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Uncertainty Modelling and Robust Observer
Synthesis using the Koopman Operator

Steven Dahdah, Student Member, IEEE, James Richard Forbes, Member, IEEE

Abstract—This paper proposes a robust nonlinear observer
synthesis method for a population of systems modelled using
the Koopman operator. The Koopman operator allows nonlinear
systems to be rewritten as infinite-dimensional linear systems.
A finite-dimensional approximation of the Koopman operator
can be identified directly from data, yielding an approximately
linear model of a nonlinear system. The proposed observer
synthesis method is made possible by this linearity that in turn
allows uncertainty within a population of Koopman models to
be quantified in the frequency domain. Using this uncertainty
model, linear robust control techniques are used to synthesize
robust nonlinear Koopman observers. A population of several
dozen motor drives is used to experimentally demonstrate the
proposed method. Manufacturing variation is characterized in
the frequency domain, and a robust Koopman observer is
synthesized using mixed H2-H∞ optimal control.

Index Terms—Observer design, state estimation, robust con-
trol, Koopman operator theory, nonlinear systems, uncertainty
quantification, system identification, manufacturing variation,
linear matrix inequalities (LMIs), motor drives.

I. INTRODUCTION

THE design of controllers and observers that are robust to
plant uncertainty or variation is a challenging engineering

problem, particularly when the plant is nonlinear. A robust
controller or observer provides performance guarantees when
deployed on any plant within a specified uncertainty set. This
uncertainty set could represent a population of nominally
identical systems with some variability, such as a product
subject to manufacturing variation, but it could also represent
the effect of modelling error or neglected dynamics for a single
system. By explicitly considering uncertainty in the design
process, robust controllers and observers can improve yield,
reliability, and safety in real-world scenarios.

Robust control theory, which can be used to synthesize
either controllers or observers, is well-developed but generally
limited to linear plants [1]–[3]. In this framework, nonlinear
effects are typically treated as perturbations to a linear nominal
plant [3, §9.1]. One approach to extending robust control the-
ory to nonlinear plants involves the Koopman operator [4]–[7],
a tool that allows nonlinear systems to be represented globally
by infinite-dimensional linear systems. This is achieved by
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viewing their dynamics in terms of a set of nonlinear lifting
functions whose time evolution is governed by the Koopman
operator. Finite-dimensional approximations of the Koopman
operator can be identified from data and used in the robust
control framework with little modification.

In this paper, a robust nonlinear observer design method-
ology based on a population of approximate Koopman mod-
els identified using input-output data is presented. Then, an
industrially relevant nonlinear observer synthesis example is
discussed, where experimental data from a batch of 38 motor
drives with Harmonic Drive gearboxes is used to demonstrate
the proposed method. Harmonic Drive gearboxes are common
in aerospace, robotics, and industry due to their compact form
factor, high reduction ratio, and lack of backlash [8], [9]. How-
ever, these gearboxes are affected by nonlinear oscillations that
can degrade tracking performance and excite vibration modes
in the systems where they are used [8], [9]. Motor drives with
Harmonic Drive gearboxes therefore require nonlinear nominal
models to synthesize a robust observer that can predict this
behaviour.

A. Related work

Observer synthesis methods for specific types of uncertain
nonlinear systems have previously been presented in the litera-
ture. Gain-scheduled linear observers are designed in [10]–[12]
for linear and bilinear parameter varying systems. H∞ optimal
observers for systems with Lipschitz nonlinearities are synthe-
sized in [13]–[16]. A sliding-mode H∞ optimal observer for
Lipschitz nonlinear systems is proposed in [17].

Early work using the Koopman operator for state estimation
introduces the Koopman observer form (KOF), a particular
state-space form computed from the estimated eigendecompo-
sition of the Koopman operator [18], [19]. The KOF is used
in [20] to design a Koopman Kalman filter to estimate the
flow field near an actuated airfoil from pressure measurements.
A generalized maximum likelihood variant of the Koopman
Kalman filter is introduced in [21], where it is used to estimate
the rotor angle and speed of a series of synchronous gener-
ators. In [22], a Koopman Luenberger observer is designed
to detect faulty actuators in a multirotor system. Koopman
observer design for models with bilinear lifting functions
is considered in [23]. Koopman state estimation in a batch
optimization framework is discussed in [24], [25], while
simultaneous localization and mapping (SLAM) is additionally
considered in [25].

To date, robust observer synthesis with the Koopman oper-
ator has not been considered, but robust linear time-invariant
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(LTI) controller synthesis using the Koopman operator has
been addressed in [26]–[30]. In [26], H2 optimal control is
used to synthesize controllers that perform robustly in the
face of uncertainty modelled by polytope sets of Koopman
models. The uncertainty is due to the use of multiple datasets
to identify multiple Koopman models of the same system.
The synthesized controllers are tested in simulation using a
Duffing oscillator system and the Kroteweg–De Vries partial
differential equation. Uncertainty due to the finite-dimensional
approximation of an infinite-dimensional Koopman operator is
represented in [27], [28]. Controllers are designed to guarantee
stability in the largest possible regions of attraction and are
tested on simulated Van der Pol oscillator [27] and inverted
pendulum [28] systems. Biased Koopman models identified
from noisy data are considered in [29], where uncertainty
is modelled based on a known sector bounded model mis-
match. A dual-loop H∞ control approach is used to attain
both robust stability and robust performance guarantees. The
approach is demonstrated using a simulated Van der Pol
oscillator. In [30], robust H∞ control is applied to a linear
parameter-varying Koopman representation. Uncertainty due
to the linear parameter-varying nature of the model, along
with known model approximation error, is modelled in the
frequency domain. The uncertainty is bounded using constant
weighting functions in an additive uncertainty representation.
A mixed H2-H∞ control problem is solved to guarantee the
robust stability of the Koopman controller. The performance
of the synthesized controller is demonstrated on a simulated
bilinear motor model. While robustness is not considered
in [31], a sophisticated H∞ design procedure with dynamic
performance weighting functions is outlined in the lifted space.
The synthesized H∞ controller is demonstrated on simulated
Van der Pol oscillator and two-mass-Duffing-spring systems.
So far, no Koopman control approaches have been demon-
strated outside of simulation, and no Koopman uncertainty
models have characterized variation within a population of
nominally identical plants subject to individual variation.

