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Abstract: Most approaches for self-triggered control (STC) of nonlinear networked control
systems (NCS) require measurements of the full system state to determine transmission times.
However, for most control systems only a lower dimensional output is available. To bridge
this gap, we present in this paper an output-feedback STC approach for nonlinear NCS. An
asymptotically stable observer is used to reconstruct the plant state and transmission times
are determined based on the observer state. The approach employs hybrid Lyapunov functions
and a dynamic variable to encode past state information and to maximize the time between
transmissions. It is non-conservative in the sense that the assumptions on plant and controller are
the same as for dynamic STC based on hybrid Lyapunov functions with full state measurements
and any asymptotically stabilizing observer can be used. We conclude that the proposed STC
approach guarantees asymptotic stability of the origin for the closed-loop system.

Keywords: Event-triggered and self-triggered control, Control under communication
constraints, Control over networks

1. INTRODUCTION

For networked control systems (NCS) with limited com-
munication bandwidth, event-triggered control (ETC) and
self-triggered control (STC) have emerged as key tech-
niques to trade-off control performance and the usage
of communication resources. In ETC, a state-dependent
trigger rule is monitored continuously and a transmission
is triggered as soon as the trigger rule is violated. In STC,
the controller determines at each transmission time based
on available state information when the next transmission
should take place.

In Mazo et al. (2009); Anta and Tabuada (2010), it was
demonstrated that the network load for NCS can be sig-
nificantly reduced by STC compared to classical periodic
sampling. For linear systems, a wide variety of STC strate-
gies has been proposed, see, e.g., Heemels et al. (2012) and
the references therein. For nonlinear systems, a smaller but
increasing number of approaches is available. In Benedetto
et al. (2013); Tiberi and Johansson (2013); Theodosis and
Dimarogonas (2018), Lipschitz continuity properties are
exploited to determine transmission times such that a
decrease of a Lyapunov function can be guaranteed. Small
gain techniques are used in Tolic et al. (2012); Liu and
Jiang (2015). In Anta and Tabuada (2010); Delimpal-
tadakis and Mazo (2020, 2021), isochroneity properties
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of homogeneous systems are leveraged. In Hertneck and
Allgöwer (2021), hybrid Lyapunov functions and a dy-
namic variable that encodes the past system behavior are
used to determine transmission times.

Whilst there are several approaches for the design of
STC mechanisms for linear systems with output feed-
back regulators, see, e.g., Almeida et al. (2014); de Albu-
querque Gleizer and Mazo (2020), the aforementioned STC
approaches for nonlinear systems all require information
about the full plant state and are thus limited to state
feedback. However, in most practical scenarios only a lower
dimensional output can be used for control.

To bridge this gap, we present in this paper an output
feedback STC approach for nonlinear NCS. The approach
is deduced from the dynamic STC approach based on
hybrid Lyapunov functions with state-feedback from Hert-
neck and Allgöwer (2021). A continuous observer that is
located at the sensor node is employed to reconstruct the
plant state based on the plant output. The observer can,
e.g., be designed using one of the methods from Bernard
et al. (2022). Transmission times and plant inputs are
determined based on the observer state. The proposed
approach is non-conservative in the sense that the assump-
tions on plant and controller are the same as in the state-
feedback case from Hertneck and Allgöwer (2021) and any
nonlinear observer that ensures asymptotic stability of the
origin for the observer error can be used. We present the
modifications that are required for the proposed dynamic
output feedback STC approach and model the overall NCS
as a hybrid system. For this system, we prove asymptotic
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stability of the origin. We illustrate the proposed approach
with a numerical example.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In
Section 2, we present the setup of the paper and specify
our control objective. Some preliminaries are discussed
in Section 3. In Section 4, we detail the proposed STC
approach and derive stability guarantees. A numerical
example is given in Section 5. Section 6 concludes the
paper.

Notation and definitions

The nonnegative real numbers are denoted by R≥0. The
natural numbers are denoted by N, and we define N0 :=
N∪{0}. We denote the Euclidean norm by |·|. A continuous
function α : R≥0 → R≥0 is a class K function if it is strictly
increasing and α(0) = 0. It is a class K∞ function if it
is a class K function and it is unbounded. A continuous
function β : R≥0 × R≥0 → R≥0 is a class KL function, if
β(·, t) is a class K function for each t ∈ R≥0 and β(q, ·)
is nonincreasing and satisfies lim

t→∞
β(q, t) = 0 for each

q ∈ R≥0. A function β : R≥0 × R≥0 × R≥0 → R≥0 is a
class KLL function if for each r ≥ 0, β(·, r, ·) and β(·, ·, r)
are class KL functions.

We use (Carnevale et al., 2007, Definitions 1-3), that are
originally taken from Goebel and Teel (2006), to charac-
terize a hybrid model of the considered NCS and corre-
sponding hybrid time domains, trajectories and solutions.
Moreover, we adapt the definitions of maximal solutions
and t−completeness from Goebel and Teel (2006).

2. SETUP

We consider a setup where the sensors and actuators of
a continuous plant are connected through a communica-
tion network and exchange information only at discrete
transmission times. The plant is described by

ẋp = fp(xp, û),

y = gp(xp)
(1)

where xp(t) ∈ R
nx is the plant state with initial condition

xp(0), y(t) ∈ R
ny is the plant output and û(t) ∈ R

nu is
the last input that has been received by the plant.

