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Abstract

We consider the set-point control problem for nonlinear systems with flat output that are
subject to perturbations. The nonlinear dynamics as well as the perturbations are locally
Lipschitz. We apply the model-following control (MFC) approach which consists of a model
control loop (MCL) for a feedforward generation and a process control loop (PCL) that
compensates the perturbations using high-gain feedback. We analyse the resulting closed-
loop system and discuss its relation to a standard flatness-based high-gain approach. In
particular we analyse the estimated region of attraction provided by a quadratic Lyapunov
function. A case study illustrates the approach and quantifies the region of attraction
obtained for each control approach. Using the initial condition of the model control loop as
tuning parameter for the MFC design, provides that a significantly larger region of attraction
can be guaranteed compared to a conventional single-loop high-gain design.

1 Introduction

Model-following control (MFC), also referred to as model reference control, is a well-established
control architecture consisting of a reference or model control loop (MCL) and the actual process
control loop (PCL). A typical configuration of such structure is depicted in Figure 1. This
variation of the classical two-degree-of-freedom control structure [11] has been applied and studied
in many variations and control applications [1, 4, 7, 12, 16, 19, 33].

The MCL typically contains a linear model with a feedback controller that is often consid-
ered as imposing the desired behaviour on the control system. The PCL is designed towards
disturbance rejection. However, since the reference control loop also provides a nominal control
signal u* and corresponding output y* this control loop can also be considered as a feedforward
control [33] and trajectory generator [9, 20, 22].

In many cases the MFC structure shows better robustness properties w.r.t. model uncertain-
ties and disturbances compared to a single-loop feedback system, see e. g. [25]. Not least for
this reason, a linear approximation of the nonlinear process is often used in the MCL in vari-
ous control applications, e.g. a robotic manipulator [14-16], the low-frequency motions of the
drilling vessel Wimpey Sealab [6], an electric heater [24], speed control of a permanent magnet
synchronous motor [17] or boom cranes [23].

Using a state-space model in the MCL the model-state * is available as reference trajectory.
In [1, 5, 19] tracking of the reference state generated by a linear feedback system is studied using
state-feedback in the PCL. The structure has been studied including a disturbance injection
[20, 33]. In [3] an MFC structure with a combination of output and state feedback is developed.
Compared to the standard MFC structure the combined feedback shows better performance
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and robustness w.r.t parameter uncertainties. These results are obtained considering some case
studies but a systematic analysis is not provided.

This paper contributes to the analysis of the MFC structure using a nonlinear model in the
MCL. Such approach has been investigated in several case studies [2, 4, 12, 18, 21, 30] and shows
good performance and robustness properties. In [29, 30] a local model network to model the
nonlinear process is used in the MCL. This feedforward control shows better performance than
a comparable inversion-based approach. Some initial analysis of the potential benefits using a
nonlinear model in the MCL is found in [28, 31, 32]. In [31] it is shown that the increase of
robustness can be quantified in terms of the norm bound on the uncertainty. In [32] a high-gain
control is applied to the PCL using feedback-linearisation based on the nominal nonlinear model
in the MCL. This approach shows significantly better robustness and performance properties,
while requiring less control effort compared to a single-loop high-gain control design [27].

In this contribution we consider nonlinear systems in Byrnes-Isidori form without internal
dynamics but subject to locally Lipschitz uncertainties. We investigate the capabilities of set-
point control using the MFC scheme with feedback linearisation and high-gain state-feedback
in the PCL. In particular we study the robustness properties and estimates of the region of
attraction for this control approach. The benefits of the MFC structure with two control loops
are highlighted and illustrated by a benchmark example. Since the system exhibits a flat output
we also discuss the relation of the MFC scheme to the well-known flatness-based approach [8].
Note however that the MFC scheme can also be applied to nonlinear systems with internal
dynamics (i.e. the output is not flat), where the benefits of this structure are pronounced, see
e.g. [26-28].

The paper is structured as follows. The next section states the problem definition. In Section 3
we present the proposed model-following control design and discuss its relation to a flatness-based
approach. Section 4 provides an analysis of the set-point control w.r.t. the steady-state error and
stability. Furthermore, we discuss the results obtained by a single-loop design (flatness-based
approach). In order to illustrate and quantify the effects on the estimated region of attraction
we consider a standard mass-spring-damper system in Section 5. Finally Section 6 illustrates the
results for several simulation scenarios.

2 Problem definition

We consider a nonlinear SISO system in normal form with state vector z(t) € R™ and scalar
input and output u(t), y(t) € R, respectively, given by

= Az +b(f(z) + g(x)u + o(x)) (1)
y=c'a, )

with A € R"*™ b € R" in Brunowsky form and ¢ € R™ given by

01 0 -0
b=(0 01,
A= 0 T (3)
c=(1 0 0)
: 1
0 0

The structure implies that the output y has relative degree n with respect to the input u and
hence y is a flat output of the system.

The nonlinear functions f, g : R™ — R are known and the model uncertainties are represented
by the matched uncertainty ¢ : R™ — R. The functions f, g, ¢ shall be sufficiently smooth and



locally Lipschitz for « € D C R"™ including the origin, and g(x) # 0 for all x € D. The
uncertainty ¢ shall satisfy the Lipschitz condition

[p(xa) = ¢(@b)ll; <20 — 2]l (4)

for all x,,x, € D, where v > 0 denotes the Lipschitz constant.

