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Abstract

In this paper we consider the supervisory control
problem through language equation solving. The equa-
tion solving approach allows to deal with more general
topologies and to find a largest supervisor which can be
used as a reservoir for deriving an optimal controller.
We introduce the notions of solutions under partial con-
trollability and partial observability, and we show how
supervisory control problems with partial controllabil-
ity and partial observability can be solved by employing
equation solving methods.

1. Introduction

The problem of supervisory control is well known
[1, 2]. A discrete event system, called the plant,
should be controlled by a supervigdin order to meet
the specificatiors. In other words, we are required to
construct a supervisor (also called a control@hat
combined withP satisfiesS. In this paper, we assume
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observable events (which are usually defined in a differ-
ent way for language and automata equations). In this
paper, we describe particular solutions of an automata
equation under such limitations.

2. Preiminaries

An automatoris a quintupleP = (P,Z, po, Tp, Fp),
whereP is a finite non-empty set of states with the ini-
tial statepg and the subsé® of final (accepting) states,
> is an alphabet, andp C P x X x P is a transition
relation which is extended to words in a usual way.
The language accepted Ipyis the setL(P) = {(a €
2* :3p € Fp(po,a,p) € Tp)}. An automaton igrim
if from each state a final state can be reached. An au-
tomaton with a prefix-closed language is a prefix-closed
automaton. Moreover, automatémit (P) is a trim au-
tomaton with the language that is the prefix-closure of
the language oP. An automatorr is areductionof
an automatorP if L(R) C L(P) (written,R < P). If
L(R) = L(P) then automat®R and P are equivalent

that all the behaviors are described by regular languages (written,R = P). Given two automat& andC with lan-

and thus, can be represented by finite automata.

Sometimes more supervisor restrictions are im-
posed. When considering partial controllability some
actions of the plant cannot be disabled by a supervi-
sor, while under partial observability some plant actions
cannot be observed by a supervisor.

According to the problem statement, the problem
of constructing a supervisor is very close to the problem
of solving a language (or an automata) equation and it
is known [3] how to derive a largest solution to the au-
tomata equatiol ¢ X = S, wheres is the behavior of
the overall systen® is the behavior of the known part
of the systemX is the unknown component, aadis a
parallel composition operator. However, these methods
cannot be directly used to solve the supervisory control
problem due to the presence of uncontrollable and un-

guaged (P) C j andL(C) C %3, letE be a non-empty
subset ofz; UZ,. Theparallel compositiorP og C is

the automatoriP 45, N'C4s,)ye. When clear from the
context, instead oP og C we simply writeP oC. If

E =21 = 2y, thenP g C = P N C with the language
L(P)NL(C). Correspondingly, given the automaton S
with the languagé(S) C E* we consider an automata
equationP og X = S, whereX is an unknown automa-
ton with the language over alphal¥et An automaton

C with the language over alphal¥&tis asolutionto the
equation ifP og C = S. Itis known that a solvable equa-
tion P og X = S has a largest solutiom = P og S[3]:

the language of each solution is contained in the lan-
guage of a largest solution. As usual, a number of par-
ticular solutions can be considered when solving au-
tomata equatiori [3]. In this paper, all automata in an
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automata equation are assumed to be trim.

3. Supervisor synthesis by solving au-
tomata equations

3.1. Describingthe set of supervisors

LetP = (R.Z, po, Te,Fp) ands = (S 2,5, Ts, Fs)

be trim automata which describe the plant and the spec-

ification behavior, correspondingly. The problem is to
derive a supervisot = (C,Z, ¢y, Tc, Fc) with a prefix-
closed language such thatoC = S. SinceP, S and

C are defined over the same alphabet, we are required

to solve the equatiorR N X = S. Then the equation is
known to have a largest soluti®hN'S =P US and we
denote by(P US)Pf the largest subautomaton®f) S

with a prefix-closed language. Thus, there exists a su-
pervisorC such thaP NC = s iff PN (PUS)Pef =~ s,

On the other hand, for each such thatt NC & S it
holds thatL(C) D L(S) and thus, the following state-
ment holds.

Proposition 1. Given the planP and the specification
S, there exists a supervis@ such thatPNC = S iff
PN (PUS)Pef =~ s, Moreover, when a supervisor ex-
ists an automato with a prefix-closed language is a
supervisor iff Ini(S) < ¢ < (PUS)Pref,

However, not every supervisor is of practical use.
If the languages of the plant and the specification are
not prefix-closed then the intersectibm C is not nec-
essary a trim automaton and thus, a deadlock or a live-
lock can occur during the joint work of the plant and

the supervisor. To escape such drawbacks the notion of

a progressive (non-blocking) supervisor is used. A su-
pervisorcC is progressive if the automat®nNC is trim.