Only the output y but not the whole plant state xp can
be measured. Thus, an observer that is connected to the
plant’s sensors is used to reconstruct the plant state based
on y. The observer is described 1 by

ẋo = fo(xo, û, y), (2)

where xo(t) ∈ R
nx is the observer state.

The input is generated by the static state-feedback con-
troller

u = gc(xo)

using the observer state xo. In this paper, we consider an
emulation approach, i.e., we suppose that the controller
has been designed for state feedback for plant (1) ignoring
the network effects using any method for the design of
nonlinear continuous state-feedback controllers with some
1 The observer in (2) uses continuous feedback. Note that for
suitable system classes, a sampled-data observer as, e.g., in Raff et al.
(2008) could be used as well.

robustness to the input errors. The functions fp and fo are
assumed to be continuous and the functions gp and gc are
assumed to be continuously differentiable.

The transmission times (tj)j∈N0
are determined by an

STC mechanism to be specified later. At each transmission
time, the input û is updated based on the current values of
gc(xo), i.e., û(tj) = u(tj) = gc(xo(tj)). Further, we denote
by x̂o the observer state associated to the last transmission
time, i.e., x̂o(tj) = xo(tj). Between transmission times,
we assume that û (and thus x̂o) is kept constant, which
resembles a zero-order-hold (ZOH) scenario. We introduce
e := x̂o − xp with e(t) ∈ R

nx to describe the sum of the
observer induced error and the network induced error.

Similar as in Hertneck and Allgöwer (2021), we consider
in this paper a dynamic STC mechanism that determines
at transmission times tj the next transmission time tj+1

based on information that is available to the STC mech-
anism at tj including an internal state η. The internal
state η(t) ∈ R

nη is used to incorporate the past system
behavior when deciding about the next transmission time.
Since we consider an output feedback scenario, the plant
state cannot be directly used to determine transmission
times. Instead, the proposed STC mechanism uses the
observer state xo to determine transmission times. It can
thus be described by tj+1 := tj + Γ(xo(tj), η(tj)), where
Γ : Rnx×R

nη → [tmin,∞) for some tmin > 0. We will later
provide an explicit value for tmin for the mechanism.

The dynamic variable η is updated at transmission times
based on its current value and the current observer out-
put, and remains constant in between transmission times.
Thus, η evolves according to

η(tj+1) = S(η(tj), xo(tj)),

η̇(t) = 0, t ∈ [tj , tj+1)
(3)

for some η(0), where S : Rnη × R
nx → R

nη .

In order to model the overall networked control systems as
a hybrid system, we introduce the timer variable τ which
keeps track of the elapsed time since the last transmission
time and the auxiliary variable τmax which encodes the
next transmission time. Using this, we obtain

{

ξ̇ = F (ξ), ξ ∈ C,

ξ+ = G(ξ), ξ ∈ D,
(4)

with ξ :=
[

x⊤
p , x

⊤
o , e

⊤, η⊤, τ, τmax

]⊤
, F (ξ) :=

(

f(xp, e)
⊤, fo(xo, gc(xp + e), gp(xp)), g(x, e)

⊤, 0, 1, 0
)⊤

,
where f(xp, e) = fp(xp, gc(xp + e)) and g(x, e) =

−f(x, e), G(ξ) :=
(

x⊤
p , x

⊤
o , 0, S(η, x)

⊤, 0,Γ(x, η)
)⊤

, and
with
C :=

{

ξ ∈ R
2nx+ne+nη+2|τ ≤ τmax

}

and D :=
{

ξ ∈ R
2nx+ne+nη+2|τ = τmax

}

.

Jumps of the hybrid system (4) correspond for any solu-
tion ξ exactly to transmission times of the STC mecha-
nism. Hence the transmission sequence (tj , j) ∈ dom ξ
corresponds exactly to the indices when (4) jumps. We
thus describe by sj := (tj , j − 1) the hybrid time before
the transmission at time tj and by s+j := (tj , j) the
hybrid time directly after the transmission at time tj .
We assume that the STC mechanism is executed at the
initial time t0 = 0. This corresponds to a restriction of the
initial conditions for the hybrid system for e(0, 0), τ(0, 0)



and τmax(0, 0) to e(0, 0) = xo(0, 0) − xp(0, 0), τ(0, 0) = 0
and τmax(0, 0) = Γ(xo(0, 0), η(0, 0)). Otherwise the first
transmission time might not be well-defined.

Subsequently, our goal will be to design functions Γ and
S that ensure input-to-state stability of the origin of (4)
according to the following definition.

Definition 1. For the hybrid system HSTC with initial
condition xp(0, 0) ∈ R

nx , xo(0, 0) ∈ R
nx , e(0, 0) =

xo(0, 0) − xp(0, 0), η(0, 0) ∈ R
nη and τmax(0, 0)

= Γ(xo(0, 0), η(0, 0)), the set

{(xp, xo, e, η, τ, τmax) : xp = 0, xo = 0, e = 0, η = 0}

is uniformly globally asymptotically stable (UGAS), if
there exists β ∈ KLL such that all corresponding maximal
solutions ξ are t−complete and satisfy for all (t, j) ∈ dom ξ

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

[

xp(t, j)
e(t, j)
η(t, j)

]∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ β

(∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

[

xp(0, 0)
e(0, 0)
η(0, 0)

]∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

, t, j

)

.

3. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we present the assumptions that we make
on plant, controller and observer and recap some prelimi-
naries that are needed for the proposed STC approach.