For the sake of completeness, note that comprehensive
reviews of Koopman control approaches based on the linear-
quadratic regulator (LQR) and model predictive control (MPC)
can be found in [7], [32], [33]. Koopman-based MPC al-
gorithms that consider other definitions of robustness in-
clude [34]–[37].

B. Contribution

The key methodological contributions of this paper are

1) the frequency-domain quantification of uncertainty in a
population of Koopman models, and

2) a robust nonlinear observer synthesis approach for a
population of Koopman models.

Furthermore, this work extends the input-output observer
framework of [11], [38], by introducing mixed H2-H∞ opti-
mal control and non-additive uncertainty forms to the method.

The proposed observer synthesis method is demonstrated
experimentally on a population of motor drives, leading to the
following technological contributions.

1) The creation of a publicly available dataset consisting
of trajectories from 38 individual motor drives in loaded
and unloaded conditions [39].

2) The development of physics-inspired Koopman lifting
functions for motor drives with Harmonic Drive gear-
boxes.

3) The evaluation of multiple different uncertainty forms
for each choice of nominal plant model for a population
of Koopman models.

4) The use of nontrivial weighting functions to bound
residuals for a population of Koopman models.

5) The experimental, rather than simulated, validation of a
robust nonlinear observer based on mixed H2-H∞ op-
timal control.

Two additional minor contributions are discussed in the
Appendices. The first is an outlier detection approach for
incorrectly-installed motor drives using the frequency-domain
uncertainty model, and the second is a phase offset calibration
procedure for Harmonic Drive gearbox oscillations.

The aforementioned methodological contributions are gen-
eral, and can be applied to a wide range of systems, while the
technological contributions are related to specific challenges
posed by the motor drive system under consideration.

C. Outline

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Sec-
tion II summarizes robust control theory, its applications
to robust observer synthesis, and Koopman operator theory.
Section III describes the proposed robust nonlinear observer
synthesis methodology. Section IV presents experimental val-
idation of the methodology using a dataset of 38 nonlinear
motor drives. Finally, Section V concludes the paper.

Appendix A discusses how frequency-domain uncertainty
modelling can be used to detect outlier motor drives, and
Appendix B presents a phase offset calibration procedure for
motor drives with Harmonic Drive gearbox oscillations.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Robust control theory

This section outlines the robust control fundamentals re-
quired to quantify uncertainty within a population of LTI
systems and synthesize a robust controller or observer using
that uncertainty model.

P

K

∆

yu

z2w2

z1w1

Fig. 1: The generalized plant P for the robust optimal control
problem in feedback with a controller K and an uncertainty
block ∆.
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1) Notation: Let y : Z≥0 → Rn×1 denote a discrete-
time signal whose value at time k is yk [40, §1.2]. A time-
invariant system is a mapping from signals to signals, denoted
G : ℓ2e → ℓ2e, where ℓ2e is the extended inner product
sequence space [2, §B.1.1]. For LTI systems, G is a linear
operator. A minimal state-space realization of an LTI system
is denoted [2, §3.2.1]

G min∼
[

A B
C D

]
. (1)

Another way to realize an LTI system is through its transfer
matrix,

y(z) = G(z)u(z), (2)

where y(z), z ∈ C denotes the z-transform of a signal [41,
§3.5.2]. Evaluating the transfer matrix at z = ejθ, where
θ = 2π∆tf is the discrete-time frequency, ∆t is the sampling
period, and f is the continuous-time frequency, yields the
frequency response of the system.

2) Norms of systems: The size of a system can be quantified
with a norm. The H∞ norm of a system G is the worst-case
gain from ∥u∥2 to ∥y∥2 = ∥Gu∥2. That is [2, §B.1.1],

∥G∥∞ = sup
u∈ℓ2,u ̸=0

∥Gu∥2
∥u∥2

. (3)

In the frequency domain, this definition is equivalent to [2,
§B.1.1]

∥G∥∞ = sup
θ∈(−π,π]

σ̄
(
G(ejθ)

)
, (4)

where σ̄(·) denotes the maximum singular value of a matrix.
The H∞ norm of a system can be viewed as the peak
magnitude of its frequency response.

The H2 norm is

∥G∥2 =

√
1

2π

∫ π

−π

tr
(

G(ejθ)
HG(ejθ)

)
dθ, (5)

where G(ejθ) is the transfer matrix representation of G [42,
§4.4] [43]. The H2 norm can be viewed as the expected root-
mean-squared (RMS) output of a system when the input is
unit variance white noise [2, §3.3.3] [3, §5.7] [43].