If the equatiorP N X = S is solvable then a supervisor
with languagdnit (L(S)) is progressive. However, it is
not always the case for the supervigbius)Pref,

Example 1. ConsiderP and S with the languages
{a,abc} and {a} defined over the alphabéds,b,c},
correspondingly. The language of a largest supervisor
C has each word except abcand all continuations of
this word; howeverC is not progressive, since the au-
tomatonP NC is not trim.

ton (PUS)Pef. A sequence is 'bad’ if it is in the lan-
guagdnit (L(P)) while having no continuation ih(S).

For this reason, differently from the general case of the
largest progressive solution to automata equations the
following proposition holds.

Proposition 2. Each automatole with a prefix-closed
language is a progressive supervisor iff [f8) < C <
(Init(P) U Init(s))Pef, where(Init (P) U Init (S))Pef is
the largest progressive supervisor.

3.2. Describing the set of supervisors under
partial controllability

When talking about partial controllability one as-
sumes that a supervisor cannot prevent the occurrence
of uncontrollableactions, i.e., alphab&tis partitioned
into two subset&. and ¢, whereZ. and,. are the
sets of controllable and uncontrollable actions, respec-
tively. Given an automato@ over alphabek, we ob-
tain theX.-extensiorc v of C by adding at each state
of C a self-loop labeled with each actiene X, such
that there is no transition from this state under action

A solutionC of the equatiorP N X = S is asolu-
tion under partial controllabilityif c2vw is a solution
of the equatiorP N X = S. The following statement
establishes necessary and sufficient conditions for the
equation solvability under partial controllability.

Proposition 3. Given solvable equatioRNC = S.

(i) The equation is solvable under partial controlla-
bility iff Init (L(S))(Zuc)* € L(P)UL(S).

(i) Ifthe equationP NX = S is solvable under partial
controllability, then it has a largest solution under
partial controllability.

However, it may occur that neithémit (S) nor (P U
s)Pref are solutions under partial controllability.

Example 2. ConsiderP and S with the languages
{¢,ba} and{e} overX = {a,b}, correspondingly. Let
Suc = {a}. The language ofP US)Pf contains all
words overZ, except those that havea as a prefix.
Then the language of(P U S)P¢)12w contains the
word ba. As a result,((P US)PrehH 2w is not a solu-
tion of the equatio® NX = S.

The notion of a progressive supervisor coincides Example 3. ConsiderP and S with the languages
with the notion of a progressive solution of an automata {¢,b,ab} and{e} overZ = {a, b}, correspondingly. Let
equation[[4] and thus, a largest progressive supervisor %,c = {a}. The automatoinit (S)™2v is not a solution,
exists if the equatio® NX = S is solvable. A largest since its language contains the waol But the equa-
progressive supervisor can be derived in the same way tion PN X 2 S is solvable under partial controllability,
as a largest progressive solution is derived, i.e., by delet for example, an automaton with the languggeb, a}
ing 'bad’ sequences from the language of the automa- is a solution under partial controllability.



A largest solution under partial controllability can
be obtained by iteratively eliminating each stateof
the automatorfP U S)P™f, such that fromst there are
no transitions under some uncontrollable action, until
every state has a transition for every uncontrollable ac-
tion; if the resulting automaton is not a solution, then
the equation has no solutions and the intersection of the
resulting automaton with the plant gives the largest con-
trollable behavior we could achieve. However, as the
following proposition states, if the languagesrofind
S are prefix-closed, then there is no need for trimming
of the automatoriP U S)P'ef,

Proposition 4. If the languages of and S are prefix-
closed and the equatichn X 2 S is solvable under par-
tial controllability then an automatog with a prefix-
cIosefd language is a supervisor iff 1) < C < (PU
S)Pret,

A solution C of the equatiorP N X = S is apro-
gressive solution under partial controllability C1Zue
is a progressive solution of the equatPn X = S. Un-
like the case when all events are controllable, a progres-
sive solution of the equation is not always progressive
under partial controllability.

Example 4. Let Z,c = {a}, L(P) = {¢,ab}, L(S) =
{&}. Then automatog with the languagé.(C) = {&}

is a progressive solution of the equation and is a solu-
tion under partial controllability; howevec is not a
progressive solution under partial controllability.

Nevertheless, it turns out that if the equati®m
X 2 S has a progressive solution, then a progressive
solution under partial controllability is equivalent to a
corresponding progressive solution.

Proposition 5. If the equationP N X = S has a pro-
gressive solution under partial controllability ar@ is
a prefix-closed solution then:

(i) Cis a progressive solution under partial control-
lability iff C is a progressive solution.

(i) Cis a progressive solution under partial control-
lability iff Init (S) < C < (PUS)Pref,

3.3. Describing the set of supervisors under
partial observability

When talking about partial observability one as-

and correspondingly under complete controllability the
plant can execute an action iff both, the plant and the
supervisor, are ready to execute the action at their cur-
rent states. After executing an action unobservable by
a supervisor the plant moves to the next state while the
supervisor remains at its current state. If an action is
observable by a supervisor then both, the plant and the
supervisor, execute a corresponding transition. Here we
notice that in general case, partial controllability and
observability are considered independently. Uncontrol-
lable actions can be observable while controllable ac-
tions can be unobservable and vice versa. Since a su-
pervisor cannot ‘see’ unobservable actions, it is neces-
sary to impose additional conditions in order to have a
solution of the equatioR NX = S under partial observ-
ability.