3.1 Hybrid Lyapunov functions

In this subsection, we recap assumptions on the plant
and the controller that are needed to construct a hybrid
Lyapunov function and to derive a bound on it. We use
the following assumption (Hertneck and Allgöwer, 2021,
Assumption 1 for w = 0), that is based on (Carnevale
et al., 2007, Assumption 1).

Assumption 1. There exist a locally Lipschitz function
W : Rne → R≥0, a locally Lipschitz function V : Rnx →
R≥0, a continuous function H : R

nx × R
ne → R≥0,

constants L, γ ∈ R>0, ǫ ∈ R, and αW , αW , αV , αV ∈ K∞

such that for all e ∈ R
ne ,

αW (|e|) ≤W (e) ≤ αW (|e|), (5)

for all xp ∈ R
nx ,

αV (|xp|) ≤ V (xp) ≤ αV (|xp|), (6)

and for all xp ∈ R
nx and almost all e ∈ R

ne ,
〈

∂W (e)

∂e
, g(xp, e)

〉

≤ LW (e) +H(xp, e). (7)

Moreover, for all e ∈ R
ne and almost all xp ∈ R

nx ,

〈∇V (xp), f(xp, e)〉

≤ − ǫV (xp)−H2(xp, e) + γ2W 2(e).
(8)

A discussion of this assumption can be found in Carnevale
et al. (2007). Note that it involves only the plant and the
controller and does not depend on the observer. We will
specify conditions on the observer in the next subsection.
Note also that Assumption 1 can hold simultaneously for
different choices of ǫ, γ and L. If we can find one set of
parameters for which the assumption holds, then we will
typically also be able to find many different parameter sets.

To determine transmission times, the proposed STC
framework will use a bound on the evolution of V (x), that

is adapted from Hertneck and Allgöwer (2021). This bound
is based on the function

Tmax(γ,Λ) :=











1
Λr

arctan(r) γ > Λ
1
Λ γ = Λ
1
Λr

arctanh(r) γ < Λ

(9)

where r :=

√

∣

∣

∣

(

γ
Λ

)2
− 1
∣

∣

∣, that was originally used in

Nešić et al. (2009) to determine the maximum allowable
sampling interval for sampled-data systems. We use the
following result from Hertneck and Allgöwer (2021).

Proposition 1. (Hertneck and Allgöwer, 2021, Proposi-
tion 1 for w = 0). Consider any maximal solution ξ to (4)
at transmission time s+j for j ∈ dom ξ. Let Assumption 1

hold for some γ, ǫ and L. Moreover, let 0 < τmax(s
+
j ) <

Tmax(γ,max
{

L+ ǫ
2 , 1− δ

}

) for δ ∈ (0, 1). Consider

U(ξ) := V (x) + γφ(τ)W 2(e), (10)

where φ : [0, τmax(s
+
j )]→ R is the solution to

φ̇ = −2max
{

L+
ǫ

2
, 1− δ

}

φ− γ(φ2 + 1), φ(0) = λ−1

(11)

for some sufficiently small λ ∈ (0, 1). Then, tj+1 = tj +
τmax(s

+
j ) ∈ dom ξ and for all tj ≤ t ≤ tj+1, it holds that

V (xp(t, j)) ≤U(ξ(t, j)) ≤ e−ǫ(t−tj)U(ξ(s+j )). (12)

Proposition 1 yields an upper bound on the evolution
of U(ξ) for the parameters ǫ, γ and L that satisfy As-
sumption 1. Thus, it also provides an upper bound
on V (x) due to U(ξ) ≥ V (x). This bound is valid,
if the time between two transmissions is bounded by
Tmax(γ,max

{

L− ǫ
2 , 1− δ

}

). The actual bound depends
on the parameters from Assumption 1. Particularly, if
ǫ > 0, then the bound is exponentially decreasing over
time. In contrast, if ǫ < 0, then the bound is increas-
ing. However, the admissible time between transmissions
Tmax(γ, L+

ǫ
2 ) decreases when γ or ǫ are increased. We thus

observe in Proposition 1 a trade-off between the admissible
time between transmissions and the growth of the bound
on V (x). Particularly, if the time between two successive
transmissions is small, then we will be able to choose ǫ
large and thus obtain an exponentially decreasing bound
on V (x). In contrast, if the time between two successive
transmissions is large, then we need to choose ǫ small to
be able to derive a bound on V (x), which has the effect
that this bound may be increasing.

Note that U(ξ(s+j )) depends on e(s+j ) and thus on the

observer error (whilst the network induced error has been
reset to 0 at time s+j ). However, the observer error is
not available to the STC mechanism and can thus not be
used to determine the next transmission time. Instead, the
STC mechanism will use the value of V (xo) to determine
transmission times. To obtain still stability guarantees,
we will need an assumption on the observer which we
introduce in the next subsection.

3.2 Bound on the observer error

We assume that the observer is designed such, that the
observer error eo = xo− xp is asymptotically stable. More
formally, we make the following assumption.



Assumption 2. The observer (2) is such that

|xo(t, j)− xp(t, j)| = |eo(t, j)| ≤ βo(|eo(0, 0)|, t) (13)

holds for βo ∈ KL.

Assumption 1 requires the observer to be exponentially
stable. Note that the design of observers for nonlinear
continuous-time systems is not trivial but widely studied
in the literature (see, e.g., Bernard et al. (2022)) and thus
beyond the scope of this paper.

