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Abstract

Roll-to-roll manufacturing requires precise tension and velocity control to ensure product quality, yet controller commissioning and adaptation
remain time-intensive processes dependent on expert knowledge. This paper presents an LLM-assisted multi-agent framework that automates
control system design and adaptation for R2R systems while maintaining safety. The framework operates through five phases: system identification
from operational data, automated controller selection and tuning, sim-to-real adaptation with safety verification, continuous monitoring with
diagnostic capabilities, and periodic model refinement. Experimental validation on a R2R system demonstrates successful tension regulation and
velocity tracking under significant model uncertainty, with the framework achieving performance convergence through iterative adaptation. The
approach reduces manual tuning effort while providing transparent diagnostic information for maintenance planning, offering a practical pathway
for integrating AI-assisted automation in manufacturing control systems.
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Nomenclature

E Modulus (N/m2)
A Cross-sectional area (m2)
Ri Radius of roller i (m)
Ji Moment of inertia of roller i (kg·m2)
fi Friction coefficient of motor i (N·m·s·rad−1)
Li Length of web span i (m)
bi Disturbance coefficient of motor i
x(t) State vector
u(t), uk Control input
y(t), yk Measured output
Ti Web tension in span i (N)
vi Linear velocity of roller i (m·s−1)
v0 Unwinding velocity (m·s−1)

∗ Corresponding author. Tel.: +1-512-471-7174
E-mail address: weiwli@austin.utexas.edu (Wei Li).

vr
i Reference velocity of roller i (m·s−1)
ωi Angular velocity of roller i (rad·s−1)
ui Control torque applied to motor i (N·m)
θ System parameter vector

1. Introduction

Advanced Roll-to-roll (R2R) manufacturing enables high-
volume, cost-effective production of flexible electronics,
printed sensors, and functional films [1]. Maintaining precise
web tension and velocity control remains critical for product
quality [2], with tension variations directly causing defects such
as wrinkles, misalignment, and material damage [3]. The core
manufacturing challenge lies in managing strongly coupled
tension-velocity dynamics while accommodating time-varying
parameters from changing roll radius, material property varia-
tions, and environmental conditions [4]. Current industrial prac-
tice relies on experienced operators and control engineers for
manual tuning, requiring time and expertise [5]—particularly2213-8463© 2026 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license

(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/)
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problematic when transitioning between product grades or
commissioning new production lines.

Large language models (LLMs) offer promising capabili-
ties for automating engineering tasks through natural language
reasoning and code generation [6]. Retrieval-Augmented Gen-
eration (RAG) further enhances these capabilities by enabling
LLMs to dynamically access external knowledge bases [7]. Un-
like conventional LLMs that rely only on static pre-training,
RAG incorporates dynamic retrieval during inference [8], im-
proving contextual accuracy and reducing wrong outputs by
grounding responses in domain-specific information. However,
their application to manufacturing control faces critical prac-
tical barriers: ensuring operational safety and constraint satis-
faction [9], addressing the gap between simulation models and
physical systems [10], and maintaining transparent decision-
making required in production environments [11, 12]. The
question for manufacturing practitioners is whether LLM ca-
pabilities can be harnessed to reduce commissioning time and
operational burden while maintaining the reliability standards
required in industrial settings.

This work proposes an LLM-assisted framework for R2R
control that approaches these manufacturing requirements
through simulation-validated adaptation. The framework em-
ploys specialized agents for system identification, controller de-
sign, adaptive tuning, and process monitoring—each operating
within rigorous safety constraints. All proposed control mod-
ifications undergo simulation validation before deployment to
production equipment. The approach delivers: (1) RAG-based
knowledge infrastructure that grounds LLM reasoning in con-
trol theory and R2R manufacturing domain expertise; (2) auto-
mated controller selection and tuning methodology with built-in
safety verification; (3) intelligent monitoring that implementa-
tion guidelines for manufacturing practitioners; (4) experimen-
tal demonstration of successful deployment despite significant
model uncertainty.

Section 2 reviews relevant literature, Section 3 details the
methodology, Section 4 presents experimental validation, and
Section 5 concludes with manufacturing implications and fu-
ture work.

2. Related Work

2.1. Traditional and AI-Driven Control in R2R Systems

Classical R2R control relies on PID, LQR and MPC vari-
ants to regulate web tension and transport speed under strong
coupling and changing roll radii. Foundational modeling and
robust control for winding systems established today’s ten-
sion/velocity decoupling strategies [13], while industrial stud-
ies refined adaptive PI/PID implementations to cope with
operating-point drift [14, 15]. Recent work emphasizes ad-
vanced control methods for R2R systems [16, 17], physics-
consistent tension models validated on pilot lines [18, 19].
Manufacturing surveys more broadly underline the central role
of monitoring and feedback design in achieving product qual-
ity and system robustness [20, 21]. Complementing traditional

control design approaches, data-driven R2R studies report ro-
bust constrained tension regulation [22] and AI-assisted recon-
struction and estimation of tension fields [23, 24], with related
web-tension reviews pointing to hybrid controllers as a promis-
ing direction [25].