3) Optimal controller synthesis: The generalized plant, P ,
depicted in Figure 1, is central to the robust control problem [1,
§3.8]. It consists of an interconnection of the system to
be controlled with a series of weighting functions used to
specify performance requirements. The controller inputs and
outputs, u and y, represent the signals accessible to a controller
K. The performance inputs and outputs, w1 and z1, encode
performance requirements to be optimized. Performance in-
puts could include disturbance and reference signals, while
performance outputs could include control effort and tracking
error. The uncertainty inputs and outputs, w2 and z2, connect
the generalized plant to the uncertainty block, ∆, which can
be any system satisfying ∥∆∥∞ ≤ 1.

In the absence of uncertainty, an optimal controller mini-
mizes the impact of w1 on z1 = T 11w1. That is, it solves

min
K

∥T 11∥ (6)

for some system norm of T 11, like the H∞ norm or the
H2 norm. Weighting functions included inside the generalized
plant allow performance metrics, like disturbance rejection or
tracking error, to be targeted over a particular frequency band.
Posing an optimal control problem in this manner guarantees
the asymptotic stability of the closed-loop system as long as
a system norm of T 11 is finite [3].

Now consider the case where model uncertainty is present.
Let z2 = T 22w2. Assuming that K asymptotically stabilizes
P for ∆ = 0, the small-gain theorem [1, §4.9.4] implies
that the closed-loop system in Figure 1 is asymptotically
stable for any ∥∆∥∞ ≤ 1 if ∥T 22∥∞ < 1. This property is
called robust stability. The mixed H2-H∞ optimal controller
achieves robust stability by solving [44].

min
K

∥T 11∥2 (7)

s.t. ∥T 22∥∞ < 1. (8)

Let
[
zT1 zT2

]T
= T

[
wT

1 wT
2

]T
. The H∞ optimal controller

also achieves robust stability by solving [1, §9.3]

γ = argmin
K

∥T ∥∞, (9)

and verifying that γ < 1.
4) Quantifying uncertainty: To model the uncertainty for a

given population of systems, an uncertainty structure must be
chosen and an uncertainty weighting function must be found.
Consider a nominal plant G(z), a perturbed plant Gp(z), and
a perturbation, or residual, E(z). The perturbation can be
expressed as [1, §8.2.3]

E(z) = W2(z)∆(z)W1(z), ∥∆(z)∥∞ ≤ 1, (10)

where often one of the weighting functions is set to identity.
These weights are placed inside the generalized plant, such
that the input of W1(z) is w2 and the output of W2(z) is z2.
The additive uncertainty model corresponds to [1, §8.2.3]

Gp(z) = G(z) + Ea(z). (11)

Let W2(z) = 1. The remaining weighting function W1(z) is
designed to satisfy [1, §8.2.3]

∥Gp(z)− G(z)∥∞ ≤ ∥∆(z)∥∞ ∥W1(z)∥∞ ≤ ∥W1(z)∥∞
(12)

for all perturbed plants. Other common uncertainty forms
are [1, §8.2.3]

• input multiplicative, Gp(z) = G(z) (1 + Ei(z)),
• output multiplicative, Gp(z) = (1 + Eo(z))G(z),
• inverse additive, Gp(z) = G(z)(1 − Eia(z)G(z))−1,
• inverse input mult., Gp(z) = G(z)(1 − Eii(z))

−1, and
• inverse output mult., Gp(z) = (1 − Eio(z))

−1G(z).

Given a population of perturbed plants, each perturbation E(z)
is typically calculated frequency-by-frequency. An uncertainty
weight W(z) that bounds all the perturbations is then designed
and incorporated into the generalized plant.
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B. Robust observer design

Optimal observer design can be viewed as optimal controller
design with a particular choice of generalized plant. This
section provides a brief overview of linear observers and
their relationship to linear controllers. Consider the state-space
representation of a strictly proper LTI system,

xk+1 = Axk + Buk, (13)
yk = Cxk, (14)

where (A,C) is observable. The structure of the most common
type of observer, the Luenberger observer, is [11]

x̂k+1 = Ax̂k + Buk + L (yk − ŷk) , (15)
ŷk = Cx̂k, (16)

where L is the observer gain. The observer gain is chosen to
asymptotically stabilize the error dynamics [11]

ek+1 = (A − LC) ek, (17)

where ek = x̂k − xk.

K

G C

+

−
+

+
yck

ŷk

ykuk

x̂k

Fig. 2: The structure of an input-output observer. Note that
the output matrix C is drawn as a separate system from G to
allow access to the state estimate x̂k.

However, observers need not be limited to static gains.
In [11], [38], robust optimal control techniques are used to
synthesize input-output observers of the form

xc
k+1 = Acxck + Bc (yk − ŷk) , (18)

yc
k = Ccxc

k + Dc (yk − ŷk) , (19)
x̂k+1 = Ax̂k + B (uk + yck) , (20)

ŷk = Cx̂k. (21)

A block diagram of an input-output observer is shown in
Figure 2, where

K min∼
[

Ac Bc

Cc Dc

]
, CG min∼

[
A B
C 0

]
. (22)

Inside the observer, a copy of the nominal plant is used for
comparison against measurements. The synthesized controller
K compares the measurements with the nominal plant’s output
and makes corrections to its input accordingly. Note that the
output matrix C is drawn as a separate system C in Figure 2,
to allow access to the state estimate x̂k in the block diagram.
An example of a generalized plant for an input-output observer
design problem can be found later in Figure 9.

