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A B S T R A C T
Designing an autonomous precise controller for ships requires accurate and reliable ship models,
including the ship dynamic model and actuator model. However, selecting a suitable model for
controller design and determining its parameters pose a significant challenge, considering factors
such as ship actuation, input constraints, environmental disturbances, and others. This challenge is
further amplified for underactuated ships, as obtaining decoupled experiment data is not feasible,
and the limited data available may not adequately represent the motion characteristics of ships. To
address this issue, we propose a novel model-based parameter estimation approach, called MBPE-
LOGO, for underactuated ship motion models. This method combines local optimization and global
optimization methods to solve the model identification problem using a dataset generated from real
experiments. The effectiveness of the identified model is verified through extensive comparisons of
different trajectories and prediction steps.

1. Introduction
1.1. Background and motivations

The concept of "Maritime Autonomous Surface Ship"
(MASS) has gained attention in recent years as a means
of enhancing the intelligence of vessels. Tugs, a type of
vessel known for their superior maneuverability compared
to traditional large cargo ships, are particularly suitable
for implementing intelligent control. Consequently, numer-
ous companies and institutes in different countries have
made significant advancements in autonomous tug tech-
nology. For instance, the Svitzer Hermod project (2017)
(Devaraju, Chen and Negenborn, 2018), a collaboration
between Maersk Line and Rolls Royce, demonstrated the
world’s first remote-controlled tug in Copenhagen Harbor.
The tug was operated remotely by the Remote Operation
Center, successfully achieving anchoring and docking with
a crew on board. However, this remote operation still re-
quired some human presence. Subsequently, in the RECO-
TUG project (2021) (Choi, Jang and Woo, 2023), Svitzer
collaborated with Kongsberg and the American Bureau of
Shipping (ABS) to develop a remotely controlled tug capable
of performing a full towage operation with all operations
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controlled from a remote operations center. By remotely
controlling tugs, the risk of berthing operations can be
reduced and the efficiency of tug services can be enhanced.
A similar achievement was made by ASEA Brown Boveri
(ABB) and Singaporean shipyard Keppel Offshore&Marine
(Keppel O&M) in Singapore’s Port, where they success-
fully carried out the first remote joystick control of a tug
in South Asia. The integration of autonomous technology
on the tug enhanced the safety and efficiency of towing
operations (Choi et al., 2023). Despite these successes, these
projects primarily rely on remote control centers to send
instructions for remote control and have not yet achieved
complete autonomous control of the vessels themselves.

To achieve autonomous control for tugs, especially in
applications such as piloting, escorting, berthing, and un-
berthing assistance, the establishment of a ship model is
essential. Control precision plays a vital role in these sce-
narios and often requires trajectory tracking control. To
design controllers that can perform precise trajectory track-
ing control, accurate and reliable ship models are required.
However, obtaining such ship models can be challenging
and often involves the use of Computational Fluid Dynamics
(CFD) modeling or sea trials for system identification. These
methods require a considerable amount of time and effort,
especially when dealing with non-standard vessel types.
Furthermore, the established ship maneuvering models, due
to their complex parameters, cannot be directly used for ship
controller design. Instead, simplified models derived from
the ship maneuvering models are commonly used for ship
controller design.
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The simplified models used for controller design are
simplified versions of the ship maneuvering models, par-
ticularly the Maneuvering Modeling Group (MMG) model
(Yasukawa and Yoshimura, 2015; Fossen, 2011), tailored
to different application scenarios. For instance, there are
simplified models suitable for low-speed dynamic position-
ing scenarios and others for normal-speed navigation. The
parameters in these models are chosen based on the ship’s
state, such as speed, with the aim of simplifying the factors
that have a relatively minor impact. However, conventional
models are often too simplified, such as a model with only
six parameters and uncertainty terms, as seen in Remark
2.1. Consequently, these simplified models may not fully
correspond to the actual vessel, leading to subpar controller
performance. To strike a balance between the requirements
of controller design and model accuracy, more complex and
versatile models have been proposed (Sæther, 2019).

From the criteria for simplifying ship models, we can
deduce that the parameters of a vessel will vary with different
ship states, such as speed. This implies that the parameters
of the ship model are subject to dynamic changes. However,
existing ship parameter model identifications are often based
on fixed representative cases, and the represented parame-
ter variations are limited. For example, many studies have
used data from Zigzag tests conducted at a fixed speed for
ship parameter identification, while ignoring other potential
variations in the tests. Therefore, it is worthwhile to explore
methods for identifying models that are suitable for varying
parameters in different cases. A primary solution for accom-
modating variable parameters is to employ more complex
models and utilize a larger dataset for identification. Com-
plex models are capable of capturing parameter variations,
while incorporating a larger dataset into the identification
process ensures the validity of more operating conditions.
However, this approach brings about new challenges. Not
only do complex models make controller design more diffi-
cult, but they also hinder effective parameter identification.
Moreover, the use of a larger dataset can exacerbate the
difficulty of identification to the point where finding the
optimal solution may become unfeasible.

In addition, the underactuated ship models face a cou-
pling problem. Each degree of freedom in the ship model
exhibits model coupling, resulting in mutual interference of
parameters during the identification process. This interfer-
ence makes it impossible to accurately identify the precise
ship model. Motion decoupling is a common solution to
mitigate this issue. By performing motion decoupling during
the process of designing data acquisition experiments, mo-
tion data for individual degrees of freedom can be obtained,
allowing for the identification of parameters specific to each
degree of freedom. However, if motion decoupling cannot
be achieved during data acquisition experiments, accurately
identifying motion models becomes a significant challenge.

1.2. Literature review
The related works on parameter estimation of autonomous

tugs can be divided into two parts: ship dynamic model and
experiment design, and parameter estimation methods.