While our main results focus on set-point control we will formally introduce the tracking
problem for arbitrary n-times differentiable trajectories. The design goal is to asymptotically
track the desired output yq(t) € R, such that lim;, . y(t) — ya(t) = 0, while ensuring the
boundedness of all states @. The desired output yq(t) and its derivatives shall only be known
during run-time such that inversion-based approaches, e.g. [10], are not applicable. The dynamics

of the desired states xq = (yd Ud .- - yé"_l)) € R™ can be written as exo-system
Tq = Axq + by((in) , z4(0) = zq,0, (5)
where yc(in) denotes the n-th derivative of the desired trajectory and matrices A and b are given

as in (3). For set-point control, i.e. a constant output reference yq, the desired states simplify
toxg=(ya 0 ...0)" and satisfy Axzq = 0.
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Figure 1: Block diagram model-following control (MFC)

3 Control design

We consider the 2DoF control architecture known as model-following control (MFC) depicted in
Figure 1. The model control loop (MCL) uses a nominal model of the process

&t = Az + b(f(x*) + g(x*)u*)

where *(¢) € R™ denotes the model states and u*(¢) € R is the model control input. The goal
of the model controller is to asymptotically stabilise the desired state 4. Furthermore the MCL
provides x* as suitable reference signal to the PCL.

Defining the error states for the MCL &* := &* — x4 we obtain the error dynamics by

& = A&+ b(f(@a+ &) + glaa + & )0t — ).

We use the feedback linearising control law

* 1 _ ~ % (n) * 1 ~%
U _7g(wd+5}*)( flea+a*)+yy +k ac) (6)

with feedback gain k*' = (k¥ ... kX) € R"" and obtain the MCL closed loop dynamics
" = (A+bk* )z,

The feedback gain k* € R™ is designed such that A + bk* " is Hurwitz.



For the process controller design we use the deviation of the model and process states. Defin-
ing the error state & := x — x* = * — &* — x4 and considering the control signal v = u* 4 u, the
error dynamics of the PCL are given by

x = Az + b(f(za + &, &,u*) + g(xa + T* + 2)i + ¢(za + T + 7))

where

flea+ @%@ u") = f(xa + & + &) - f(Ta + &) + (9(@a + T* + &) — g(Ta + &) 0"
Again, we use a feedback linearizing control law

1 _ -
U = m (-f(xd + 373*, i:,u*) + kT:i> y (7)
where k € R™ is designed such that A + bk is Hurwitz.

We note the dynamics and control law in terms of the error states * and &, respectively. The
overall control applied to the process is given by the composition v = v* + @. Thus the MFC
scheme provides two degrees of freedom such that the feedback gains k*, k € R™ can be used to
design the performance and robustness w.r.t. the model uncertainties ¢ separately.

3.1 Relation to flatness based approach

In the following we shall relate the MFC to a typical 2DoF control design structure known as
flatness-based control [8]. The control law in a single-loop design reads

u=—— (~f@) +u" + kT (@ - =) - (®)

This control law can be separated into two parts. The first part, ﬁ (— f (a:)—l—y((in)), is responsible

for the tracking performance and the second part, ﬁkﬁ(z —xq), with feedback gain k € R™ is
designed to compensate perturbations and initial deviations of the process to the desired state xq.

In contrast, the overall MFC control law v is composed by (6) and (7), i.e.

x|, = 1 n
+ k(@ —xg)+ R (w—w*)). (9)

Compared with the control law (8) we see the similar structure but with two design parameters
k* k € R". Typically, the feedback gain k* in (6) is used for the performance design including
the transient behaviour of the initial deviation from the model states to the desired states *(0)—
x4(0). The feedback gain k in (7) is designed to account for perturbations.

For the special case * = x, the control law (9) reads

1 () | T )
u=——|—f(x)+y; +k° (x—xq) |, 10
(@ KT @ 2a) (10)
which yields the control law of the classical flatness-based approach (8) with k = k*. In this
sense the MFC scheme can be considered as a generalisation of the flatness-based approach. Note
that the MFC scheme can also be applied to non-flat nonlinear systems.



3.2 High-gain feeback design for the PCL

Next we consider the feedback design of k for the process control loop (PCL). A high-gain
state feedback as the process controller is able to suppress the influence of the (matched) model
uncertainty [13]. In the context of MFC this has been studied in [27, 32]. Thus, we use a
high-gain state feedback calculated by

kT =k D1t
where D = diag(e¢"~1,e"72,...,1) and 0 < ¢ < 1. The parameter ¢ can be interpreted as a time-

scaling. The matrix D is a state-transformation producing the time-scaled states z == D~ '%.
Then the PCL reads

2=(D7'AD + D7'bk* e )z + D 'bp(zq+3* + Dz).
Using (3) we obtain D~'b=b and eD~'AD = A, and therefore
e2=(A+bk* )z +ebo(xg+ 2" + Dz).

Combining both designs the closed-loop system dynamics of the MFC with the scaled states are
given by

& = (A4 bk* )@ (11)
e =(A+bk* )z +ebo(xq+&* + Dz). (12)

4 Set-point control

In the following we consider the set-point control problem, i.e. y((f) =0fori=1,...,n, and
xqg=(ya 0 ... 0)". We compare the steady-state error and the estimated region of attraction
for the MFC scheme to the single-loop design.

We show that the MFC scheme with a large enough high-gain feedback in the process control
loop can globally stabilize the equilibrium near the desired state a4 if the Lipschitz condition (4)
holds for all € R™. However, if condition (4) is satisfied only locally, stability can only
be ensured locally. For this case we propose an approach to compute the estimated region of
attraction for the MFC scheme. Furthermore, we compare the region of attraction obtained for
the MFC scheme to a corresponding estimate for a single-loop design, using a standard linear
feedback as well as a high-gain feedback design.

