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Abstract: This paper presents a method for the detection of broken rotor bars in an induction motor.
After introducing a simplified dynamic model of an induction motor with broken cage bars in a rotor
field reference frame which allows for observation of its internal states, a fault detection algorithm is
proposed. Two different motor estimation models are used, and the difference between their rotor
flux angles is extracted. A particular frequency component in this signal appears only in the case of
broken rotor bars. Consequently, the proposed algorithm is robust enough to load oscillations and/or
machine temperature change, and also indicates the fault severity. The method has been verified at
different operating points by simulations as well as experimentally. The fault detection is reliable
even in cases where traditional methods give ambiguous verdicts.
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1. Introduction

Diagnostic procedures for online condition monitoring of electrical motors have already been
in use for several decades [1,2] with special attention being paid to the most commonly used
type – induction motors (IM) [3–6]. Nowadays, more and more industrial electrical drives tend
to be supervised by such techniques [7]. Among possible IM faults, researchers mostly deal
with stator winding faults [8–10], or different mechanical faults [11] like bearing faults [12,13],
rotor eccentricities [14,15], and rotor electrical asymmetry due to broken rotor bars (BRB) or end-ring
segments [16,17]. Some of the methods could also be used for the detection of mixed faults [18,19].

Despite IM’s simple construction, the precise modelling of its squirrel cage is not a trivial task.
Furthermore, rotor cage design prevents any direct measurements of rotor currents, which makes
detection of rotor asymmetries due to some arising faults difficult and limits diagnostic procedures
to indirect approaches that are based mostly on stator or mechanical quantities. Reliable automated
detection methods ought to be very precise in order to eliminate false alarms. Although new methods
for BRB detection have emerged [20,21], the Motor Current Signature Analysis (MCSA) is probably
still the most frequently used. The basic idea of the MCSA, i.e., detecting specific fault-characteristic
frequency components in stator current spectrum, has already been known for decades [22] and has
been improved ever since [23]. However, in some cases its simplicity also causes false fault detection.
One such ambiguous case is clearly presented in [24,25], where the influence of specific rotor design
was analyzed. The rotor axial ducts are used for cooling and weight reduction, and can produce
frequency components in a current spectrum that can be misinterpreted as they are caused by BRBs,
if the number of axial air ducts is identical to the number of poles. It has also been shown that
these components can even decrease with BRBs, depending on the fault position relative to the ducts,
which makes online condition monitoring difficult. False positive rotor fault indication due to air
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ducts may result in unnecessary maintenance costs. It has also been shown that BRBs can be detected
reliably independent of the axial duct influence under the startup transient with the wavelet-based
algorithm and energy level-based fault indicator.

Another example of an incorrect diagnosis was provoked by the mechanical load [26], where the
specific design of fan blades caused side-band components in the stator current, which can be
incorrectly recognized as the consequence of the BRB. Vibrations caused by pumps and fans can
result in false rotor fault indications if the number of motor poles is an integer multiple of the number
of blades. Therefore, alternative testing methods capable of separating the influence of the blade
vibration and rotor faults are suggested for avoiding false MCSA alarms.

A lot of attention was given to fault detection at different operational points [27,28], leading to
special cases when the load oscillates at a low frequency, near to twice the slip frequency [29–31].
Such load oscillations can induce frequency components close or even equal to those caused by BRBs,
which again may lead to either a false positive fault indication, or false negative fault indication
even when using algorithms which are more robust with these cases [29–34], especially at small fault
signatures. In [29] the authors use active and reactive power components to separate low-frequency
load torque oscillations from the BRB signature. The detection method relies on the fact that load
oscillations are mostly associated with active power spectrum, whereas BRB in general affects reactive
power spectra. However, the effectiveness of the method strongly relies on a selection of the appropriate
threshold for both power spectra. It seems that large amplitudes of load oscillations can easily trigger
false alarms. Similar approach is reported also in [35], where Estimation of Signal Parameters via
Rotational Invariance Technique (ESPRIT) is adopted instead of Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) as
the spectral analysis technique to deal with the instantaneous reactive and active powers, yielding
a certain improvement in frequency resolution compared to the [29]. Although the fault indicator is
load independent, demanding signal processing algorithm hinders a practical on-line implementation.
In [31] the detection is based on negative sequence harmonics, and is independent of model parameters.
Yet, possible interference of supply voltage unbalance disrupts the detection procedure and produces
false alarms. For this reason, special attention should be paid to distinguish between BRB and
low-frequency load torque oscillations when double slip frequency components are detected in the
stator current spectrum [36].