Over the past few decades, ship maneuvering models
have been categorized into two types: the Maneuvering
Modeling Group (MMG) model (Yasukawa and Yoshimura,
2015) and the Abkowitz model (Abkowitz, 1980). These
models primarily aim to examine ship maneuverability. They
encompass ship dynamics, propulsion systems, measure-
ment systems, and environmental forces, along with ad-
ditional features unrelated to control and observer design
that affect model accuracy. Consequently, these conventional
ship models are too intricate to be directly used in controller
design. To address this issue, Fossen (2011) has proposed
simplified simulation models that facilitate controller design
based on different navigation scenarios and tasks. However,
simplifying the model relies on prior knowledge of the
parameters of the original simulation model, which is not
feasible when the maneuvering model is unknown. There-
fore, many studies are now focusing on directly identifying
parameters using the simplified model. Nevertheless, there
are various simplified models available for controller de-
sign. Among them, the most commonly applied model for
controller design is the most simplified model with only
six parameters. Its accuracy is insufficient to accurately
reflect the ship’s motion trends. Based on the performance
comparison between the surge-decoupled model with 22 and
the fully-coupled model with 30 in (Pedersen, 2019), the
surge-decoupled model is more likely to be used in real
ship controller design compared to other simplified mod-
els. The surge-decoupled model, although having a com-
plicated structure to reflect the motion of the actual ship
like the fully-coupled model, has fewer parameters, which
contributes to the design of the controller. More details and
results are presented in Section 5. After determining the
simplified ship dynamic model, the immediate challenge
is to determine the parameters. Model-based parameter es-
timation (MBPE) methods have been proposed, including
the least squares (LS) method (Huajun, Xinchi, Hang and
Shou, 2020), Kalman filtering (KF) (Witkowska, Armiński,
Zubowicz, Ossowski and Śmierzchalski, 2020), support vec-
tor machine (SVM) (Xu, Zou, Yin and Cao, 2012; Jiang,
Wang, Zou and Yang, 2021), and optimization methods
(Du, Ouahsine, Toan and Sergent, 2017; Pedersen, 2019;
Sirmatel, Tsitsokas, Kouvelas and Geroliminis, 2021). LS
was widely used before the widespread adoption of intel-
ligent algorithms. However, LS is sensitive to outliers in
the training sample during the identification process, which
can lead to overfitting issues (Xu et al., 2012). To address
the issues of reliability and serviceability, several improved
LS methods have been proposed, such as nonlinear LS,
fitting LS, partial LS, and multi-innovation LS (Chen, Ruiz,
Delefortrie, Mei, Vantorre and Lataire, 2019; Sun and Sun,
2013; Xie, Chu, Liu, Liu and Mou, 2020). However, these
LS methods are not applicable to the ship controller model
due to its nonlinear coupling. KF is also commonly used in
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ship model identification, and algorithms such as extended
KF and untracked KF have emerged (Perera, Oliveira and
Guedes Soares, 2015; Deng, Yang, Wang and Yang, 2019).
Although these algorithms can provide good performance
in ship maneuvering model parameter estimation, they still
face issues of parameter drift and dynamic cancellation.
SVM, as a supervised learning method, has been utilized
in ship model parameter estimation due to its theoretical
derivation, generalization capabilities, and global optimality
(Caccia, Indiveri and Veruggio, 2000). However, SVM has
a long training time when dealing with large datasets (Xue,
Liu, Ji, Xue and Huang, 2020). Additionally, selecting the
kernel function and its parameters is a relatively arbitrary
process based on experience (Dong, Yang, Zheng, Song
and Mao, 2019). Optimization methods, especially nonlin-
ear optimization, are capable of handling the problem of
ship coupling parameters (Du et al., 2017). They can also
handle large-scale data with noise (Sirmatel et al., 2021),
which makes them advantageous for ship controller model
parameter estimation.

Recent literature shows that optimization methods have
been widely used for ship model parameter estimation due
to their reliability. In recent years, independent navigation
data has enabled the identification of model parameters.
For example, in the AutoFerry project, Havdal, Heggelund
and Larssen (2017); Pedersen (2019) successfully identified
the simplified model of a fully actuated ferry ship, named
milliAmpere, using the optimization method. By conducting
independent navigation experiments for surge, sway, and
yaw motion, the parameters of the milliAmpere ship were
estimated. Furthermore, control tests using the identified
model were demonstrated (Bitar, Breivik and Lekkas, 2018;
Sæther, 2019). However, for underactuated ships, which
differ from fully actuated ferries in the AutoFerry project,
independent navigation in all three degrees of freedom is not
possible. This makes it challenging to obtain motion data for
each degree of freedom individually, leading to difficulties in
parameter estimation.
1.3. Original contributions

Motivated by previous research, this study proposes a
comprehensive solution for ship modeling, parameter esti-
mation, and ship motion state validation for a twin thruster
tug with underactuated inputs. The surge-decoupled model
(22 parameters) of ship motion is chosen based on the mil-
liAmpere project. Other motion control-related models, such
as the control allocation model and rotation angle model,
have also been identified. To ensure that the identified ship
model accurately represents motion characteristics across a
wider range of operating conditions, a large dataset from
multiple cases is used for the parameter identification pro-
cess. The proposed solution combines local optimization
(LO) and global optimization (GO) to solve the optimization
problem effectively. In this study, the main contributions are
summarized as follows:

• A proposed solution involves the development of a
method for modeling underactuated ships and estimat-
ing their parameters. The identified models include
both the ship’s dynamic model and the thruster model.
The proposed model aligns with the actual control
inputs of the ship, which is advantageous for control
purposes.

• To solve the parameter estimation problem using a
large experimental dataset that considers various ship
navigation states, a novel optimization algorithm that
combines LO and GO is introduced. Due to the high
requirements for initial values in the optimization
solution, the estimation of initial values based on
empirical formulas helps reduce computational com-
plexity and speed up the process of finding the optimal
solution.

• The proposed LO method further accelerates the con-
vergence of the algorithm and increases the possibility
of finding the optimal solution. The local optimal
solution provides the global suboptimal solution and
helps the GO find the global optimal solution. The
validation results show that the estimated model can
have a good fit not only on one step but also on
the different time horizons compared to the target
trajectories.

1.4. Study Organization
The organization of this study is outlined in Figure 1,

which consists of three main parts: modeling, estimation,
and validation. The study uses three main cases for illustra-
tion, represented by the red line, yellow line, and blue line.

The red line represents the verification of the param-
eter estimation method for the fully actuated ship motion
model, which has been proven effective under different dis-
turbance scenarios in a previous study Pedersen (2019). This
demonstrates the feasibility of using actual movement data
to estimate the real ship parameters and provides reliable
parameter estimates under various disturbance scenarios.

Building on this, the yellow line shows the testing of
the proposed algorithm on a second virtual ship model with
underactuated input. The second ship has the same propul-
sion system but is configured in an underactuated manner
due to the positioning of the propellers. The parameters
are assumed to be the same as the first virtual ship. This
cross-validation demonstrates the capability of the proposed
method to provide an optimal solution for the estimation
problem of underactuated ships.

The blue line illustrates the modeling, estimation, and
validation procedures of a real tug using the actual ship
motion model and propulsion model. The parameters are
estimated based on a large amount of estimation data and
the complex model structure. To approximate the optimal
solution, parameter initialization and the LO method are
introduced. Finally, the validations based on real ship move-
ment data confirm the accuracy of the model and the validity
of the proposed method.

First Author et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 3 of 19



A novel model-based parameters estimation combining local optimization and global optimization of nonlinear ship models with
physical experiment dataset

Figure 1: The modeling, estimation, and validation scheme.