4. DYNAMIC OUTPUT FEEDBACK STC

In this section, we present the details of the dynamic
output feedback STC approach and give stability guaran-
tees. The proposed approach is a modified version of the
dynamic STC approach that requires full state measure-
ments from Hertneck and Allgöwer (2021). We will first
briefly recap the main idea of the dynamic STC mechanism
with full state measurements from Hertneck and Allgöwer
(2021) and then explain how it can be modified to still
work with output feedback. We assume throughout this
section that ξ is a maximal solution to (4).

4.1 Recap: Dynamic STC with full state measurements

In the case with full state measurement from Hertneck
and Allgöwer (2021), the strategy is to choose, at a
transmission time sj , the transmission time sj+1 such that
V (xp(sj+1)) does not exceed a discounted average of its
past m values for some chosen m ∈ N, i.e., the ideal goal
is to choose sj+1 such that

V (xp(sj+1)) ≤
1

m

j
∑

k=j−m+1

e−ǫref(tj+1−tk)V (xp(sk)) (14)

hols for some ǫref > 0. This choice can be implemented
in our hybrid system model (4) by choosing nη = m − 1
as the dimension of the dynamic variable and define the
update rule of the dynamic variable as 2

S(η, xp) =











e−ǫrefΓ(xp,η)η2
...

e−ǫrefΓ(xp,η)ηm−1

e−ǫrefΓ(xp,η)V (xp)











. (15)

Note that tj+1 − tj = τmax(s
+
j ) = Γ(xp(sj), η(sj)). Hence,

ηk(sj) = e−ǫref(tj−tj−m+k)V (xp(sj−m+k)) holds for this
choice of S(η, x), if k > m− j, which implies V (xp(sj)) +
∑m−1

k=1 ηk(sj) =
∑j

k=j−m+1 e
ǫref(tj−tk)V (xp(sk)) for j >

m.

Due to Proposition 1, (14) is satisfied, if there is one
parameter set (ǫi, γi, Li) satisfying Assumption 1 for which

e−ǫiτmax(s
+

j
)V (xp(sj)) ≤ e−ǫrefτmax(s

+

j
)C(xp(sj), η(sj)) and

τmax(s
+
j ) < Tmax(γi,max

{

Li +
ǫi
2 , 1− δ

}

) hold, where

C(xp, η) = V (xp)+
∑m−1

k=1 ηk. Given (ǫi, γi, Li), it can thus
be ensured that (14) holds if the next transmission time is
selected as

2 Note that we use here abusively S(η, xp) and Γ(xp, η) instead of
S(η, xo) and Γ(xo, η) since we recap dynamic STC with full state
measurements in this subsection.

τmax(s
+
j ) =min

{

δTmax

(

γi,max
{

Li +
ǫi

2
, 1− δ

})

,

log(C(xp(sj), η(sj))) − log(V (xp(sj)))

−ǫi + ǫref

}

,

(16)

see (Hertneck and Allgöwer, 2021, Section III.B) for a
detailed derivation. The idea for the dynamic STC mech-
anism is now to compute offline np different parameter
sets (ǫi, γi, Li), i ∈ {1, . . . , np} for which Assumption 1
holds and to maximize τmax(s

+
j ) in (16) over all parameter

sets to determine the next transmission time. If this is
not possible, then a fallback strategy is used, that is to
choose the next transmission time sufficiently small to
still guarantee a decrease of V , which is always possible
if Assumption 1 holds with some ǫi > 0. The complete
procedure to select the next transmission time in the state-
feedback case is summarized in (Hertneck and Allgöwer,
2021, Algorithm 2).

It has been shown in Hertneck and Allgöwer (2021) that
the resulting dynamic STC mechanism guarantees UGAS
and that it can significantly reduce the number of trans-
missions in comparison to periodic time-triggered sam-
pling. However V (xp(sj)) and its past m − 1 values are

needed to compute τmax(s
+
j ) in (16), which requires full

state feedback and is not possible if only a lower di-
mensional output is available. We describe in the next
subsection, how the observed state xo(sj) can be used
instead to determine transmission times.

4.2 Modifications for dynamic output feedback STC and
stability result

Since neither V (xp(sj)) nor its values from the past m −
1 transmission times can be measured, we use instead
V (xo(sj)) and the values of the Lyapunov function from
the past m − 1 transmission times at transmission time
sj to determine the next transmission time sj+1. To do
so, the following changes are needed in comparison to the
state-feedback variant of the STC mechanism. First, we
change the update of the dynamic variable to

S(η, xo) =











e−ǫrefΓ(xo,η)η2
...

e−ǫrefΓ(xo,η)ηm−1

e−ǫrefΓ(xo,η) min {V (xo), Vmax}











, (17)

i.e., we use V (xo) instead of V (xp) and we bound each
component of the dynamic variable by some chosen Vmax ∈
R>0. The latter is needed in case that the plant state
grows faster than the observer state decreases to limit the
maximum increase of the plant state. Second, we modify
the procedure to determine transmission times. We replace
(16) by

τmax(s
+
j ) =min

{

δTmax

(

γi,max
{

Li +
ǫi

2
, 1− δ

})

,

log(C(xo(sj), η(sj))) − log(V (xo(sj)))

−ǫi + ǫref

}

,

(18)

where we use



Algorithm 1 Computation of Γ(xo, η) for some δ ∈ (0, 1),
some Vmax ∈ R>0 and given C(xo, η).

