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Abstract— At Diamond Light Source, the UK’s national syn-
chrotron facility, electron beam disturbances are attenuated
by the fast orbit feedback (FOFB), which controls a cross-
directional (CD) system with hundreds of inputs and outputs.
Due to the inability to measure the disturbance spectrum in
real-time, the closed-loop sensitivity of the FOFB cannot be
evaluated, making it difficult to compare FOFB algorithms
and detect faults. Existing methods rely on comparing open-
loop with closed-loop measurements, but they are prone to
instabilities and actuator saturation because of the system’s
strong directionality. Here, we introduce a reference signal
to estimate the complementary sensitivity in closed loop. By
decoupling the system into sets of single-input, single-output
(SISO) systems, we design the reference mode-by-mode to ac-
commodate the system’s strong directionality. This allows SISO
system identification to be used, making our approach suitable
for large-scale systems. Additionally, we derive lower bounds on
reference amplitudes to achieve a predefined estimation error
bound in the presence of disturbances and measurement noise.
Our approach not only enables performance estimation of ill-
conditioned CD systems in closed-loop but also provides a signal
for fault detection. Its potential applications extend to other
CD systems, such as papermaking, steel rolling, or battery
manufacturing processes.

I. INTRODUCTION

Diamond Light Source (Diamond) is the UK’s national
synchrotron facility that produces synchrotron radiation for
research, such as investigating material properties, biological
structures, or chemical reactions. The radiation is emitted
by electrons circulating at relativistic speeds within the
storage ring. A critical factor in synchrotron performance
is the brightness of the synchrotron radiation, which can
be significantly impacted by electron beam vibrations. The
vibrations are attenuated by the fast orbit feedback (FOFB)
system that uses hundreds of corrector magnets (inputs) and
beam position monitors (outputs) at a rate ≥ 10 kHz. The
dynamics of the electron beam are modelled by a cross-
directional system [1]:

y(s) = Rg(s)u(s) + d(s), (1)

where s ∈ C is the Laplace variable, R ∈ Cny×nu the
response matrix, g : C → C the scalar actuator dynamics,
u : C → Cnu are the inputs, y : C → Cny the outputs
and d : C → Cny the disturbances, such as vibrations of
the girders or (electro)magnetic fields. The separation of
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the plant P (s) := Rg(s) into a matrix of constant values
and a scalar dynamic term allows (1) to be diagonalised
using the singular value decomposition (SVD) R = UΣV T,
which is referred as the modal transformation [2]. Most
CD controllers combine a pseudo-inverse R† with a scalar
controller q(s) that (partially) inverts the actuator dynamics.
Other examples of (large-scale) CD systems can be found
in process engineering, paper making, web processes, and
metal rolling [3].

For synchrotron applications, the response matrix is ill-
conditioned with condition numbers κ(R) := ∥R∥2/∥R†∥2
ranging from 103 to 104 [1], making (1) prone to actuator
saturation and sensitive to modelling errors [4]. For syn-
chrotron operation, it is crucial that the FOFB meets the
theoretical performance specifications, i.e. that the sensitivity
S : Cny → Cny in y(s) = S(s)d(s) has the expected
gains. However, d(s) cannot be measured when the FOFB is
operational, prohibiting S(s) to be estimated in closed-loop.

To identify the estimate Ŝ(s), existing methods rely on
comparing open-loop with closed-loop measurements. One
approach is to compute [5] ∥ycl(jω)∥2/∥yol(jω)∥2, where

ycl(s) = S(s)d(s)− T (s)n(s), (2a)

yol(s) = d(s) + n(s), (2b)

and n(s) is the measurement noise and T (s) := I−S(s) the
complementary sensitivity. However, the disturbance spec-
trum d(s) can be time-varying and the 2-norm inappropriate
for systems with large κ(R). Another approach [6] is to add
a signal ru(s) to the plant input and measure the output in
open and closed loop, so that yol(s) = P (s)ru(s) + d(s)
and ycl(s) = S(s)P (s)ru(s) + S(s)d(s). If ru(s) = eiρi(s)
with ei being the ith standard basis vector and ρi : C 7→ C
a scalar function, the ratio ycli (s)/y

ol
i (s) for the ith output is

ycli (s)

yoli (s)
=

∑
j(Si,j(s)Pj,i(s)ρi(s) + Si,j(s)dj(s))

Pi,i(s)ρi(s) + di(s)
.