The structure of this paper is as follows: Section 2
introduces the ship motion model and the actuator model,
presenting the modeling and estimation objectives. Section
3 describes the parameter estimation method. Section 4
proposes the validation process for the target ship model
estimation, including the introduction of the target ship and
the test environment. The whole ship model is determined
by combining the thruster model and the ship motion model.
Section 5 presents additional real movement data to demon-
strate the effectiveness of the proposed whole ship model,
with analysis of different prediction steps to evaluate the
performance. Finally, Section 6 concludes the paper.

2. Problem formulation
2.1. Dynamic model of the target ship

To simplify the surface ship model, it can be described as
a 3 degree of freedom (DOF) model, as explained in Fossen
(2011):

Figure 2: Thruster configuration of the target ship and its
coordinate system.

{

�̇� = 𝑱 (𝜓)𝒗
𝑴�̇� = −𝑪(𝒗)𝒗 −𝑫(𝒗)𝒗 + 𝝉 ,

(1)

where the position vector 𝜼 = [𝑥, 𝑦, 𝜓]𝑇 represents the
ship’s position in the earth-fixed coordinate, 𝑥 and 𝑦 are
the coordinates and 𝜓 is the heading angle. The velocity
vector 𝒗 = [𝑢, 𝑣, 𝑟]𝑇 describes the ship’s velocity in the
body-fixed coordinate, with 𝑢 and 𝑣 denoting the horizontal
and vertical components respectively, and 𝑟 representing the
angular speed. The control inputs are denoted by the vector
𝝉 = [𝜏𝑢, 𝜏𝑣, 𝜏𝑟]𝑇 .

The matrix 𝑱 (𝜓) is a simplified rotation matrix that
relates the earth-fixed and body-fixed coordinates. The ma-
trices 𝑴 , 𝑪(𝒗), and 𝑫(𝒗) correspond to the ship’s inertia
coefficients, the Coriolis and centripetal matrix, and the
damping matrix respectively. To simplify the ship’s dynam-
ics, these matrices can be determined based on the surge-
decoupled system. The matrices 𝑴 , 𝑪(𝒗), and 𝑫(𝒗) are
defined as follows:

𝑴 =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

𝑚11 0 0
0 𝑚22 𝑚23
0 𝑚32 𝑚33

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

,

𝑪(𝒗) =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

0 0 𝑐13(𝑣)
0 0 𝑐23(𝑣)

𝑐31(𝑣) 𝑐32(𝑣) 0

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

,

𝑫(𝒗) =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

𝑑11(𝑣) 0 0
0 𝑑22(𝑣) 𝑑23(𝑣)
0 𝑑32(𝑣) 𝑑33(𝑣)

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

,

(2)
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where 𝑪(𝒗) can be simplified as:
𝑐13(𝒗) = −𝑚22𝑣 − 𝑚23𝑟
𝑐23(𝒗) = 𝑚11𝑢
𝑐31(𝒗) = −𝑐13(𝑣)
𝑐32(𝒗) = −𝑐23(𝑣),

(3)

and 𝑫(𝒗) is determined by:
𝑑11(𝒗) = −𝑋𝑢 −𝑋|𝑢|𝑢∣|𝑢| −𝑋𝑢𝑢𝑢𝑢

2

𝑑22(𝒗) = −𝑌𝑣 − 𝑌|𝑣|𝑣|𝑣| − 𝑌|𝑟|𝑣|𝑟| − 𝑌𝑣𝑣𝑣𝑣2

𝑑23(𝒗) = −𝑌𝑟 − 𝑌|𝑣|𝑟|𝑣| − 𝑌|𝑟|𝑟∣|𝑟|
𝑑32(𝒗) = −𝑁𝑣 −𝑁|𝑣|𝑣|𝑣| −𝑁|𝑟|𝑣|𝑟|

𝑑33(𝒗) = −𝑁𝑟 −𝑁|𝑣|𝑟|𝑣| −𝑁|𝑟|𝑟|𝑟| −𝑁𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟
2,

(4)

where the ship parameters are therefore determined:
𝑷 = [𝑚11, 𝑚22, 𝑚23, 𝑚32, 𝑚33, 𝑋𝑢, 𝑋|𝑢|𝑢, 𝑋𝑢𝑢𝑢, 𝑌𝑣, 𝑌|𝑣|𝑣, 𝑌𝑣𝑣𝑣,

𝑌
|𝑟|𝑣, 𝑌𝑟, 𝑌|𝑣|𝑟, 𝑌|𝑟|𝑟, 𝑁𝑣, 𝑁|𝑣|𝑣, 𝑁|𝑟|𝑣, 𝑁𝑟, 𝑁|𝑟|𝑟, 𝑁𝑟𝑟𝑟, 𝑁|𝑣|𝑟].

(5)
The ship model can be selected using the fully coupled

system described in (Pedersen, 2019), which showed that
the differences between the surge-decoupled system and the
fully-coupled system are negligible. Additionally, the surge-
decoupled system has fewer unknown parameters for estima-
tion, making it a suitable choice for the target ship model in
this research. Furthermore, compared to the simplest model
in Remark 6, the surge-decoupled model is more complex
with a greater number of parameters, allowing it to capture
more dynamic characteristics. From Equations 1 and 2, it can
be observed that the input torques have values in all three
degrees of freedom (DOFs) and are coupled to each other,
resulting in a matrix that is not full-rank. Consequently, the
ship dynamic model is under-actuated.
Remark 2.1. With a similar structure to Equation (1), the
most simplified dynamic model only includes six parameters
(𝑚11, 𝑚22, 𝑚33, 𝑑11, 𝑑22, 𝑑33) in Equation 6, as mentioned
in (Chen, Peng, Wang, Xie and Yan, 2020; Yuan, Wu, He,
Fu and Chen, 2021). The parameter count of this model
is lower than the selected model due to the exclusion of
additional factors, which may result in reduced accuracy. In
the following section, this model will be used for comparison
purposes.

𝑴 =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

𝑚11 0 0
0 𝑚22 0
0 0 𝑚33

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

,

𝑪(𝒗) =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

0 0 −𝑚22𝑣
0 0 𝑚11𝑢

𝑚22𝑣 −𝑚11𝑢 0

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

,

𝑫(𝒗) =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

𝑑11 0 0
0 𝑑22 0
0 0 𝑑33

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

,

(6)

2.2. The thruster model
2.2.1. Thrust transformation

Typically, the inputs of the ship dynamic model are
torques rather than actual control commands, such as rudder
angles and shaft speed commands. The ship’s propulsion
system configuration determines whether the ship is fully
actuated or underactuated. The target ship’s thruster config-
uration is illustrated in 2. According to (Fossen, 2011), the
azimuth thruster and its location can be described as:

𝝉 = 𝑻 (𝜶)𝑭 , (7)
where 𝑭 = [𝑓1, 𝑓2]T represents the forces generated by
the thruster speed, and the thruster configuration matrix is
calculated as:

𝑇 (𝛼) =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

cos(𝛼1) cos(𝛼2)
sin(𝛼1) sin(𝛼2)

𝑙𝑥1 sin(𝛼1) + 𝑙𝑦1 cos(𝛼1) 𝑙𝑥2 sin(𝛼2) + 𝑙𝑦2 cos(𝛼2)

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

.