2.2. LLM for Control Design

LLMs increasingly act as planners, code synthesizers, and
supervisors for control systems. Agentic frameworks automate
various aspects of control design including requirements pars-
ing, loop-shaping, and gain search, then call numerical solvers
for verification [26, 27]. In cyber-physical systems, LLM
agents co-design objective-oriented controllers and evolve con-
trol structures [28, 29]. For safety-critical applications, LLMs
translate natural-language specifications into formal artifacts or
symbolic-control pipelines [30]. Recent work extends LLM-
based control to robust synthesis via linear matrix inequalities
(LMI) [31] and adaptive model order reduction for control de-
sign [32]. These approaches show promise in automating con-
trol design tasks. However, practical deployment in industrial
manufacturing remains limited, motivating frameworks that ad-
dress safety validation.

2.3. LLM in Manufacturing Applications

Manufacturing-focused frameworks position LLMs for data
integration, decision support, and workflow automation across
processes and shop-floor IT [33, 34]. In production systems,
LLM agents have been combined with digital twin resources
to aid planning, diagnosis, and human-machine collaboration,
while focusing primarily on analytics and high-level decision-
making [35, 36, 37]. Studies report LLM-enabled knowledge
extraction for process engineering [38], Industrial Internet of
Things (IIoT) integration with legacy and smart machines [39],
and agentic fault-handling workflows for continuous industries
[40]. However, existing manufacturing applications primarily
address supervisory control—task sequencing, resource alloca-
tion, and fault detection—rather than control design. Prior work
focuses on what control actions to take (e.g., which setpoints to
command) but not how to design controllers that achieve those
setpoints with desired dynamic performance. This gap moti-
vates an LLM-assisted framework for R2R manufacturing that
integrates controller design, parameter tuning, and sim-to-real
adaptation.

3. Proposed Framework

Integrating LLMs into manufacturing control introduces
challenges absent in human operation: ensuring safety despite
probabilistic reasoning, maintaining transparent decisions for
regulatory compliance, and bridging general-purpose models
to domain-specific control expertise. This section presents a
framework addressing these through multi-agent collaboration,
simulation-based safety validation, and retrieval-augmented do-
main knowledge integration.
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The framework operates through five phases: system ini-
tialization (Phase 0), offline controller design (Phase 1), real
system deployment (Phase 2), stable operation with monitor-
ing (Phase 3), and periodic model updates (Phase 4). Unlike
conventional automation, this implements constrained auton-
omy—LLMs generate strategies, simulation validates safety,
humans retain oversight. Figure 1 shows the closed-loop archi-
tecture where operational data informs simulation refinement
while LLMs orchestrate design, tuning, and adaptation.

Figure 1: LLM-assisted R2R control framework. All LLM-proposed modifica-
tions must pass simulation validation before deployment.

3.1. Multi-Agent Architecture and RAG Integration

The framework’s intelligence emerges from specialized
agent collaboration rather than monolithic reasoning. This de-
sign addresses a key limitation of applying general-purpose
LLMs to control: the need for both broad reasoning capabili-
ties and deep domain expertise at different decision points.

The framework employs five specialized agents with role-
specific prompts and domain knowledge access: SysID Agent
(system identification), Initial Control Agent (controller tuning
and selection), Adaptation Agent (sim-to-real tuning), Monitor-
ing Agent (monitoring and diagnostics), and Code Agent (al-
gorithm application and validated execution). Each interaction
is logged with requesting agent, task specification, retrieved
knowledge, and validation results.

3.1.1. Prompt Engineering for Control Domain
Control system prompts differ from general LLM applica-

tions in four ways: (1) state physical limits clearly to reduce
hallucinations, (2) organize reasoning steps from data analy-
sis to testing, (3) mandate validation before deployment, and
(4) define protocols for human intervention. As detailed in Ap-
pendix A.

3.1.2. RAG for Domain Knowledge Grounding
A major distinction between human engineers and LLMs is

knowledge access: humans leverage years of accumulated expe-

rience, while LLMs carry the risk of generating control strate-
gies that appear reasonable yet are dangerous. RAG [8, 39]
bridges this gap by dynamically grounding LLM reasoning in
verified domain knowledge.