4.1 Steady-state error and stability analysis

We calculate the steady state in terms of the scaled states zg by
0=(A+bk*")z +cbd(xq + Dz)
and obtain zs; = 0 for i = 2,...,n. The first component zs; is determined by
0=Fkizs1 +ed(xg + Dzy). (13)

Thus, the steady state z; depends on the uncertainty ¢(x), if ¢(x) depends on z; (and so
¢(xq + Dzs) dependents on yq + z5,1). Otherwise the steady-state error is zg = 0. Note that
the uncertainty may cause multiple solutions of Eq. (13). In such a case we refer to the solution
closest to zero as z,;. This effect is illustrated by the second simulation scenario in Section 6.

The unscaled error steady-state &g is equivalent to the stationary deviation from the process
states to the desired states s — x4, because s = x4 + 7 + Dzs = x4 + Zs.



For convenience of the stability analysis we shift the origin to the steady-state by introducing
Z = z — z5. The dynamics in these coordinates are given by

ez = (A+bk* ")z +ebd(xq+ Dz, @* + DZ), (14)

where

d(xg + Dzs, @+ DZ) = ¢p(xqg + " + D(zs + 2)) — ¢(xq + Dzy) .

Assuming the state remains within the domain for which ¢ is Lipschitz, i.e. * = x4 + &* +
D(z,+2) € D and s = &g + Dz € D and with ||DJ|, =1 for 0 < ¢ < 1 the following estimate
holds:

|¢@a+ Dz.&" + D2)|| = l6(@a +&" + D(z. + 2) - o4 + D),
<Allxa +&* + D(zs + 2) — xq — Dz,
<9lz* + Dz|,
<&l +1121,) - (15)
Consider the block-diagonal quadratic Lyapunov function
V(&*,z) = 9@ P& + ' Pz, (16)

where the scalar ¥ > 0 is a weight of the error states in the MCL and will be determined later.
The positive definite, symmetric matrix P € R™*" satisfies the Lyapunov equation

(A+bk*") P+ P(A+bk*) =TI, (17)

where I denotes the identity matrix of appropriate dimension. Note that the same matrix P is
used for both quadratic parts in the Lyapunov function (16).
The derivative of the Lyapunov function along the solution of (11) and (14) yields

V(" 2) = —9&" & —e 2 2+ 2¢(xq + Dz, @* + DZ)b' P2
and can be bounded by
V(Et,2) < —olla*))? - 22 + 2Hq3(xd + Dz, & + D,%)HZHbTPHQH,%Hz.
Substituting the estimate (15) yields
V(@ 2) < &2~ (" — 26T P|L)IEIE + 2067 Pl 1@ I, 121,
<-y'MY,

3 T
where Y := (||&*]|,, ||Z]l,) and

U -’ P )
M = 2 .
<—7||bTPHQ et =2|p P,

For asymptotic stability, we require the matrix M to be strictly positive definite, i.e. all leading
principal minors of M have to be positive. In particular we require

91— 2067 P, ~ 26T P2 > 0.
and solving this for the uncertainty bound ~ yields

1

= FMFC. (18)
e (14 VT+@)7) o7 P,

v <




We denote this upper bound for 7 as robustness bound I'yipg, which guarantees stabilisation
of this class of uncertainties ¢. The robustness bound depends on the time-scaling € and the
weight 9 of the Lyapunov function. For any given uncertainty bound vy we can choose € small
enough such that the stability condition (18) is satisfied. For ¥ — oo we obtain

1

, 19
226 P, (19)

T'virc =

Of course the robustness analysis can either be conducted in order to enlarge the estimated
region of attraction for a fixed v (see Section 5), or to enlarge the maximum robustness bound
TI'mrc for a fixed estimated region of attraction.

4.2 Comparison to single-loop designs

For comparison, we consider system (1) with the single-loop control law

ugy, = m (—f(w) + kgL(w - wd)) (20)

and feedback gain kd; chosen kd; = E*". The closed-loop dynamics are

& = (A+bkd)(x — zq) + () .
The steady-state is given by

0= (A +bky) (@, — 2a) + bo(a.) (21)
and yields zs; =0 for i =2,...,n and

0= ki (zs,1 — ya) + o(xs).

Similar as in (13) there may be several solutions depending on the uncertainty ¢(-). In the
following we consider g as the solution closest to x4. We define the error state x. := © — xg
and calculate the error dynamics given by

w.e = (A + bkgL)me + bgg(xs, :Be)a (22)

where ¢(xs, @) = d(xe + x5) — D).
Assuming that € = x5 + . € D and s € D we follow the stability analysis of the MFC
scheme. We choose a quadratic Lyapunov function

Ver(z.) = z. Pz, (23)

with positive definite, symmetric matrix P as solution of the Lyapunov equation (17). Since
kd, = k*" we obtain the same matrix P as before. The derivative of the Lyapunov function
yields R

VSL(me) = fw;r:ce + 2¢(xs, me)bTP:ce .

Using the Lipschitz condition (4) of the model uncertainty

H(ig(ws,we)

) < Ylzell
and using further simplifications leads to

VaL(ze) < — (1 —29)67 PJ|,) l|zell3 -



For asymptotic stability we require the condition (18) to be satisfied with the robustness bound

for the single-loop design
1

T, = qoeor .
2[p" P,

A comparison of the robustness bound of the single-loop design I'sy, to the robustness bound of
the MFC scheme I'yipc with a large parameter 9 in (19) shows that I'yipc is approximately !
times as large as I'sy, and thus allows for considerably larger uncertainties (or for a larger region
of attraction for a fixed bound 7).

Secondly, we consider a high-gain state-feedback in the single loop and choose kg;, = k.
Following the analysis above yields the steady-state in (21) with z5; =0 for i = 2,...,n and

0 = k(o1 — ya) + (as) -

Note that the high-gain state feedback kgy, = k in single loop leads to exactly the same steady-
state &g as for the MFC scheme obtained from (13) as some basic calculations reveal.