1: V ← V (xo), C ← C(xo, η)
2: h̄← δTmax

(

γ1, L1 +
ǫ1
2

)

3: for each i ∈ {2, . . . , np} do

4: Λi ← max
{

Li +
ǫi
2 , (1− δ)

}

5: if Vmax ≥ C ≥ V then
6: if −ǫi + ǫref > 0 then

7: h̄i ← min
{

δTmax(γi,Λi),
log(C)−log(V )

−ǫi+ǫref

}

8: else
9: h̄i ← δTmax(γi,Λi)

10: end if
11: else
12: h̄i ← 0
13: end if
14: if h̄i > h̄ then
15: h̄← h̄i

16: end if
17: end for
18: Γ(xo, η)← h̄

C(xo, η) =
1

m

(

V (xo) +

m−1
∑

k=1

ηk

)

. (19)

The modified procedure to select transmission times is
described by Algorithm 1, which is a modified variant of
(Hertneck and Allgöwer, 2021, Algorithm 2). Note that an
additional important modification in the algorithm, that is
needed for technical reasons to obtain stability guarantees,
is that the algorithm selects h̄ > δTmax

(

γ1, L1 +
ǫ1
2

)

only
if C(xo(sj), η(sj)) ≤ Vmax for the chosen Vmax. This
means that the algorithm resorts to the fallback strategy
if the value of the observed Lyapunov function exceeds the
bound Vmax. It is needed if xp and xo grow faster than eo
converges to limit the maximum increase of xp and xo. We
obtain the following result for the proposed dynamic STC
mechanism with output feedback.

Theorem 1. Consider the hybrid system (4) with S(η, xo)
defined according to (17) and Γ(xo, η) defined by Al-
gorithm 1 with C(xo, η) according to (19), some δ ∈
(0, 1) and Vmax > 0. Assume there are np different pa-
rameter sets ǫi, γi, Li, i ∈ {1, . . . , np}, for which As-
sumption 1 holds with the same function V and let
ǫ1 ≥ ǫref > 0. Let Assumption 2 hold. Then, the
set {(xp, xo, e, η, τ, τmax) : xp = 0, xo = 0, e = 0, η = 0} is
UGAS and for any maximal solution ξ, tj+1− tj ≥ tmin :=
δTmax

(

γ1, L1 +
ǫ1
2

)

for all j ∈ dom ξ.

The proof of Theorem 1 is given in Appendix A.

Remark 1. The main difference of the proposed output
feedback STC mechanism in comparison to the variant
with full state measurements is that the observer state is
used instead of the real plant state to determine transmis-
sion times and to compute inputs that are applied to the
plant. Since the observer error is handled together with the
network induced error, Assumption 1 is the same as for the
full state-feedback case (cf. (Hertneck and Allgöwer, 2021,
Assumption 1 for w = 0)), i.e., the parameters ǫi, γi, Li

can be determined in the same way as for the case with
full state measurements and are independent from the
observer choice. Since the observer has no influence on As-

sumption 1, the design of controller and STC mechanism
can be separated from the design of the observer, and any
observer that satisfies Assumption 2 can be used.

Remark 2. There are three parameters ǫref, Vmax and δ
for the proposed STC mechanism that can be chosen by
the user. The worst case asymptotic convergence speed
of the system state is determined by ǫref. The bound
Vmax is needed to avoid that the Lyapunov function grows
faster than the observer error converges and can be chosen
arbitrarily large. The parameter δ is needed for technical
reasons. For a preferably large time between transmissions,
it should be chosen close to 1, e.g., δ = 0.999.

Remark 3. Note that the proof of Theorem 1 can be
modified if ǫV (x) is replaced in Assumption 1 for i = 1
by ρ(|x|) for some ρ ∈ K to still guarantee UGAS. This
makes the assumption less restrictive but requires however
some additional technical modifications that are omitted
for simplicity.

5. EXAMPLE

In this section, we illustrate the proposed STC approach
with a numerical example from the literature. We consider
the single link robot arm example from Postoyan et al.
(2014). The plant is given by

xp,1 = xp,2

xp,2 = −a sin(xp,1) + bû

y = xp,1

and the static state-feedback controller by
u = b−1 (a sin(xo,1)− xo,1 − xo,2) . We consider an ob-
server given by

xo,1 = xo,2 + θ1 (y − xo,1)

xo,2 = −a sin(xo,1) + bû+ θ2 (y − xo,1)

for θ1, θ2 ∈ R. We define xp = [xp,1 xp,2]
⊤
, e = [e1 e2]

⊤
=

[x̂o,1 − xp,1 x̂o,2 − xp,2]
⊤

and eo = [eo,1 eo,2]
⊤

=

[xo,1 − xp,1 xo,2 − xp,2]
⊤
.

Note again that Assumption 1 is identical as for the
state-feedback case and can thus be verified as in state-
feedback case based on linear matrix inequalities. Details
on the verification procedure for the considered example
are omitted for brevity but can be found in (Hertneck and
Allgöwer, 2021, Section VI.A). Using

− a (sin(xp,1)− sin(xo,1))

=2a cos

(

2xp,1 + eo,1

2

)

sin
(

−
eo,1

2

)

= ãeo,1

for a varying parameter ã ∈ [−a, a], the dynamics of the

observer error can be written as ėo =

[

−θ1 1
−θ2 + ã 0

]

eo and

it can be easily verified that Assumption 2 holds if θ1 > 0
and θ2 + ã > 0 for all ã ∈ [−a, a]. Subsequently, we
consider a = 9.81

2 and b = 2. Using the approach from
(Hertneck and Allgöwer, 2021, Section VI.A), we have
computed np = 23 different parameter sets that satisfy
Assumption 1 with ǫi ∈ [−20, 0.01]. Moreover, we have
chosen θ1 = θ2 = 10. The maximum sampling interval, for
which UGAS can be guaranteed for periodic sampling, is
tmin = 0.175 s.