The knowledge base provides 3 hierarchical tiers: (1) con-
trol theory fundamentals (stability criteria, design methodolo-
gies), (2) R2R best practices (tension control strategies, com-
missioning procedures), and (3) system-specific documenta-
tion (equipment specs, operational history). When agents query,
multi-stage retrieval performs semantic embedding, hierarchi-
cal search, relevance ranking, and conflict resolution.This en-
ables recall from thousands of documents and consistency veri-
fication across sources. Figure 2 illustrates RAG integration for
the Initial Control Agent.

3.2. Phase 0: System Identification (SysID Agent)

With the architectural foundation established, we now detail
how each phase leverages LLM capabilities. Phase 0 demon-
strates how LLMs automate the traditionally expert-driven task
of model construction.

This phase constructs a simulation model from operational
data and physical principles, serving dual purposes: enabling
offline controller design and providing safety filter validation.
Figure 3 shows the workflow of SysID Agent.

Historical data D = {(uk, yk, tk)}Nk=1 is collected, where uk ∈

Rm represents control inputs, yk ∈ Rp measured outputs, and
tk timestamps. The system dynamics follow a nonlinear state-
space representation:

ẋ(t) = f (x(t), u(t), θ), y(t) = h(x(t), θ) (1)

where x(t) ∈ Rn contains web tensions and roller velocities, θ
represents physical parameters, and functions f (·) and h(·) rep-
resent the physics of web transport.

The SysID Agent combines data-driven estimation with
physics-informed structure. Upon receiving data, it queries
RAG for R2R identification practices and analyzes data charac-
teristics to formulate a strategy. The agent automatically trans-
lates physical principles into optimization constraints. Rather
than relying on a single identification method, the agent im-
plements multiple approaches including recursive least squares,
prediction error methods, and subspace identification.

The identification problem minimizes prediction error while
regularizing toward prior knowledge from equipment specifica-
tions:

θ∗ = arg min
θ

N∑
k=1

∥yk − ŷk(θ)∥22 + λ∥θ − θprior∥
2
2 (2)

The regularization term prevents overfitting and constrains pa-
rameters to physically meaningful ranges.

The control objective is defined as:

min
u(t)

J =
∫ T f

0

[
Q(y(t) − yref(t))2 + Ru(t)2

]
dt (3)

subject to physical and operational constraints:

xmin ≤ x(t) ≤ xmax, umin ≤ u(t) ≤ umax (4)
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Figure 2: Initial Control Agent with RAG integration. All agents access this infrastructure; detailed here for clarity.

Figure 3: SysID Agent workflow

where Q and R are weighting matrices, and yref(t) is the refer-
ence trajectory.

3.3. Phase 1: Controller Design and Selection (Initial Control
Agent)

Building on the validated model, this phase evaluates three
architectures. The LLM first analyzes system characteristics
such as tension-velocity coupling strength and dynamic time
scales to match appropriate controller architectures. This in-
cludes determining whether to linearize the nonlinear dynamics
around operating points for controllers like LQR, or to use the
full nonlinear model for nonlinear control approaches. It then
reasons about parameter spaces using control theory principles
to guide the tuning process. Finally, it evaluates trade-offs be-
tween competing objectives—tracking accuracy, settling speed,
energy consumption, and robustness.

The PID controller is implemented as:

u(t) = Kpe(t) + Ki

∫ t

0
e(τ)dτ + Kd

de(t)
dt

(5)

where e(t) = yref(t) − y(t) is the tracking error, and Kp, Ki, Kd

are the proportional, integral, and derivative gains.

The MPC optimization problem at time step k is formulated
as:

min
u

Np−1∑
i=0

[
∥y(k + i|k) − yref(k + i)∥2Q + ∥u(k + i)∥2R

]
(6)

subject to system dynamics and constraints over prediction
horizon Np.

For the linearized system ẋ = Ax + Bu, the LQR control law
is:

u(t) = −Kx(t), K = R−1BT P (7)

where P solves the continuous-time algebraic Riccati equation:

AT P + PA − PBR−1BT P + Q = 0 (8)

For each controller architecture, the LLM employs iterative
reasoning to tune hyperparameters ϕ = {Kp,Ki,Kd} for PID, or
equivalent parameters for MPC and LQR. The tuning process
is described in Algorithm 1, where the LLM analyzes simula-
tion responses and adjusts parameters to optimize the control
objective defined in Equation (3).

