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Necessary and sufficient condition for existence of two-degree-of-freedom
feedback loop factorisation and comparison of zeros in compensator strategies

Marek Dlapa and Libor Pekar

Faculty of Applied Informatics, Tomas Bata University in Zlin, Zlin, Czech Republic

ABSTRACT
Two cases of the two-degree-of-freedom (2DOF) feedback loop are compared after applying them
to the third-order system with uncertain time delay, the fourth-order system with astatism and
uncertain time delay and the oscillating system with astatism and uncertain time delay. All sys-
tems have periodic changes of some of their parameters. The necessary and sufficient condition
for the existence of 2DOF factorisation is formed and proven. The uncertain time delay is treated
using multiplicative uncertainty; the periodic changes of parameters are modelled using a general
interconnection for the systemswith parametric uncertainty in the numerator anddenominator. The
structured singular value denoted μ is used as a measure of robust performance and stability. For
comparison, the D-K iteration and algebraicμ-synthesis are used for simple feedback loop controller
derivation. The algebraic μ-synthesis is a new method for robust controller derivation comprising
the structured singular value, algebraic control theory and metaheuristic algorithm solving multi-
modality of the cost function. Minimisation of the μ-function in the algebraic μ-synthesis is treated
using the Differential Migration algorithm as a tool for global optimisation with subsequent tune-
up using the Nelder–Mead simplex method. The final controllers are verified using the μ-plots and
simulations for the worst-case perturbation and periodic changes of parameters with the maximum
time delay.
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1. Introduction

The two-degree-of-freedom (2DOF) interconnection
provides, in some cases, favourable properties with
respect to treating the overshoot (Dlapa, 2021, 2025).
In this paper, two modifications of 2DOF factorisa-
tion are discussed, giving slightly different outcomes
with the controlled plants being the third-order sys-
temwith uncertain time delay, the fourth-order system
with astatism and uncertain time delay and the oscil-
lating system with astatism and uncertain time delay.
All controlled plants are the sets of plants with peri-
odic changes in some of their parameters. The periodic
changes of parameters are modelled in the scope of
the linear fractional transformation (LFT) framework
using parametric uncertainty system interconnection
and robust stability and performance evaluation via
the structured singular value denoted μ (SSV, Packard
&Doyle, 1993). The necessary and sufficient condition
for the existence of 2DOF factorisation is formed and
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proven, defining the possible cases of 2DOF intercon-
nection application.

In the past decades, the parametric uncertain-
ties have been a head issue of robust control.
One of the first results was Mapping Theorem
(Zadeh & Desoer, 1963) followed by Kharitonov
Theorem (Barmish, 1984; Bialas, 1983; Kharitonov,
1978), Edge Theorem (Barmish, 1989; Bartlett et al.,
1988; Sideris & de Gaston, 1986) and Generalised
Kharitonov Theorem (Chapellat & Bhattacharyya,
1989), addressing conservatism in applications to a
feedback loopwith a SISO (single-input single-output)
controller. One of the latest results is tree-structured
decomposition (Barmish et al., 1990), yielding a gen-
eral setup for the analysis of complicated closed-loop
characteristic polynomials in the polynomial compu-
tation time and the results for specific multilinear
structures (Barmish & Shi, 1990; Chapellat et al., 1993;
Fu et al., 1995), considering the closed-loop character-
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2 M. DLAPA AND L. PEKAR

istic polynomials corresponding to the series connec-
tions of interval plants.

This paper solves the problem of parametric uncer-
tainties using the structured singular value and alge-
braic approache (Kučera, 1993; Vidyasagar, 1985)
with subsequent optimisation using the metaheuristic
algorithm (Dlapa, 2020, 2021), adding factorisation of
a simple feedback controller to feed-forward, feedback
and compensator part applicable to the two-degree-
of-freedom feedback interconnection. This method
solves both parametric and dynamic uncertainties,
including uncertain time delay, and makes possible
reference signal tracking without overshoot preserv-
ing the speed of response and robust performance.
The Robust Control Design Toolbox for Time Delay
Systems with Parametric and Periodic Uncertainties
Using SSV (see Dlapa, 2019 with different definitions
of parametric uncertainties, weights and their particu-
lar interconnections in the general parametric uncer-
tainty interconnection) is applied to periodic uncer-
tainties in the plant transfer function and uncertain
time delay. The design of the controller is performed
for both the two-degree-of-freedom and single feed-
back loop (2DOF and 1DOF see Dlapa, 2025) and
two cases of 2DOF factorisation withmodified general
parametric uncertainty interconnection for the LFT
framework (Dlapa, 2025).

The controller is derived by solving a Diophan-
tine equation in the ring of Hurwitz-stable and proper
rational functions (S ) for a nominal plant. The tun-
ing parameters are optimised via a metaheuristic
algorithm and a direct search method – Differen-
tial Migration (Dlapa, 2009, 2017) and Nelder–Mead
simplex method, respectively, handling the problem
of multimodality of the cost function. This method
solves the problem of the impossibility of use of the
performance weights with astatism and convergence
to a global or even local minimum, leading to non-
optimality of the resulting controller in the D-K iter-
ation (Stein & Doyle, 1991).

The two strategies for zeros in the compensator
of the two-degree-of-freedom structure (2DOF) are
applied to both the D-K iteration (see Doyle, 1985)
and algebraic μ-synthesis controller, demonstrating
the differences between the standard and proposed
method. The overall performance is verified by simula-
tions of step response for the maximum values of time
delay in the simple feedback loop and two-degree-of-
freedom structure (1DOF and 2DOF).

The following notation is used: s denotes Laplace
operator if not defined otherwise, ‖·‖ isH∞ norm,σ(·)
is the maximum singular value, N, R, R

n×m, C and
C
n×m (n,m ∈ N) are natural numbers, real numbers,

real matrices, complex numbers and complex matri-
ces, respectively, and In is the unit matrix of dimension
n.

