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Robust pole placement with Moore’s algorithm
Robert Schmid, Amit Pandey and Thang Nguyen

Abstract

We consider the classic problem of pole placement by stagbfeck. We adapt the Moore eigen-
structure assignment algorithm to obtain a novel paraméirim for the pole-placing gain matrix, and
introduce an unconstrained nonlinear optimization atharito obtain a gain matrix that will deliver
robust pole placement. Numerical experiments indicatatherithm’s performance compares favorably

against several other notable robust pole placement metiodh the literature.

I. INTRODUCTION

We consider the classic problem of pole placement for LTtesys in state space form
i(t) = Ax(t) + Bu(t), 1)

where, for allt € R, z(t) € R" is the state, and.(t) € R™ is the control input.A and B
are appropriate dimensional constant matrices. We asshate3t has full column rank. We
let £ ={\1,...,\,} be a self-conjugate set of complex numbers, with associated algebraic
multiplicities M = {my,...,m,} satisfyingm; + --- + m, = n. The problem ofexact pole
placement by state feedback (EPP) is that of finding a real matrik' such that the closed-loop
matrix A + BF has non-defective eigenvalues4h i.e F' satisfies

(A+ BF)X = XA )

whereA is an x n diagonal matrix obtained from the eigenvaluesCofincluding multiplicities,
and X is a non-singular matrix of closed-loop eigenvectors oft lemgth. If (A, B) has any
uncontrollable modes, these are assumed to be includethwiith set. The EPP problem has
been studied for several decades, and the existence of sualria yielding diagonal\ requires

the m; to satisfy certain inequalities in terms of the controllipindices of the pair A, B) [2];
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in particularm; < m for all m; € M is required. In this paper we shall assufve B, £, M) are
such that at least ong exists that yields diagonal. Notable early papers offering algorithms
to obtaining the required gain matri include [3], which gave a method for single-input single
output (SISO) system, but this was often found to be numiigaaccurate. Varga [4] gave a
numerically reliable method to obtaifi for multiple-input multiple output (MIMO) systems.

For SISO systemg} is unique, while for MIMO systems it is not, and this natuyaltvites
the selection off’ that achieves the desired pole placement and also possebgeslesirable
characteristics, such as minimizing the control input amg@é used, and improving numerical
stability. In order to consider optimal selections for th@ngmatrix, it is important to have
a parametric formula for the set of gain matrices that delilee desired pole placement,
and numerous such parameterizations have appeared. Gtaattga and de Souzal[5] gave a
procedure for obtaining the gain matrix by solving a Syleestquation in terms of a x m
parameter matrix, provided the closed-loop eigenvaludsndit coincide with the open loop
ones. Fahmy and O’Reilly [6], gave a parametric form in teohsghe inverses of the matrices
A — NI, which also required the assumption that the closed loopremjues were all distinct
from the open loop ones. Kautsky al [7] gave a parametric form involving a QR-factorization
for B and a Sylvester equation fof; this formulation did not require the closed-loop poles to
be different from the open-loop poles.

The classic eigenstructure assignment algorithm of B.Cofd¢9] quantified the freedom to
simultaneously assign both the closed-loop eigenvaluesaiso select the associated eigenvec-
tors. As such it implicitly solved the EPP problem, but it didt explicitly provide a parametric
formula for the pole-placing matrix, nor did it address ampfimal pole placement problem. In
this paper we adapt Moore’s algorithm to obtain a simplepatac formula for the pole-placing
gain matrix, in terms of am x m parameter matrix. The method obtains the eigenvector xnatri
X by selecting eigenvectors from the nullspaces of the systatrices, and thus avoids the
need for coordinate transformations.

Therobust exact pole placement problem (REPP) involves solving the EPP problem and also
obtaining F' that renders the eigenvalues 4f+ BF' as insensitive to perturbations iy B and
F' as possible. Numerous results[[10] have appeared linkiegénsitivity of the eigenvalues to
various measures of the conditioning ®f in terms of the Euclidean and Frobenius norms. This

classic optimal control problem also has an extensivedlitee, and typically two approaches
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have been used to obtain good robust conditioning.

Perhaps the best-known method for the REPP is that of Kawdisky [7], which involved
selecting an initial candidate set of closed-loop eigetorscand then using a variety of heuris-
tic methods to make these vectors more orthonormal. Thitodehas been implemented as
MATLAB ®’s place command; this implementation includes a heuristic extengd accom-
modate complex conjugate pairs 4h This algorithm is also the basis of MATHEMATICAs
KNVD command. The use of thgace algorithm has become wide-spread in the control systems
literature, and introductory texts advocating its useudel [11] and[[12], among many others.