For ∥Pi,i(s)ρi(s)∥2 ≫ ∥di(s)∥2,

ycli (s)

yoli (s)
≈

∑
j Si,j(s)Pj,i(s)

Pi,i(s)
,

from which Si,i can be estimated if the system is diagonally
dominant [7], i.e. if |Pi,i(jω)| ≫ |Pj,i(jω)| ∀j ̸= i. However,
the requirement |Pi,i(jω)ρi(jω)| ≫ |di(jω)| may destabilise
the electron beam in open-loop and |Pi,i(jω)| ≫ |Pj,i(jω)|
cannot be satisfied for every i when κ(R) is large.
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Fig. 1: IMC structure with plant P (s), plant model P̂ (s),
IMC filter Q(s), compensator Γ, disturbance d(s), noise
n(s), and reference signal r(s).

In this paper, we propose introducing an output reference
signal r : C 7→ Cny , so that the closed loop becomes

y(s) = S(s)d(s) + T (s)r(s)− T (s)n(s). (3)

Below the closed-loop bandwidth, it holds that ∥r(jω)∥2 ≫
∥S(jω)d(jω)∥2 and ∥r(jω)∥2 ≫ ∥n(jω)∥2, allowing T (s) to
be estimated from (3), even for small ∥r(s)∥2. However, due
to the large condition number of R, setting r(s) = eiρi(s)
may lead to large actuator gains or require to limit the
amplitude of r(s), impacting the accuracy of the estimates,
T̂ (s) and Ŝ(s). To address this, the modal transformation is
applied to (1) and the reference signal designed in modal
space, tuning it to the gain and bandwidth of the modes.
Based on the orthogonality of the modal transformation,
lower bounds on ∥r(jω)∥2 are defined to meet a prede-
fined estimation accuracy, which are then juxtaposed with
input amplitude and rate constraints. Finally, we provide
simulation results using real-world disturbance data from
Diamond to evaluate the efficacy of our method, currently
being implemented at Diamond.
Notation and Definitions For a scalar, vector or matrix A,
let AT (A∗) its (Hermitian) transpose, diag(A1, . . . , An) a
diagonal matrix with diagonal elements A1, . . . , An. Let In
denote the identity matrix in Rn×n. For a matrix A, let
A† denote the pseudo-inverse [8, p. 290], ∥A∥2 the spectral
norm, and κ(A) := ∥A∥2/∥A†∥2 the condition number.

II. MODAL REPRESENTATION

A. System

Although our method is applicable to any controller structure,
this paper focuses on the internal model control (IMC)
structure used at Diamond [5], as shown in Fig. 1. To design
the reference r(s), the MIMO representation (1) is mapped to
modal space by substituting the thin SVD, R = UΣV T [2]:

ỹ(s) = Σg(s)ũ(s) + d̃(s), (4)

where ỹ(s) := UTy(s), d̃(s) := UTd(s), and ũ(s) :=
V Tu(s). The matrices U and V satisfy UTU = I and
V TV = I and Σ := diag(σ1, . . . , σny

) is a diagonal matrix
containing the singular values. Throughout the paper it is as-
sumed that rank(R) = ny ≤ nu, which holds for Diamond,
but our results remain valid for other configurations.
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Fig. 2: Minimum and maximum sensitivity gains.

B. Controller

In modal space, the IMC filter Q̃(s) := V TQ(s)U is diagonal
with elements qi(s) := λ(s)/(σig(s)) [5], where λ(s)
contains the non-minimum phase parts of g(s) and shapes the
overall bandwidth. The compensator Γ̃ := UTΓU attenuates
controller gains for small σi and is diagonal with elements
γi := σ2

i /(σ
2
i + µ), where µ > 0 is a scalar regularisation

parameter. For an accurante plant model (P̂ (s) ≡ P (s)), this
results in the modal inputs (see [9])

ũi(s) = −γi
σi

λ(s)/g(s)

1− (1− γi)λ(s)
(d̃i(s) + ñi(s)− r̃i(s)), (5)

and the modal outputs

ỹi(s) = S̃i(s)d̃i(s) + T̃i(s)(r̃i(s)− ñi(s)), (6)

for i = 1, . . . , ny , and where S̃i(s) = 1− T̃i(s) and

T̃i(s) =: γi
λ(s)

1− (1− γi)λ(s)
. (7)

The sensitivities in original space are obtained from
T (s) := U diag(T̃1(s), . . . , T̃ny