(8)
As depicted in Figure 2, the azimuth thruster configu-

ration of the target ship and its coordinate system exhibit
a clockwise rotation along the positive BODY x-axis in
accordance with the BODY fixed coordinate direction. Con-
sequently, the thruster force can be divided into the x-axis
and y-axis directions. For the torque in the yaw direction,
the determination of 𝑙𝑥 and 𝑙𝑦 (positive or negative) depends
on the position from𝑂. Both azimuth rotation angle units are
represented in radians. Therefore, the direction of the results
corresponds to Equation 1.
2.2.2. The thruster force model

The force exerted on the shaft by the propeller is highly
nonlinear and influenced by various factors such as propeller
shape, relative velocity of water flow, and pressure fluctua-
tions within the hull’s wake (Øveraas, 2020). To simplify
this dynamic relationship, a polynomial fitting approach has
been utilized.
2.2.3. The azimuth thruster rotation angle model

Based on the performance of the thruster angle rotation,
the dynamics of the azimuth angle demonstrate an S-shaped
behavior. Hence, the model can be described as follows:

�̇� = 𝐾𝛼
(𝛼𝑑 − 𝛼)

√

(𝛼𝑑 − 𝛼)2 + 𝜖2
, (9)

where 𝛼 represents the current azimuth angle, 𝛼𝑑 is the
command or desired azimuth angle, and 𝐾𝛼 and 𝜖 are con-
stant parameters that describe the rotation change speed.
Consequently, the entire motion model of the ship, encom-
passing both the thruster and the ship dynamic models, can
be determined (see Figure 3).

3. The parameter estimation method of the
ship motion model
In this section, we introduce the methodology for initial-

izing ship parameters, along with the LO method and GO
First Author et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 5 of 19
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Figure 3: The whole structure of the ship motion model.

method for model-based parameter estimation. Additionally,
two cross-validations are proposed for verification purposes.
Cross-validation 1 seeks to confirm the effectiveness of the
GO methods in estimating fully actuated ship parameters un-
der various perturbation conditions, while cross-validation
2 further verifies their effectiveness in estimating under-
actuated ship parameters.
3.1. Ship parameters initialization

Careful consideration must be given to the initial values
for parameters, particularly in scenarios that involve com-
plex and diverse parameters and coupled models. For the
surge-decoupled ship model, certain parameters can be es-
timated using empirical formulas based on their definitions.
In this study, the initialization of the ship parameters is
determined using empirical formulas according to the ship
status and configurations. However, only some parameters
can be easily calculated, including [𝑚11, 𝑚22, 𝑚23, 𝑚32, 𝑚33].The other parameters are set with initial values of zero.

𝑴 is defined as follows:

𝑴 ∶=
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

𝑚 −𝑋�̇� 0 0
0 𝑚 − 𝑌�̇� 𝑚𝑥𝑔 − 𝑌�̇�
0 𝑚𝑥𝑔 −𝑁�̇� 𝐼𝑧 −𝑁�̇�

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

, (10)

where 𝑚 represents the total mass, 𝑋�̇�, 𝑌�̇�, 𝑌�̇�, 𝑁�̇�, 𝑁�̇� are
the hydrodynamic derivatives, 𝑥𝑔 is the distance from the
gravity center to the original center.

Referred to in Section 2.4.1 in Fossen (1999), employing
strip theory allows for the estimation of some hydrodynamic
derivatives as follows:

⎧

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎩

𝑋�̇� = −0.05𝑚
𝑌�̇� = −0.5𝜌𝐷2𝐿

𝑁�̇� =
1
24

(0.1𝑚𝐵2 + 𝜌𝜋𝐷2𝐿3)

𝐼𝑦 = 𝐼𝑧 =
4
15
𝜋𝜌𝑎𝑏2(𝑎2 + 𝑏2),

(11)

where 𝐿 is the ship length, 𝐵 is the ship width, 𝐷 is the hull
draft, 𝜌 is the water density, 𝑎, 𝑏 are the half of the𝐿,𝐵 sepa-
rately. Usually, 𝑥𝑔 is supposed to be 0, 𝑌�̇�, 𝑁�̇� are very small.
Thus, the corresponding parameters are determined, and the
specific values of this experiment ship are demonstrated in
Equation 16.
Remark 3.1. By using empirical formulas, it is possible to
obtain estimates of the corresponding parameters. However,

these estimates are not true values, and they do not remain
completely consistent in the estimation process.

3.2. Optimization algorithm for ship parameters
estimation

The ship parameters estimation problem can be formu-
lated based on Equation 1. After determining the model
structures and initial values, the estimation of parameters is
performed using the optimization method. However, since
the optimization control problem can easily get trapped in
local optima, it is necessary to introduce multiple constraints
to ensure solution conditions. To accelerate the search for the
global optimal solution, the LO structure is utilized to find
a suboptimal solution. This allows the GO method to pro-
vide the global optimal solution faster and more efficiently.
The optimization solver chosen for this study is IPOPT
on CasADi Andersson, Gillis, Horn, Rawlings and Diehl
(2019), which is effective for solving large-scale nonlinear
optimization problems in continuous systems.
3.2.1. The GO method

Under the assumption that the transformation between
NED coordinates and BODY coordinates can be simplified
as 𝑱 (𝝍), the identification problem can be reduced to finding
the relationship involving �̇�. By collecting the ship input data
𝝉 and output data 𝒗, the problem formulation for the GO
method is as follows:

min
𝒘

𝜙(𝒘,𝒘)
s.t 𝒈(𝒘) = 𝟎

ℎ(𝒘) ≤ 0
𝒘𝑙𝑏 ≤ 𝒘 ≤ 𝒘𝑢𝑏
𝒘(0) = 𝒘(0),

(12)

where

𝜙(𝒘,𝒘) =
𝐽
∑

𝑗=1

𝑁𝑗
∑

𝑛=1

(

𝒗𝑗𝑛 − 𝒗𝑗𝑛
)𝑇 𝑾 𝑗

(

𝒗𝑗𝑛 − 𝒗𝑗𝑛
)

+ 𝜆𝑹(𝑷 )