For the closed-loop analysis we define the scaled error state zg, := D! (x — ) with the
scaling matrix D = diag (¢"',e"7%,...,1) and 0 < £ < 1. Note that the scaling parameter &
and matrix D are exactly the same as for the process control loop in the MFC scheme. But zgy,
is defined by the deviation of the process state from the steady-state. The closed-loop dynamics
are given by

€2q1, = (A + bk*T) zs1, + ab&(ws, Dzgy). (24)
The Lyapunov function is chosen as

Vsrna(zsL) = 241, Pzsy,

where the matrix P is given by (17) and is exactly the same solution as for the MFC scheme.
Using the Lipschitz condition (4) with some basic calculations

|b(@. Dzs1)|| < YID2sL, < Ylzsly
we obtain for an estimate of the derivative of the Lyapunov function

Vsrua(zsL) < — (671 = 24|[p" P||,) llzsw5-
Consequently, the robustness bound is given by

1

_— 2
267 P, (25)

Psing =
for the single-loop high-gain design.

A comparison shows that the robustness bounds of the single-loop high-gain design (25) is
the limit of the robustness bound of the MFC scheme (19) for 9 — oo.

Typically the high-gain approach leads to a small steady-state error and a larger robustness
bound at the expense of large initial control effort known as peaking phenomenon. It has been
shown in [27] that this peaking-phenomenon can be completely avoided by an appropriate choice
of the initial condition x§ in den MCL when using high-gain feedback in the MFC scheme.

While the robustness bounds obtained for the single-loop high-gain and the MFC scheme are
closely related, the analysis for their region of attraction is more involved since the Lyapunov
functions Verug and V in (16) are defined in different coordinates. Therefore we shall use the
case study in Section 5 to illustrate the robustness properties and resulting estimates of the
regions of attraction for the two approaches.



5 Case study

We consider a standard mass-spring-damper process as depicted in Figure 2. It consists of a
mass m supported by a hardening spring and a linear damper. The system can be actuated by
the force u in order to regulate the vertical position y.

///////////////////////////////////////

Figure 2: Sketch of the mass-springer-damper system.

We obtain the process dynamics considering the balance of forces
mj+ Fr+Fg+Fy=u. (26)
The hardening spring generates the spring force
Fy = k(l + a2y2)y,

where «, k > 0 are the hardening factor and linear spring coefficient, respectively. The damping
shall be linear
Fq = cay

with damping coefficient c¢q > 0, the gravitational force is
Fg = mgo,

where go denotes the gravity constant. Substitution of the forces into (26) yields the process
dynamics

mij + cay + k(1 + oY)y +mgo = u. (27)
We consider the state vector z(t) = (y(t) 9(t))" € R2, the actuation force as input u(t) € R and
the displacement as output y(t) € R. The state space model is given by

&z =Ax+b(f(x)+ g(x)u), y=c'z (28)
with
A= (8 (1)), b= <(1)), cT:(l O), g(m):%,
f@) =—£(1+a2})z — & 25 — go.

The nominal parameters «, k, cq of a real process are usually not exactly known. Therefore,
we consider parameter uncertainties for the parameters of the spring constant Ak, the hardening
factor Aq, and the damping coefficient Acy.

Then the considered process dynamics are given by

@ = Ax + b(f(x) + g(x)u+ ¢(2)), y=c'z, (29)

with is locally Lipschitz uncertainty

Ak 2 k Ak Ac
(x) = —ﬁ(a + Aa) 2} — EA@(Z) + Aa)zi — Pl Wdﬂﬂz- (30)



5.1 MFC design and stability analysis

The controller for MFC scheme (6)—(7) is designed such that the eigenvalues of the MCL dynamics
are all placed at —2 and the tuning parameter ¢ is chosen as € = 0.1. The state feedback gains
result in

K= (-4 —4), (31a)
kT =k*"D7le™t = (-400 —40), (31b)

where D = diag(e,1). The system dynamics of the MFC system with scaled states are given as
in (11)—(12).

Next we calculate the steady state of the scaled states zg and bring the dynamics into the
desired closed-loop MFC form (11) and (14). The nominal system (29) without uncertainty and
feedback (31) has a unique equilibrium at the set-point yq. Due to the third-order polynomial un-
certainty ¢ (), multiple equilibria with interchanging stability properties may occur (see Figure
6 in Section 6 for an illustration).

From (13) with zs 2 = 0 for the scaled steady-state z5, we obtain

0=Fkjz1— s(%(a + Aa)Q(yd + 52571)3 + %Aa@a + Aa) (ya + 62’571)3 + %(yd + 52371)),

where k7 = —4 is the first element of the feedback gain k*. Substituting ez; = %1 yields the
steady-state of the unscaled error &y = s — x4. The equilibria are given by the roots of the
polynomial

. Y o Ak o
pyrc,s(Z1) = kie 27, — (H(a + Aa)Q(yd + )3

k N Ak -
+ EAoz(2oz +Aa)(ya+31)" + H(yd + x1)>. (32)

Depending on the system parameters and the set-point some equilibria may vanish, see Figure 6
in Section 6. ~

Let us determine the uncertainty ¢. Therefore, we first consider the unscaled steady-states
x5 together with the unscaled error states x, and calculate

~ Ak Acy o1 3
3
(b(wsywe) = - m Te1l — m Te2 — E ((-Te,l + xs,l) - -'L'syl)
Ak Acq o1
2 2
= ———Ze1 — —Tea — — (3071 + 3T 1Te1 + 70 1) et
m m m