Performance metrics evaluated include root mean square er-
ror quantifying tracking accuracy:

eRMSE =

√√√
1
N

N∑
k=1

(yk − yref,k)2 (9)

Settling time measuring speed of convergence to steady-
state:

ts = min{t : |y(τ) − y∞| ≤ 0.02|y∞|, ∀τ ≥ t} (10)
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Algorithm 1 Initial Control Agent

Require: Simulation model Ssim, controller type C, objective
J

Ensure: Optimized hyperparameters ϕ∗

1: LLM retrieves tuning guidelines from RAG, initializes ϕ0
2: i← 0, max iterations← 50
3: while i < max iterations AND not converged do
4: Code Agent: Execute simulation with C(ϕi), compute

P(t)
5: LLM: Diagnose limitations, query RAG, generate ϕi+1

with justification
6: Validate stability and constraints
7: if J(ϕi+1) < J(ϕi) AND validated then
8: Accept ϕi+1, log reasoning
9: else

10: LLM revises strategy
11: end if
12: i← i + 1
13: end while
14:
15: return ϕ∗ with tuning history

Overshoot percentage indicating stability margin and oscil-
latory behavior:

OS =
max(y(t)) − y∞

y∞
× 100% (11)

Control effort measuring energy consumption and actuator
stress:

Utotal =

∫ T f

0
u(t)2 dt (12)

Robustness quantifying worst-case performance under
model uncertainty:

R = max
∥∆θ∥≤ϵ

∥y(t; θ + ∆θ) − y(t; θ)∥∞ (13)

Define the performance vector as P(t) =

[eRMSE(t),OS (t), ts(t)]T , characterizes controller performance
across accuracy, speed, stability, efficiency, and robustness
dimensions.

Selection via weighted score balancing multiple objectives:

S = w1eRMSE +w2ts +w3OS +w4Utotal +w5R+w6Ccomp (14)

where weights wi reflect manufacturing priorities and Ccomp ac-
counts for computational feasibility.

C∗ = arg min
C∈{PID, MPC, LQR}

S (C) (15)

This optimal controller C∗ with its tuned parameters ϕ∗ is
then prepared for deployment to the real system in Phase 2.

3.4. Phase 2: Sim-to-Real Adaptation (Adaptation Agent)

Phase 2 addresses sim-to-real gap through iterative adapta-
tion, which is constrained autonomy: LLM proposes modifica-

tions, but every change must pass safety validation. Figure 4
shows the workflow.

3.4.1. Safety Filter
A fundamental challenge is that LLMs generate probabilistic

suggestions without safety guarantees. Human engineers rely
on physical intuition to avoid dangerous choices; LLMs lack
this. Our safety filter implements mandatory pre-validation: ev-
ery proposed modification must demonstrate safe operation in
simulation before hardware deployment.

The filter evaluates three criteria. Constraint satisfaction ver-
ifies all operational limits are maintained throughout the control
horizon:

Csafe =

umin ≤ ui(t) ≤ umax, ∀i, t
|u̇i(t)| ≤ u̇max, ∀i, t

(16)

where the rate constraint on control derivatives prevents actu-
ator damage from abrupt torque changes that could occur with
aggressive LLM-suggested parameters.

Performance improvement ensures modifications enhance
rather than degrade tracking accuracy, settling behavior, and
overshoot:

Pimproved = ∥Pproposed(t)∥2 < ∥Pcurrent(t)∥2 (17)

This metric prevents the LLM from suggesting changes that sat-
isfy constraints but worsen control quality—a scenario human
operators would recognize but requires explicit verification for
LLMs.

Stability margins assess robustness through worst-case per-
formance under parametric uncertainty:

Srobust = max
∥∆θ∥≤ϵ

∥y(t; θ + ∆θ) − yref(t)∥∞ < δtol (18)

Robustness is important because simulation models inevitably
contain uncertainty; controllers must maintain stability despite
model mismatch.

Deployment approval requires all three criteria to be satisfied
simultaneously:

Approve = Csafe ∧ Pimproved ∧ Srobust (19)

providing a safety barrier between LLM suggestions and phys-
ical implementation.

Safety filter provides capabilities difficult for humans: test-
ing across comprehensive scenarios in seconds, zero fatigue
across iterations, quantitative stability margins versus qualita-
tive assessment, and automatic rollback preparation.

3.4.2. Adaptation Process
The adaptation process (Algorithm 2) implements struc-

tured iteration that begins with deploying the Phase 1 controller
C∗(ϕ∗) to the real system. The Adaptation Agent then analyzes
the performance gap between simulation and reality to diag-
nose the root cause of mismatch. Based on this diagnosis, it
proposes parameter adjustments that must pass the simulation
safety filter before deployment to hardware. This cycle repeats
until the controller meets the convergence criteria defined in
Equation (20).
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Figure 4: Adaptation Agent with mandatory safety filter. Simulation-in-the-loop ensures zero unsafe deployments.