𝒘 =
[

𝒗𝑇10, 𝒗
𝑇
11,… , 𝒗𝑇1𝑁 , 𝒗

𝑇
20, 𝒗

𝑇
21,… , 𝒗𝑇𝐽𝑁𝐽

, 𝑃 𝑇
]𝑇

𝒘 =
[

𝒗𝑇10, 𝒗
𝑇
11,… 𝒗𝑇1𝑁1

, 𝒗𝑇20, 𝒗
𝑇
21,… 𝒗𝑇𝐽𝑁𝐽

]𝑇
,

(13)
where 𝐽 denotes the number of maneuvers, and 𝑁𝑗 repre-
sents the number of samples of each maneuver. 𝑊 stands
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for the weight of the maneuvers. 𝒘 corresponds to the
decision vector which is subject to change during the es-
timation process. 𝒘 represents the experimental data. 𝑊
varies depending on the specific maneuver. 𝜆𝑹(𝑷 ) restricts
the size of parameters through a ridge regression approach.
𝜆 is a constant that determines the tradeoff between bias
and variance. 𝑹(𝑷 ) denotes the norm ‖𝑷 ‖2. The equality
constraints are given by:

𝒗11 = 𝑭 (𝒗10, 𝝉10)

𝑔(𝒘) =

⎡

⎢

⎢

⎢

⎢

⎢

⎢

⎢

⎣

𝑭
(

𝒗10, 𝝉10
)

− 𝒗11
…

𝑭
(

𝒗1𝑁1−1, 𝝉1𝑁1−1

)

− 𝒗1𝑁1

𝑭
(

𝒗20, 𝝉20
)

− 𝒗21
…

𝑭
(

𝒗𝐽𝑁𝐽−1, 𝝉𝐽𝑁𝐽−1

)

− 𝒗𝐽𝑁𝐽

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎥

⎥

⎥

⎥

⎥

⎦

= 𝟎,
(14)

where 𝑭 denotes the calculation function for ship speed
according to Equation 1 using 4th order Runge-Kutta (RK4).
In this case, the GO method is employed and uses the states
computed from the estimated model at each step of the
optimization process. It then solves the error minimization
constraint between the calculated states and the collected
true states.
3.2.2. The combination of the GO and LO method

To modify the Model-Based Parameter Estimation (MBPE)
process, the LO method considering the convex approxima-
tion (CA) is introduced:

𝑔(𝒘) =

⎡

⎢

⎢

⎢

⎢

⎢

⎢

⎢

⎣

𝑭
(

𝒗10, 𝝉10
)

− 𝒗11
…

𝑭
(

𝒗1𝑁1−1, 𝝉1𝑁1−1

)

− 𝒗1𝑁1

𝑭
(

𝒗20, 𝝉20
)

− 𝒗21
…

𝑭
(

𝒗𝐽𝑁𝐽−1, 𝝉𝐽𝑁𝐽−1

)

− 𝒗𝐽𝑁𝐽

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎥

⎥

⎥

⎥

⎥

⎦

= 𝟎, (15)

where 𝒗 denotes the experimental data. The main difference
between the GO and LO methods lies in the selection of
calculation inputs. The LO method selects experimental data
rather than calculation data to quickly determine the esti-
mated parameter values. However, the other steps involved in
parameter estimation remain the same. Detailed algorithmic
information can be found in Figure 1.

If the predicted model is 100% consistent with the true
model, the estimated model should have the same state
values as the true model when given the same initial values
and continuous control inputs. However, achieving this ide-
alized result of model identification and the optimal solution
of the GO method is difficult due to external disturbances
and modeling errors, among other factors. The difference
between LO and GO lies in whether the actual ship position
information can be continuously obtained during every op-
timization calculation process. The LO method can acquire
this information, resulting in a faster calculation speed and
lower computing power consumption, and it is guaranteed

to have a solution. On the other hand, the GO method may
not be able to find a solution due to the heavier calculation
effort. Therefore, one of the main innovations in this study
is to choose the LO result as the reference result for the
GO method. For additional detailed analysis, please refer
to Bonilla, Diehl, Logist, De Moor and Van Impe (2010);
Andersson et al. (2019); Sirmatel et al. (2021).

Due to the large amount of data, importing all the exper-
imental data into the GO process may lead to no solution.
To address this issue, a method of combining the LO and
GO methods is proposed, gradually increasing the quantity
of input data. The algorithm for this method is presented in
Algorithm 1.
Algorithm 1 The combination with LO and GO method.
Input: The model structure, input data, LO method, and GO

method.
1: Initialization: 𝑛
2: while 𝑛! = 𝑛𝑚𝑎𝑥 do
3: Select the input data according to 𝐶𝑛𝑚𝑎𝑥𝑛 maneuver.
4: Using the GO method to get the result 𝑃𝐺𝑂.
5: if No result then
6: Using the LO method to get the result 𝑃𝐿𝑂.
7: Using the 𝑃𝐿𝑂 as the initial guess in GO process to

get 𝑃𝐺𝑂.
8: end if
9: 𝑛 = 𝑛 + 1

10: end while
Output: The result 𝑃𝐺𝑂.

where 𝑛 represents the number of maneuver cases, 𝑛𝑚𝑎𝑥represents the total number of maneuver cases. The variables
𝑃𝐺𝑂 and 𝑃𝐿𝑂 represent the parameter estimation results
calculated by the GO and LO methods, respectively. In cases
where the GO process is unable to compute the optimal
solution, the results obtained from the LO method can be
used as initial values instead. This ensures that even with a
large dataset, an optimal solution can still be achieved.

4. The target ship model identification
In this section, a real ship model is introduced to ver-

ify the proposed parameter estimation method. The surge
decoupled model is used during the LO and GO processes.
Moreover, the relationship between the thruster speeds and
the forces has been identified via polynomial regression.
Therefore, the whole structure of the ship motion model
from the actual inputs and actual outputs can be determined.
4.1. The research object: Qiuxin No.5 tug

The Qiuxin No.5 tug (shown in Figure 4) is an au-
tonomous tug ship designed for autonomous testing. It is a
1:20 scaled tug commonly used in some Chinese ports. The
tug is symmetrical with two azimuth thrusters, as shown in
Figure 5. The azimuth thruster is located aft of the vessel,
0.8m from the CO and 0.163m from the centerline, as shown
in Figure 2. The vessel is fully electric and has a battery bank
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Table 1
Qiuxin No.5 parameters.