Unlike a controller, an observer cannot destabilize the
observed system. As such, robustness in an observer does not

refer to robust stability. Instead, as in [11], [38], robustness
in an observer refers to insensitivity of performance to model
uncertainty. Loosely, the uncertainty weight is therefore used
to inform the observer of when it can trust the predictions
of its internal nominal model. When uncertainty is high, the
nominal model may not match the true system, so external
measurements should be used to correct the model predictions.
When uncertainty is low, the nominal model is likely to match
the true systems, so noise and disturbances can be rejected by
using the observer’s internal model without correction.

C. Koopman operator theory

This section provides a brief overview of Koopman operator
theory with exogenous inputs.

1) The Koopman operator: Consider the nonlinear differ-
ence equation

xk+1 = f(xk,uk), (23)

where the state is xk ∈ M ⊆ Rm×1 and the input is uk ∈
N ⊆ Rn×1. Also consider the set H of all scalar-valued lifting
functions, ψ : M × N → R. The Koopman operator, U :
H → H, composes lifting functions with f(·), advancing them
in time by one timestep. That is,

(Uψ)(xk,uk) = ψ(f(xk,uk), ⋆), (24)

where ⋆ = uk if the input has state-dependent dynamics, or
⋆ = 0 if the input has no dynamics [45, §6.5]. The set H
is often an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space. Sometimes this
space is explicitly chosen, while other times, it is implicitly
defined by the lifting functions [32, §2.1].

To approximate the Koopman operator in finite dimensions,
a finite subset of lifting functions must be chosen. Let the
vector-valued lifting functions ψ : M×N → Rp×1 be written
as

ψ(xk,uk) =

[
ϑ(xk)
υ(xk,uk)

]
, (25)

where the state-dependent lifting functions are ϑ : M →
Rpϑ×1, the input-dependent lifting functions are υ : M×N →
Rpυ×1, and pϑ + pυ = p. A finite-dimensional approximation
of (24) is [45, §6.5.1]

ϑ(xk+1) = Uψ(xk,uk) + ϵk, (26)

where U =
[
A B

]
is the Koopman matrix. Expanding (26)

results in the linear state-space form,

ϑ(xk+1) = Aϑ(xk) + Bυ(xk,uk) + ϵk. (27)

2) Data-driven Koopman operator approximation: To ap-
proximate the Koopman matrix from a dataset D =
{xk,uk}qk=0, lifting functions must first be chosen. Koopman
lifting functions can be inspired by the dynamics of the system
in question [46]–[48], taken from a standard set of basis
functions like polynomials, sinusoids, or radial basis func-
tions [49]–[53], or chosen to approximate a given kernel [24],
[54], [55]. Time-delayed states are also often included in the
lifted state [49], [56], [57].
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For a given choice of lifting functions, consider the lifted
snapshot matrices

Ψ =
[
ψ0 ψ1 · · · ψq−1

]
∈ Rp×q, (28)

Θ+ =
[
ϑ1 ϑ2 · · · ϑq

]
∈ Rpϑ×q, (29)

where ψk = ψ(xk,uk) and ϑk = ϑ(xk).
Least-squares is the simplest way to approximate the Koop-

man matrix from data. Minimizing ϵk leads to the optimization
problem

min
U

1

q
∥Θ+ − UΨ∥2F, (30)

whose solution is [45, §1.2.1]

U = Θ+Ψ
†. (31)

Extended dynamic mode decomposition (EDMD) [58] im-
proves performance and numerical conditioning in the least-
squares problem when the dataset contains many fewer states
than snapshots (i.e., when p≪ q) [45, §10.3]. Assuming Ψ is
full rank, the EDMD approximation of the Koopman matrix
is

U = Θ+

(
ΨTΨT†

)
Ψ† =

(
Θ+Ψ

T
) (

ΨΨT
)†

= GH†, (32)

where

G =
1

q
Θ+Ψ

T ∈ Rpϑ×p, H =
1

q
ΨΨT ∈ Rp×p. (33)

Note that, when the columns of Ψ are linearly independent,
H = HT > 0.

III. METHODOLOGY

The proposed robust nonlinear observer synthesis method
applies the input-output observer structure of [11], [38] to a
population of Koopman models. The steps of the proposed
method are as follows.

1) Identify a Koopman model for every plant in a popula-
tion using the same set of lifting functions.

2) Select a nominal plant and an uncertainty form, compute
residuals, and design an uncertainty weighting function
to bound the residuals in the frequency domain.

3) Design performance weighting functions, form the gen-
eralized plant, and synthesize a robust controller (e.g.,
H∞, mixed H2-H∞).

4) Interconnect the controller with the nominal Koopman
plant as in Figure 2.

Thanks to the linearity of the Koopman operator, the input-
output observer structure requires little modification, as the
observer synthesis process takes place in the lifted space. This
is viewed as a positive aspect of the approach, as existing
robust control and estimation techniques are powerful and
well-studied.