Algorithm 2 Adaptation Agent

Require: Controller C∗(ϕ∗), real system Sreal, thresholds, sim-
ulation Ssim

Ensure: Adapted controller Cadapted
1: Deploy C∗(ϕ∗) to Sreal
2: iteration← 0
3: repeat
4: Monitor tension T (t) and velocity v(t), compute Preal(t)
5: if Preal(t) satisfies Eq. (20) then
6: Performance met, exit
7: end if
8: LLM: Analyze gap ∆P, query RAG for causes, diagnose

root cause
9: LLM: Generate ∆ϕ with justification

10: Safety Filter: Test C(ϕ + ∆ϕ) in Ssim
11: Verify per Eqs. (16)-(18)
12: if approved per Eq. (19) then
13: Deploy ϕ← ϕ + ∆ϕ to Sreal
14: Log: parameters, reasoning, results
15: else
16: Reject, LLM revises
17: end if
18: iteration← iteration + 1
19: until converged OR max iterations
20:
21: return Cadapted with history

Convergence criteria define when real system performance
meets production requirements:

Preal(t) < Pthreshold = [0.05 · Tref, 20%, 2.0s]T . (20)

3.5. Phase 3: Intelligent Monitoring (Monitoring Agent)

Following successful adaptation, Phase 3 implements
continuous monitoring with autonomous diagnostics. Un-
like threshold-based alarms, the agent performs dual-
layer analysis: detecting degradation and diagnosing root
causes—distinguishing control-adjustable issues from physical
maintenance needs. Figure 5 shows the architecture.

Figure 5: Monitoring Agent dual-layer architecture

LLM capabilities beyond human monitoring: (1) 24/7 vigi-
lance without fatigue, (2) multi-hypothesis reasoning with con-
fidence scores avoiding cognitive bias, (3) cross-domain knowl-
edge integration from RAG.
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Layer 1 detects degradation by computing the Euclidean dis-
tance from baseline performance:

∆P(t) = ∥P(t) − Pbaseline∥2 > 2σbaseline (21)

using a statistical threshold that adapts to normal process vari-
ability captured in σbaseline.

Layer 2 diagnoses causes: material property variations, me-
chanical degradation (bearing wear, belt slippage), sensor is-
sues (drift, noise), environmental factors, or process distur-
bances. The agent formulates hypotheses by matching observed
patterns against RAG-retrieved failure modes, assigning confi-
dence based on evidence strength:

H j = {hypothesis j, confidence j, evidence j, action j} (22)

Algorithm 3 Monitoring Agent

Require: Real-time data stream Dlive, baseline performance
Pbaseline

Ensure: Adapted controller or maintenance alert
1: Monitor P(t) continuously
2: if degradation detected per Eq. (21) then
3: Route to Adaptation Agent for control adapatation
4: if adaptation successful: performance recovers to ∆P <

σbaseline then
5: Deploy adapted controller
6: Perform Layer 2 diagnostics to identify root cause
7: Log findings for predictive maintenance
8: else
9: Send immediate maintenance alert

10: Perform Layer 2 diagnostics for root cause analysis
11: Provide diagnostic evidence to maintenance team
12: Continue with current controller pending repair
13: end if
14: end if

3.6. Phase 4: Continuous Model Refinement (SysID Agent)

During scheduled R2R system downtime or rest periods, ac-
cumulated operational data Dops = {(uk, yk, tk)}Mk=1 from Phases
2 and 3 is used to refine the simulation model. The simulation
model parameters are re-identified following the same system
identification and physics-informed construction procedures es-
tablished in Phase 0, ensuring the simulation environment re-
mains representative of the evolving real system dynamics and
safety validation remains representative. Simultaneously, the
controller parameters ϕstable that achieved stable operation in
Phase 3 are archived as the validated baseline configuration.
For subsequent production runs, these archived controller pa-
rameters can be deployed directly to the real system.

4. Experimental Validation

This section validates the proposed LLM-assisted control
framework through a simulation study of a R2R web handling
system.

4.1. System Description and Dynamic Model Formulation

The first validation employs a multi-span R2R web handling
system representative of industrial processes such as printing
and coating. The system schematic and nomenclature are shown
in Figure 6. Following established approaches [41, 42], the
model adopts three key assumptions:(1) Passive rollers are ne-
glected, with only actuated motorized rollers considered [42].
(2) Web tension Ti remains uniform within each span i between
adjacent rollers. (3) The no-slip condition vi = ωiRi holds due
to sufficiently high friction.