Ak Ac o 3 > 3
= _Hx&l — Wd-reg — El <<$e71 + 233571) + 433571> Te,1 (33)

with the auxiliary variable
o1 = Ak (a+ Aa)® + kAa (200 + Aay) .
Substituting xs = x4 + Dzs and &, = £* + Dz, the uncertainty & reads
- Ak A
¢(xqa + Dz, 2" + Dz) = - (T + D17%1) — % (%2 + DaZo)

o ke ~ 2 2 ~% ~
— Rl <( (([1 —+ Dlzl) + % (l'd,l —+ Dlzsyl)) -+ %(.’ﬂdJ -+ Dlzsyl) > (l’l -+ Dlzl) , (34)

where D; with ¢ € {1,2} denotes the i-th element on the diagonal of D (i.e. D; =¢ = 0.1 and
Dy =1).
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The closed-loop MFC controlled mass-spring-damper system can be written according to (11)
and (14) as

i = (A + bk*T> @ (35a)
5= (A + biZ:T) 2+ bo(xq + D2y, @ + DZ). (35b)
In order to prove stability of the closed-loop MFC system, we choose the quadratic Lyapunov

function according to (16) with positive definite matrix P. We calculate P according to (17)
with the control parameter (31) and obtain

P % (346 g) . (36)

Choosing 9 = 100e~! = 1000 yields for the Lyapunov function in (16)
V(&*, 2) =9&* P&* + ' Pz

~ 1000 _, T+ (36 4\ ., 1 _+/36 4\ .

Following the analysis of Section 4 we compute the robustness bound (18) for our model-following
control design

Typc = 24.926 . (37)

1
e (1 + /I (195)*1) b7 P,
This robustness bound I'yipe represents the maximum gain for v in condition (15) as derived in
(18). Next, we use this robustness bound to calculate an estimate of the region of attraction.

5.2 Estimated region of attraction

In this section we determine an estimate for the region of attraction for system (29) with un-
certainty (30) and the model-following control law given by (6)—(7) with feedback gains given
n (31). We shall use the stability analysis in Section 4 which is based on the estimate of the
norm bound on ¢ in (15). Thus we need to ensure that this estimate is valid throughout the
solution of the closed-loop system (35).

We consider two different approaches to estimate the region of attraction for the MFC scheme.
In the first approach, the estimated region of attraction is calculated for the combined state
(:E*T, z")T. Whereas in the second approach the knowledge of * is used and the estimated
region of attraction is calculated only for the state z.

The first approach employs the established method by considering a level-set of the Lyapunov
function V. We consider the combined state vector (zE*T,iT)T and the estimated region of
attraction is then given by the set

Oniror = {(m) e ]R‘l‘V(:E*, ) < cl} (38)

Z
with ¢; to be determined. As outlined above we calculate the level ¢; such that the estimate on
the norm of ¢ satisfies (15) while also satisfying the stability condition (18), i.e. v < T'mpc1-
Consider the estimate of ¢ in (34). Using the estimate for the scalar product of two vectors v,
and va: v] v2 < ||v1||,||v2], togehter with some elementary calculations we obtain

7 ~ % o~ 1 P ~ % o~
|ét@a-+ Do + D2)|, < (18K + 01 ((1*1, + 121, + $la + DxL,)°

1
< 2 E ~ ~
+4llea+ DalB)] + ad) (121, + 121). @9

11



where

a1 = |Ak| (a + |Aa])® + k|Aa] (20 + |Aal) . (40)
From Eq. (39), the factor v for the estimate of the uncertainty ¢ in (15) can be readily bounded
by

1
2

1 _ 2 - ~ 2 2
7> m(Ac3+[|Ak|+m(i|wd+Dzs||2+ (12*1l; + 12l, + $llza + Dzl,)” )| ) Y

Further, we substitute ||€*||,+ | Z]|, as a function of the Lyapunov function V. Therefore, we use

the simplification 3 (||Z*||, + 12]1,)* < |&*||5+||Z]|> and the minimum estimate of the Lyapunov
function (with 9 > 1) that satisfies

Amin(P)5 (12" 2 +12112)* < Awin(P) (12*13+1213) < Amin(P) (W2*13+1213) < V < 1

N | =

and solve this inequality for |*||, + ||Z], to obtain

201

- S < .
12" ][y +[12[l; < o (P)

(42)

The maximum level ¢; is calculated by substituting (42) into (41), evaluating the stability con-
dition I'yipe > 7y given by

1 3 2 3 12\
_ 2 1
FMFC > m<A03+ |:|Ak| + 01 <4||md+DzS||2+ < )W(m+2||$d+Dzs||2> ):| >

and solving for ¢y, i.e.
c1 < Amin(P)ritre: (43)

with

mI A — |Ak :
\/ (mI'vrc) i |AK[ 3 3 (44)

MFC1 = \ 5%, - §||md+DZs||§ — ——=|lzq + Dz, .

2V2

The second approach to calculate an estimate of the region of attraction exploits the fact that
the dynamics in the MCL are not exposed to any uncertainty or disturbance and the state &* is
perfectly known. Therefore we may analyse the estimated region of attraction for the states x*
and Z separately. By design, the closed-loop dynamics (35a) for &* are globally stable and thus
independent of the validity of the condition I' > «. Therefore, we shall consider the state z only,
for an estimate the region of attraction.