2. Preliminaries

Define � as a set of block diagonal matrices

� ≡ {diag[δR1 Ir1 , . . . , δRS IrS , δC1 Ic1 , . . . , δCT IcT ,
�R

1 , . . . ,�
R
F ,�

C
1 , . . . ,�

C
K] :

δRs ∈ R, s = 1 . . . S, δCt ∈ C, t = 1 . . .T,

�R
f ∈ R

m1
f ×m2

f , f = 1 . . . F,

�C
k ∈ C

n1k×n2k , k = 1 . . .K,

r1 . . . rS, c1 . . . cT ∈ N,

m1
1 . . .m1

F ,m
2
1 . . .m2

F , n
1
1 . . . n1K , n

2
1 . . . n2k ∈ N,

s, t, f , k, S,T, F,K ∈ N} (1)

For consistency among all dimensions, the following
condition must be held

S∑
s=1

rs +
T∑
t=1

ct +
F∑

f=1

m1
f +

K∑
k=1

n1k = n

S∑
s=1

rs +
T∑
t=1

ct +
F∑

f=1

m2
f +

K∑
k=1

n2k = m (2)

Definition 2.1: ForM ∈ C
n×m is μ�(M) defined as

μ�(M) ≡ 1
min{σ(�) : � ∈ �, det(I − M�) = 0}

(3)

If no such� ∈ � existsmaking I − M� singular, then
μ�(M) = 0.

3. Modelling of a general plant with parametric
uncertainties and time delay via the LFT
framework

Define a general family of plants described by
the set of transfer functions with an uncertain
numerator and denominator and uncertain time
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delay:

P̃ ≡

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

bnsn + bn−1sn−1 + . . . + b1s + b0
ansn + an−1sn−1 + . . . + a1s + a0

e−τ s :

ai ∈ [ai − dai, ai + dai],
bi ∈ [bi − dbi, bi + dbi],

τ ∈ [0,Td], i = 0, 1, . . . , n

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭
(4)

This set of plants corresponds to the interconnection
in Figure 1, fitting into the linear fractional trans-
formation (LFT) framework. For the perturbations
δai , δbi ∈ R, δdel ∈ C, the following conditions hold

|δai | < 1, |δbi | < 1, |δdel| < 1, i = 0, 1, . . . , n
(5)

TheweightsWai ,Wbi andWdelmust satisfy the follow-
ing inequalities:

Wai = dai/(ansn−i), i = 0, 1, . . . , n (6)

Wbi = dbi/(ansn−i), i = 0, 1, . . . , n (7)

|Wdel| > |1 − e−Tdjω|, for all ω ∈ R (8)

A set of plants (4) corresponding to the interconnec-
tion in Figure 1 can be transformed to the intercon-
nections in Figure 2, where the sensitivity function,
as a performance indicator, is included and P̃nom with
�2 in feedback loop is the open-loop interconnection
in Figure 1. The perturbation matrix �2 is defined as
follows:

�2 ≡
⎡
⎣�a 0 0

0 �b 0
0 0 δdel

⎤
⎦ (9)

�a ≡

⎡
⎢⎢⎢⎣

δa0 0 · · · 0
0 δa1 · · · 0
...

... . . . ...
0 0 · · · δan

⎤
⎥⎥⎥⎦ (10)

�b ≡

⎡
⎢⎢⎢⎣

δb0 0 · · · 0
0 δb1 · · · 0
...

... . . . ...
0 0 · · · δbn

⎤
⎥⎥⎥⎦ (11)

For the stability and performance of the feedback loop
depicted in Figure 2, Theorem 3.1 and subsequent
Corollary 3.1 hold (FL and FU denote the lower and
upper linear fractional transformation, respectively):

Theorem3.1: Assume�2 defined by (5), (9), (10), (11),
then the loop in Figure 2 is well-posed, internally stable
and ‖FL[FU(G,�2),K]‖∞ ≤ 1 if and only if

sup
ω∈R

μ
�̃
[FL(G,K)(jω)] ≤ 1 (12)

with �̃ ≡
{[

δ1 0
0 �2

]
: |δ1| < 1, δ1 ∈ C

}
, �̃ ⊂ �.

The proof of Theorem 3.1 is in the appendix of this
article.

The set of sensitivity functions S̃ is defined as the
set of transfer functions from the reference signal r to
error e in Figure 3:

S̃ ≡
{

1
1+PK : P ∈ P̃

}
(13)

As the consequence of Theorem 3.1, the following
sufficient condition for the robust stability and perfor-
mance of the feedback loop in Figure 3 holds for the
set of sensitivity functions S̃ and a family of plants (4).

Corollary 3.1: With assumptions (6), (7), (8) and for
every P ∈ P̃ defined by (4) and (5), the feedback loop in
Figure 3 is well-posed, internally stable and ‖SW1‖∞ ≤
1 for every S ∈ S̃ if (12) holds.

Proof: The proof follows as shown in Figure 1,
inequalities (12), (5), definitions (6), (7), (8) and
Theorem 3.1. �

Note that equivalence in Theorem 3.1 does not hold
in Corollary 3.1 because transport delay in the set
P̃ is treated by multiplicative uncertainty with some
conservatism. If time delay in the set P̃ and subse-
quent treating via multiplicative uncertainty are omit-
ted, then the equivalence in Corollary 3.1 would hold.

4. Algebraicμ-synthesis

To the generalised feedback loop in Figure 4, the alge-
braic μ-synthesis can be applied where G denotes the
generalised plant, K is the controller, �del is the per-
turbation matrix, r is the reference and e is the output.

Themulti-inputmulti-output (MIMO) systemwith
l inputs and l outputs can be decoupled into l identical
SISO plants. Then the nominal model can defined in
terms of continuous-time transfer functions:

Pnom(s) ≡
⎡
⎢⎣
P11(s) · · · P1l(s)

... . . . ...
Pl1(s) · · · Pll(s)

⎤
⎥⎦ (14)
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Figure 1. The general parametric uncertainty system interconnection for the LFT framework.

Figure 2. Closed-loop interconnection.

Figure 3. Feedback loop for P ∈ P̃.

For decoupling the nominal plant Pnom(s) [Pnom(s)
invertible], it is satisfactory to define the controller as

K(s) = K(s)Il
1

Pxy(s)
adj[Pnom(s)] (15)

where Pxy is an element of adj[Pnom(s)] = det[Pnom
(s)] · [Pnom(s)]−1 with the highest degree of numera-
tor {adj[Pnom(s)] denotes the adjugatematrix ofPnom}.
The definition of the decoupling matrix prevents the
controller from cancelling any unstable poles or zeros
so that the internal stability of the nominal feedback
loop is held. The MIMO problem is reduced to find-
ing a controller for the nominal feedback loop with the
plant

Pdec(s) = 1
Pxy(s)

det[Pnom(s)]Pnom(s)−1Pnom(s)
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Figure 4. Closed-loop interconnection.