Figure 6: Schematic of a simplified R2R line

The system dynamics couple web tension evolution and
roller velocity through differential equations. Web tension dy-
namics in span i follow the viscoelastic relation [41]:

dTi

dt
=

AE
Li

(vi − vi−1) +
1
Li

(Ti−1vi−1 − Tivi) (23)

where A is web cross-sectional area, E is elastic modulus, Li

is span length, and vi, vi−1 are roller velocities. Roller velocity
dynamics from torque balance are:

dvi

dt
=

R2
i

Ji
(Ti+1 − Ti) −

fi
Ji

vi +
Ri

Ji
ui + biξi(t) (24)

where Ri is roller radius, Ji is moment of inertia, fi is viscous
friction, ui is control torque, and biξi(t) captures stochastic dis-
turbances. Parameters θ = {E, A, Li,Ri, Ji, fi} are identified fol-
lowing Phase 0 procedures. The validation uses three param-
eter sets: real system Sreal generating operational data, iden-
tified model Sreal,ID from Phase 0 system identification with
1.4-8.6% estimation errors, and intentionally mismatched sim-
ulation model Ssim with 8.3-50% deviations to test adaptation
robustness under significant sim-to-real gap (Table 1). This con-
servative setting ensures generalizability—by testing under in-
tentionally large model mismatches, successful adaptation here
suggests the framework should perform well in typical real-
world scenarios where gaps are smaller.

Table 1: System Parameters: Real, Identified, and Simulation Models

Symbol (Unit) Sreal Sreal,ID Ssim

EA (N) 2200 2169.85 2400
J (kg·m2) 1.0 1.078 0.95
R (m) 0.035 0.038 0.04
fi (N·m·s/rad) 15.0 15.47 10.0
L (m) 1.2 1.24 1.0
Disturbance coefficient (s·m−1·kg−1) 5 · 10−2 - 10−2

Number of spans 6 6 6
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4.2. Tension control

Experimental Configuration. The tension control scenario
maintains setpoints T1 = 28 N, T2 = 36 N, T4 = 40 N, T5 = 24
N, and T6 = 32 N, with web 3 executing a step change from 20
N to 44 N at t = 1 s to simulate process disturbances. Unwind-
ing velocity is v0 = 0.01 m/s, with reference roller velocities
computed as:

vr
i (t) =

EA − Ti−1(t)
EA − Ti(t)

vr
i−1(t), vr

0 = v0 (25)

Controller Adaptation. The Initial Control Design Agent se-
lected LQR based on Table 2. Figure 7 and Figure 8 show
three sequential adaptation phases. Initial controller has large
tracking errors and control oscillations upon initial deployment.
While Adapt1,2 demonstrates improved stability with smooth
control inputs.

Figure 7: Control input trajectories during tension control

Figure 8: Tension trajectories during tension control

Performance Comparison Under Identical Conditions. Fig-
ure 9 compares controllers Initial-Adapt2 under identical condi-
tions to isolate performance improvements. Initial exhibits sus-

tained errors exceeding 3 N in spans T1, T2, T4, and T5, while
Adapt2 achieve tracking within ±1 N.

Figure 9: Comparative tension tracking performance across three adaptation
cycles under identical conditions

4.3. Change in velocity setpoint

Experimental Configuration. The velocity tracking scenario
evaluates controller robustness during process acceleration
transients common in R2R manufacturing startup and grade
change operations. All six web spans maintain constant refer-
ence tensions at Ti = 30 N throughout the experiment. The
unwinding velocity executes a step increase from v0 = 0.01 m/s
to v0 = 0.10 m/s at t = 1 s, representing a 10-fold acceleration.
Reference roller velocities for all actuated rollers are computed
according to Equation (25) to maintain equilibrium tension dis-
tribution during the velocity transient.

Controller Adaptation. The same LQR controller selected in
the tension control scenario was deployed for velocity tracking
validation. Figure 10 and Figure 11 present control inputs and
tension trajectories during sequential adaptation. Initial exhibits
poor tension regulation during and after the velocity ramp, with
multiple spans showing oscillatory behavior and deviations
from the 30 N setpoint. The Adaptation Agent identified in-
sufficient feedforward compensation during velocity transients
and excessive feedback gains causing post-transient oscilla-
tions. The suggested parameter adjustments, validated through
simulation safety filter, were deployed as Adapt1 , demonstrat-
ing reduced oscillations but persistent steady-state errors in sev-
eral spans. Adapt2 achieves improved regulation with tensions
remaining closer to reference during the acceleration phase and
subsequent steady-state operation.