Parameters Values Unit
𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑝𝑣 0.1876 𝑚3

𝜌 1000 𝑘𝑔∕𝑚3

𝑚 187.600 𝑘𝑔
𝐷 0.2485 𝑚
𝐵 0.6952 𝑚
𝐿 2.152 𝑚

of 48v, 28Ah. The specifications for the Qiuxin No.5 tug are
present in Table 1. This tug has a Global Positioning System
(GPS) sensor with Real-time kinematic positioning (RTK),
and an inertial measurement unit (IMU) sensor to obtain
accurate position and speed information. The GPS sensor
provides GPS coordinates, East, North, and Up (ENU) po-
sitions, and speed information. The IMU sensor provides
3-axis acceleration in BODY fixed coordinates and 3-axis
angular velocity around 3-axis acceleration. Finally, all data
frequencies are unified to 0.2 Hz.

Figure 4: The navigation of the Qiuxin No.5.

Figure 5: The azimuth thruster configuration of Qiuxin No.5.

As mentioned in Section 3, for under-actuated ships,
the experimental data of straight lines, turning circles, and

Figure 6: +20+20 zigzag experiment.

zigzags can be used for ship model parameter estimation.
Thus, in the 60*80m pool, these tests are carried out under
low disturbances as shown in Figure 6 by using software
referred to in You, Ma, Lu, Liu and Yan (2020) and based
on the structure outlined in Yan, Ma, Liu and Wang (2019).
4.2. The surge-decoupled model identification

The surge-decoupled model is identified using a set of 12
maneuvers, as shown in Table 2. These maneuvers include
4 straight lines with constant thruster shaft speeds of 3, 5, 7,
and 10 revolutions per second (RPS), 4 +20+20 zigzag tests
with the corresponding thruster speeds, and 4 turning circles
with the corresponding thruster speeds. In order to increase
maneuverability, the turning circle is varied by changing
the azimuth angles from 10 deg to 30 deg. The real input
feedback data collected from the sensors in the ship are
shown in Figure 7, where the low-speed data is smooth
and the high-speed data fluctuates slightly. Consequently,
the input torques also exhibit some fluctuations, as shown
in Figure 7. It is worth noting that the high shaft speed
fluctuations can make it challenging to obtain an optimal
solution for parameter estimation.
Remark 4.1. In zigzag experiments, different symbols and
values represent different settings. For example, in the
+20+20 zigzag experiment, the former +20 is the maximum
difference between the actual heading angle and the initial
heading angle during the motion, and in the second +20, the
positive sign represents the initial rotation angle direction,
with the value 20 representing the maximum rotation angle
degree.

Remark 4.2. The literature Jiang, Hou, Wang, Wang, Yang
and Zou (2022); Carrica, Ismail, Hyman, Bhushan and
Stern (2013) only uses the +20+20 zigzag data to deter-
mine the ship motion model. However, this approach is not
accurate. The ship motion model is very complex and may
contain time-varying parameters and more parameters than
the simplified model. When the model structure is fixed,
using more cases helps to reflect a wider range of motion
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Table 2
The designed 12 maneuvers for the under-actuated target ship parameter estimation.

12 maneuvers Cases
1st to 4th Straight line (u-direction) with 3,5,7,10 RPS shaft speed
5th to 8th +20+20 Zigzag movements with 3,5,7,10 RPS shaft speed
8th to 12th Turning circle movements with 10, 20, 30 deg rotation angle
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Figure 7: The input command feedback data of the designed 12 maneuvers.

characteristics. The results show that the identified model is
suitable for all cases.

Considering the ship modeling and ignoring the influ-
ence of the delay of the controller, the feedback values
(also measured values and supposed as the true values) are
taken as the input data to calculate the input torques. As for
the output data, due to the lack of speed sensors, [𝑢, 𝑣, 𝑟]
data is not able to be obtained directly. However, it can
be converted from data obtained from IMU sensors. The
conversion formulas are selected as 𝒗 = 𝑱 (𝜓)�̇�, where �̇�
comes from the NED position from GPS data.

According to the analysis in Section 3, the estimation
method is greatly affected by the initial values, which can
be calculated along with the empirical formulas in Equation
11 and ship configurations in Table 1.

⎧

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎩

𝑋�̇� = −0.05𝑚 = −9.38
𝑌�̇� = −0.5𝜌𝐷2𝐿 = −66.4454

𝑁�̇� = − 1
24

(0.1𝑚𝐵2 + 𝜌𝜋𝐷2𝐿3) = −80.9376

𝐼𝑦 = 𝐼𝑧 =
4
15
𝜋𝜌𝑎𝑏2(𝑎2 + 𝑏2) = 139.2598.

(16)

Hence, the parameter initialization for 𝑴 is introduced
as:

𝑴 =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

196.98 0 0
0 254.0454 0
0 0 220.1974

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

. (17)

As the initialization for 𝑴 has been determined, we
make the following assumptions for parameter estimation.
We select the inequality of the inertia mass matrix as:

𝑚11 > 0;𝑚22 > 0;𝑚33 > 0; (18)
Also, the optimization algorithm may have no solution

due to the complexity of the large-scale data, as the total
data sample is 4390. To overcome this and simplify the
estimation process, the inequalities are introduced according
to Theorem 5.2 in Fossen (1999); Pedersen (2019).

ℎ(𝒘) =
[

𝑋𝑢
𝑋𝑢(𝑌𝑣𝑁𝑟 − 𝑌𝑟𝑁𝑣)

]

> 0 (19)

which can limit the range of the optimization solution, and
speed up the optimization process. These inequalities are
under the assumption that the ship is dynamically stable
in straight-line motion, where the target ship meets this
condition.
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Figure 8: The calculated input torques from the real input in Figure 7.

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900

0

0.5

1

1.5

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900

-0.5

0

0.5

1

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900

-0.4

-0.2

0

0.2

Figure 9: The data validation from the estimated result 𝑃𝐿𝑂 by using 𝐶12
12 maneuver data.

By using Algorithm 1, the performance of the estimated
parameters compared with the measured data are shown
in Figure 9 and 10. These figures present the results of
the GO and LO processes using 𝐶12

12 maneuver data. The
performance of the LO solution is generally consistent with
the measured values, except for the 𝑟 values in the last four
turning circle experiments. The primary source of error in
the yaw motion can be attributed to the simplification of
the transform 𝑱 (𝜓), as only ship states (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝜓) are the
optimization target. The results of the GO process exhibit

slightly higher errors compared to those of LO, but they
remain very close to the measured values. From Figure 10,
it can be observed that the parameters obtained through
GO exhibit a consistent motion trend with the actual ship
parameters when subjected to identical inputs. Finally, the
estimated parameters are shown in Table 3.
4.3. The comparison with the 6-parameter model.

Figures 11 and 12 illustrate the performance of the
estimated parameters using the 6-parameter model, and the
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Figure 10: The data validation from the estimated result 𝑃𝐺𝑂 by using 𝐶12
12 maneuver data.

Table 3
Estimated parameter values of Qiuxin No.5 tug.