To demonstrate our approach, we compare the required
number of transmissions for the proposed STC mech-
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Fig. 1. Exemplary trajectories of plant state and observer
state for the proposed STC mechanism.
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Fig. 2. Time between successive transmissions for the
proposed STC mechanism and periodic sampling.

anism for 1000 randomly selected initial conditions to
the number of transmissions that are needed for pe-
riodic sampling with stability guarantees. The initial
conditions for xp and xo where drawn uniformly from

[xp,1(0, 0) xp,2(0, 0) xo,1(0, 0) xo,2(0, 0)] ∈ [−10, 10]4 . We
consider nη = 15 and ηi(0, 0) = V (xo(0, 0)) for i ∈
{1, . . . , nη}. In the first 10 s, the proposed STC mechanism
requires on average 29.8 transmissions. In comparison, for
periodic sampling 56 transmissions are needed for the same
time span. For trajectories with a duration of 50 s and
the same initial conditions, the proposed STC mechanism
requires on average 92.4 samples whilst 282 transmissions
are needed for periodic sampling, leading to reduction
of the required number of transmissions by factor 1

3 for
the proposed STC approach. For the considered example,
the amount of reduction is larger if a larger time span is
considered. A reason for that is that the observer state
xo is used to determine transmission times instead of the
plant state xp. It can therefore happen that the value of
V (xo), i.e., of the Lyapunov function for the observer state
increases significantly at the beginning as the observer
state converges, leading to frequent transmissions at the
beginning. An exemplary trajectory where this occurs is
given in Figure 1. The respective transmission intervals are
given in Figure 2. To compensate the initial increase of the
Lyapunov function, the initial values for η could be chosen
differently at the cost of reduced convergence speed.

6. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have presented a dynamic STC approach
for output feedback in nonlinear NCS. The approach
is based on hybrid Lyapunov functions and a dynamic
variable that encodes past state information to determine
sampling instants. Instead of the plant state, the state
of an asymptotically stable continuous-time observer is
used to determine transmission times. The design of the
STC mechanism is decoupled from the observer design
and the same assumptions on the plant as for the full

state-feedback case are used. Stability guarantees were
derived and the proposed approach was illustrated with
a numerical example.
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W.P.M.H. (2014). Tracking Control for Nonlinear Net-
worked Control Systems. IEEE Trans. Autom. Control,
59(6), 1539–1554.
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Appendix A.

Proof of Theorem 1. Consider any maximal solution ξ to
(4). Note that x̂o(s

+
j ) = xo(s

+
j ) = xo(sj) and thus e(s+j ) =

eo(s
+
j ) = eo(sj). Obviously, h̄ ≥ δTmax(γ1, L1 +

ǫ1
2 ) = tmin

in Algorithm 1 and thus tj+1 − tj = Γ(xo(sj), η(sj)) ≥
tmin holds for all j ∈ dom ξ, i.e. the minimum time
between two triggering instants is strictly positive. Be-
cause of the update of h̄ in Algorithm 1, for each j ∈
dom ξ, there is an ij ∈ {1, . . . , np} such that tj+1 −

tj ≤ Tmax

(

γij ,max
{

Lij +
ǫij
2 , 1− δ

})

and tj+1 − tj ≤

tmax := max
i∈{1,...,np}

δTmax(γi,max
{

Li +
ǫi
2 , 1− δ

}

). Propo-

sition 1 thus implies for tj ≤ t ≤ tj+1 with xp(s
+
j ) = xp(sj)

and e(s+j ) = eo(sj) that

V (xp(t, j)) ≤ Uij (ξ(t, j)) ≤ e
−ǫij (t−tj)Uij (ξ(s

+
j ))

=e
−ǫij (t−tj)

(

V (xp(sj)) + γijλ
−1
ij

W 2(eo(sj))
)

.
(A.1)

Here Uij (ξ) is the respective function according to (10)
from Proposition 1 for γ = γij , L = Lij , ǫ = ǫij and some
sufficiently small λ ∈ (0, 1).

We will now use this to investigate the evolution of
V (xp) depending on the time between sampling instants.
We distinguish between two possible outcomes for ij in
Algorithm 1. Suppose first ij = 1, i.e., the fallback strategy
is used. Then

e
−ǫij (tj+1−tj)V (xp(sj)) ≤ e−ǫref(tj+1−tj)V (xp(sj))

holds since ǫ1 ≥ ǫref > 0 and tj+1− tj < Tmax(γ1, L1+
ǫ1
2 ).

This implies with (A.1) that

V (xp(sj+1)) ≤e
−ǫref(tj+1−tj)V (xp(sj)) + α1(|eo(sj)|)

(A.2)

for some α1 ∈ K. Here we used that max
i∈{1,...,np}

e−ǫi(tj+1−tj) ∈

R>0 due to the upper bound tmax on tj+1 − tj .