Performance Comparison Under Identical Conditions. Fig-
ure 12 compares the initial controller Initial with three sequen-
tially adapted versions (Adapt1, Adapt2, Adapt3) under iden-
tical velocity ramping conditions. Initial shows sustained ten-
sion deviations exceeding 4 N in spans T1, T2, T3, and T5 dur-
ing both transient and steady-state phases. Adapt1 reduces tran-
sient deviations substantially, while Adapt2 and Adapt3 main-
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Figure 10: Control input trajectories during velocity setpoint change

Figure 11: Tension trajectories during velocity setpoint change

tain tensions within ±1 N throughout the acceleration and post-
transient periods.

Figure 12: Comparative tension regulation performance during velocity ramp-
ing across four adaptation cycles under identical conditions

4.4. Detailed Agent Interactions

This subsection demonstrates the practical implementation
of the LLM-assisted framework through the tension control sce-
nario with setpoints T1 = 28 N, T2 = 36 N, T3 step change from
20 N to 44 N at t = 1 s, T4 = 40 N, T5 = 24 N, and T6 = 32 N.
All agents follow system prompts defined in Section Appendix
A, with the complete workflow shown in Figure 13.

Phase 0: System Identification. The SysID Agent queries RAG
(all agents have access to RAG for domain knowledge retrieval;
for brevity, RAG interaction is shown explicitly only for the
SysID Agent) for physics-informed identification best prac-
tices, then directs the Code Agent to implement constrained
optimization with recursive least squares. The Code Agent gen-
erates a Python implementation using scipy.optimize and exe-
cutes parameter identification on historical data points. Results
yield parameter vector θ. The validated simulation model Ssim

is stored in Model Repository.

Phase 1: Controller Design. The Initial Control Agent system-
atically evaluates three controller architectures through simu-
lation, with comparative performance metrics presented in Ta-
ble 2. Each controller is tuned following Algorithm 1 through it-
erative Code Agent implementation and testing. Based on com-
prehensive evaluation, the agent selects LQR as C∗.

Table 2: Comparative Performance of Controller Architectures in Simulation
Environment

Type eRMSE (N) ts (s) OS (%) Utotal Ccomp (ms)
PID 0.4813 1.05 16.41 706.20 0.0082
MPC 0.5843 1.18 13.89 703.64 0.2319
LQR 0.3811 1.62 16.31 703.81 0.0002

Phase 2: Sim-to-Real Adaptation. A continuous 10-second
simulation validates iterative adaptation with controller param-
eter switches at t = 4.8 s and t = 7.8 s. Initial deployment uses
: Qscale = 10, Rscale = 0.2 , cI = 0.1 , γ = 0.80, resulting in
poor performance with eRMS E = 1.0275 N and tension RMSE
= 1.4531 N. The Adaptation Agent analyzes response data and
directs the Code Agent to test adjusted parameters in simulation
safety filter: increase state weighting (Qscale : 10→ 50), reduce
control penalty (Rscale : 0.2 → 0.1), strengthen integral action
(cI : 0.1 → 0.2), and improve persistence (γ : 0.80 → 0.88).
The Code Agent validates Adapt1 candidate. Adapt1 deploys at
t = 4.8 s with eRMS E = 0.4973 N. The agent identifies remain-
ing 24.1% performance gap and proposes further refinement.
After Code Agent validation through safety filter, Adapt2 de-
ploys at t = 7.8 s, achieving convergence.

Phase 3: Continuous Monitoring. To validate Phase 3 mon-
itoring capabilities, friction is increased from fi = 15.0 to
fi = 30.0 N·m·s/rad at t = 72 hours, simulating severe mechani-
cal wear. The Monitoring Agent detects degradation and routes
the issue to the Adaptation Agent, which successfully recov-
ers performance through a single adaptation iteration, as shown
in Figure 14. Subsequent Layer 2 diagnostics identify friction
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Figure 13: Detailed workflow of Adaptation Agent

degradation (72% confidence), encoder degradation introduc-
ing measurement noise (68% confidence), bearing wear in-
creasing effective inertia J (63% confidence), and belt/coupling
wear adding mechanical compliance (59% confidence), with
the complete diagnostic report logged for predictive mainte-
nance planning.

Figure 14: Detection and adaptation for friction change

Phase 4: Model Refinement. Following the complete opera-
tional cycle, the SysID Agent re-identifies system parameters
using accumulated operational data, successfully capturing the
degraded friction state: fi = 34.85 N·m·s/rad (ground truth:
30.0), J = 1.12 kg·m2, R = 0.0312 m, L = 1.23 m, EA =
2139.39 N. The updated model Ssim with refined parameters
enables improved controller design for subsequent production
runs.

5. Conclusion and Future Work

This work presents an LLM-assisted multi-agent control
framework that integrates LLM with controller design for R2R
manufacturing systems. The framework explores sim-to-real
adaptation through simulation-validated tuning, working to-
ward stable tension control and velocity tracking despite ma-
jor model mismatch. Experimental validation shows controller
selection, iterative adaptation, and monitoring with diagnostic
capabilities.