(s))UT and S(s) :=

U diag(S̃1(s), . . . , S̃ny
(s))UT. The minimum and maximum

gains of S(s) are shown in Fig. 2 for the Diamond sys-
tem (see Section IV), where ∥S(jω)∥2 ≡ |S̃ny (jω)| and
∥S−1(jω)∥2 ≡ |S̃1(jω)| for frequencies below 100Hz. Due
to the large κ(R), the compensator Γ effectively reduces
the bandwidth for higher-order modes, leading to a signif-
icant difference between minimum and maximum gains of
S(s). The reduction in bandwidth for higher-order modes
is justified by the characteristic spectrum of d̃(s). Fig. 3a
shows the amplitude spectral density of the output in mode
space for disabled FOFB, i.e. when ỹol(s) = d̃(s) + ñ(s).
For low frequencies for which ∥d̃(jω)∥2 ≫ ∥ñ(jω)∥2, the
spectrum of ỹol(s) is proportional to the square of the
singular values [10]. The simulated attenuation is shown in
Fig. 3b, i.e. when ỹcl(s) = S̃(s)d̃(s)−T̃ (s)ñ(s). The dashed
line represents the bandwidth (−3 dB frequency) of S̃i(s).

C. Reference

While fixing the reference in original space as r(s) = eiρi(s)
can cause large inputs, fixing the reference in modal space
as

r̃(s) = eiρi(s) ⇒ r(s) = Uiρi(s), (8)
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(a) Amplitude spectral density of ỹol(s).
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(b) Amplitude spectral density of ỹcl(s) and bandwidth of S̃i(jω)
(dotted).

Fig. 3: Spectral density of output in mode space.

where Ui is the ith column of U , allows r(s) to be tuned
mode-by-mode through adapting ρi(s). Moreover, since the
modal closed-loop dynamics (6) are decoupled, the (comple-
mentary) sensitivity can be estimated from ρi(s) and ỹi(s)
using SISO techniques.

With the reference (8) applied to mode i, it holds that ỹi(s) =
∆ỹi(s) + T̃i(s)ρi(s) and ỹj(s) = ∆ỹj(s), j ̸= i, where

∆ỹi(s) := S̃i(s)d̃i(s)− T̃i(s)ñi(s), i = 1, . . . , ny. (9)

The terms (9) introduce an estimation error. For an estimate
ˆ̃Ti(jω) := ỹi(jω)/ρi(jω), the absolute estimation error is

ϵ̃i(jω) := | ˆ̃Ti(jω)− T̃i(jω)| = |∆ỹi(jω)/ρi(jω)|. (10)

To bound ϵ̃i(jω) ≤ ϵmax for frequencies of interest, ω ≤ ω̂i,
the reference signal must therefore satisfy the lower bound

|ρi(jω)| ≥
1

ϵmax
× |S̃i(jω)d̃i(jω)− T̃i(jω)ñi(jω)|, (11)
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Fig. 4: Lower (dashed) and upper bounds on the reference
amplitude for umax = 1A, ymax = 150 µm, and ϵmax = 0.1.

Since UTU = I , the resulting estimation error in original
space is then bounded by

∥T (jω)− T̂ (jω)∥2 = ∥T̃ (jω)− ˆ̃T (jω)∥2 ≤ ϵmax. (12)

Although a large |ρi(jω)| reduces the estimation error (10),
system (1) is limited by component-wise input and output
constraints, |ui(t)| ≤ umax and |yi(t)| ≤ ymax [11]. Assum-
ing that r(s) is a cosine at frequency ω with |r(jω)| ≫
max(|d(jω)|, |n(jω)|), the input and output constraints are
approximated in frequency domain by

|ui(jω)| ≤ umax, |yi(jω)| ≤ ymax. (13)

Since V TV = I , it holds that |ui(jω)| ≤ ∥u(jω)∥2 =
∥ũ(jω)∥2, and assuming that |r̃i(jω)| ≫ |d̃i(jω) − ñi(jω)|
for ω ≤ ω̂i in (5), ∥ũ(jω)∥2 ≈ |ũi(jω)| for a reference as
in (8). To limit |ui(jω)| ≤ umax, the reference must therefore
satisfy

|ρi(jω)| ≤
umaxσi

γi
× 1− (1− γi)λ(jω)

λ(jω)/g(jω)
. (14)

Similarly, to limit |yi(jω)| ≤ ymax, the reference must satisfy

|ρi(jω)| ≤ ymax. (15)