Among model-based methods for separation of BRBs and load effects, the Vienna Monitoring
Method (VMM) stands out as well-established and effective [37,38]. In the VMM two reference models
are used to separately estimate electromagnetic torque. Then, both estimated values are compared
and any oscillatory deviation at double slip frequency is recognized as a reliable indicator of BRBs.
The VMM is independent of inertia and load torque level, although there is a certain practical threshold
load level (around 40% of the rated load) for successful implementation [31]. Being a model-based
method, the VMM depends on the motor’s parameters accuracy, which calls for an appropriate
parameter tracking technique [38].

In this paper, a novel robust BRB detection algorithm is presented. It relies on monitoring the
difference between the angles of rotor-flux vectors estimated by voltage and current models, commonly
used in field-oriented control (FOC). Although the basic idea is similar to the VMM, there are two
important enhancements: a) reference models can be shared between control and detection algorithms,
and b) the fault indicator is based on angle difference rather than amplitude difference, which has some
implication for robustness, e.g., to changes in rotor temperature. This makes the proposed method
more reliable in terms of detecting rotor fault (healthy rotor vs. 1 BRB), as well as in discriminating
between various levels of rotor fault. The algorithm is based upon the findings from a simplified
model of IM, which offered a unique way to observe the internal states of IM under fault and/or
load oscillation conditions. Consequently, the proposed method offers correct fault detection even in
extreme cases when the load oscillations may coincide with fault signatures; under such circumstances
some of the approaches (e.g., [29,31]) may give ambivalent results.
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2. Model of IM with a Faulty Rotor

In this section, a two-axis model of a faulty IM is presented and used in simulations of various
operating conditions. In this way, we observed the internal states of IM when load oscillation and/or
BRB was present and, consequently, identify which internal variables provide adequate information to
discern a healthy rotor with a load oscillating at a low frequency from the BRB. Despite the fact that
the two-axis model of a faulty IM is approximate, (an exact model would require, for example, a more
demanding winding function approach [39]), it can reliably reproduce basic physical phenomena due
to BRB. Stator (1) and rotor (2) voltage equations of IM are defined in their own reference frames.
The rotor one (DQ) is displaced by rotor electrical angle ε with respect to the fixed stator coordinate
system [40]. Also note that for the model to be correctly set, the DQ reference frame has to be aligned
with the BRB, or group of BRBs [41]:

vS = RSiS + LS
diS
dt

+ Lm
d
dt

(
iDQ
R ejε

)
(1)

vR = 0 = RRiDQ
R + LR

diDQ
R
dt

+ Lm
d
dt

(
iSe−jε

)
(2)

where, v and i denote voltages and currents, while R and L stand for resistances and inductances in
stator (S) and the rotor (R) reference frame. Lm is the mutual inductance.

Unlike the healthy rotor with a single rotor time constant, the rotor with BRBs exhibits
pseudo-saliency, visible mainly through radial resistance change [41], but also as inductance change to
some extent, which depends on the severity of the fault. In order to include both alterations, different
rotor time constants τRD in the D axis and τRQ in the Q axis are defined Equation (3) [42]. Their values
and ratio depend on the severity and spatial distribution of the fault:

τRD =
LRD
RRD

, τRQ =
LRQ

RRQ
(3)

In the simplified model, the inductance change will be neglected (LR = LRD = LRQ). In order to
understand the inner relations in IM, both Equations (1) and (2) are transformed into a conventional
dq rotor field reference frame (RFRF). The IM model in RFRF yields identical behavior as a more
conventional representation in rotor reference frame (RRF) [3]. However, the proposed model offers
an additional insight into machine during the presence of the fault. Consequently, new equations
describing magnetizing current imR Equation (4) and slip frequency ωsl Equation (5) emerge. Factors
f (β), g(β), h(β) are defined by Equations (6)–(7), with β being a slip angle, and Cτ defined as a ratio
between time constants in Equation (9). Assuming equal temperature coefficients in both axes, a ratio
Ctemp between the resistance at the actual operating temperature and the resistance at the initial ambient
temperature is also introduced [42]:

dimR
dt

= f (β)(iSd − imR)− h(β)iSq (4)

ωsl =
dβ

dt
= g(β)

iSq

imR
+ h(β)