Pdec(s) = 1
Pxy(s)

det[Pnom(s)]Il (16)

From Equation (16) follows the nominal plant transfer
function used in the algebraic μ-synthesis controller
derivation:

Pdec(s) = 1
Pxy(s)

det[Pnom(s)] (17)

Transfer function Pdec can be approximated by a sys-
tem P∗

dec with a lower order than Pdec

P∗
dec(s) = b(s)

a(s)
(18)

and rewritten in terms of its coefficients and trans-
formed to the elements of S

P∗
dec(s) =

bnsn+bn−1sn−1+...+b1s+b0
(α1+s)(α2+s)·...·(αn+s)

ansn+an−1sn−1+...+a1s+a0
(α1+s)(α2+s)·...·(αn+s)

(19)

The controller K = NK/(DKF) is obtained by solving
the Diophantine equation

ADKF + BNK = 1 (20)

with A,B,DK ,NK , F ∈ S and A, B coprime in S .
Equation (20) is the Bezout identity. All feedback con-
trollers NK/(DKF) are given by Youla parameterisa-
tion

K = NK

DKF
= NK0 − ATF

DK0F + BTF
,NK0 ,DK0 ∈ S (21)

where NK0 ,DK0 ∈ S are particular solutions of (20),
F is a predefined compensator and T is an arbitrary
element of S .

The controller K, satisfying Equation (20), guar-
antees the Hurwitz stability of the feedback loop in
Figure 5. The Hurwitz stability is not a necessary

condition for theorems related to robust stability and
performance in the scope of the structured singular
value theory but, without loss of generality, simplifies
searching for the optimal or stabilising tuning param-
eters αi with i = 1, 2, . . . n + n1 + n2 and arbitrary
transfer function T ∈ S . If the controller or nomi-
nal plant has an astatism, then a stabilising controller
exists even if performance weights with astatism are
used, implying the non-existence of state-space solu-
tions usingDGKF formulae (seeDoyle et al., 1989) due
to zero eigenvalues of appropriate Hamiltonian matri-
ces. Such a procedure results in zero steady-state error
in the feedback loop with the controller obtained as a
solution to Equation (20). This technique is possible
in the scope of the standard μ-synthesis using neither
DGKF formulae nor LMI approaches (see Gahinet
& Apkarian, 1994), leading to numerical problems
in most of real-world applications, though, according
to standard control theory, the stabilising controller
exists. This issue solves the algebraic μ-synthesis giv-
ing controllers satisfying robust stability and perfor-
mance condition (12) even if the performance weight
has an astatism in its transfer function.

The aim of the algebraicμ-synthesis is to find a con-
troller satisfying the condition (12) rewritten in terms
of tuning parameters αi and ti:

sup
ω

μu
�[FL(G,K)(jω,α1, . . . ,αn+n1+n2 , t1, . . . , tn2)]

≤ 1, ω ∈ [0,∞) (22)

ω is the angular velocity in Fourier transform, n +
n1 + n2 is the order of the nominal feedback sys-
tem, n1 is the order of particular solution K0 =
NK0/(DK0F), ti are arbitrary parameters in T =

tn2 s
n2+tn2−1sn2−1+...+t1s+t0

(αn+n1+1+s)(αn+n1+2+s)·...·(αn+n1+n2+s) and μu
� denotes

the upper bound of the structured singular value of
LFT on a generalised plant G and controller K corre-
sponding to uncertainty set � defined in (1).

Tuning parameters αi are positive and constrained
to the real axis since parameters of the controller trans-
fer function have to be real and because non-real poles
cause oscillations of the nominal feedback loop.

The cost function in (22) has many local extremes.
So, local optimisation has a very low probability of
finding a suitable or even stabilising solution. Here,
this is overcome by optimisation using ametaheuristic
algorithmwith final tune-up by theNelder–Mead sim-
plex method solving the task more or less efficiently.
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Figure 5. Nominal feedback loop.

Unlike the D-K iteration, the algebraic μ-synthesis
does not include the approximation of scalingmatrices
in the upper boundμ calculation by transfer matrices,
implying that there is no divergence from optimum
and actual non-optimality of the final controller (Stein
& Doyle, 1991) and uses the actual upper bound of μ-
function for tuning the controller, instead, fixing this
issue. The drawback is that the algebraic μ-synthesis
uses an algorithm of global optimisation for the direct
search of the nominal closed-loop poles as close to the
optimum values as possible.

No other method is using an algebraic or Youla
parameterisation approach for controller derivation
using the structured singular value with robustness
treated by structured uncertainty consequent upon
Theorem 3.1. For this type of uncertainty, Theorem 3.1
and subsequent Corollary 3.1 can be used with any
method for controller derivation using μ-function
[e.g. D-K iteration andμ-K iteration (Lin et al., 1993)]
as well as with the algebraic μ-synthesis.

5. Examples

5.1. Controlled sets of plants

The controlled plant families described by the set
of transfer functions with uncertain time delay and
uncertain coefficients in the numerator and denom-
inator and the corresponding weights are defined as
follows (t denotes time):

P̃1 ≡

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

b1,0
a1,3s3 + a1,2s2 + a1,1s + a1,0

· e−τ1s :

a1,0 = 1,
a1,1 ∈ [3 − 0.3, 3 + 0.3],
a1,1 = 3 + 0.3 sin(t),

a1,2 ∈ [3 − 0.3, 3 + 0.3],
a1,2 = 3 + 0.3 sin(t),

a1,3 = 1,
b1,0 ∈ [2 − 0.2, 2 + 0.2],
b1,1 = 2 + 0.2 sin(t),

τ1 ∈ [0, 4]

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭
(23)

Wa1,1 = 0.3/s2 (24)

Wa1,2 = 0.3/s (25)