The lower and upper bounds for the case that ρi(jω) is
a chirp signal (Section III) with amplitude Ai are shown
in Fig. 4. The upper bound (solid) is computed from the
minimum of (14) and (15), and the lower bound (dashed)
from (11) for ϵmax = 0.1 and includes an additional factor
introduced by windowing (Section III). Due to the large
κ(R), higher-order modes (i ≥ 100) require significantly
larger control inputs than lower-order modes. However, the
upper bound (14) limits Ai, which can result in estimation
errors larger than ϵmax. The large κ(R) also impacts lower-
order modes through large disturbances (Fig. 3a), resulting
in a low signal-to-noise ratio. Even though (14) would allow
for larger Ai, lower-order modes are limited by (15).

III. SENSITIVITY IDENTIFICATION

To identify the sensitivity, the reference signal is swept from
ω = 0 to ω = ω̂i for each mode i = 1, . . . , ny , i.e.

ρi(t) = Ai cos(
ω̂it

NTs
t), t ∈ [0, NTs],



where N is the number of samples and Ts the sample time.
To avoid input and output saturation, the maximum frequency
ω̂i of the reference signal for each mode is set to 5 times the
bandwidth of (7). The amplitude Ai is set to the upper bound
from Fig. 4. After mapping the closed-loop data to mode
space, the estimate ˆ̃Ti(jω) is obtained from the Blackman-
Tuckey spectral analysis method [12, Ch. 6]:

ˆ̃Ti(jω) :=
Φ̂ỹiρi

(ω)

Φ̂ρiρi
(ω)

:=

M∑
τ=−M

R̂ỹiρi(τ)WM (τ)ejωt

M∑
τ=−M

R̂ρiρi
(τ)WM (τ)ejωt

, (16)

where WM (τ) is a Hamming window and the correlation
functions are computed in modal space as

R̂viwi(τ) :=
1

N

N∑
t=1

vi(t+ τ)wi(t). (17)

The windowing function allows for a smoothed spectral
estimate of the complementary sensitivity by computing a
weighted average of the frequency response of neighboring
points. Large windows (small M ) filter out the variance
from (10) but introduce bias, which is particularly visible for
low frequencies at which T̃i(s) ≈ 1. The converse is true for
small windows, and the trade-off between bias and variance
must be considered when selecting an M value (note that
M is denoted as γ in [12, Ch. 6]). Here, the parameter M
is chosen to proportionally to 1/ω̂i, ranging from M = 500
for mode i = 1 to M = 14000 for i = ny . Note that a
windowing factor is included in the lower bound of Fig. 4.

Although the complementary sensitivity is estimated in
closed-loop, the reference r(s) = eiρ(s) is not correlated
with the disturbance d(s) or the noise n(s), avoiding closed-
loop issues encountered in plant identification [13]. The
identification procedure is summarised in Algorithm 1, where
Ui refers to column i of the modal transformation matrix U
(Section II). Neglecting the complexity of the data collection
and the mapping of the signals to mode space, Algorithm 1 is
of complexity ny×O( ˆ̃Ti), where O( ˆ̃Ti) is the complexity of
estimating the scalar transfer function ˆ̃Ti. Without the modal
representation, estimating T (s) would be of complexity
n2
y ×O( ˆ̃Ti).

Algorithm 1 Sensitivity identification in modal space.

Input: umax, ϵmax
Output: S(jω)

1: for i = 1 to ny do
2: Collect closed-loop data ycl(t) for r(t) = Uiρi(t)
3: Map to modal space via ỹcl(t) = UTycl(t)

4: Compute ˆ̃Ti(jω) using ỹcl(t) and ρi(t)
5: end for
6: Set T̂ (jω) = U ˆ̃Ti(jω)U

T and S(jω) = I − T (jω)

IV. SIMULATIONS

At Diamond, the FOFB uses ny = 173 sensors and nu = 172
magnets operated at fs = 10 kHz. However, the FOFB can
be reconfigured, allowing any combination of ny ≤ 173 sen-
sors and nu ≤ 172 outputs and inputs. For these simulations,
it is assumed that ny = nu = 165 with κ(R) = 9837
(σmax = 195 and σmin = 0.02), umax = 5A, and ymax =
150 µm. The actuator dynamics are g(s) = a/(s + a)e−τds

with a = 2π×700rad s−1 and a time delay τd = 900 µs [9].
The transfer function λ(s) is λ(s) = λ̄/(s + λ̄)e−τds with
λ̄ = 2π × 176rad s−1 and the regularisation parameter is
set to µ = 1. As reflected in Fig. 2, the large time delay
causes a sensitivity overshoot of 3.5 dB and the large κ(R)
bandwidths of S̃i(s) that spread from 0.03Hz to 70Hz
(Fig. 3a).