(
1− iSd

imR

)
(5)

f (β) =
Ctemp

τRD
cos2 β +

Ctemp

τRQ
sin2 β =

Ctemp

τRD

(
cos2 β + Cτ sin2 β

)
(6)

g(β) =
Ctemp

τRD

(
sin2 β + Cτ cos2 β

)
(7)

h(β) =
Ctemp

2

(
1

τRD
− 1

τRQ

)
sin(2β) =

Ctemp

2τRD
(1− Cτ) sin(2β) (8)
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Cτ =
τRD
τRQ

(9)

During the operation, the temperature is likely to rise (Ctemp > 1), thus increasing the rotor
resistances, and decreasing the rotor time constants τRD and τRQ.

Equations (4)–(9) can be simplified in the case of a healthy rotor without pseudo saliency
(τRD = τRQ = τR); from Equations (6) and (7) we get f (β) = g(β) = Ctemp/τR, whereas h(β) in (8) becomes
zero, thus modifying Equations (4) and (5) into a well-known set of equations for IM.

As neither stator voltage components vSd Equation (10) and vSq Equation (11), nor the electrical
torque Tel Equation (12) depend on rotor time constants in RFRF, these equations remain the same as
in the healthy rotor:

στS
diSd
dt

+ iSd =
vSd
RS

+ στSωmRiSq − (1− σ)τS
dimR

dt
(10)

στS
diSq

dt
+ iSq =

vSq

RS
− στSωmRiSd − (1− σ)τSωmRimR (11)

Tel =
3
2

p
L2

m
LR

imRiSq (12)

where σ denotes total leakage factor, τS is the stator time constant, and Tel is the electrical torque.
Figure 1 shows the block scheme of the simplified model of IM with BRB resulting from

Equations (4)–(12) [42], where Tl stands for load torque. The model has been tested on a motor
(see Table A1 in Appendix A) with a different number of bars drilled. The MCSA results obtained from
measured currents of a grid-supplied motor were compared to the simulation results of the model
from Figure 1. For illustration purposes, two spectra are shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 1. Simplified block scheme of a voltage-fed induction motors (IM) with broken rotor bars (BRB) 
in a rotor field reference frame; in the case of a healthy rotor, dashed lines and blocks are omitted, 
while the blocks in gray become Ctemp/R. 

A close match between the model and experimental results is achievable only if the model 
parameters precisely match the actual ones. Besides inertia, which affects the left/right side-band 
distribution, rotor time constants RD and RQ also have to be determined precisely [41,43]. 

Figure 1. Simplified block scheme of a voltage-fed induction motors (IM) with broken rotor bars (BRB)
in a rotor field reference frame; in the case of a healthy rotor, dashed lines and blocks are omitted,
while the blocks in gray become Ctemp/τR.

A close match between the model and experimental results is achievable only if the model
parameters precisely match the actual ones. Besides inertia, which affects the left/right side-band
distribution, rotor time constants τRD and τRQ also have to be determined precisely [41,43].
Additionally, we can observe some side-band components even with healthy rotor, due to
manufacturing imperfections.
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Figure 2. Measured and simulated Motor Current Signature Analysis (MCSA) of the stator phase
current for a motor at load torque Tl = 30 Nm: (a) with no BRB; (b) with one BRB.

3. Analysis of Healthy and Faulty Motors’ Behavior

As the validity of the simplified model has been proven, the motor’s internal states can be
simulated and observed under various conditions. The fault in the modeled motor is simulated by
tuning model time constants τRD and τRQ in order for the model to fit the real motor, as will be proven
in Section 4.2.3. In the following subsections, some illustrative states of the IM supplied with sinusoidal
voltage are simulated and analyzed.

3.1. Healthy Motor

The behavior of a healthy motor is well known, but it serves as a reference for the changes
occurring in a faulty motor. In a healthy motor, f (β) = g(β) = Ctemp /τR, h(β) = 0, whereas Equations (4)
and (5) transform into well-known equations (dashed blocks and lines in Figure 1 are omitted) [40].

Case 1: A healthy motor with a constant load: As expected, in a healthy motor with a constant load
(Tl = 30 Nm), magnetizing current imR and slip frequency ωsl remain constant (Figure 3a).

Case 2: A healthy motor with a superimposed oscillating load: When a sinusoidal load torque
is superimposed on a constant load, e.g., Tl = 30 ± 0.3 Nm at 2.7 Hz, denoted with LO1

(see Table A2 in Appendix A for various applied oscillating load conditions), only the
magnetizing current remains practically constant, while ωsl (thus iSq) oscillates with the
load torque frequency (Figure 3b).