One key difference between the proposed Koopman ob-
server and a linear observer is how the nominal model is
used when the observer is deployed. During synthesis, the
Koopman model is treated an LTI system. However, during
operation, the original system’s state is retracted and re-lifted
at each timestep. This prevents the system interconnection in
Figure 2 from being collapsed into a single LTI block, but

yields more accurate model predictions, as it ensures that the
structure of the lifted state is always respected. This approach
results in the local error definition of [59]. Note that when
comparing Koopman observers to their linear counterparts,
weights on lifted states should be zero to ensure that both
methods minimize the same cost functions.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL VALIDATION

In this section, the proposed robust nonlinear observer
synthesis methodology is applied to a population of 38 motor
drives. Each motor drive, pictured in Figure 3, consists of an
electric motor and a Harmonic Drive gearbox. The gearbox
introduces a periodic oscillation into the system which cannot
be captured by a linear model [8], [9]. A Koopman model

Fig. 3: Motor drive used to generate the training data, which
consists of a motor with a Harmonic Drive gearbox. The
gearbox introduces nonlinear oscillations into the system,
leading to tracking errors at specific frequencies related to the
input velocity. Photo courtesy of Alexandre Coulombe.

for each drive is identified, manufacturing uncertainty is
characterized in the frequency domain, and a robust Koopman
observer is designed to estimate motor velocity and current
using position measurements. Each motor drive is identified
with and without an asymmetric inertial load. The models used
for observer synthesis are identified using unloaded drives,
so the motor current estimation errors can be treated as load
torque estimates. The uncertainty characterization used for
robust observer design can also be used to detect incorrectly
installed motor drives. An outlier detection approach based
on the uncertainty characterization done in this section is
discussed in Appendix A.

The full motor drive dataset is available for download
at [39]. A datasheet following the format of [60] is also
provided. The software required to fully reproduce the results
of this paper is available at https://github.com/decargroup/
robust observer koopman. This code extends pykoop [61],
the authors’ open-source Koopman operator approximation
library for Python.

https://github.com/decargroup/robust_observer_koopman
https://github.com/decargroup/robust_observer_koopman
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A. Dataset

The motor drives under consideration operate in closed-
loop, accepting position and velocity reference signals and
returning position, velocity, and current measurements. The
velocity measurements are computed from position measure-
ments by the drives via a filtered finite difference scheme. The
dataset consists of 40 episodes per drive, each approximately
20 s long. The drive is loaded with an asymmetric inertial load
for half of the episodes. The loaded and unloaded datasets
are split into 18 training episodes and two test episodes.
The reference position, reference velocity, measured position,
measured velocity, and measured motor current are recorded
at 1 kHz. The positions and velocities are recorded in rad
and rad/s respectively at the output shaft of the gearbox,
while the current is recorded as a fraction of the drive’s full-
scale current. The gearboxes under consideration reduce input
velocities by a factor of 100.

The drive’s control software accepts position checkpoints
and generates the smoothed trapezoidal velocity trajectories
required to reach each checkpoint. Each episode contains 10
pseudorandom position checkpoints set within one revolution
of the gearbox output shaft in either direction. The resulting
velocity profile resembles a smoothed pseudorandom binary
sequence (PRBS) [62, §13.3]. For all episodes, the maximum
allowed velocity and acceleration settings are set in the drive’s
control software to generate the most challenging training and
test trajectories possible.

B. Koopman operator approximation

Koopman operator identification for a single motor drive
is now considered. Lifting functions for the motor drive are
chosen based on the nonlinear oscillations that are known to be
present in Harmonic Drive gearboxes [8], [9]. This oscillation
is kinematic in nature [8], [9] with a fixed phase, which can be
treated as a calibration parameter that must be identified for
each motor drive. EDMD is then used to identify the Koopman
matrix given the calibrated lifting functions.

1) Lifting function selection: Harmonic Drive gearboxes
are known to generate vibrations at a frequency once and
twice the input frequency [8], [9]. These oscillations are first
characterized experimentally, and then used to inform the
design of Koopman lifting functions.

Let θ(t) be the gearbox output angle in rad and let i(t)
be the measured motor current as a fraction of the full-
scale current. The nonlinear vibration can be modelled as an
exogenous load torque disturbance, which is proportional to
the current disturbance [9]

id(t) = a1 sin (rθ(t) + φ1) + a2 sin (2rθ(t) + φ2), (34)

where a1 and a2 are vibration amplitudes, φ1 and φ2 are
phase shifts, and r is the reduction ratio of the gearbox.
These vibrations appear as tracking errors in the position and
velocity of the drive. They also appear in the current command
due to the feedback action of the controller. Figure 4 shows
the power spectral density of a drive’s velocity tracking error
during a constant 0.5 rev/s movement, which is the drive’s
maximum speed. Since the gearbox reduction ratio is known

0 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500
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)
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a
d

2
/
s2
/
H

z)

Fig. 4: Power spectral density of output velocity tracking error
during a constant-velocity trajectory segment. The velocity at
the gearbox input is 50 rev/s, leading to vibrations at integer
multiples of 50Hz. The most prominent tracking errors occur
at the fundamental frequency. A logarithmic scale is used to
better show the high-frequency harmonics.

to be r = 100, the resulting gearbox input velocity is 50 rev/s.
Velocity tracking errors occur at integer multiples of 50Hz,
with decreasing power as frequency increases. By several
orders of magnitude, the most significant tracking errors occur
at 50Hz.