We decompose the Lyapunov function (16) as V(&*, 2) = V*(@*) 4+ V(). Consider the set

Oniros = { <”cz> e R“‘V(fc*,i) < cg} , (45)

where co = ¢ + ¢o with ¢5 > 0 and ¢é; > 0 allocated to the quadratic parts

V*(@*) = 93" P2t < ¢, V(z)=2"P

\}

< éo. (46)
We choose ¢3 using the initial values of the model state xfj and the desired state 4. With

Th = x§ — xq we obtain
* _ qmx | pDax
s =vx; Pxj. (47)

12



Note that the level of the Lyapunov function V*(x(t)) decreases with time and hence has its
maximum at the initial state &j.
Next we consider the set

0= {z eR2|V(2) =2 Pz < 52} . (48)
The estimated region of attraction for the closed-loop system (35) with uncertainty (30) is ob-

tained by a level ¢, such that the estimate (4) on the norm of ¢ as well as the stability condition
v < I'mpc in (18) are satisfied on €. To obtain a suitable level ¢z, we use the estimate

IAmin (P27 < 5, Amin (P)[[Zl5 < &
and obtain
- cs - Co
[zl < rQ(IJ)7 2], < Yo (P’

Substituting the estimates for the norm of the states into (41), and evaluating the stability
condition I'yirc > 7 and solving for ¢s yields

G2 < )‘min(P)Fl%/IFCQ (49)
with
%
(mFMFC)Z*Acﬁ — Akl 3 9 3 ck
r = — —||leg+Dzs - = Dz, — 4/ —2—.
e - HaatDa )| = Sllma+ Dal, — 552 - (60)

Let us compare the level-sets of the two approaches to estimate the region of attraction for
the MFC scheme. To that effect we bring the bound for the level ¢; of the first approach into
the form of the second approach, i.e. we consider ¢; = ¢} + ¢1. Suppose ¢* = ¢} = ¢} is a fixed
value for both approaches. Then for (43), we obtain

2
1
¢ < )\min(P)rl%/[F(n —¢* = Anin(P) (Ta —c*
V2
with

1
2

(mvrc)’—Ac2 — |Ak| 3
01 4

3
re = |za + Dzl; —§de+Dz5||2.

Whereas (49) gives

2
& < Amin(P)Firc2 = Amin(P) (T“ N 19)\2(P)> '

With the above estimates and assuming 9 > 1, the second approach yields the larger level since
¢o — €1 > 0 as is shown by the following calculation:

2
cl 1 2
)\min P a —2 - —F="a *
(P) (r 19/\min(P)> (\/§r> +c*>0
2
R O _<1T)2+c*>0
@ Imin (P) V2 ! Amin (P)
2
1 2c3 1 c*
g — | — 2 l-——)———>0.
(ﬁ’“ wmin<P>> +(1-3) i >0

13



Noting that (1 — %) > 0 for 9 > 1 establishes the claim. Thus, for the same Lyapunov function
the second approach leads to a larger level-set for which v < I'ipe and stability is ensured.

5.3 Robustness of the single-loop designs

For comparison we consider the single-loop designs using the model controller k* as well as
the high-gain control k. The first single-loop control law is given by (20) with feedback gain
ks, = k*. The steady-state xs can be calculated by (21). We obtain zs 2 = 0 and the zeros of
the polynomial

. Ak k Ak
psus(z1) = ki(zi — ya) — <m(a+Aa)2xi’ +mAa(2a+Aa)xi’+mx1>. (51)

Note that pgr,s(xs,1) = 0 may have more than one solution. We denote by @ the solution that
is closest to x4. We calculate the error dynamics given by (22), i.e.

&, = (A + bk, )z, + bo(xs, )

with uncertainty ¢ given by (33). Further, the quadratic Lyapunov function (23) with matrix P
given by (36) and Lipschitz continuity of the model uncertainty

Hqg(ws,we)

, < sl (52

are used for the stability analysis. For stability, condition (18) has to be satisfied with I" = I'gy,
and

Ty, = 2.499. (53)

_ 1

267 Py,
Note that the robustness bound of the MFC scheme I'ypc in (37) is scaled by e~! and thus
roughly ten times larger than the robustness bound of the single-loop design I'sy, which is the
expected result of the analysis given by Eq. (19).

For completeness, we calculate an estimate of the region of attraction for the single-loop
design. The analysis steps are similar to the MFC region of attraction analysis, i.e. we first
determine the set of the estimated region of attraction

Qgr, = {we € RQ’VSL(CL‘G) < CSL} (54)

such that the norm of ¢ satisfies (52) with stability condition v < I'sy, with I'sy, given by (53).
Consider the estimate of ¢ in (33) given by

|

Hé(ws’we) 2

1 B 9 2\ 2
< m<Acg + [1ak + a1 ((leells + Fllaslly) + Sl | ) Jell

The constant sy, of condition (52) is readily given by

1 _ 2 2112
—\/AG + (18K + o1 (12l + Flslly) Sl )| -

The next step is to substitute [&2]|, as a function of the Lyapunov function. Therefore, we use
the estimate of the Lyapunov function

)\min(P)Hf'JeHg < Vs < csn

CSL

< —_—
||m€H2 — )\min(P)

14



Substituting in ~ysr,, evaluating I'sy, > 7sr, i.e.

2 2 2
_ CSL 2
Ac3+<|mc|+al<( Amin(P)+§|x5H2> +i||scs||2>ﬂ :

and solving for cgy, yields

1
Tgp, > —
m

csL < Amin(-lj)"dg[, (55)
with
\/(mTs)= A% — |Ak|

. 3 2 3
reL, = —Z”wsnz _5”‘135”2'

01

We consider now the single-loop high-gain design, i.e. control law (20) with feedback gain
ksi, = k. Following the previous analysis of the single-loop design we determine the estimated
region of attraction

QsLue = {zs1 € R*|Varna(zs1) < csvuc } (56)

such that the norm of ¢ satisfies
Hqg(ﬂ’f's, DZSL)H2 < vsLuc||[Dzsilly < vsuuallzsills (57)

with stability condition vsrug < I'spug. The robustness bound according to (25) is given by

TsLuG = = 24.988,

1
2¢[[bT P,

where the matrix P is given by (36). Similar calculations as for the standard single-loop design
before yield for the maximal level for Vsppa

esLHG < Amin(P)T31nc

with

V(mTsine)* ~Ad — |Ak| 3

TSLHG = - -7
g1 4

2 3
el | = Sl

We observe that the maximum levels for the single-loop design cgr, and for the single-loop high-
gain design cgppg only differ in the auxiliary variable rg;, and rsppc, where the different robust-
ness bounds I's, and I'spyc enter, respectively. Note however that the maximum level for the
single-loop design csp g is related to the scaled states zsr, and thus not directly comparable to
CSL-

5.4 Comparison of the designs

A comparison of these estimates of the region of attraction is not straight forward as they depend
on various different parameters. The estimates of the region of attraction (43) and (49) depend
on the desired state x4. That means for the MFC scheme the estimate depends on the states xq,
zs, and for the second approach additionally on &*. For the single-loop design the estimate (55)
depends on the steady state xs.