3.2. Faulty Motor

The factors f (β), g(β), and h(β) in a faulty motor are not constant.

Case 3: A faulty motor with a constant load: In Equation (4) the magnetizing current contains
the oscillation caused by the fault (factor f (β)). The same applies to Equation (5), where
the term with factor h(β) can be neglected, as it is much smaller than the first part.
Nevertheless, the slip frequency contains oscillations, caused by the fault (factor g(β)), as
shown in Figure 4a.

Case 4: A faulty motor with a superimposed oscillating load: In this case (LO1) the magnetizing
current in Equation (4) oscillates due to the load oscillation (iSq) and the oscillation caused
by the fault (factor f (β)). The same applies to Equation (5), where the term with factor
h(β) can be neglected, as imR tracks iSd. Again, the slip frequency contains non-sinusoidal
oscillations that are caused by the fault (factor g(β)) and by the load (iSq), as shown in
Figure 4b.
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Figure 3. Healthy motor’s imR and ωsl at: (a) constant load Tl = 30 Nm; (b) oscillating load LO1

Tl = 30 ± 0.3 Nm at 2.7 Hz.
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Figure 4. Faulty motor’s imR and ωsl at: (a) constant load Tl = 30 Nm; (b) oscillating load LO1

Tl = 30 ± 0.3 Nm at 2.7 Hz.

3.3. Two Cases of Misinterpreted MCSA

MCSA serves as a valid method for BRBs detection, with some exceptions that will be explained
using the motor model. These exceptions occur if the superimposed load oscillates at twice the slip
frequency–2sf 1 (e.g., Tl = 30 ± 0.3 Nm at 5.46 Hz, denoted with LO2, see Table A2).

3.3.1. False Positive BRB Detection

Load LO2 applied to a healthy motor (Section 3.1, case 2) may blur the fault detection, as MCSA
exhibits the same characteristic spikes expected from a faulty motor at constant torque (Figure 5b).
Both the slip frequency and magnetizing current in the healthy and the faulty motor are almost equal
(Figure 5a).

However, if spectral analyses of current components iSd and iSq in RFRF (Figure 1) are performed,
a clear difference may be observed, especially in the d axis (Figure 6). This fact is utilized in
certain detection methods based upon a reactive current or reactive power measurements [29,32,33],
which makes them robust to load oscillations. However, at high load oscillations and/or weak fault
signatures, where reactive current oscillations are similar, these methods still struggle.

The difference in reactive current spectra (iSd) between those caused by load oscillations or BRBs
indicates that the corresponding rotor fluxes oscillate differently. This can also be observed indirectly,
as the rotor flux angle is related to slip frequency (shown in Figures 3 and 4).
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Figure 5. Healthy motor with LO2 (Tl = 30 ± 0.3 Nm at 5.46 Hz) and faulty motor (1 BRB) with false
positive detection: (a) imR and ωsl; (b) MCSA of stator current.
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Figure 6. Ambiguous BRB fault detection at LO2 (Tl = 30 ± 0.3 Nm at 5.46 Hz): (a) spectra of iSd;
(b) spectra of iSq.

3.3.2. False Negative BRB Detection

A special situation of 3.2., case 2 occurs if both terms on the right in Equation (4) oscillate
at 2sf 1, either amplifying or suppressing each other, depending on their phase relation (Figure 7).
This phenomenon was analyzed in [29], where detection based upon reactive power oscillation was
subject to phase relation between oscillation due to the fault and the load oscillation. A faulty motor
under certain load amplitude (e.g., LO2 in Figure 7a) behaves almost like the healthy motor under
an oscillating load, thus hindering the fault detection.

Energies 2019, 11, x FOR PEER REVIEW  7 of 17 

 

 
(a)                                (b) 

Figure 5. Healthy motor with LO2 (Tl = 30 ± 0.3 Nm at 5.46 Hz) and faulty motor (1 BRB) with false 
positive detection: (a) imR and sl; (b) MCSA of stator current. 

 
(a)                                (b) 

Figure 6. Ambiguous BRB fault detection at LO2 (Tl = 30 ± 0.3 Nm at 5.46 Hz): (a) spectra of iSd; (b) 
spectra of iSq. 