Inspired by Figure 4 and by (34), the Koopman lifting
functions for the motor drive system are chosen to be

ϑk =

 θk
θ̇k

sin (100 θk + φ)

 , (35)

υk = ik. (36)

Since the 50Hz error in Figure 4 is by far the largest, only
that sinusoidal term is included in the lifting functions. It was
found experimentally that including higher-frequency harmon-
ics has a minimal effect on the system’s overall prediction
error. The vibration amplitude a1 is identified as part of
the approximated Koopman matrix. Note the inclusion of a
constant phase offset φ in (35), which must be computed for
each drive. A simple calibration procedure for φ is discussed
in Appendix B.

2) Koopman regression: EDMD with Tikhonov regulariza-
tion [63] is used to identify Koopman matrices using linear
lifting functions and the lifting functions (35) and (36). A
manual bisection procedure is used to find the smallest reg-
ularization coefficient that results in stable Koopman systems
for each drive, both with linear and nonlinear lifting functions.
The Tikhonov regularization coefficient required to stabilize
all Koopman models is α = 90. More advanced methods like
those in [64] could also be used to guarantee asymptotic sta-
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Fig. 5: Predicted position, velocity, and current trajectories for
linear and Koopman drive models using the first test episode.
The linear model is not able to reproduce the Harmonic Drive
oscillations, and instead predicts the average velocity and
current. The Koopman model is able to accurately predict the
oscillations.
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Fig. 6: Predicted position, velocity, and current error power
spectral densities for linear and Koopman drive models using
the first test episode. The Koopman model better predicts the
gearbox oscillations, leading to lower velocity and current
errors at 50Hz. A linear scale is used to emphasize the
difference in error.

bility without such a high regularization coefficient. However,
in spite of the large regularization coefficient, the identified
models are shown to result in good predictive performance
and observer designs.

3) Prediction results: The predicted position, velocity, and
current trajectories of one motor drive are shown in Figure 5.
The corresponding prediction errors are shown in Figure 6 in
the frequency domain. Figure 5 shows that the linear model
correctly identifies the low-frequency dynamics of the motor
drive, but does not predict the vibrations induced by the
Harmonic Drive gearbox. In contrast, the Koopman model
predicts the oscillations accurately. Figure 6 shows the power
spectral density of the prediction errors, which demonstrate
that the Koopman model significantly reduces prediction er-
rors at 50Hz, while introducing more low-frequency current
prediction error. While higher accuracy could be obtained by
using a more complex Koopman model, the simplicity of the
proposed model is advantageous because it will lead to a
lower-order observer design.

C. Uncertainty characterization

Now that a Koopman model for each motor drive has
been identified, uncertainty is quantified within the population.
Rather than computing an average model to use as the nominal
plant, one motor drive model from the population is chosen
as the nominal plant. For each uncertainty form and for
each choice of nominal plant, residual transfer matrices are
computed. The uncertainty form and nominal plant yielding
the lowest peak residual is selected for observer design. For
the sake of comparison, the same nominal plant is used for the
linear and Koopman approaches, selected using the Koopman
model’s residuals.

Figure 7 shows the upper bounds on the maximum sin-
gular values of the residuals for each uncertainty form. For
each uncertainty form, the nominal plant yielding the lowest
uncertainty is shown. Both output multiplicative uncertainty
forms have high gain over the whole frequency spectrum, and
are therefore unsuitable for controller or observer design. The
input multiplicative uncertainty forms are more desirable, as
they have low uncertainty at low frequency and their gains
remain below 0 dB over all frequencies. Between the two, the
inverse input multiplicative uncertainty form has the lowest
gain at high frequencies, so it is selected for observer design.

The linear inverse input multiplicative uncertainty bound in
Figure 7 has lower uncertainty than the Koopman uncertainty
bound at low frequencies, but similar uncertainty at high
frequencies. Both uncertainty bounds have sufficiently low un-
certainty for controller or observer design at low frequencies.

The uncertainty bounds in Figure 7 are computed frequency-
by-frequency. Once an uncertainty model is selected, transfer
functions must be designed to bound them. A nonlinear
optimization problem is solved to find the transfer function
coefficients that result in a magnitude response that closely
bounds the residuals at each frequency. Figure 8 shows the un-
certainty weights bounding the linear and Koopman residuals.
Individual weighting functions are computed for each input-
to-output transfer function. For the linear model, first- and
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Fig. 7: Upper bounds on the residuals for each uncertainty form. Both output multiplicative uncertainty forms have high
uncertainty everywhere, while both input multiplicative forms have uncertainty below 0 dB everywhere. Inverse input
multiplicative uncertainty is preferred, as it remains lower than its feedforward counterpart at higher frequencies.
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Fig. 8: Inverse input multiplicative uncertainty bounds and fit transfer functions for linear and Koopman models.
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second-order transfer functions are used. The Koopman mod-
els require third-order transfer functions, except for W∆,11(z),
which uses a first-order transfer function. In both the linear
and Koopman cases, W∆,22(z) represents the majority of
the uncertainty in the transfer matrix. While the linear and
Koopman uncertainty bounds have similar magnitudes at high
frequencies, the Koopman uncertainty bound is easier to fit
closely with a low-order transfer function.

D. Robust observer design

Robust observers are now synthesized for both linear and
Koopman models of the motor drive population. Since the
motor drive has no true velocity sensor, motor velocity and
current are observed given position measurements. Because
the observer is synthesized using unloaded models, the motor
current can be viewed as a proxy for the motor’s electromag-
netic torque. When the observer is fed measurements from a
loaded drive, it predicts only the electromagnetic torque, not
the load torque. Consequently, the current prediction error can
be viewed as an estimate of the motor drive’s load torque.