To evaluate the Algorithm 1 and verify the bound (11) with
ϵmax = 0.1 for Diamond, the closed-loop system (3) was
simulated using 105 measured disturbance samples from
Diamond, which were different from the 104 samples used
to compute the bounds in Fig. 4. The reference signal was
chosen as in Section III and Algorithm 1 evaluated 10 times
for N = 104 samples. The estimates are computed using
Matlab System Identification Toolbox on a desktop computer
(Intel i7-7700 CPU @ 3.1GHz, 8GB) within less than 3min
for all 165 modes.

The magnitudes of the true complementary sensitivity in
modal space, T̃ (jω), the average of the estimates, E{ ˆ̃T (jω)},
and the mean absolute error, E{| ˆ̃T (jω)− T̃ (jω)|} are shown
in Fig 5a–5c. The horizontal axis refers to the normalised
frequency that ranges from 0 to ω̂i for each mode. Fig. 5c
shows that for higher-order modes for which the lower
bounds from Fig. 4 are violated, the resulting estimation
error is larger than ϵmax. However, for lower-order modes,
the estimation error is below ϵmax as expected from Fig. 4.

The maximum input amplitudes maxj |ũj(t)| and
maxj |uj(t)| for a reference signal on mode i are shown in
Fig. 6. For all modes, it holds that maxi|ũi(jω)| ≤ 1.5A,
which is below the limit umax = 5A. This is related to
the frequency-domain approximation (13) and to choosing
a constant (frequency-independent) amplitude of the chirp.
As expected from the orthogonality from the modal
transformation, it holds that maxj |ũj(t)| ≤ maxj |uj(t)|.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have proposed an algorithm for closed-loop
sensitivity identification for ill-conditioned cross-directional
systems and evaluated it using Diamond’s electron beam
stabilisation problem. While the controller was fixed to a
standard structure used in electron beam stabilisation, an
additional output reference signal was introduced in closed
loop. By aligning the reference signal with each mode, the
MIMO identification problem was reduced to a SISO iden-
tification problem, allowing the sensitivity to be estimated
mode-by-mode. We derived lower and upper bounds on the



100 101 102 103
1

30

60

90

120

150

Normalised frequency (-)

M
od

e
i

−10 −5 0 5

Magnitude (dB)
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Fig. 5: Complementary sensitivities and estimation error
over modes and frequencies. For each mode, the normalised
frequency ranges from 0 to ω̃i.
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Fig. 6: Maximum input amplitudes in mode space (dashed)
and original space (solid) for each iteration of Algorithm 1.

reference signal, which were used to tune the reference signal
and bound the estimation error.

The derived bounds demonstrated the limitations imposed by
the strong directionality of the system, requiring large refer-
ence amplitudes for identifying the sensitivity for higher-
order modes, even when the dynamics of the reference
signal are tuned to the modal closed-loop bandwidth. At the
same time, higher-order modes require large input gains to
follow the reference signal, conflicting with input magnitude
constraints. While these limitations were evaluated using the
parameters of the Diamond system, future research could
focus on obtaining more general limits that are based on the
condition number of the response matrix.

Although the simulations demonstrated that the estimation
error remained within the expected bounds, the control inputs
were well below the admissible maximum value. Firstly,
this resulted from approximating the time-domain constraints
in the frequency domain. Secondly, the frequency-domain
constraints were enforced using a conservative upper bound,
resulting in small input magnitudes for all modes. However,
increasing input and reference magnitudes would benefit the
signal-to-noise ratio on all modes. Future research could
therefore focus developing less conservative bounds for the
reference signal, e.g. using first principles or predictive
control.

Throughout the paper, it was assumed that the plant model
is accurate, allowing the MIMO system to be decoupled into
sets of SISO systems. Although the Diamond synchrotron
is regularly tuned to match its theoretical model, future
research could investigate the effect of plant uncertainty,
which impacts both the choice of the reference signal and the
estimated sensitivity. These results could be further incorpo-
rated into a fault detection algorithm, which, in addition to
evaluating the algorithm on the real-world system, is subject
of future research.
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