3.3.2. False Negative BRB Detection 

A special situation of 3.2., case 2 occurs if both terms on the right in Equation (4) oscillate at 2sf1, 
either amplifying or suppressing each other, depending on their phase relation (Figure 7). This 
phenomenon was analyzed in [29], where detection based upon reactive power oscillation was 
subject to phase relation between oscillation due to the fault and the load oscillation. A faulty motor 
under certain load amplitude (e.g. LO2 in Figure 7a) behaves almost like the healthy motor under an 
oscillating load, thus hindering the fault detection. 

 

 
(a)                                (b) 

Figure 7. Faulty motor’s imR and sl at oscillating load LO2 (Tl = 30 ± 0.3 Nm at 5.46 Hz) causing either 
their: (a) suppression; (b) amplification. 

0 5 10
10

-2

10
-1

10
0

10
1

10
2

Frequency  (Hz)

A
m

pl
itu

de
  i

Sd
 (

A
)

 

 

 0 BRB + LO
2

 1 BRB

0 5 10

10
-1

10
0

10
1

10
2

Frequency  (Hz)

A
m

pl
itu

de
  i

Sq
 (

A
)

 

 

 0 BRB + LO
2

 1 BRB

1 BRB

0 BRB
+ LO

2
1 BRB

0 BRB
+ LO

2

0 0.2 0.4
10.8

11.0

11.2

i m
R
 (

A
)

1 BRB + LO
2
 (min)

0 0.2 0.4
16

17

18

Time (s)


sl

 (
rd

/s
)

0 0.2 0.4
10.8

11.0

11.2
1 BRB + LO

2
 (max)

0 0.2 0.4
16

17

18

Time (s)

Figure 7. Faulty motor’s imR and ωsl at oscillating load LO2 (Tl = 30 ± 0.3 Nm at 5.46 Hz) causing
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4. Robust Detection of BRBs

While the simplified model of IM (Figure 1) offers a different perspective on motor operation
during fault and/or load oscillations, it does not provide a direct way for detecting BRBs. However,
there is a model from which the correct slip frequency ωsl and magnetizing current imR can be obtained
without exact knowledge of rotor parameter(s). The iv estimation model is based upon the stator
voltage and current measurement (see Figure 8, bottom) [44]. Instead of a notoriously problematic
open-loop integrator which is present in stator equations, a closed-loop variant is implemented [45].
However, it might be replaced by first order lag as well. This model is mostly used for sensorless
estimation of the rotor magnetizing current imR (or rotor flux). In our case, only the rotor flux angle
ρ is required; hence, factor LR/Lm

2, present in imR equations, is irrelevant thus leaving the model
independent from any rotor parameter. With this model, the correct magnetizing current and slip
angular frequencies (the latter by differentiating the difference between rotor flux angle ρ and rotor
angle εm can be obtained for both a healthy and a faulty motor, with or without load oscillations,
assuming known stator parameters in the iv model.
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Figure 8. Current-voltage (iv) model of IM with stator parameters and current-angle (iε) model with
initial τR0 of a healthy motor.

Conversely, rotor-based IM estimation models yield correct values only for a healthy motor
with or without load oscillations. Here, an estimation model based upon current and rotor angle εm

(iε model, see Figure 8, top), has been chosen [40]. Note that regardless of the applied control method,
regardless of the voltages or currents being impressed, certain relations between voltages, currents,
and rotor speed (all measured) correspond exclusively to one particular motor model and its unique set
of parameters, and cannot be achieved by any other model. Consequently, if the iε model in Figure 8 is
using the parameters of a healthy rotor, but vS, iS, and εm are obtained from the motor with different
parameters (e.g., faulty motor), a difference between the output values of rotor flux angle ρ from iv
and iε models appears. Therefore, this difference between rotor flux angles ρ from both models is
chosen as a fault indicator, as it does not depend on magnetizing inductance Lm.

As explained in the previous discussion, in order to unambiguously detect the fault regardless of
the disturbance (load), the approach requires measurement of stator voltages and currents, as well
as the rotor angle (e.g., [37,38]). The iv model gives the correct ρ, as it does not depend on rotor time
constant(s), potentially altered by BRBs. However, the iε model incorporates initially estimated rotor
time constant τR0 of a healthy rotor. Assuming correct stator parameters, its angle ρ differs from the
one in the iv model only in one of two cases:

Example 1:A healthy motor: the actual rotor time constant τR changes due to the motor heating
(τR < τR0, Ctemp > 1),
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Example 2:A faulty motor: the motor has two different time constants (τRD and τRQ), which is
the case of our special interest. Additionally, Ctemp may or may not vary.