1) Observer generalized plant: The generalized plant used
for robust observer synthesis, depicted in Figure 9, is inspired
by the input-output observer originally proposed in [11], [38].
The controller component of the observer, K is synthesized by

G C

∆W∆

Wu

K

G C

+
+

+

+ +

−

+
−

Wp

u

x

w2 z2

w1

z1

y

x̂

Fig. 9: The generalized plant for a robust input-output observer
problem with inverse input multiplicative uncertainty.

solving a mixed H2-H∞ robust control problem. The H2 norm
is a suitable performance metric for an observer due to its
interpretation as the expected RMS output of a system subject
to unit variance white noise input [2, §3.3.3] [3, §5.7] [43].
Recall (22) and let the states and state-space matrices of Wp,
Wu, and W∆ be denoted similarly with superscripts.

A state-space realization of the generalized plant is
xk+1

x̂k+1

xWp

k+1

xWu
k+1

xW∆
k+1

 =


A 0 0 BCWu BCW∆

0 A 0 BCWu 0
BWp −BWp AWp 0 0

0 0 0 AWu 0
0 0 0 0 AW∆




xk

x̂k

xWp

k

xWu
k

xW∆
k



+


BDWu BDW∆

BDWu 0
0 0

BWu 0
0 BW∆


[

w1,k

w2,k

]
+


0
B
0
0
0

 uk, (37)

[
z1,k
z2,k

]
=

[
DWp −DWp CWp 0 0

0 0 0 CWu CW∆

]
xk

x̂k

xWp

k

xWu
k

xW∆
k


+

[
0 0

DWu DW∆

] [
w1,k

w2,k

]
+

[
0
0

]
uk, (38)

yk =
[
C −C 0 0 0

]


xk

x̂k

xWp

k

xWu
k

xW∆
k

+
[
0 0

] [w1,k

w2,k

]
+ 0 uk.

(39)

Using these state-space matrices, an H2-H∞ optimal con-
troller is synthesized using the approach of [40, §5.4.4]. The
final observer has the structure shown in Figure 2.
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Fig. 10: Performance, input, and uncertainty weights for the
linear (a) and Koopman (b) observer, along with the plant and
controller frequency responses. The linear uncertainty weight
is close to 0 dB above 100Hz, leading to higher controller
gains and degraded performance at high frequencies.
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Fig. 11: Estimated position, velocity, and current trajectories of the linear and Koopman observers for the nominal and the
worst off-nominal systems. The Koopman observer is able to accurately predict the Harmonic Drive oscillations while the
linear observer is not. In fact, the linear model’s transient velocity estimates are degraded due to higher model uncertainty at
high frequencies. Off-nominal predictions are slightly worse for all observers.
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Fig. 12: Power spectral densities of position, velocity, and current estimation errors of the linear and Koopman observers for
the nominal and worst off-nominal systems. In both cases, the Koopman observer reduces state estimation errors at 50Hz. A
linear scale is used to emphasize the difference in error.
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The observer synthesis procedure is identical for the linear
and Koopman models, as they are both represented by state-
space matrices. When using the Koopman model for prediction
in the Koopman observer, the original system states are
recovered and re-lifted with new exogenous inputs at each
timestep.

2) Observer weighting functions: Figure 10 shows the spe-
cific weighting functions used in the robust observer synthesis
problem. The generalized plant has one performance input and
one performance output: w1, which is the weighted system
input, and z1, which is the weighted state estimation error.
For the sake of comparison, the input and performance weights
are left as identity. In the Koopman observer, the performance
weight for the lifted state estimation error is zero. Only the
uncertainty weight differs between the linear and Koopman
observer synthesis problems.

The intuition for how the observer weight affects the perfor-
mance of the observer is as follows. The controller component
of the observer, K, governs the degree to which the observer’s
internal nominal plant model is corrected. Low uncertainty
indicates that the true plant and nominal plant match well, so
the predictions of the observer’s internal plant model should be
trusted, and its input should not be corrected. This corresponds
to a low controller gain. High uncertainty indicates that the
true plant and the nominal plant may differ significantly, so
measurements should be used to correct the observer’s internal
nominal plant model. This corresponds to a high controller
gain. In Figure 10, the controller gain rises as the model
uncertainty rises. As the plant gain rolls off, so does the
controller gain. The linear model has higher uncertainty at
high frequencies, so the controller gain remains higher than
that of the Koopman model. In the next section, this effect is
shown to degrade state estimation performance.

E. Experimental results
The performance of the linear and Koopman robust ob-

servers is compared in this section. Three test conditions are
considered. First, the observers are tested with measurements
from their nominal motor drive. Then they are tested with mea-
surements from the furthest off-nominal motor drive. Finally,
the observers are tested with measurements from the loaded
nominal motor drive.

1) Performance with nominal and off-nominal drives: The
linear and Koopman observers are now compared for both the
nominal motor drive and the worst off-nominal motor drive.
The worst off-nominal motor drive is the motor drive with
the largest residual in Figure 8. Figure 11 shows the position,
velocity, and current state estimates for the nominal and off-
nominal motor drives. In both cases, the Koopman observer
is able to account for the gearbox oscillation while the linear
model is not. Due to higher model uncertainty at high frequen-
cies, the linear observer’s transient velocity predictions are
less accurate than those of the Koopman observer. There is a
slight performance decrease going from the nominal to the off-
nominal motor drive, but the performance is still acceptable.
Figure 12 shows the corresponding state estimation errors in
the frequency domain. The Koopman observer significantly
reduces errors at 50Hz.
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Fig. 15: Inverse input multiplicative uncertainty bounds, fit transfer functions, and outlier residual for linear and Koopman
models. The outlier residual exceeds the fit residual bound in W∆,11(f) and W∆,21(f) in both cases.