Wb1,0 = 0.2/s3 (26)

|Wdel1| > |1 − e4jω|,ω ∈ R ⇒ Wdel1 = 2s
2s + 1

· 2.5
(27)

WA
1,1 = 1

400s2 + 40s
(28)

WD−K
1,1 = 1

400s2 + 40s + 0.00001
(29)

P̃2 ≡

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

b2,0
a2,4s4 + a2,3s3 + a2,2s2 + a2,1s

· e−τ2s :

a2,1 = 1,
a2,2 ∈ [3 − 0.3, 3 + 0.3],
a2,2 = 3 + 0.3 sin(0.1 · t),
a2,3 ∈ [3 − 0.3, 3 + 0.3],
a2,3 = 3 + 0.3 sin(0.1 · t),

a2,4 = 1,
b2,0 ∈ [2 − 0.2, 2 + 0.2],
b2,0 = 2 + 0.2 sin(0.1 · t),

τ2 ∈ [0, 4]

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭

(30)

Wa2,2 = 0.3/s2 (31)

Wa2,3 = 0.3/s (32)

Wb2,0 = 0.2/s4 (33)

|Wdel2| > |1 − e4jω|,ω ∈ R ⇒ Wdel2 = 2s
2s + 1

· 2.5
(34)

WA
2,1 = 1

400s2 + 40s
(35)

WD−K
2,1 = 1

400s2 + 40s + 0.00001
(36)

P̃3 ≡

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

b3,0
a3,3s3 + a3,1s

· e−τ3s :

a3,1 ∈ [1 − 0.2, 1 + 0.2],
a3,1 = 1 + 0.2 sin(0.1 · t),

a3,3 = 1,
b3,0 ∈ [1 − 0.2, 1 + 0.2],
b3,0 = 1 + 0.2 sin(0.1 · t),

τ3 ∈ [0, 0.5]

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭

(37)

Wa3,1 = 0.2/s2 (38)

Wb3,0 = 0.2/s3 (39)
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Figure 6. Bode plot of |Wdel1| = |Wdel2| (dashed) and |1 − e4jω|
(full).

Figure 7. Bode plot of |Wdel3| (dashed) and |1 − e0.5jω| (full).

|Wdel3| > |1 − e0.5jω|,ω ∈ R ⇒ Wdel3 = 2s
2s + 5

· 2.3
(40)

WA
3,1 = 0.012

400s2 + 40s
(41)

WD−K
3,1 = 0.4

400s2 + 40s + 0.00001
(42)

Weights Wdel1, Wdel2 and Wdel3 correspond to the
weight Wdel in the set of plants P̃ satisfying the con-
dition (8) being the envelope curve of the right side
of inequality (8) with small conservatism, as shown
in the Bode plots of |Wdel1| = |Wdel2|, |1 − e4jω| and
|Wdel3|, |1 − e0.5jω| in Figures 6 and 7, respectively.
Weights (24), (25), (26), (31), (32), (33), (38) and (39)
follow from Equations (6) and (7) with respect to P̃1,
P̃2, P̃3 ⊂ P̃.

Predefined compensators of the algebraic μ-synt-
hesis F1, F2 and F3 corresponding with the sets P̃1, P̃2,

Figure 8. The upper bound μ-plot for the set of plants P̃1 with
the controllers obtained by the D-K iteration and algebraic μ-
synthesis.

Figure 9. The upper bound μ-plot for the set of plants P̃2 with
the controllers obtained by the D-K iteration and algebraic μ-
synthesis.

P̃3 are defined so that asymptotic tracking is guaran-
teed:

F1 = s
α1,4 + s

(43)

F2 = 1 (44)

F3 = 1 (45)

5.2. Global optimisation using ametaheuristic
algorithm

To overcomemultimodality of the cost function (22), a
metaheuristic algorithmDifferential Migration is used
(DM,Dlapa, 2009) due to shorter time needed for find-
ing global minimum than other algorithms of this type
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Table 1. DM parameters for the set of plants P̃1.

Parameter Value

Arbitrary Polynomial none
Min. Value of α 0
Max. Value of α 80
Number of Population 30
Jump Range [0.2, 4]
Perturbation Constant 0.7
Max. Number of Migration Loops 90
Accepted Error 0
Cluster Distance 1.3

with final tune-up carried out by the Nelder–Mead
simplexmethod. Parameters ofDMfor each controlled
plant are in Tables 1– 3.

Final negated nominal feedback loop poles and
arbitrary elements of S obtained via global optimisa-
tion and direct search method are as follows:

Set of plants P̃1:

α1,1 = 0.6207; α1,2 = 30.5718; α1,3 = 2.0358

α1,4 = 0.0793; α1,5 = 1.3709; α1,6 = 1.5665

Arbitrary element of S : T1(s) = 0 (46)

Set of plants P̃2:

α2,1 = 0.0482;α2,2 = 0.0591;α2,3 = 0.5004

α2,4 = 1.1622;α2,5 = 1.3631;α2,6 = 1.4148

α2,7 = 1.7386

Arbitrary element of S :T2(s) = 0

(47)

Set of plants P̃3:

α3,1 = 1.28;α3,2 = 1.32;α3,3 = 1.18

α3,4 = 1.16;α3,5 = 1.30;α3,6 = 0.10

Arbitrary element of S : T3(s) = 8.8311s + 3.8037
(1.30 + s)(0.10 + s)

(48)

Final controllers transfer functions corresponding
to negated nominal feedback loop poles and arbi-
trary polynomial obtained from global optimisa-
tion (46)–(48) and controllers obtained via the D-K
iteration using modified performance weightsWD−K

1,1 ,
WD−K

2,1 andWD−K
3,1 are:

Set of plants P̃1:

KA
1 (s) = 9.442s3 + 19.1s2 + 11.82s + 3.29

s3 + 33.24s2 + 82.36s
(49)

KD−K
1 (s) = (345s3 + 488s2 + 272s + 0.769) · 10−4

s3 + 0.974s2 + 0.00292s + 1.02 · 10−9

(50)

Set of plants P̃2:

KA
2 (s) = 0.0700s3 + 0.1805s2 + 0.1178s + 0.0028

s3 + 3.286s2 + 2.655s + 0.00079

(51)

