.02 0.02
25 Errors for Random Noise in mm
26 PID-PPP 0.94 0.94 898.5 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.91 0.98 155.0 0.91 0.91 0.91 2.2 2.2 441.6 2.2 2.2 2.2
27 WMVN 2.7E3 2.7E3 2.5E3 2.7E3 2.7E3 2.7E3 2.6E3 2.2E3 1.2E3 2.6E3 2.6E3 2.6E3 8.6E3 8.7E3 996.6 8.6E3 8.6E3 8.6E3
28 V-SNS 1.5E3 1.5E3 1.4E3 1.5E3 1.5E3 1.5E3 2.7E3 2.7E3 2.5E3 2.7E3 2.7E3 2.7E3 8.6E3 8.7E3 8.7E3 8.6E3 8.6E3 8.6E3
29 MAN 784.7 522.7 8.6E3 568.8 568.8 568.8 1.3E3 918.7 WC 576.0 576.0 576.0 8.6E3 8.5E3 626.1 8.6E3 8.6E3 8.6E3
30 A-SNS 2.0E8 WC WC 2.0E8 2.0E8 2.0E8 415.9 WC WC 347.8 347.8 347.8 8.6E3 8.3E3 691.0 8.6E3 8.6E3 8.6E3
31 FPBM 0.08 24.8 44.9 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.06 3.78 328.3 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.21 310.0 0.08 0.08 0.08
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Fig. 9: MP-GI versus MX-GI path errors while varying the units of the
prismatic joint from m to mm for the WMVN, PID-PPP, V-SNS, MAN, FPBM
and A-SNS schemes applied to the bent tricuspid trajectory (path 3) of the
7DoF (2RP4R) manipulator. When a value exists next to a box plot, it indicates
the maximum value (in mm) of the error distribution that has been zoomed
in for better visualization.

scheme based on Figures 10c, 10g, and 10k, which clearly
show that the MP-GI schemes produce undesired end-effector
behaviors when the units are varied from m to mm, while MX-

GI based schemes remain consistent as depicted in Figures
10d, 10h, and 10l.

The schemes were also tested under constant, time-varying,
and random noise contamination. Once again, here, δ (t) was
set as following: (1) constant noise δ (t) = u ∗ [0.3,0.5,0.3]T
for velocity-level schemes, and δ (t) = u ∗ [0.03,0.05,0.03]T

for acceleration-level schemes; (2) time-varying noise δ (t) =
u∗ [0.3∗ sin(2t),0.5∗ cos(2t),0.3∗ sin(2t)]T for velocity-level
schemes and δ (t) = u ∗ [0.03 ∗ sin(2t),0.05 ∗ cos(2t),0.03 ∗
sin(2t)]T for acceleration-level schemes; (3) random noise
δ (t) = u ∗ [r1,r2, . . . ,rm]

T ∈ Rm with each ri being a seeded
random number between [0,1]; where t is the time and u
is either 1, 10, 100, or 1000 according to the choice of m,
dm, cm, or mm as unit. From rows 13 to 16, 20 to 23,
and 27 to 30 on Table IV, we notice that the WMVN, V-
SNS, MAN, and A-SNS schemes also failed the trajectory
following task depending on the choice of units for the MP-
GI. Similar to what happened in [12], in the case of the
MP-GI-based MAN and A-SNS for cm and/or mm units,
the simulation completely failed without completing (”WC”)
the task because MATLAB reached its highest precision as
the tracking error grew unbounded. However, the MX-GI-
based MAN and A-SNS remained consistent across all units
even though the error was high due to the intrinsic lack of
noise-suppression capability of the scheme. Similarly to the
3DoF case, the feedback-based PID-PPP (rows 12, 19, 26)
and FPBM (rows 17, 24, and 31) schemes succeeded in their
tasks in the presence of noise and provided consistent results
across all units when the MX-GI was employed. Here also,
the feedback gains used with the 7DoF were set to the same
values as in the 3DoF case.
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(a) WMVN / MP / Path 1 / Zero noise (b) WMVN / MX / Path 1 / Zero noise (c) MAN / MP / Path 1 / Zero noise (d) MAN / MX / Path 1 / Zero noise

(e) WMVN / MP / Path 2 / Zero noise (f) WMVN / MX / Path 2 / Zero noise (g) MAN / MP / Path 2 / Zero noise (h) MAN / MX / Path 2 / Zero noise

(i) WMVN / MP / Path 3 / Zero noise (j) WMVN / MX / Path 3 / Zero noise (k) MAN / MP / Path 3 / Zero noise (l) MAN / MX / Path 3 / Zero noise

Fig. 10: Desired path versus estimated paths while varying the units of the prismatic joint from m, dm, cm, to mm for the 7DoF (2RP4R) using respectively
the WMVN and MAN with both the MP and MX-GI’s. Similar behaviors are observed with the other schemes.