It will be demonstrated that these two examples yield completely different values of the fault
indicator. Consequently, BRB can be detected unambiguously.

4.1. BRBs Detection—Simulations

First, a monitoring system from Figure 8 is applied to a healthy (0 BRB) and faulty (1 BRB) motor
supplied by a sinusoidal voltage at constant load (Figure 9a), assuming initial rotor temperature
(Ctemp = 1). The rotor time constants of a simulated faulty rotor were tuned in order to fit the model to
the actual motor for both the simulations and subsequent experimental verification. In a faulty rotor
(1 BRB), the difference ∆ρ between rotor field angles from two models contains an offset and oscillations.
The offset is owed to the fact that the average time constant of a faulty motor (τRD + τRQ)/2 differs
from τR0 used in the iε model. The oscillations are at exactly twice the slip frequency, as expected for
a faulty motor. The amplitude of ∆ρ with a healthy motor (0 BRB) is zero due to τR = τR0.

We can further investigate an extreme case (Figure 5), where MCSA at 0 BRB would generate
a false positive due to load oscillations (LO2) at 2sf 1 (Section 3.3.1). In such a case, when the MCSA of
a healthy motor is equal to the MSCA of a faulty motor, the fault signature in ∆ρ remains unaffected
by load oscillations (Figure 9b). Hence, both parts of Figure 9 look almost identical.
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Figure 9. Observed ∆ρ for healthy and faulty motors at: (a) constant load Tl = 30 Nm; (b) additional
load oscillations at 2sf 1 (LO2, Tl = 30 ± 0.3 Nm at 5.46 Hz).

As the temperature increases (Ctemp > 1), the motor time constants (0 BRB: τR; 1 BRB: τRD, τRQ)
decrease below the initial model’s constant τR0. Nevertheless, the amplitudes of oscillations in ∆ρ

remain equal, while only its offset increases (Figure 10a—without, Figure 10b—with low load torque
oscillations), whereas the slip slightly rises due to higher rotor resistance RR.

It can be concluded that the ∆ρ amplitude of the 2sf 1 component (∆ρ̂2s f 1) serves as a robust
fault indicator, regardless of the parameter accuracy in the monitoring system and the oscillations
of load torque: in a healthy motor, this amplitude will be small (almost 0), while it is expected to be
significantly higher with a damaged rotor. This fact enables the unambiguous detection of BRB even in
the dubious cases reported in [26].
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Figure 10. Observed ∆ρ at 0 BRB and 1 BRB with: (a) constant load Tl = 30 Nm; (b) additional load
oscillations at 2sf 1 (LO2, Tl = 30 ± 0.3 Nm at 5.46 Hz) for Ctemp ≥ 1.
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Figure 11 illustrates the basic differences between the proposed method and MCSA, where load
oscillations interfere with MCSA, because they can produce the same side-bands as the fault would.
On the contrary, the proposed procedure is immune to load oscillations. However, it should be
emphasized that no method is effective if the motor is running at no-load (steady state), as in such case
side-band components 2sf 1 are negligible and also no oscillating load is present on the shaft.
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Measurements of rotor angle, stator voltages, and currents were performed on an induction
motor supplied by sinusoidal voltage (see Appendix A), while the mechanical load was emulated by
a coupled torque-controlled induction motor (testbed shown in Figure 12a). In order to test the validity
of the modeling and diagnostic approach, a series of experiments has been performed for combination
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• numbers of BRBs (0: healthy rotor; 1 BRB; 2 adjacent BRBs—see tested rotors in Figure 12b),
• constant load torques (Tl = 20 Nm and Tl = 30 Nm),
• oscillating load torques (LO3: Tl = 20 ± 3 Nm at 2 Hz; LO4: Tl = 30 ± 3 Nm at 2 Hz, see Table A2).
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Figure 12. Experimental setup: (a) testbed comprises two coupled torque-controlled induction
machines with active brake machine able to produce low frequency load oscillations; (b) tested batch
of rotors having 0, 1, and 2 BRBs.

4.2.1. Spectral Signature of BRBs and Load Oscillation

In Figures 13 and 14 measurements of stator current spectra (MCSA approach-left) and rotor flux
angle difference ∆ρ spectra (proposed method-right) at different load conditions and different rotor
fault states are presented. Their comparison clearly demonstrates the effectiveness and advantage of
the proposed method in differentiating BRB from load oscillation, thus reducing the possibility of false
BRB fault detection.