KD−K
2 (s) =

(−32.8s4 + 281s3 + 474s2

+118s + 0.856) · 10−4

s4 + 0.658s3 + 2.52s2

+0.359s + 1.97 · 10−7

(52)

Set of plants P̃3:

KA
3 (s) =

4.22s6 + 22.5s5 + 28.6s4 − 0.524s3

−11s2 − 1.1s + 0.588
s6 + 10.1s5 + 43.7s4 + 99.3s3

+115s2 + 59.4s + 8.58
(53)

KD−K
3 (s) =

(−3.305s3 + 44.34s2

+10.56s + 0.103) · 10−4

s3 + 0.238s2 + 0.0271s
−1.46 · 10−8

(54)

The upper bound μ plots in Figures 8–10 show
that both controllers have the supremum of the upper
boundμ below one and the robust stability and perfor-
mance conditions in Corollary 3.1 are satisfied for all
controlled plants with the maximum values of upper
bound μ:

sup
ω

μu
�1[FL(G1,KA

1 )] = 0.488,

sup
ω

μu
�1[FL(G1,KD−K

1 )] = 0.603,

sup
ω

μu
�2[FL(G2,KA

2 )] = 0.628,

sup
ω

μu
�2[FL(G2,KD−K

2 )] = 0.644,

sup
ω

μu
�3[FL(G3,KA

3 )] = 0.654,

sup
ω

μu
�3[FL(G3,KD−K

3 )] = 0.563

where ω ∈ [0,∞), �1, �2, �3 ⊂ �̃ ⊂ � and G1, G2,
G3 correspond to the sets of plants P̃1, P̃2, P̃3, respec-
tively, fitting into interconnections in Figures 1 and 2.

5.3. Factorisation for 2DOF feedback loop

The controllers for the 2DOF feedback loop [Fig-
ure 11(a,b) – algebraic μ-synthesis and D-K iteration,
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Figure 10. The upper bound μ-plot for the set of plants P̃3 with
the controllers obtained by the D-K iteration and algebraic μ-
synthesis.

Table 2. DM parameters for the set of plants P̃2.

Parameter Value

Arbitrary Polynomial none
Min. Value of α 0
Max. Value of α 2
Number of Population 30
Jump Range [0.2, 4]
Perturbation Constant 0.7
Max. Number of Migration Loops 150
Accepted Error 0
Cluster Distance 1.25

Table 3. DM parameters for the set of plants P̃3.

Parameter Value

Arbitrary Polynomial Degree 1
Min. Value of α 0
Max. Value of α 2
Min. Value of Arbitrary Parameters 0
Max. Value of Arbitrary Parameters 10
Number of Population 30
Jump Range [0.2, 4]
Perturbation Constant 0.7
Max. Number of Migration Loops 100
Accepted Error 0
Cluster Distance 1.3

respectively] have the compensators (nKA
i 2M

, dKA
i 2
,

nKD−K
i 2M , dKD−K

i 2) defined as fractions of the factors
corresponding to the most stable zeros and all unsta-
ble poles of 1DOF controllers KA

i and KD−K
i . If there

are complex conjugate zeros not aligned with the poles
of the compensator, then the next most stable zero of
KA
i or KD−K

i is moved to nKA
i 2M

or nKD−K
i 2M , and if

there is no such zero, then the next least stable pole
of KA

i or KD−K
i is moved to dKA

i 2
or dKD−K

i 2, so that

Figure 11. 2DOF feedback loop for Pi ∈ P̃i and i = 1, 2, 3.

no single complex conjugate zero is in the numera-
tor of the compensator and equivalently in the feed-
back part of the controller. If there is no unstable
pole of KA

i and KD−K
i , then the most stable zero and

least stable pole is used as the initial step. If KA
i or

KD−K
i has non-strictly proper transfer function and

degree of dKA
i 2

or dKD−K
i 2 is higher than the degree

of KA
i or KD−K

i numerator then all zeros of KA
i or

KD−K
i are moved to nKA

i 2M
or nKD−K

i 2M , respectively.
Necessary condition for these steps is that no unsta-
ble pole of KA

i and KD−K
i is omitted from dKA

i 2
and

dKD−K
i 2 so that the internal stability of the 2DOF feed-

back loop is preserved. The feedback (nKA
i 1M

, dKA
i 1
,

nKD−K
i 1M , dKD−K

i 1) and feed-forward part (nKA
i FWM ,

dKA
i 1
, nKD−K

i FWM , dKD−K
i 1) are defined by the factors

corresponding to remaining zeros and poles of KA
i

and KD−K
i with nKA

i FWM = nKA
i 1,0M

and nKD−K
i FWM =

nKD−K
i 1,0M (nKA

i 1,0M
, nKD−K

i 1,0M being the coefficients
of nKA

i 1M
and nKD−K

i 1M of zero exponent of s and i = 1,
2, 3).

In accordance with the procedure for the deriva-
tion of the 2DOF controller described in the previous
paragraph, Theorem 5.1 follows with necessary and
sufficient condition for the existence of 2DOF factori-
sation:



10 M. DLAPA AND L. PEKAR

Figure 12. 1DOF feedback loop.

Theorem 5.1: Define the 1DOF feedback loop as inter-
nally stable simple feedback loop in Figure 12, 1DOF
controller as transfer function n1DOFK (s)/d1DOFK (s),
degree of n1DOFK as ∂n1DOFK and degree of d1DOFK as
∂d1DOFK . Assume that the minimum degree of compen-
sator denominator (∂dcmin) is equal to the number of
unstable 1DOF feedback controller poles. If there are
no unstable 1DOF controller poles, then ∂dcmin = 1 pro-
vided the 1DOF controller has at least one real pole, else
∂dcmin = 2. If the 1DOF controller has zero order, then
∂dcmin = 0.

In the case of even ∂dcmin, the 2DOF factorisation
exists and the 2DOF feedback loop is internally stable
if and only if ∂dcmin < ∂d1DOFK .

In the case of odd ∂dcmin, ∂dcmin < ∂n1DOFK and
numerator of the 1DOF controller does not have at
least one real zero, the 2DOF factorisation exists and
the 2DOF feedback loop is internally stable if and only if
∂dcmin + 1 < ∂d1DOFK .