Next, suppose that ij > 1. In this case, Algorithm 1

chooses tj+1− tj such that tj+1− tj < Tmax(γij , Lij +
ǫij
2 )

and

e
−ǫij (tj+1−tj)V (xo(sj)) ≤e

−ǫref(tj+1−tj)C(xo(sj), η(sj))
(A.3)

hold. Further note that ij > 1 is only possible if
V (xo(sj)) ≤ C(xo(sj), η(sj)) ≤ Vmax due to Line 5 of
Algorithm 1 and our choice of C(xp, η) according to (19).
Observe that

V (xp(sj)) =V (xo(sj)− eo(sj))

≤V (xo(sj)) + L(|eo(sj)|)|eo(sj)|

where L(p) is a (local) Lipschitz constant of V that satisfies

|V (xo(sj)− eo(sj))− V (xo(sj))| ≤ L(p)|eo(sj)| (A.4)

for all eo(sj) with |eo(sj)| ≤ p and xo with V (xo) ≤ Vmax.
Note that L(p) is non-decreasing and bounded for all p ≥ 0

since V is locally Lipschitz. We thus obtain for some
α2 ∈ K

V (xp(sj)) ≤ V (xo(sj)) + α2(|eo(sj)|). (A.5)

Using (A.3) and (A.5) we obtain from (A.1) for t = tj+1

V (xp(sj+1))

≤e−ǫref(tj+1−tj)C(xo(sj), η(sj))

+ e
−ǫij (tj+1−tj)

(

α2(|eo(sj)|) + γijλ
−1
ij

W 2(eo(sj))
)

≤e−ǫref(tj+1−tj)C(xo(sj), η(sj)) + α3(|eo(sj)|)
(A.6)

for some α3 ∈ K, where we used again that
max

i∈{1,...,np}
e−ǫi(tj+1−tj) ∈ R>0 due to the upper bound tmax

on tj+1 − tj . From (19), we obtain with the update of η
according to (17) that 3

C(xo(sj), η(sj)) =
1

m
V (xo(sj)) +

m−1
∑

k=1

ηk(sj)

≤
1

m
V (xo(sj))

+
1

m

min{m−1,j}
∑

k=1

e−ǫref(tj−tj−k) min {V (xo(sj−k)), Vmax}

+
1

m

m−1
∑

k=min{j,m−1}+1

e−ǫref(tj−t0)ηm−k.

(A.7)

If V (xo(sj−k)) ≤ Vmax, we obtain similar as in (A.5) that

min {V (xo(sk)), Vmax}

=V (xp(sj−k)) + V (xo(sj−k))− V (xo(sj−k)− eo(sj−k))

≤V (xp(sj−k)) + α2(|eo(sj−k)|).

If V (xo(sj−k)) > Vmax, then either V (xp(sj−k)) >
Vmax and min {V (xo(sj−k)), Vmax} ≤ V (xp(sj−k)) +
α2(|eo(sj−k)|) trivially holds or V (xp(sj−k)) ≤ Vmax. In
the latter case, we can again use the same argumentation
that precedes (A.5) and obtain

min {V (xo(sj−k)), Vmax} ≤ V (xp(sj−k)) + α2(|eo(sj−k)|).
(A.8)

Thus (A.8) holds in all cases. Using it in (A.7), we obtain

C(xo(sj), η(sj))

≤
1

m

min{m−1,j}
∑

k=1

e−ǫref(tj−tj−k)V (xp(sj−k))

+
1

m

min{m−1,j}
∑

k=1

e−ǫref(tj−tj−k)α2(|eo(sj−k)|)

+
1

m

m−1
∑

k=min{j,m−1}+1

e−ǫref(tj−t0)ηm−k.

(A.9)

With (13) from Assumption 2 in the second sum of (A.9),
and tk+1 − tk ≤ tmin ∀k ∈ dom ξ, we further obtain

3 Note that the second sum is only relevant for j < m−1 to capture
the effect of the initial condition on η.



C(xo(sj), η(sj))

≤
1

m

min{m−1,j}
∑

k=1

e−ǫref(tj−tj−k)V (xp(sj−k))

+
1

m

m−1
∑

k=min{j,m−1}+1

e−ǫref(tj−t0)ηm−k

+ α2 (βo (|eo(0, 0)|,max {(j −m+ 1)tmin, 0})) .

(A.10)

Now we show by induction based on (A.2) and (A.6) that

V (xp(sj))

≤e−ǫreftj max {V (xp(0, 0)), |η(0, 0)|}

+

j−1
∑

k=0

(

e−ǫreftmin(j−k−1)

· α5 (βo (|eo(0, 0)|,max {(k −m+ 1)tmin, 0}))
)

(A.11)

holds for all j ∈ dom ξ with α5(·) := α1(·) + α2(·) +
α3(·) ∈ K. It trivially holds for j = 0. Suppose it holds for
all j ≤ j̃ for some j̃ ∈ dom ξ.

We first consider the case ij̃ ≥ 1. Note that (A.11) for

j ≤ j̃ implies with (A.10) that

C(xo(sj̃), η(sj̃))

≤e−ǫreftj̃ max {V (xp(0, 0)), |η(0, 0)|}

+

j̃−1
∑

k=0

(

e−ǫreftmin(j̃−k−1)

· α5 (βo (|eo(0, 0)|,max {(k −m+ 1)tmin, 0}))
)

+ α2

(

βo

(

|eo(0, 0)|,max
{

(j̃ −m+ 1)tmin, 0
}))

.

Plugging this in (A.6), we obtain

V (xp(sj̃+1))

≤e−ǫref(tj̃+1−tj̃)e−ǫreftj̃ max {V (xp(0, 0)), |η(0, 0)|}

+ α3

(∣

∣

∣eo(sj̃)
∣

∣

∣

)

+ e−ǫref(tj̃+1−tj̃)

j̃−1
∑

k=0

(

e−ǫreftmin(j̃−k−1)

· α5 (βo (|eo(0, 0)|,max {(k −m+ 1)tmin, 0}))
)

+ e−ǫref(tj̃+1−tj̃)α2

(

βo

(

|eo(0, 0)|,max
{

(j̃ −m+ 1)tmin, 0
}))

.