Parameters Result Unit
𝑚11 138.0574 𝑘𝑔
𝑚22 106.6003 𝑘𝑔
𝑚23 1.1254 𝑘𝑔
𝑚32 -16.0598 𝑘𝑔
𝑚33 15.6476 𝑘𝑔𝑚2

𝑋𝑢 -8.9859 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑋

|𝑢|𝑢 -31.4285 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑋𝑢𝑢𝑢 -6.8953 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑌𝑣 -71.9041 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑌
|𝑣|𝑣 -77.6429 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑌𝑣𝑣𝑣 -27.1394 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑌
|𝑟|𝑣 -43.2207 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑌𝑟 -26.0498 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑌
|𝑣|𝑟 26.7652 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑌
|𝑟|𝑟 7.7996 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑁𝑣 -14.8953 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑁

|𝑣|𝑣 -1.6306 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑁

|𝑟|𝑣 8.7911 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑁𝑟 -26.7122 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑁

|𝑟|𝑟 -9.8284 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑁𝑟𝑟𝑟 -9.2320 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑁

|𝑣|𝑟 -2.3474 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠

parameter values are shown in Table 4. It can be observed
that the 22-parameter model achieves a better match with
the measured data compared to the 6-parameter model in
the GO process. Specifically, the 6-parameter model cannot
accurately capture the hydrodynamic characteristics of the
ship under continuous control input without the state update,
leading to larger errors in motion responses according to

Table 4
Estimated parameter values of Qiuxin No.5 tug for the 6-
parameter model by using 𝐶12

12 maneuver data.

Parameters Result Unit
𝑚11 216.4727 𝑘𝑔
𝑚22 183.4906 𝑘𝑔
𝑚33 0.0632 𝑘𝑔𝑚2

𝑑11 44.1878 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑑22 152.9380 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠
𝑑33 0.2629 𝑘𝑔∕𝑠

the comparison between Figure 12 and Figure 10. The 6-
parameter model fails to accurately simulate the surge move-
ment and yaw movement, causing significant discrepancies
in the corresponding response curves.

Table 5 quantitatively presents the relative errors be-
tween the measured data and the simulated results using
the 22-parameter model and the 6-parameter model. It is
evident that the 6-parameter model results in significantly
larger relative errors compared to the 22-parameter model
for most of the variables, indicating its limited accuracy in
capturing the complete dynamics of the ship. For example,
the relative errors in surge velocity, sway velocity, and yaw
velocity for the 6-parameter model are 215%, 344%, and
445%, respectively, while the corresponding values for the
22-parameter model are only 2.33%, 4.45%, and 5.85%,
respectively. These results further confirm the superiority
of the 23-parameter model over the 6-parameter model in
accurately representing the ship maneuvering behavior.

Figure 11 demonstrates that the predictive accuracy of
the six-parameter model can be achieved with state updates
at each step. This implies that the 6-parameter model is
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Figure 11: The maneuvers data validation from the estimated result by 6-parameter model with state update in every step.
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Figure 12: The maneuvers data validation from the estimated result by 6-parameter model without state update.

only suitable for short iteration prediction rather than long
iteration prediction. Furthermore, it indicates that the 22-
parameter model aligns more closely with the true motion
process of the tug. In conclusion, these results underscore
the importance of considering a more comprehensive model
when estimating ship dynamic parameters.
4.4. Thruster model identification

The thruster model identification involves considering
the speed acceleration model, the thruster force model, and

the thrust configuration model. As the target ship exhibits
a very rapid speed response between the command and
feedback, the speed acceleration model is omitted. The other
two models are described below.
4.4.1. Thruster force regression

According to the thruster configuration mentioned in
Section 2, the relation between thruster motor speed and
thruster force is obtained through the bollard pull test, as
shown in Figure 13. A 5th-order polynomial regression is
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Table 5
Relative errors between measured data and simulated results.

Variables 22-Parameter Model 6-Parameter Model
Surge Vel. 2.33% 215.4%
Sway Vel. 4.45% 344.5%
Yaw Vel. 5.85% 445.5%

Surge Acc. 0.83% 46.2%
Sway Acc. 2.52% 85.6%
Yaw Acc. 2.80% 89.9%

Surge Dist. 7.16% 110.3%
Sway Dist. 17.4% 225.7%
Yaw Dist. 15.9% 329.8%

performed to fit the data, giving the following equation:
𝑓 =(−0.0001773𝑛5 + 0.001187𝑛4

+ 0.04978𝑛3 + 0.151𝑛2 + 1.974𝑛 + 0.0722)∕2
(20)

where 𝑛 represents the thruster speed, and 𝑓 represents the
calculated force. The results are shown in Figure 14.

Figure 13: The simplified bollard pull test of the tug.
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Figure 14: Curve fitting between RPS and thrusters.

4.4.2. Azimuth angular acceleration model
identification

The model referred to in Section 2 is identified using the
5 to 12 maneuvers as test data. By using the GO method,
the parameter of the azimuth thruster rotation angle model
is obtained. Due to 𝜖1 = 0 and 𝜖2 = 0, the angular velocity
can thus be represented as �̇� = 𝐾𝛼sign(𝛼𝑑 − 𝛼), where𝐾1 =
0.1151 and 𝐾2 = 0.1161. The performance of the identified
model is demonstrated in Figure 15, where the identified
model fits the measured data well. The root mean square
error (RMSE) between 𝛼1 and 𝛼2 is only 0.9992 and 0.9994,
respectively, indicating that the identified model has similar
response characteristics as the original azimuth angle.

By using the thruster formula to calculate the thruster
force and the model estimation method to determine the
rotation angle acceleration model, the final input torques
can be calculated based on the thruster configuration matrix
given by Equations 7 and 8. The parameters in Equation 8
are determined by the position of the two azimuth thrusters,
as follows: 𝑙𝑥1 = −0.8 m, 𝑙𝑥2 = −0.8 m, 𝑙𝑦1 = 0.163 m,
and 𝑙𝑦2 = −0.163 m.

In conclusion, the structure of the proposed whole ship
model, from input command to output earth-fixed position,
is demonstrated in Figure 3. It can be divided into two parts:
the input torque model, which includes the calculation of
motor speed and force, the model of rotation angle accel-
eration, and the thruster configuration matrix; and the ship
dynamic model, which includes the kinematic model and
kinetic model. Therefore, the whole ship motion model can
be summarized as:

�̇� = 𝑓 (𝒙, 𝒖), (21)
where 𝒙 = [𝛼1, 𝛼2, 𝑥, 𝑦, 𝜓, 𝑢, 𝑣, 𝑟]T ∈ ℜ8 denotes the ship
state vector, and 𝒖 = [𝑛1, 𝑛2, 𝛼1, 𝛼2]T ∈ ℜ4 represents the
actual input command, in which 𝑛1, 𝑛2 refer to the propellers
revolution rate and 𝛼1, 𝛼2 refer to the azimuth rotation angles.
The intermediate control variables 𝑓1, 𝑓2, 𝝉 are calculated
using Equation 20, 7 and 8.