Figure 13 shows examples of spectra in case of the constant load torque Tl = 20 Nm and rotors
having 0 BRB (top), and 1 BRB (bottom), respectively. In spectra of both observed variables (stator
current (Figure 13a) and rotor flux angle difference (Figure 13b)), the side-band components at 2sf 1

stick out, when a rotor fault is present (1 BRB). In such cases, most conventional detection methods
work well and a risk for false BRB fault diagnosis is small.
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Figure 13. Experimental results in case of 0 (top) and 1 (bottom) BRB at constant load Tl = 20 Nm:
(a) stator current spectra with visible arising side-band components ±2sf 1 due to BRB; (b) flux angle
difference spectra ∆ρ with visible arising side-band components ±2sf 1 due to BRB.



Energies 2019, 12, 794 12 of 17

The same experiment, but this time for the case of oscillating load torque LO3 (Tl = 20 ± 3 Nm at
2 Hz), is shown in Figure 14. While in stator current spectra (Figure 14a) both side-band components,
i.e., due to BRB at ±2sf 1 and due to LO3 at ±fl, are present, in rotor flux angle difference ∆ρ spectra
(Figure 14b) only frequency components due to BRB exist. The absence of load oscillation components
±fl proves the benefit and reliability of the proposed method in avoiding possible false positive BRB
detections when load oscillates near ±2sf 1, as already demonstrated in Figure 11.

Note that the load oscillation frequency fl = 2 Hz is intentionally slightly different from the
double slip frequency 2sf 1 to avoid side-band components overlapping and to enhance the visual
clearness of diagrams (Figure 14). Note also that in measured stator current spectra some reduced
side-band components can be observed even in case of the heathy rotor (0 BRB) due to manufacturing
imperfections of rotor cages (Figure 13a top, Figure 14a top).

An important conclusion can be drawn from the presented results, namely that the amplitude
of rotor flux angle difference ∆ρ at double slip frequency, denoted as ∆ρ̂2s f 1, is not susceptible to
load oscillations and is thus much more suitable as a diagnostic index than stator current spectra
where load oscillations can mask BRB signature. Observe as well that all rotor flux angle difference ∆ρ

spectra contain also additional frequency components at 16 Hz and 32 Hz. These correspond to the
first and second harmonic of mechanical speed, and are known as inherent angle measurement errors
in encoders, used in the iε model [46].
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Figure 14. Experimental results in case of 0 (top) and 1 (bottom) BRB at oscillating load LO3

Tl = 20 ± 3 Nm at 2 Hz: (a) stator current spectra with visible arising side-band components ±2sf 1 due
to BRB and constant side-band components ±fl due to LO3; (b) flux angle difference spectra ∆ρ with
visible only arising side-band components ±2sf 1 due to BRB.

4.2.2. On-line Implementation of Detection Algorithm

In order to extract ∆ρ̂2s f 1, a signal-processing algorithm with minimal processing effort is adopted
(Figure 15). As the fault indicator is in order of a few Hz, the ∆ρ signal is firstly decimated (through
low-pass filter—LPF, and down-sampling—↓M). Since the rotor angle is measured, the slip angle can
be easily calculated as a difference between the electrical rotor angle and stator voltage angle. Hence,
twice the slip angle is used for Discrete Fourier Transform (DFT) calculation of the remaining ∆ρ signal.
The resulting value of ∆ρ̂2s f 1 is the fault indicator.
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Figure 15. Extraction of fault indicator ∆ρ̂2s f 1 from the ∆ρ signal.

Additionally, simulations of an IM model from Figure 1 at the same operating points and detection
algorithm (Figure 8) with filtering (Figure 15) have been performed and compared to experiments.
In order to emulate real conditions, the simulation model is fed offline by a measured voltage, while the
incremental encoder was modelled to contain errors. Note that the diagnostic algorithm does not
require any knowledge of actual time constants τRD and τRQ of a faulty rotor. However, for the
simulation model to fit the real faulty IM, these time constants have to be known. They can be
estimated as explained in Section 2, and then fitted.