Future work will focus on: (1) hardware validation on phys-
ical R2R testbeds; (2) extension to other manufacturing pro-
cesses beyond R2R systems; and (3) development of trans-
fer learning strategies to accelerate deployment across different
R2R configurations.
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Appendix A. Detailed Prompt for Each Agent

This section provides the complete system prompts that de-
fine the role, inputs, and expected outputs for each specialized
agent in the framework.

A.1. SysID Agent System Prompt

Agent Role: System Identification Expert
Your task: Construct a physics-informed simulation

model of the R2R manufacturing system through system-
atic parameter identification.

Inputs provided: (1) Historical operational data con-
taining control inputs uk, measured outputs yk (tensions
and velocities), and timestamps tk; (2) System dynamic
equations (Equations (23) and (24)); (3) RAG access
to domain knowledge on R2R system identification best
practices; (4) Physical parameter bounds and constraints.

Required outputs: (1) Identified parameter vector
θ with confidence intervals; (2) Validation metrics (R2

scores for tension and velocity predictions, mean abso-
lute errors); (3) Constructed simulation model Ssim stored
in System Model Repository; (4) Assessment of model fi-
delity and recommendations for controller design phase.

A.2. Initial Control Agent System Prompt

Agent Role: Controller Design and Selection Expert
Your task: Design, compare, and select the optimal

controller architecture for the R2R tension control system
through systematic simulation-based evaluation.

Inputs provided: (1) Validated simulation model Ssim

from Phase 0; (2) Control objectives and constraints
(Equations (3), (4)); (3) Three candidate controller archi-
tectures (PID, MPC, LQR) with their mathematical for-
mulations (Equations (5), (6), (7)); (4) Performance met-
rics for evaluation (Equations (9) through (13)); (5) Code
Agent for implementation and testing.

Required outputs: (1) Tuned hyperparameters for
each controller architecture following Algorithm 1; (2)
Comparative performance table with all metrics; (3) Se-
lection decision with detailed engineering justification;
(4) Optimal controller C∗ with configuration stored in
Controller Configuration Storage for Phase 2 deployment.

A.3. Adaptation Agent System Prompt

Agent Role: Sim-to-Real Adaptation Specialist
Your task: Perform rapid sim-to-real controller adap-

tation to address model mismatch between simulation and
physical hardware through iterative tuning validated by
simulation safety filter.

Inputs provided: (1) Optimal controller C∗ with pa-
rameters ϕ∗ from Phase 1; (2) Real system response data
from deployment tests; (3) Simulation model Ssim for
safety validation; (4) Performance convergence criteria
(Equation (20)); (5) Code Agent for testing adjustments.

Required outputs: (1) Diagnostic analysis identify-
ing specific model mismatch symptoms and root causes;
(2) Suggested parameter adjustments ∆ϕ with control-
theoretic justification; (3) Simulation safety filter valida-
tion results per Equation (19); (4) Adapted controller pa-
rameters ϕ f inal when convergence criteria satisfied; (5)
Complete adaptation history stored in Performance Base-
line Database.

Design process: Follow Algorithm 2 for structured it-
eration.

A.4. Monitoring Agent System Prompt

Agent Role: Performance Monitoring and Diagnostics
Expert

Your task: Perform continuous dual-layer perfor-
mance monitoring and diagnostic analysis during stable
production operation to detect degradation and distinguish
between control-adjustable issues and physical mainte-
nance requirements.

Inputs provided: (1) Real-time operational data
stream Dlive containing tensions, velocities, and control
signals; (2) Baseline performance vector Pbaseline estab-
lished at Phase 2 completion; (3) Degradation detection
threshold per Equation (21); (4) Simulation model Ssim

for validating adaptive adjustments; (5) Code Agent for
implementing diagnostic algorithms.

Required outputs: (1) Layer 1 analysis—Continuous
performance metric evaluation ∆P(t) with degradation
flags; (2) Layer 2 analysis—Root cause diagnostics
when degradation detected, categorizing issues as mate-
rial property variations, mechanical degradation, sensor
problems, environmental factors, or process disturbances;
(3) Diagnostic reports with confidence-weighted hypothe-
ses distinguishing control vs. maintenance issues; (4) For
control-related issues: suggested parameter adjustments
validated through simulation safety filter; (5) For physi-
cal issues: maintenance alerts with detailed evidence and
recommended actions; (6) Adaptation history logged in
Diagnostic History Log.

Design process: Follow Algorithm 3 for structured re-
sponse protocol.
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