TABLE V: Total number of GI calls in the implementation of the
investigated Pseudo-inverse-based Path-Planning (PPP) and Repetitive Motion
Planning (PRMP) schemes

1 Schemes GI Calls 3DoF Total GI Calls 7DoF Total GI Calls
2 MP-GI MX-GI MP-GI MX-GI

5 PID-PPP 1 1 MP 1 UC 1 MP 5 MP + 5 UC
6 WMVN 1 1 MP 1 UC 1 MP 5 MP + 5 UC
7 V-SNS ≥ 2 ≥ 2 MP ≥ 2 UC ≥ 2 MP ≥ 2 * (5 MP + 5 UC)
8 MAN 1 1 MP 1 UC 1 MP 5 MP + 5 UC
9 A-SNS ≥ 2 ≥ 2 MP ≥ 2 UC ≥ 2 MP ≥ 2 * (5 MP + 5 UC)
10 FPBM 3 3 MP 3 UC 3 MP 3 * (5 MP + 5 UC)

C. Discussion on the runtime of the investigated MP-GI- and
MX-GI-based schemes

Table V shows the number of GI calls performed by
all the investigated PPP and PRMP schemes. Based on the
mathematical formulations of the PID-PPP, WMVN, MAN,
and FPBM schemes as presented in Table I, it can be observed
that these schemes respectively need 1, 1, 1, and 3 GI calls.
However, the exact number of GI calls performed by the V-
SNS and A-SNS schemes, before returning a solution, is not

known as the readers can observe in Algorithm 1 in [11]. The
V-SNS scheme adjusts the null space joint velocity vector Q̇N
until a feasible solution is obtained while the A-SNS scheme is
similarly designed at the acceleration level. Since 1 iteration,
of these schemes, performs at least 2 GI calls, they require ≥ 2
GI calls before returning a solution. Therefore, depending on
the trajectory type, the number of DoF, and the GI employed;
these schemes can get slower in their execution. Table VI
shows the total computation time (in seconds) needed to go
through all the waypoints of the 3DoF and 7DoF paths (see
Figure 2) with all the investigated MP-GI- and MX-GI-based
schemes without noise consideration. In Table VI, when the
units are changed from m to a cm and mm, ”X” indicates
that the scheme was unable to preserve the same end-effector
behavior.

In the case of the 3DoF robot, the MX-GI is reduced to
the UC-GI as expressed by Equation (6) based on the MX-
GI rule of thumb. That is the time complexity of the MX-
GI is equivalent to the time complexity of the UC-GI. And
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TABLE VI: Total computation time (in seconds) needed to traverse all the
waypoints in a trajectory with a scheme under zero noise. All the investigated
trajectories had 7000 waypoints. The dm results have been omitted for space
consideration. When the unit is changed from m to cm and mm, ”X” indicates
that the scheme was unable to preserve the same end-effector behavior.

1
Schemes

3DoF-RRP 7DoF-RRPRRRR
2 Original MP-GI Proposed MX-GI Original MP-GI Proposed MX-GI
3 m cm mm m cm mm m cm mm m cm mm

4 Path 1 - Circle Path 1 - Interlaced Circle
5 PID-PPP 3.6 X X 4.1 4.0 4.1 6.1 X X 8.9 8.8 8.9
6 WMVN 4.3 X X 4.8 4.8 4.8 6.8 X X 7.8 7.9 7.8
7 V-SNS 4.3 X X 4.9 4.9 4.9 6.8 X X 12.7 12.8 12.6
8 MAN 4.9 X X 5.8 5.9 5.8 7.6 X X 9.4 9.6 9.5
9 A-SNS 5.2 X X 6.5 6.8 6.2 7.8 X X 20.1 19.8 20.0
10 FPBM 5.4 X X 6.8 6.9 6.9 8.5 X X 11.7 11.8 11.5

11 Path 2 - Rhodonea Path 2 - 3D Rhodonea
12 PID-PPP 3.6 X X 4.1 4.1 4.0 6.1 X X 8.4 8.7 8.5
13 WMVN 4.8 X X 6.1 6.0 5.9 6.3 X X 9.3 9.3 9.2
14 V-SNS 4.9 X X 5.8 5.7 5.8 6.7 X X 11.7 11.6 11.3
15 MAN 5.0 X X 6.2 6.3 6.6 6.8 X X 8.6 8.7 8.6
16 A-SNS 5.1 X X 7.8 7.9 7.6 7.2 X X 15.6 15.5 15.5
17 FPBM 5.1 X X 7.7 7.4 7.6 7.7 X X 11.0 11.1 11.1