2) Performance with loaded drive: Observer performance
is now assessed for the nominal motor drive with an asym-
metric inertial load attached. Due to the force of gravity, the
load introduces a low-frequency sinusoidal disturbance to the
system. The goal of the observer in this context is to estimate
the low-frequency load disturbance while rejecting the high-
frequency gearbox disturbance.

Since the linear and Koopman models were not identi-
fied using loaded data, the current prediction errors of their
corresponding observers can be treated as estimates of the
external load torque on the motor drive, particularly when
angular acceleration is low. The state estimation errors of these
observers are shown in Figure 13, where ie(t) can be treated
as a load torque estimate. Figure 14, which contains the power
spectral densities of the state estimation errors, shows that the
Koopman load torque estimate contains less 50Hz Harmonic
Drive disturbance than the linear load estimate.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper proposes a robust nonlinear observer synthesis
method based on the Koopman operator. Thanks to the linear-
ity of the Koopman operator, uncertainty within a population
of Koopman models can be quantified in the frequency do-
main, which allows standard robust controller synthesis tools
to be used to synthesize a nonlinear observer. The proposed
methodology is general enough that it can be applied to any
system that can be modelled with the Koopman operator.

A detailed and industrially relevant experimental example
is also presented, wherein Koopman models for a population
of 38 motor drives are identified and uncertainty within the

population is quantified using standard robust control tools.
The corresponding dataset is publicly available at [39]. Using
this uncertainty model, a mixed H2-H∞ robust observer is
designed to estimate motor velocity and current from position
measurements. While much contemporary Koopman control
literature focuses on simulated systems, the proposed observer
design approach is demonstrated with real data. Furthermore,
the state-of-the-art in robust Koopman control considers only
very simple uncertainty models compared to those presented
here.

As with many Koopman control approaches, one limiting
factor in this approach is that is does not lift the control inputs
in the Koopman model. Bilinear lifting approaches like [65]
show great potential for MPC algorithms, but may be difficult
to integrate with LTI controllers. The proposed observer design
approach can equally be used to synthesize robust optimal
controllers, which is a topic that will be explored in future
work.
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APPENDIX A
OUTLIER DETECTION

If a motor drive is installed in its frame with inappropri-
ate fastener torques, tracking performance is degraded and
oscillations induced by the Harmonic Drive gearbox are wors-
ened. This effect is most apparent when the motor drive is
loaded. The uncertainty characterization approach described
in Section IV can be used to identify motor drives that do not
belong to the training population, including motor drives that
are installed incorrectly.

The uncertainty characterization procedure is now repeated
for the loaded dataset, using the same optimization procedure
to determine weighting functions. The inverse input multi-
plicative residuals corresponding to a motor drive that was
deliberately installed with incorrect fastener torques are shown
in Figure 15. The incorrectly installed motor drive can be
identified by looking at W∆,11(f) in Figure 15a and W∆,21(f)
in Figure 15b, where the outlier residuals exceed the fit
residual bound.

While inverse input multiplicative uncertainty is shown in
this section, the outlier drive is detectable using any uncer-
tainty model. It has been verified that this outlier identification
criterion is insensitive to the choice of nominal model. All
choices of nominal model except one correctly identify the
outlier model. It could be argued that that nominal model
should also be considered an outlier. Ultimately, the decision
of whether a system should be considered an inlier or outlier
depends on the use case. The uncertainty mode could equally
be extended to include the incorrectly installed drive if a more
conservative uncertainty model is acceptable.

APPENDIX B
HARMONIC DRIVE PHASE CALIBRATION

The Koopman lifting functions in (35) include a fixed
parameter for the phase of the nonlinear oscillation term,
which must be determined before computing the Koopman
matrix. Since this parameter is determined when the motor
drive is being assembled, it is unknown but constant. This
section proposes a calibration procedure for this unknown
phase offset that can easily be incorporated into the motor
drive’s existing calibration routine.

Designing lifting functions to include both cos (100 θk)
and sin (100 θk) could account for an unknown phase off-
set by absorbing it into the Koopman matrix. While this
may be appropriate when identifying a single motor drive,
it significantly and artificially increases uncertainty within
a population of motor drives, negatively impacting observer
performance. In an earlier version of this work, the phase
offset is determined through a hyperparameter optimization
procedure [66]. However, a simpler and more reliable method
is presented in this paper.

To find the phase offset for a given drive, the position
and velocity trajectories are separated into constant-velocity
segments. For each segment i, the velocity tracking error θ̇ei
is calculated and normalized, and the optimum phase,

φi = argmax
φ̂i

〈
θ̇ei , sin(100 θi + φ̂i)

〉
, (40)

is found by evaluating 1000 phase samples in [0, 2π). The final
phase offset is then calculated by averaging the optimal phase
of each segment using the circular mean [67, §2.2.1],

φ = atan2

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

sinφi,
1

N

N∑
i=1

cosφi

)
, (41)

where N is the number of segments. To avoid this offline
calibration procedure, a phase-locked loop could be used to
estimate φ online from velocity tracking errors.
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