In the case of odd ∂dcmin, ∂dcmin < ∂n1DOFK and
numerator of the 1DOF controller has at least one real
zero or odd ∂dcmin and ∂dcmin ≥ ∂n1DOFK , the 2DOF
factorisation exists and the 2DOF feedback loop is inter-
nally stable if and only if ∂dcmin < ∂d1DOFK .

Proof: Sufficiency:
∂dcmin is equal to the minimum number of poles in

the compensator for 2DOF feedback loop being inter-
nally stable provided all poles and zeroes are real or
∂dcmin ≥ ∂n1DOFK . Further, mixed real and conjugate
complex poles or zeroes cases will be discussed.

Even ∂dcmin: Complex conjugate zeros do not affect
their inclusion in the compensator numerator.

Odd ∂dcmin, ∂d
c
min < ∂n1DOFK and numerator of the

1DOF controller does not have at least one real zero.
The complex conjugate zeros cause the alignment of
poles and zeros to even number of poles and zeros
⇒ the number of the compensator poles must be
increased by 1.

Odd ∂dcmin, ∂d
c
min < ∂n1DOFK and numerator of the

1DOF controller has at least one real zero or odd ∂dcmin
and ∂dcmin ≥ ∂n1DOFK : Complex conjugate zeros do not
affect their inclusion in the compensator numerator
since there is at least one real zero making possible
equality between poles and zeros moved into the com-
pensator or all zeros of the 1DOF controller can be
moved into the compensator.

Necessity:
All cases: If inequalities ∂dcmin < ∂d1DOFK and

∂dcmin + 1 < ∂d1DOFK in a particular case do not hold,
then all poles and zeroswould be in the compensator of
2DOF controller, hence, 2DOF and 1DOF would have
the same interconnection. �

Subscript M in numerators of 2DOF controllers
stands for ‘most stable’ zeros in a compensator. In this
paper, the least stable zeros (subscript L in numer-
ators of 2DOF controllers) in the compensator are
alternated with most stable ones and vice versa.

The necessary condition for the feedback part and
compensator is (i = 1, 2, 3):

KA
i =

nKA
i 1{L,M} · nKA

i 2{L,M}
dKA

i 1
· dKA

i 2
, ;

KD−K
i =

nKD−K
i 1{L,M} · nKD−K

i 2{L,M}
dKD−K

i 1 · dKD−K
i 2

(55)

Set of plants P̃1:

nKA
1 1L

dKA
1 1

= 9.442s2 + 7.397s + 2.655
s2 + 33.24s + 82.36

,

nKA
1 FWL

dKA
1 1

= 2.655
s2 + 33.24s + 82.36

,

nKA
1 2L

dKA
1 2

= s + 1.239
s

(56)

nKD−K
1 1L

dKD−K
1 1

= 0.0345s2 + 0.0487s + 0.0271
s2 + 0.974s + 0.00292

,

nKD−K
1 FWL

dKD−K
1 1

= 0.0271
s2 + 0.974s + 0.00292

,

nKD−K
1 2L

dKD−K
1 2

= s + 0.00284
s + 3.51 · 10−7 (57)

In this case, nKA
1 1M

= nKA
1 1L

, nKA
1 FWM = nKA

1 FWL,
nKA

1 2M
= nKA

1 2L
, nKD−K

1 1M = nKD−K
1 1L, nKD−K

1 FWM =
nKD−K

1 FWL, nKD−K
1 2M = nKD−K

1 2L.
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Set of plants P̃2:

nKA
2 1L

dKA
2 1

= 0.06957s2 + 0.1788s + 0.1134
s2 + 3.286s + 2.654

,

nKA
2 FWL

dKA
2 1

= 0.1134
s2 + 3.286s + 2.654

,

nKA
2 2L

dKA
2 2

= s + 0.0245
s + 0.0002988

(58)

nKD−K
2 1L

dKD−K
2 1

=
−32.75s3 − 48.38s2

−11.71s − 0.08523
s3 + 0.6583s2 + 2.522s + 0.3587

· 10−4,
nKD−K

2 FWL

dKD−K
2 1

= −8.523 · 10−6

s3 + 0.6583s2 + 2.522s + 0.3587
,

nKD−K
2 2L

dKD−K
2 2

= s − 10.04
s + 5.486 · 10−7 (59)

nKA
2 1M

dKA
2 1

= 0.06957s2 + 0.08082s + 0.001938
s2 + 3.286s + 2.654

,

nKA
2 FWM

dKA
2 1

= 0.001938
s2 + 3.286s + 2.654

,

nKA
2 2M

dKA
2 2

= s + 1.433
s + 0.0002988

(60)

nKD−K
2 1M

dKD−K
2 1

=
−32.75s3 + 319.1s2

+99.47s + 0.7287
s3 + 0.6583s2 + 2.522s + 0.3587

· 10−4,
nKD−K

2 FWM

dKD−K
2 1

= 7.287 · 10−5

s3 + 0.6583s2 + 2.522s + 0.3587
,

nKD−K
2 2M

dKD−K
2 2

= s + 1.175
s + 5.487 · 10−7 (61)

Set of plants P̃3:

nKA
3 1L

dKA
3 1

=
4.22s5 + 21.7s4 + 24.3s3

−5.25s2 − 9.96s + 3.03
s5 + 9.87s4 + 41.5s3 + 89.94s2

+94.86s + 38.02

,

nKA
3 FWL

dKA
3 1

= 3.03
s5 + 9.87s4 + 41.5s3 + 89.94s2

+94.86s + 38.02

,

Figure 13. Simulation for the simple feedback loop and nominal
plant of the set of plants P̃1.

Figure 14. Simulation for the simple feedback loop and nominal
plant of the set of plants P̃2.

nKA
3 2L

dKA
3 2

= s + 0.194
s + 0.226

(62)

nKD−K
3 1L

dKD−K
3 1

= −33.1s2 − 7.74s − 0.0753
s2 + 0.238s + 0.0271

· 10−5,

nKD−K
3 FWL

dKD−K
3 1

= −7.53 · 10−7

s2 + 0.238s + 0.0271
,

nKD−K
3 2L

dKD−K
3 2

= s − 13.65
s − 5.37 · 10−7 (63)
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Figure 15. Simulation for the simple feedback loop and nominal
plant of the set of plants P̃3.