18 Path 3 - Tricuspid Path 3 - Bent Tricuspid
19 PID-PPP 3.6 X X 4.0 4.0 4.0 6.2 X X 8.5 8.4 8.2
20 WMVN 4.8 X X 5.4 5.3 5.3 6.3 X X 9.1 9.2 9.2
21 V-SNS 4.8 X X 5.4 5.3 5.5 6.4 X X 11.3 11.4 11.4
22 MAN 4.9 X X 5.4 5.5 5.6 6.3 X X 9.1 9.1 9.2
23 A-SNS 5.0 X X 6.5 6.4 6.3 6.7 X X 28.9 28.8 28.8
24 FPBM 5.3 X X 6.8 6.9 6.9 7.3 X X 16.9 16.9 16.9

based on Algorithms 1 and 2, the UC-GI has one more scaling
decomposition step that the MP-GI does not have, hence
requiring slightly longer runtime. This fact can be observed
in lines 5, 6, and 8 of Table VI where for schemes requiring
1 GI call, the MX-GI has longer but comparable runtime to
the MP-GI for path 1. For schemes requiring more than 1 GI
call, the MX-GI runs a little bit longer as presented in lines
7, 9, and 10 of Table VI. The same observations can be made
by looking at Table VI in lines 12 - 17 for path 2 and lines
19 - 24 for path 3.

In the case of the 7DoF robot, the MX-GI does not reduce
to either the MP-GI or the UC-GI but instead combines both
GI’s to guarantee unit-consistency. In such a case, the MX-GI
requires 5 MP-GI and 5 UC-GI calls as showed in Table V, for
schemes requiring 1 GI call in their formulation. However, for
schemes requiring more than 1 GI call (≥ 2 GI Calls), the MX-
GI require at least 10 MP-GI and 10 UC-GI calls. This fact
is verified in lines 5, 6, and 8 of Table VI where for schemes
requiring 1 GI call, the MX-GI has longer but still comparable
runtime to the MP-GI for path 1. For schemes requiring more
than 1 GI call, the MX-GI-based gets slower as presented in
lines 7, 9, and 10. Here also, the same observations can be
made by looking at lines 12 - 17 for path 2 and lines 19 - 24
for path 3 in Table VI.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper focused on demonstrating the issues related
to unit consistency of six of the various velocity-level and
acceleration-level PPP and PRMP methods in the literature.
We also discussed the requirements for achieving unit con-
sistency in PPP and PRMP schemes of redundant incom-
mensurate robotic manipulators both in the absence of noise
and presence of various types of noise. We demonstrated
that widely used pseudo-inverse-based schemes, which rely
on the MP-GI, fail to preserve consistent trajectory planning
behavior for arbitrary selections of unit and in the presence of
noise when applied to incommensurate robotic manipulators

TABLE VII: Example behavior of the SVD and UI-SVD of the Analytical
Jacobian (JA) of the 3DoF (2RP) manipulator estimated at the joint configu-
ration Q= [θ1 = 30o,θ2 = 30o,d3 =−0.7m]. The prismatic joint d3 is varied
from m (meter) to mm (millimeter).