(A.12)

Note that

α3

(∣

∣

∣eo(sj̃)
∣

∣

∣

)

+ e−ǫref(tj̃+1−tj̃)α2

(

βo

(

|eo(0, 0)|,max
{

(j̃ −m+ 1)tmin, 0
}))

≤α5(βo

(

|eo(0, 0)|,max
{

(j̃ −m+ 1)tmin, 0
})

)

holds since
∣

∣

∣
eo(sj̃)

∣

∣

∣
≤ βo

(

|eo(0, 0)|, tj̃

)

≤ βo

(

|eo(0, 0)|,max
{

(j̃ −m+ 1)tmin, 0
})

,

since e−ǫref(tj̃+1−tj̃) < 1 and due to the definition of α5.

Using this and e−ǫref(tj̃+1−tj̃) ≤ e−ǫreftmin in (A.12), we
obtain

V (xp(sj̃+1))

≤e−ǫreftj̃+1 max {V (xp(0, 0)), |η(0, 0)|}

+

j̃
∑

k=0

(

e−ǫreftmin(j̃−k)

· α5 (βo (|eo(0, 0)|,max {(k −m+ 1)tmin, 0}))
)

,

i.e., (A.11) also holds for j = j̃ + 1 in this case.

Now we consider the remaining case ij̃ = 1. In this case,

(A.2) holds and hence with (A.11) for j = j̃, we obtain

V (x(sj̃+1))

≤e−ǫref(tj̃+1−tj̃)V (xp(sj̃)) + α1

(∣

∣

∣eo(sj̃)
∣

∣

∣

)

≤e−ǫreftj̃+1 max {V (xp(0, 0)), |η(0, 0)|}

+

j̃
∑

k=0

(

e−ǫreftmin(j̃−k)

· α5 (βo (|eo(0, 0)|,max {(k −m+ 1)tmin, 0}))
)

where we used that e−ǫreftj̃+1 ≤ e−ǫreftmin and that

α1

(∣

∣

∣
e(sj̃)

∣

∣

∣

)

≤ α1

(

βo

(

|eo(0, 0)|, tj̃

))

≤α1

(

βo

(

|eo(0, 0)|,max
{

(j̃ −m+ 1)tmin, 0
}))

≤α5

(

βo

(

|eo(0, 0)|,max
{

(j̃ −m+ 1)tmin, 0
}))

.

As a result, we can conclude that (A.11) holds also for
j = j̃ + 1 if ij̃ = 1.

It thus follows by induction that (A.11) holds for all
j ∈ dom ξ. Together with the fact that tmin ≤ tj+1 −
tj ≤ tmax this further implies that ξ is t-complete.

Next, we discuss that (A.11) implies that Uij is bounded
by a KLL function. Observe

j−1
∑

k=0

e−ǫreftmin(j−k−1)

· α5 (βo (|eo(0, 0)|,max {(k −m+ 1)tmin, 0}))

≤e−ǫreftmin
j
2α5(βo(|e(0, 0)|, 0))

j
2
∑

k=0

e−ǫreftmin(
j
2
−k−1)

+ α5

(

βo

(

|e(0, 0)|,max

{(

j

2
−m+ 1

)

tmin, 0

}))

·

j−1
∑

k= j
2

e−ǫreftmin(j−k−1)

≤e−ǫref
tmin
tmax

t
2

1

1− ǫreftmin
βo(|eo(0, 0)|, 0)

+ 1
1−e−ǫreftmin

βo

(

|eo(0, 0)|,max
{(

t
2tmax

−m+ 1
)

tmin, 0
})

=:β2(|eo(0, 0)|, t) ∈ KL,
(A.13)

where we used the geometric series and the fact that
j ≥ t

tmax
since tj+1 − tj ≤ tmax.

Plugging this into (A.11), we can conclude that for some

β3 ∈ KL, V (x(sj)) ≤ β3

(∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

[

xp(0, 0)
e(0, 0)
η(0, 0)

]∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

, tj

)

holds for all

j ∈ R>0. Using again (A.1), this implies together with



Assumption 2 for k1 = max
i∈{1,...,np}

e−ǫi(tj+1−tj) ∈ R>0 for

some β4 ∈ KLL that

Uij (t, j) ≤k1

(

β3

(∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

[

xp(0, 0)
e(0, 0)
η(0, 0)

]∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

,max {t− tmax, 0}

)

+γijλ
−1
ij

W 2(β0(|e0(0, 0)|,max {t− tmax, 0})

)

≤ β4

([

xp(0, 0)
e(0, 0)
η(0, 0)

]

, t, j

)

,

where we used that t ≥ t
2 + jtmin holds for all (t, j) ∈

dom ξ.

Finally, with the bounds on V and W from Assumption 1,
the fact that φij ∈

[

λ, λ−1
]

for sufficient small λ ∈ (0, 1),
the definition of Uij according to (10) for the respective γij ,
Lij and ǫij and since the observer state converges to the
plant state according to Assumption 2, UGAS of the set
{(xp, xc, e, η, τ, τmax) : xp = 0, xc = 0, e = 0, η = 0} follows
similar as in Hertneck and Allgöwer (2021).
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