We used two different approaches to estimate the region of attraction for the MFC scheme.
The first approach uses the combined state vector. The second approach estimates the region
of attraction only for the state z. This is possible since the closed MCL is linear, perfectly
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known without uncertainties and disturbances, and the use of the quadratic Lyapunov function
V* = 9&* " P&*. Hence, the MCL dynamics are globally exponentially stable. The level-set
V* = ¢* is chosen depending on the initial state 7 = &*. Since V* is exponentially decreasing
the Lyapunov function V* has its maximum level-set at V* = ¢* = 9&}' P&j. With V < & we
estimate the maximum region of attraction with respect to the (scaled) error state Z around &j.
Since these estimates are dependent on the states *(t), x4, zs the value of ¢ may be increasing
over time, since ¢* decreases exponentially to zero for ¢ — co. Thus the level-set of 14 may also
increase over time. The second approach has also the advantage that the estimated region of
attraction is increased for a large parameter ¥. This can bee seen by Eq. (50) with T substituted
by Eq. (18) and ¢* by Eq. (47). Therefore, the suggested choice of ¥ > 100e~! increases the
robustness bound I'ype and additionally 7 and hence the estimated region of attraction Q.

The examples in the next section illustrate the properties of each estimate. In most of the
analysed cases it turns out that the MFC scheme shows an advantage in control performance
and also the estimated region of attraction compared to the single-loop design.

Note that the price to be paid for the enlarged estimated region of attraction in the MFC
scheme is the larger control effort when the scaled error state z is large. However, the initialisation
of the MCL yields an additional degree of freedom compared to a single-loop high-gain design.
Choosing xj close to x4 approximates the single-loop high-gain design. Whereas initialisation
of xf close to the process xg such that o is small reduces the initial control significantly such
that the so-called peaking phenomenon can be avoided [27].

6 Numerical results

In this section we discuss simulation results for two scenarios and the influence of the uncertainty
on the steady-state error. The system parameters and uncertainties are given in Table 1.

The control design follows the description in Section 3 for the considered mass-spring-damper
system (29) with uncertainty (30). The desired eigenvalues of the MCL dynamics are placed at
A1,2 = —2 resulting in the state feedback vectors k* and k given by (31), the weight 9 = 100e~!
and the time-scaling parameter € is chosen as € = 0.1. The MFC closed-loop dynamics according
to (35) can be calculated for specific desired outputs yq as discussed in Section 5.

The first simulation scenario considers the desired set-point x4 = (0.75 0)T with the initial
states at the origin, i.e. g = xj = 0. Figures 3 and 4 show the estimated regions of attraction
and the phaseportraits (both in z; and z2 coordinates). The time responses are depicted in
Figure 5.

In Figure 3 the ruby ellipse is the maximum level-set g, for the single-loop design in (54)
satisfying (55), centred at the steady-state s (marked in yellow) which has an offset to the
set-point &4 due to the uncertainty. The lightblue ellipse Vsrug = cspug = 14.7 depicts the
estimated region of attraction for the single-loop high-gain design (56). Note that the initial
condition @y = 0 lies not within the estimated region of attraction of the single-loop high-gain
design, thus we have no guarantee of convergence for this scenario. The green ellipse centred
at xq shows the level-set of the Lyapunov function V* for the MCL with ¢* = 632.8. The

Parameter k cq a m 90
Value 1.5 0.3 0.5 1 981
Unit % ks—g L kg 3
Uncertainty Ak Acqg A«

Value —-0.075 0.06 -0.1

Unit % ks—g ﬁ

Table 1: System parameters.
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VsL = cs1, = 0.75 VsLug = csLHG = 14.7 = V* = c* = 632.8 —— V = ¢ = 9.2 == Virc = 642.0

0l I \ \ I I I I B

Figure 3: Estimated regions of attraction for 4 = (0.75 O)T and xo = 0 and various control designs.

level-set is chosen according to (47) such that it just covers the initial model state =} = 0, i.e.
c* =93y Px}.

In dark green we have the maximum set 2 in (48) satisfying (49) for this choice of ¢*. Note
that € is defined for Z, which describes an ellipse in the (21, x2)-plane centred at x} + &5 for the
initial states. Thus for any initial process state &y € Q we can guarantee asymptotic stability
if we choose x5 = 0. In this sense the set Q can be interpreted as robustness of the MFC with
respect to an uncertain initial process state x( for the chosen initial model state xfj. While ¢ > 0
increases, the centre of 2 moves along the solution x*(t) of the MCL offset by stationary error
Zg, and represents the robustness of the MFC scheme w.r.t. the perturbed process state at any
time instant ¢ > 0 and also a bound for x(t), ¢ > 0 in the closed-loop MFC scheme.

Of course different choices of xf yield different regions Q for the initial process state .
Considering xj as design parameter of the MFC restricted to V*(z}) = 632.8 we can move
the centre of Q around the ellipse V* offset by &, yielding the green-shaded area Qypco for
¢* 4+ ¢é = 642.0. This represents the region of attraction for the MFC scheme for V*(x}) = 632.8,
resulting in a much larger region than both single-loop designs.