1 Var. m mm

2 Geometric Jacobian [17] at Q= [θ1 = 30o,θ2 = 30o,d3 =−0.7m]

3 JA

[
−1.80 −1.30 0.86
0.80 −0.05 −0.50

] [
−1800 −1300 0.86

800 −50 −0.50

]
4 Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) of JG

5 U
[

0.94 0.31
−0.31 0.94

] [
0.95 0.28
−0.28 0.95

]
6 S

[
2.48 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.54 0.0

] [
2309.3 0.0 0.0

0.0 489.32 0.0

]
7 V

−0.78 0.33 0.51
−0.48 −0.85 −0.19
0.36 −0.40 0.83

  −0.84 0.53 6.1E −4
−0.53 −0.84 2.3E −4

3.9E −4 −5.2E −4 1


8 Scaling Decomposition [43] of JG

9 E
[

0.46 0.0
0.0 2.13

] [
0.46 0.0
0.0 2.13

]
10 SUI

[
−0.70 −2.39 0.59
1.42 −0.42 −1.68

] [
−0.70 −2.39 0.59
1.42 −0.42 −1.68

]
11 D

0.83 0.0 0.0
0.0 3.92 0.0
0.0 0.0 1.58

 8.3E −4 0.0 0.0
0.0 3.9E −3 0.0
0.0 0.0 1.58


12 Singular Value Decomposition of SUI

13 USUI

[
0.89 0.44

−0.44.0 0.89

] [
0.89 0.44

−0.44.0 0.89

]
14 SSUI

[
2.65 0.0 0.0
0.0 2.13 0.0

] [
2.65 0.0 0.0
0.0 2.13 0.0

]
15 VSUI

−0.47 0.45 0.75
−0.73 −0.67 −0.06
0.47 −0.58 0.65

 −0.47 0.45 0.75
−0.73 −0.67 −0.06
0.47 −0.58 0.65



even if the scheme presents noise suppression properties.
Experimental results based on 3DoF (2RP) and 7DoF (2RP4R)
redundant incommensurate robots clearly show that these
inconsistencies can be resolved by the use of the MX-GI
whether the scheme is derived from a velocity-level or an
acceleration-level. Future research will investigate the effects
of unit choices on Quadratic Programming-based [10], [11],
[42] and Data-Driven-based [16] reformulations of PPP and
PRMP schemes. Currently, the unit-consistency analysis was
performed based on the kinematic model of the manipulators;
future analyses will include dynamic models as well. Another
future work will focus on applying auto-tuning techniques
(e.g., evolutionary computation methods) on the gains of the
feedback-based schemes.

APPENDIX

To understand the unit-consistency issues related to the
use of the MP-GI for incommensurate robotic manipulators,
consider the following example of a 3DoF (RRP) planar
robot from Table IIa. Based on the Denavit-Hartenberg (DH)
methodology and the Forward Kinematics T , the expression of
its Analytical Jacobian (JA) can be find by taking the derivative
of D (last column of T ) as follows:

JA =
∂D
∂Q

=

[
−a1S1 −a2S12 +d3C12 −a2S12 +d3C12 S12
a1C1 +a2C12 +d3S12 a2C12 +d3S12 −C12

]
(8)

where D ∈ Rm=2 is the position vector, Q =
[
θ1,θ2,d3

]T ∈
Rn=3 is the joint configuration vector, a1 and a2 are link
lengths as described in Table IIa, S1 = sin(θ1), C1 = cos(θ1),
S12 = sin(θ1 + θ2), and C12 = cos(θ1 + θ2). From equation
(8), it can be clealy seen that changing the unit of the
prismatic joint d3 only affects the two first columns of JA.
For Q =

[
θ1 = 30o,θ2 = 30o,d3 =−0.7m

]T ∈ R3, JA is given
in row 3 of Table VII when d3 is expressed in m and mm. From
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Fig. 11: Comparison between the left (11a), (11b) and right singular vectors
(11c), (11d) obtained respectively with the SVD and UI-SVD decompositions
of JG in m and mm.

Table VII, the MP-GI (J−MP
A ) can be derived using the Singular

Value Decomposition (SVD) of JA shown in rows 5, 6, and 7
which respectively denotes the left singular vectors (U), the
singular values (S), and the right singular vectors (V ). It can be
clearly seen that choosing another unit to express the prismatic
joint d3 leads to completely different SVD decompositions as
U , S, and V in m and mm are not related by an order of
magnitude or a scale. This observation is visualized in Figures
11a and 11c where the basis formed by those vectors in m and
mm do not coincide. Hence, JMP

A will lead to inconsistencies
in the calculations of joint velocities or joint accelerations in
equations (1) and (2). On the other hand, the UC-GI (J−UC

A )
relies on the Unit-Invariant Singular Value Decomposition [28]
(UI-SVD) which combines the Scaling Decomposition [43]
(SD) and the Singular Value Decomposition (SVD). First, UI-
SVD uses SD, as shown in rows 9, 10, and 11, to capture
the change of units or scaling of JA from m to mm in the
left (E) and right (D) scaling matrices. Such a decomposition
clearly shows that JA is a scaling of SUI . Then, UI-SVD applies
SVD to SUI . Free of any scaling influence, the unit-invariant
left singular vectors (USUI ), singular values (SSUI ), and right
singular vectors (VSUI ), as shown respectively in rows 13, 14
and 15, are identical for m and mm. Figures 11b and 11d show
how the basis formed by those vectors in m and mm coincide.
That is, JUC

G will lead to unit-consistent results in equations
(1) and (2).

Only analysis of d3 expressed in m and mm based on an
Analytical Jacobian are provided in Table VII and Figure 11,
however similar behaviors are observed with other jacobian
types (Geometric, Numerical, and Elementary Transform Se-
quence Jacobians) and when d3 is expressed in dm and cm.
That is the unit-consistency issues observed when using the
MP-GI are unrelated to the type of Jacobians used.
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