Figure 16. Simulation for the 2DOF feedback loop and nominal
plant of the set of plants P̃1.

nKA
3 1M

dKA
3 1

=
4.22s5 + 8.11s4 + 0.808s3 − 3.29s2

+0.271s + 0.172
s5 + 9.87s4 + 41.5s3 + 89.94s2

+94.86s + 38.02

,

nKA
3 FWM

dKA
3 1

= 0.172
s5 + 9.87s4 + 41.5s3 + 89.94s2

+94.86s + 38.02

,

nKA
3 2M

dKA
3 2

= s + 3.42
s + 0.226

(64)

nKD−K
3 1M

dKD−K
3 1

= −33.1s2 + 451s + 4.59
s2 + 0.238s + 0.0271

· 10−5,

Figure 17. Simulation for te 2DOF feedback loop and nominal
plant of the set of plants P̃2 – the least stable zeros in compensator.

Figure 18. Simulation for the 2DOF feedback loop and nominal
plant of the set of plants P̃2 – the most stable zeros in compen-
sator.

nKD−K
3 FWM

dKD−K
3 1

= 4.59 · 10−5

s2 + 0.238s + 0.0271
,

nKD−K
3 2M

dKD−K
3 2

= s + 0.224
s − 5.37 · 10−7 (65)

5.4. Comparison study

All reference signals in the simulations are the refer-
ence signal r, all outputs are the output y and all control
signals are control signal u in Figures 3 and 11 for each
particular controller and set of plants.
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Figure 19. Simulation for the 2DOF feedback loop and nominal
plant of the set of plants P̃3 – the least stable zeros in compensator.

Figure 20. Simulation for the 2DOF feedback loop and nominal
plant of the set of plants P̃3 – the most stable zeros in compen-
sator.

Simulations for nominal plants of the sets of plants
P̃1, P̃2, P̃3 with respect to Figures 1 and 2 connected
in simple feedback loop (Figure 3) and 2DOF feedback
loop [Figure 11(a,b)] are in Figures 13–20. Simulations
for sets of plants P̃1, P̃2, P̃3 perturbed by the worst-
case perturbation (in the sense of the highest upper
bound μ) in Figures 21–28 show that there is no sig-
nificant deterioration compared to the nominal plants.
For sets of plants P̃2 and P̃3 and simple feedback loop,
there is an overshoot for the D-K iteration (see Fig-
ures 14 and 15) disappearing for 2DOF feedback loop
for the least and most stable zeros in compensator

Figure 21. Simulation for the simple feedback loop and the
worst-case perturbation – set of plants P̃1.

Figure 22. Simulation for the simple feedback loop and the
worst-case perturbation – set of plants P̃2.

of 2DOF controller (see Figures 17–20). The alge-
braicμ-synthesis has an overshoot for the set of plants
P̃2 being resolved using the 2DOF feedback loop for
most stable zeros in the compensator of 2DOF con-
troller (Figure 18) but for least stable zeros of 2DOF
controller, there is an overshoot (Figure 17).

Figures 13–28 show that the algebraic approach
has faster set-point tracking than the D-K iteration
controller and zero steady-state error for all sets of
plants unlike the D-K iteration having non-zero steady
state error for the set of plants P̃1 with no astatism in
nominal plant for the simple feedback loop and 2DOF
controller interconnection (Figures 13, 16, 21 and 24).
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Figure 23. Simulation for the simple feedback loop and the
worst-case perturbation – set of plants P̃3.

Figure 24. Simulation for the 2DOF feedback loop and theworst-
case perturbation – set of plants P̃1.

The reference signal tracking of the algebraic approach
controller for the set of plants P̃3 is slightly faster if the
least stable zeros are in compensator compared to the
most stable ones, while the D-K iteration is not sen-
sitive from this point of view, i.e. comparison of these
two strategies (Figures 19, 20, 27 and 28).

Step responses for sets of plants P̃1, P̃2, P̃3 with peri-
odic changes of their parameters demonstrate how the
periodic changes of each parameter come out to the
input (see Figures 29–31). Simulations for sets of plants
P̃1, P̃2, P̃3 with periodic changes of their parameters
in Figures 32–39 show that the stability is held for
both simple feedback loop and 2DOF feedback loop

Figure 25. Simulation for the 2DOF feedback loop and theworst-
case perturbation – set of plants P̃2 – the least stable zeros in
compensator.

Figure 26. Simulation for the 2DOF feedback loop and theworst-
case perturbation – set of plants P̃2 – the most stable zeros in
compensator.

(both strategies, i.e. the least and most stable zeros in
the compensator of the 2DOF controller). Suppression
of output oscillations is a bit higher for the algebraic
approach compared to the D-K iteration for the set
of plants P̃3 (Figures 34, 38 and 39), whereas for the
sets of plants P̃1 and P̃2, there is no significant differ-
ence between the algebraic approach andD-K iteration
from this point of view (Figures 32, 33 and 35–37).

Simulations with periodic changes of parameters
were carried out with the maximum time delays con-
sequent upon the plant definitions (23), (30), (37), i.e.
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Figure 27. Simulation for the 2DOF feedback loop and theworst-
case perturbation – set of plants P̃3 – the least stable zeros in
compensator.

Figure 28. Simulation for the 2DOF feedback loop and theworst-
case perturbation – set of plants P̃3 – most stable zeros in com-
pensator.

τ1 = τ2 = 4 and τ3 = 0.5, and the fact that the max-
imum value of the μ-function does not increase its
value if the time delay varies in the predefined inter-
vals. So, the stability and performance do not deterio-
rate if the time delays are lower than their maximum
values defined by their intervals.

6. Conclusion

The paper showed how the two strategies of 2DOF
controller derivation, i.e. the least and most stable
zeros in the compensator of 2DOF controller, affect

Figure 29. Step response for periodic changes of parameters and
set of plants P̃1.

Figure 30. Step response for periodic changes of parameters and
set of plants P̃2.

Figure 31. Step response for periodic changes of parameters and
set of plants P̃3.
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Figure 32. Simulations for the simple feedback loop with peri-
odic changes – algebraic μ-synthesis, D-K iteration and set of
plants P̃1.