We may also vary the choice of ¢*, i.e. the level of V*(x}). We note that ¢* decreases as x}
approaches the set-point x4, which allows for an increase of ¢ and thus the robustness w.r.t. the
initial process state Q) increases. For ¢* = 0, i.e. f = x4, and with the weight ¢ — oo we get
Vamre = V = VaLan as a special case. If we consider all possible pairs ¢*, ¢ satisfying (46) we
obtain the region of attraction for the initial process state xy depicted by the grey line. This
region is again considerably larger than both single-loop designs. Note, however, that some of
these initial states require perfect knowledge of the initial process state such that xj = x¢ can
be chosen. But in many cases we have a significant robustness with respect to the uncertain
initial state &g yielding again a much larger region of attraction.

Figure 4 shows several trajectories for £y = 0 and two additional trajectories for xy # 0.
The yellow line (mostly covered) and purple line show the single-loop simulations. Remarkably,
the single-loop high-gain approach shows convergence even though we have not shown stability
for this initial condition. The yellow line is covered by the MFC solution &* (dashed red) as the
MCL uses exactly the same control law as the single-loop design. Solid blue is the process state x
for the MFC high-gain design which follows x* very closely. Additionally, we have included two
further simulations of the MFC with perturbed initial process state in dashed and dash-dotted
blue. This illustrates the robustness of the MFC towards uncertain initial states.

The time response in Figure 5 shows that the MFC solutions are very similar to the standard
single-loop design. However, the single-loop design has a large steady-state error of about 4.3 %
whereas the steady-state error of the MFC scheme is negligible. We also observe that the devi-
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*=c* =632.8 TSL — LMFC

TSLHG = == z*

0.6 0.7 0.8

Figure 4: Phase portrait and estimated region of attraction for &q = (0.75 0)—r and g = 0. For the
MFC scheme we have xj = 0 with three different initial values of the process states: o = 0 (solid blue
line), €0 = (0.1 —8)" (dotted blue line), and xo = (—0.25 6)" (dashed-dotted blue line).

0.75 —
5 05| :
Il
= o ‘ SL—SLHG—MFC---MCL#
| | | | |

1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 45 5

I I I I I I I

| | | | | | |
1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 45 5

I I I I I I I

| | | | | | |
1.5 2 2.5 3 35 4 45 5

Time ¢t in s

Figure 5: Time-responses of the states and input signal for 4 = (0.750)" and o = 0. For the MFC
scheme we have xj = 0 with three different initial values of the process states: xo = 0 (solid blue line),
xo = (0.1 —8)T (dotted blue line), and @o = (—0.25 6)" (dashed-dotted blue line).

ations from the initial process state (dashed and dash-dotted lines) are rapidly compensated in
the MFC scheme (less than 0.5s). The single-loop high-gain design (purple) shows a much faster
convergence with identical (negligible steady-state error) at the expense of very large control ef-
fort usr,au(0) ~ 310. The MFC with the same initial process state only requires uppc(0) & 13.
In this sense the MFC inherits the benefits of both single-loop designs: the steady-state per-
formance of the high-gain design with moderate control effort of the simple single-loop design.
Only if we move the initial process state to the extreme boundary of the estimated region of
attraction we observe large control effort of uyrc(0) ~ —127 for o = (—0.25 6) T, and even
umrc(0) ~ 290 for o = (0.1 —8)T.

The second scenario considers the desired state at x4 = (2 0)" and the initial states at
xo = x5 = 0. For the single-loop design the uncertainty disturbs the steady-state (21) such that
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Figure 6: Functions psr,s(z1) and pmrc,s(Z1). They show the steady-state for psrs(zs,1) = 0 and
pmrc,s(Zs,1) = 0.

SL === SLHG = M[FC = = = MCL

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22
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Figure 7: Time-response of states and input signal for &4 = (2 0)" and @y = z§ = 0.

the set-point ceases to be an equilibrium. Defining &gy, := & — x4 and substituting 27 in Eq. (51)
we obtain

N N Ak .
psu(Zsr,1 +Ya) =k TsL1 — (F (a+ Aa)? (Zsr1 + ya)®
k - Ak
+EAG (2a + Aa) (Zsn1 +ya)® + H(SUSLJ + yd)) .

The top plot of Figure 6 shows this polynomial for various values of the desired output yq. We
observe that there are up to three possible solutions for the steady-state equation. However
for a desired output references of yq > 1.95, there remains only one solution for the considered
uncertainty. The remaining steady-state is unstable. The plot at the bottom of Figure 6 depicts
the function pvrc(Z1) given by Eq. (32) for the MFC scheme. We observe that the stable
equilibria in terms of the error state Z; remain close to zero for significantly larger values of
ya. They are accompanied by unstable equilibria that are much further away than in the single-
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Figure 8: Phase portrait and estimated region of attraction for x4 = (20)" and @y = x§ = 0.

loop design. Note that the steady-state results of the MFC design are exactly the same for the
single-loop high-gain design as discussed in Section 4.2.

Accordingly the single-loop design is not able to stabilise the desired state whereas the single-
loop high-gain and the MFC high-gain design reach steady-state with negligible error, see Fig-
ure 7. Again the MFC requires significantly less control effort than the single-loop high-gain
control u(0) a~ 810. Figure 8 shows the phaseplane with the estimated regions of attraction.
The initial condition &g = 0 is not within estimated the region of attraction for the single-loop
high-gain design (lightblue). The robustness with respect to deviations of the initial conditions
xo and x§ given by V is smaller than in the first scenario. This is caused by a larger deviation
of the model states to the desired states which requires a larger level-set V* and allows only for
smaller values of ¢ for the level-set of V.
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