5. Model validation results and discussions
In this section, we validate the ship motion model using

experimental data collected from a real ship. The validation
consists of two parts. In the first part, we use estimated
data and related zigzag data with the inverse initial heading
angle to validate the accuracy of the data under one-step
prediction. This part reflects the accuracy of the estimated
model under the LO method (1-step prediction). The second
part investigates the prediction under different step sizes to
verify the effectiveness of the GO method (5-step and longer-
step prediction).
5.1. Estimation data validation

For the validation of the estimated data, we selected
straight line movements, zigzag tests, and turning tests.
These data were collected from a real tug. Using the RK4
method, we predicted the next states given the states of each
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Figure 15: Experimental data and estimated azimuth angles after the parameters have been identified for the azimuth-angle
model.
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Figure 16: The validation based on 3 RPS motor speed.

step and input. Figures ?? to ?? in Appendix ?? show the
comparisons between the predicted positions [𝑥, 𝑦], heading
angle 𝜓 , and azimuth angles 𝛼 with the measured real data.
The surge and sway speeds are calculated very closely, while
the predicted yaw motion has a larger error but follows the
same trend.

Figure 21 presents the Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE)
values of the total 28 maneuvers, ordered according to
Figures ?? to ??. Generally, the RMSE increases with the
speed and rotation angle. The error in yaw motion (𝑟) is
greater than in the other two motions. This difference is
likely due to the simplification method used in converting
from the Earth fixed coordinate system to the BODY fixed
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Figure 17: The validation based on 5 RPS motor speed.

-60 -40 -20 0

-15

-10

-5

0

0 50

4

4.5

5

0 50

-0.2

0

0.2

0 50

0

0.5

1

0 50

-0.2

-0.1

0

0.1

0 50

-0.2

0

0.2

(a) +10+10 zigzag

0 20 40 60

0

10

20

30

40

0 50 100

0

1

2

0 50 100

-0.5

0

0.5

0 50 100

0

0.5

1

0 50 100

-0.5

0

0.5

0 50 100

-0.5

0

0.5

(b) +20+20 zigzag

0 20 40 60

-5

0

5

10

15

20

0 100 200

0

2

4

6

0 100 200

-0.5

0

0.5

0 100 200

0

0.5

1

0 100 200

-0.4

-0.2

0

0.2

0.4

0 100 200

-1

0

1

(c) +30+30 zigzag

0 20 40 60 80

-1

0

1

2

3

0 20 40 60

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

0 20 40 60

-0.2

0

0.2

0 20 40 60

0

0.5

1

0 20 40 60

-0.2

-0.1

0

0.1

0 20 40 60

-0.2

0

0.2

(d) +10-10 zigzag

0 20 40 60 80

-1

0

1

2

3

0 20 40 60

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

0 20 40 60

-0.2

0

0.2

0 20 40 60

0

0.5

1

0 20 40 60

-0.2

-0.1

0

0.1

0 20 40 60

-0.2

0

0.2

(e) +20-20 zigzag

0 20 40 60 80

-1

0

1

2

3

0 20 40 60

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

0 20 40 60

-0.2

0

0.2

0 20 40 60

0

0.5

1

0 20 40 60

-0.2

-0.1

0

0.1

0 20 40 60

-0.2

0

0.2

(f) +30-30 zigzag

Figure 18: The validation based on 7 RPS motor speed.

coordinate system, which reduces the accuracy of the yaw
velocity prediction while maintaining the accuracy of the
Earth fixed coordinate system. The presence of crab angles
during the turning circle validation also leads to greater
prediction errors in sway and yaw speeds, with faster speeds

resulting in larger errors. In conclusion, the experimental
results show that the proposed model accurately predicts
the ship’s position, heading angle, and azimuth angles. The
validation demonstrates the effectiveness of the proposed
model in ship motion prediction.
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Figure 19: The validation based on 10 RPS motor speed.
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Figure 20: The validation based on turning circle.

5.2. Model movement prediction validation
In the previous subsection, we presented the validation

for the ship’s whole motion model with a single-step pre-
diction. In this subsection, we will discuss the validation for
multiple steps of prediction. We designed prediction cases
for steps 1, 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40, 45, and 50 to evaluate
the effectiveness of the proposed model parameters for the
ship’s movement. Figures ?? to ?? show some of these
prediction cases, where the input command is given by our-
selves. Both cases exhibit the correct trajectory state trend;
however, the error in the states increases as the step size
of the given state increases, as demonstrated in Figure 22.
According to the RMSE values of r, the predicted results are
considered adequate for all the cases up to 40 steps. Even the
50-step prediction is acceptable for controller design as long
as we can effectively compensate for the error. This demon-
strates the effectiveness of the results obtained through GO,
as they maintain a strong predictive performance even under
different step sizes. Additionally, we validated the results

using another trajectory state, as shown in Figures ?? to
??. The RMSE results are consistent with the previous test,
which further supports the effectiveness of the proposed
method. These results are particularly useful in designing
controllers, especially for model predictive control (MPC).

6. Conclusion
This study proposes a comprehensive solution for iden-

tifying the motion model of an under-actuated ship, from
actual control input commands to ship motion states. We
address the challenge of large-scale data in ship model iden-
tification by combining LO and GO methods and imposing
constraints on ship features to limit the optimization solution
domain. This approach allows us to utilize real data for
large-scale nonlinear optimization solutions. Moreover, we
use data from a real tug with two aft azimuth thrusters to
estimate the ship’s motion model. The proposed method
successfully identifies the optimal solution for the target ship
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Figure 21: The RMSE values of the 28 maneuvers.
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Figure 22: Comparison of RMSE values with different prediction steps for the same measurement data.

model parameters, and the predicted results align closely
with the real measured values. These findings validate the
effectiveness and sufficiency of the ship model construction
and parameter estimation proposed in this study.

In future work, we recommend considering the error in
the yaw angle to improve yaw motion control. Additionally,
we propose further exploration of model predictive control
(MPC) as a suitable control method for this model to conduct

more autonomous control experiments. Furthermore, we ac-
knowledge that control algorithms tend to focus on stability
and robustness, often neglecting the importance of accu-
rate models. By building accurate models, the reliance on
control algorithm design can be significantly reduced. Thus,
investigating the balance between model accuracy and the
effectiveness of control algorithms presents an interesting
area for future research.
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Figure 23: The validation based of different steps on +30+30 zigzag.
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Figure 24: The validation based of different steps on +30+30 zigzag.
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