4.2.3. Detection Results

A set of simulations and measurements is shown in parallel in Figure 16. In all cases the model
time constant (τR0) corresponds to the constant τR of a healthy motor (0 BRBs). Of course, τR0 differs
from constants τRD and τRQ in a motor with 1 and 2 BRBs. Black bars show the results for constant
load Tl = 20 Nm (Figure 16a) and Tl = 30 Nm (Figure 16b). The results obtained with an oscillating
load LO3 and LO4 are presented in grey.

Figure 16 clearly shows that ∆ρ̂2s f 1, when used as a fault indicator, is independent of load oscillations,
as the amplitude of ∆ρ̂2s f 1 depends only, and only on the rotor fault condition. Additionally, the simulation
and experimental results match very well, confirming the validity of the dynamic model.

Nevertheless, the experimental results show that even with a “healthy” IM, the fault indicator
∆ρ̂2s f 1 is not zero. This fact, as already emphasized, is owed to manufacturing imperfections,
which result in a slightly asymmetrical cage. In order to avoid this false positive, the threshold
for detecting 1 BRB may be set at twice the value measured previously on a “healthy” motor. In the
case of 2 BRB this threshold is exceeded by much more.

Next, a set of experiments has been performed in order to prove the robustness of the method
(Figure 17). This test emulates alteration of the rotor resistance due to heating (Ctemp > 1), when actual
time constants τR (healthy motor) and τRD, τRQ (faulty motor) decrease below their initial value τR0.
Model time constants differ by up to 20%, with respect to their correct value. The fault indicators are
completely independent on the temperature difference between the model and actual machine.
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Figure 16. Fault indicator at: (a) constant load Tl = 20 Nm (black), and LO3 Tl = 20 ± 3 Nm at 2 Hz
(gray); (b) constant load Tl = 30 Nm (black), and LO4 Tl = 30 ± 3 Nm at 2 Hz (gray). As expected,
load oscillations have almost no effect on fault indicator.
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Figure 17. Influence of erroneous model time constants with or without additional oscillations—
measurements at: (a) constant load Tl = 20 Nm (black), and LO3 Tl = 20 ± 3 Nm at 2 Hz (gray);
(b) constant load Tl = 30 Nm (black), and LO4 Tl = 30 ± 3 Nm at 2 Hz (gray). Parameter mismatch has
almost no effect on the fault indicator.

5. Conclusions

In this paper a method for detecting broken rotor bars in an induction motor has been presented.
In order to fully understand the relationships between all electromagnetic quantities (including the
non-measurable ones) in the case of a faulty rotor and various operational points, a dynamic model
in the field reference frame, which is also suitable for control purposes, has been presented. It has
been established that observing the difference of the rotor flux angle obtained from two different
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estimation models could serve as a reliable fault indicator that is robust to load oscillations and motor
temperature change. On this theoretical basis a detection method has been developed. The method has
been tested through simulations and experiments for different load shapes and different numbers of
BRBs. The results show that the method distinguishes a healthy from a faulty rotor even in ambiguous
cases, as it uses a fault indicator that is independent of the load shape and parameter changes.

The drawback of the presented method is that it requires measurements of three quantities:
current, voltage, and rotor angle, as their combination uniquely characterizes a specific motor’s
operational point and state of health. However, other sophisticated diagnostic methods also require
additional measurements (on top of current measurement, present in basic MCSA) and yet may
experience difficulties with an oscillating load. The proposed method shows good performance even
under such operating conditions. Given the superior performance, the aforementioned additional
measurement is justified.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Induction motor data.

Rated power (kW) 3.0 Rated current (A) 13.0
Rated torque (Nm) 30.0 Rated voltage (V) 236
Rated speed (min–1) 1000 Moment of inertia (kg·m2) 0.019
Number of pole pairs 3 0 BRB: τR0 = τR@75 ◦C (ms) 79.8
Rated frequency (Hz) 50 τR0 = τR@25 ◦C (ms) 97.1
Number rotor bars 30 1 BRB: τRD (ms) 77.6
Stator inductance (mH) 48.9 τRQ (ms) 79.8
Mutual inductance (mH) 45.0 2 BRB: τRD (ms) 74.7
Stator resistance (Ω) 0.65 τRQ (ms) 79.8

Table A2. Loads with additional sinusoidal oscillations applied in simulations and experiments.

Annotation Constant Load (Nm) Superimposed Oscillation (Nm) Frequency of Oscillation (Hz)

LO1 30 ±0.3 2.70
LO2 30 ±0.3 5.46
LO3 20 ±3.0 2.00
LO4 30 ±3.0 2.00
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