Figure 33. Simulations for the simple feedback loop with peri-
odic changes – algebraic μ-synthesis, D-K iteration and set of
plants P̃2.

the controller behaviour in simulations with the sets
of plants of the third- and fourth-order with and with-
out astatism and oscillating set of plant with astatism,
as well as the benefits of the algebraicμ-synthesis over
the D-K iteration as the reference method, namely
the controller structure can be chosen in advance and
performance weight can be defined by transfer func-
tions with astatism. The periodic changes of plant
parameters were illustrated by step response simula-
tions for each plant family. The feedback loop response

Figure 34. Simulations for the simple feedback loop with peri-
odic changes – algebraic μ-synthesis, D-K iteration and set of
plants P̃3.

Figure 35. Simulations for the 2DOF feedback loopwith periodic
changes–algebraicμ-synthesis, D-K iterationand set of plants P̃1.

simulation demonstrated that, though the D-K iter-
ation acquired zero steady-state error for both con-
trolled plants with astatism, an overshoot, as draw-
back, appeared in the time response of simple feedback
loop, unlike the controller obtained using the alge-
braic approachhaving overshoot only for the 4th-order
non-oscillating plant with astatism being resolved by
the least stable zeros in the 2DOF feedback loop com-
pensator strategy to monotonous time response to
step-wise reference signal. For the oscillating plant
with astatism and the least and most stable zeros in
the compensator of 2DOF controller, small differences



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF SYSTEMS SCIENCE 17

Figure 36. Simulations for the 2DOF feedback loopwith periodic
changes – algebraicμ-synthesis, D-K iteration and set of plants P̃2
– least stable zeros in compensator.

Figure 37. Simulations for the 2DOF feedback loopwith periodic
changes – algebraicμ-synthesis, D-K iteration and set of plants P̃2
– most stable zeros in compensator.

appeared in the speed of set-point tracking of the alge-
braic μ-synthesis, unlike the D-K iteration without
sensitivity to these two strategies of 2DOF controller
derivation.

The factorisation procedure of the simple feedback
loop to 2DOF interconnection for the algebraic μ-
synthesis and the D-K iteration has been shown with
the necessary and sufficient condition for the existence
of 2DOF factorisation. The two strategies for 2DOF
controller derivation were verified by the simulation of

Figure 38. Simulations for the 2DOF feedback loopwith periodic
changes – algebraicμ-synthesis, D-K iteration and set of plants P̃3
– the least stable zeros in compensator.

Figure 39. Simulations for the 2DOF feedback loopwith periodic
changes – algebraicμ-synthesis, D-K iteration and set of plants P̃3
– the most stable zeros in compensator.

step response for three plant families comprising nom-
inal, perturbed by the worst-case perturbation and
periodic changes connected with the 2DOF controller.

The stability and performance is guaranteed for
the whole range of time delays as a consequence of
the structured singular value theory. So, only the max-
imum time delays are studied in simulations proving
the functionality of both methods, i.e. the D-K itera-
tion and algebraicμ-synthesis, following from the fact
that themaximumupper bound ofμ-function is lower
than 1 with some margin, as shown in the μ-plots for
each set of plant and the controller derivation method.
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The only disadvantage of the algebraic μ-synthesis
is the use of the global optimisation algorithm for
the upper bound μ optimisation causing long time
needed for obtaining a suitable controller and the fact
that the optimality of the controller is not guaran-
teed. However, a similar issue is present in the D-K
iteration causing non-optimality of the resulting D-K
iteration controller consequent upon approximation of
the scaling matrices D and D−1 by transfer function
matrices D̂(s) and D̂−1(s) making the upper bound of
μ-function as close to the actual value ofμ as possible.
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Appendix. Proof of Theorem 3.1

Let β > 0, β ∈ R. Define perturbations δ
β
ai , δ

β
bi ∈ R, δβ

del ∈ C

|δβ
ai | <

1
β
, |δβ

bi | <
1
β
, |δβ

del| <
1
β
, i = 0, 1, . . . , n (A1)

Define perturbation matrix �
β
2 :

�
β
2 ≡

⎡
⎢⎣�

β
a 0 0
0 �

β
b 0

0 0 δ
β
del

⎤
⎥⎦ (A2)

�
β
a ≡

⎡
⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

δ
β
a0 0 · · · 0
0 δ

β
a1 · · · 0

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 · · · δ
β
an

⎤
⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ (A3)

�
β
b ≡

⎡
⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣

δ
β
b0 0 · · · 0
0 δ

β
b1 · · · 0

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 · · · δ
β
bn

⎤
⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦ (A4)

Theorem A.1: Assume �
β
2 defined by (A1), (A2), (A3), (A4),

then the loop in Figure 2 is well-posed, internally stable and
‖FL[FU(G,�β

2 ),K]‖∞ ≤ β if and only if

sup
ω∈R

μ
�̃

β [FL(G,K)(jω)] ≤ β (A5)

with

�̃
β ≡

{[
δ
β
1 0
0 �

β
2

]
: |δβ

1 | < 1
β , δ

β
1 ∈ C

}
, �̃

β ⊂ �.

Proof: The proof with more general generalised plant G and
perturbation set � instead of �̃

β
is in Doyle et al. (1982) and

Packard and Doyle (1993). �

Proof of Theorem 3.1:

Proof: The proof follows from Theorem A.1 by defining β =
1. �

https://doi.org/https://dx.doi.org/10.1109/9.341786
https://doi.org/https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/rnc.4590040403
https://doi.org/https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0005-1098(93)90003-C
https://doi.org/https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0005-1098(93)90185-V
https://doi.org/https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0005-1098(93)90175-S
https://doi.org/https://dx.doi.org/10.1109/cdc.1986.267458
https://doi.org/https://dx.doi.org/10.2514/3.20598

	1. Introduction
	2. Preliminaries
	3. Modelling of a general plant with parametric uncertainties and time delay via the LFT framework
	4. Algebraic -synthesis
	5. Examples
	5.1. Controlled sets of plants
	5.2. Global optimisation using a metaheuristic algorithm
	5.3. Factorisation for 2DOF feedback loop
	5.4. Comparison study

	6. Conclusion
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	Data availability statement
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.5
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [609.704 794.013]
>> setpagedevice