Given an automato@ over alphabek, we obtain
the Z,0-folding C¥*w of C by replacing each transition
(c1,a,¢) of C, such thata € 0, with a self-loop at
statec;.

Let> =3>,UZy0. A solutionC of the equatiorr N
X 2 S is asolution under partial observabilitf C!>uwo
is a solution of the equatiohNX = S.

Given an automato@ over alphabel = >,U 2,
we obtain the automatob,ey by adding a self-loop at
each statg{cy,...,cn} of the deterministic restriction
Cys, labeled with each actioa € %, such that from
some state; € {ci,...,cn} there is a transition under
in the automatorc.

Proposition 6. The equatiorPNC = S is solvable un-
der partial observability iff(Init (L(S)))rear  L(P) U
L(S).

Unfortunately, the union of two solutions under
partial observability is not necessary a solution under
partial observability and thus, a largest solution does
not exist under partial observability. We demonstrate
this by a simple example.

Example5. LetZ, = {b},L(P) = {¢,ab}, andL(S) =
{€}. Consider automata; andC;, with the languages
L(C1) ={¢,a} andL(C3) = {&,b} which are solutions
of the equatiorP "X = S. The automatorCc; UC,
has the languagége,a b} and thus, the language of
(C1UC,) 2w equalse,a*,a*b. The intersection of this
language withL(P) has the wordab which is not con-
tained inL(S), i.e.,C1UC> is not a supervisor under
partial observability.

A solution C of the equatiorP N X =2 S is a pro-

sumes that the supervisor cannot ‘see’ the occurrence of gressive solution under partial observabilifycw is

unobservable actions, i.e., tBds partitioned into two
subsetg, andZ,o, whereZ, andZ o are the sets of ob-
servable and unobservable actions, respectively. How-

a progressive solution of the equatiBm X = S. A
solution under partial observability that is a progres-
sive solution of the equation is not necessary a progres-

ever, the plant can observe each action of the supervisor sive solution under partial observability, even when the



equation has progressive solutions under partial observ- over, the complexity of solving a corresponding au-

ability. Moreover, a progressive solution under partial
observability is not always a progressive solution of the
equation.

A solution C of the equatiorP N X = S is a so-
lution under partial controllability and observability
(C¥2uw)fZuwe js a solution of the equation. A solution
C of the equationP NX = S is a progressive solu-
tion under partial controllability and observabilitif
(c¥2w)2ue js a progressive solution of the equation. It
can be shown thatc!%uwo)fZue > (cT2uwe)iZuo, Some-
times a special case of partial controllability and ob-
servability is considered when each unobservable action
cannot be controlled, i.e%,o C Zc. In this case, there
exists a largest supervisor.

Example 6. Let ¥, = Zyc = {b}, L(P) = {b,baa},
andL(S) = {b}. Then automatog with the language
L(C) = {¢g,b,ba} is not a progressive solution of the
equation, whilg(cV2w)®2u js a progressive solution of
the equation. Therefor@ is a progressive solution un-
der partial controllability and observability in spite of
the fact that it is not progressive without the partial con-
trollability and observability limitation.

Example 7. Let X, = Zyc = {b}, L(P) = {b,baa},
andL(S) = {b}. Then automatog with the language
L(C) = {¢&,b,a} is a progressive solution of the equa-
tion, however(C2w) 1w js not a progressive solution.

Proposition 7. Let Z,, C Zyc and letZ be automa-
ton with the language (Lnit(S))(Zuc)*. The equation
PN X2 S is solvable under partial controllability and
observability iff L(Zrea) € L(P) UL(S).

Proposition 8. If 20 C Zyc and the equatioRNX =S

is solvable under partial controllability and observabil-
ity then there exists a largest solution under partial con-
trollability and observability

However, similar to the partial controllability the
automaton(P U S)P'®' is not always a largest solu-
tion under partial controllability and observability, and
in order to get a largest supervisor we need to trim
(Pus)Pref,

4. Conclusion

In this paper, we have considered the problem of
synthesizing a supervisor through automata equation
solving. We have discussed progressive (non-blocking)
supervisors as well as supervisors under partial control-
lability and observability and have shown that most spe-
cial kinds of supervisors can be derived as proper so-
lutions of a corresponding automata equation. More-

tomata equation is not exponential as in general case but
rather polynomial w.r.t. to the number of states of the
plant and the specification. A largest proper supervisor
(if exists) can be derived by trimming a largest solution
to the automata equation. Moreover, differently from
the general case each reduction of such trim automaton
is also a supervisor. Each largest supervisor can be used
as a reservoir for deriving an optimal supervisor that
can be simpler than a traditional supervisor. Also, since
the approach based on language equation solving can
deal with more general topologies, this approach can be
used for deriving supervisors when the plant, the speci-
fication and the supervisor have different sets of actions
[5l16].
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