Since the publication of [7], many alternative methods hasen proposed for the REPP. Tits
and Yang [[13] revisited the heuristic methods [af [7] and i@ftea range of improvements; the
algorithms were shown to be globally convergent. Byers aadhiN[14], Tam and Lam [15] and
Varga [16] cast the problem as an unconstrained nonlinetamation problem, in terms of
the Frobenius conditioning, to be solved by gradient iteeasearch methods. [17] introduced
a method for minimizing the 'departure from normality’ ratness measure, which considers
the size of the upper triangular part of the Schur form. AitfRat al [18] introduced a global
constrained nonlinear optimal problem in terms of a Sykestguation and showed that the
solution could be approximated by a convex linear problemwbich the authors gave an
LMI-based algorithm.

Various authors have provided surveys comparing the pedoce of several of these algo-
rithms. Simaet al [19] conducted testing of the algorithms from [4]] [7] an®@]Dbn collections
of systems of varying dimensions; they concluded that thinatkof [13] generally gave superior
Euclidean (2-norm) conditioning and also improved accurfic/] considered the eleven bench-
mark systems in the Byers-Nash collection (see Se€iion Nafdiscussion of this collection),
and compared the author’s proposed methods, based on thefSoh of the open loop systems,
with those of [7] and([13] against a range of robustness mreasiihe methods of [17] generally
gave inferior results to those df![7] and [13], with respeztthe Frobenius conditioning. [18]
tabulated figures results for the Frobenius conditionindggpmance of methods [7]] [13], [14]
and [16]. However, the conditioning values were compiledaiy from these papers. Since some
of these methods were introduced into the literature maaa ttvo decades ago, and noting that
computational resources have improved dramatically dviertime, using values from original

publications may unfairly disadvantage the earlier meshaal particular [14].
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In this paper we add to this extensive literature in seveelsvin Section 2 we introduce our
parametric form for the pole-placing gain matrix that ssltlee EPP. The formula is an adaptation
of the pole placement method of Moofe [9]; the novelty herigse Moore’s method to obtain
a parametric formula for botl, the matrix of eigenvectors anfd, the pole-placing gain matrix.
We further show the parametric form is comprehensive, ihithgenerates all possibl& and F
that solvel(R), for the case where the eigenvalues havepticilly of at mostm. In Section 3 we
utilize this parametric form to propose an unconstraineh@pation problem to seek solutions
to the REPP, to be solved by gradient search methods. Oupagpmost closely resembles
that of [14], but with a different parametric formulationrfthe pole-placing gain matrix.

In Section 4 we select five of the most prominent methods fer REPP [[7], [13], [[15],
[14] and [18], and conduct extensive numerical testing tmgare their performance against
our method. The first three of these were chosen as they amywided in the forms of the
MATLAB ®toolboxesplace, robpole andsylvplace respectively.[[14] has attracted a large number
of citations over more than two decades, &nd [18] is the nexsint publication to offer a novel
approach for the REPP. All methods were implemented in MABER012a, running on the
same computing platform. In addition to conditioning, wecatompare their accuracy, matrix
gain and runtime. Finally, Section 5 offers some conclusiag to the relative performance of
these six methods; our method will be shown to offer someoperdince advantages over all the

other methods surveyed.

Il. POLE PLACEMENT VIA MOORE S ALGORITHM

We now revisit Moore’s method [9] and adapt it to give a simp&ametric formula for a
gain matrix F' that solves the pole placement problem, in terms of an aryitreal parameter
matrix. We begin with some definitions and notation. For eaeh {1,...,v}, we define the
n X (n +m) system matrix

S(\i) = [A = NI, B 3

where/, is the identity matrix of size:.. We letT; be a basis matrix for the nullspace &f)\;),
we uses; to denote the dimension of this nullspace, and we defiote [T} ...7,]. It follows
that s; = m, unless); is an uncontrollable mode of the pdid, B), in which case we will

haves; > m. Let M denote any complex matrix partitioned into submatrités= [V, | ... |M,)]
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such that any complex submatrices occur consecutively nmpbex conjugate pairs. We define a
real matrix Re(M) of the same dimension a¢ thus: if M; and M, ; are consecutive complex
conjugate submatrices dff, then the corresponding submatrices/af(M) are 1(M; + My1)
and %(Mi — M;.1). Finally, for any real or complex matriX of with at leastn + m rows, we
define matricesr(X) andx(X) by taking the firstn and lastm rows of X, respectively.
Proposition 2.1: Let the eigenvalue$);, ..., \,} be ordered so that, for some integeithe
first 2s values are complex while the remaining are real, and for ddd © < 2s we have
Niz1 = \i. Let K :=diag K, ..., K,), where eachk; is of dimensions; x m;, and for all odd

i < 2s, we haveK; = K;,,. Let M(K) be an(n +m) x n complex matrix given by

M(K)=TK (4)
and let
X(K) = m(M(K)), )
V(K) = 7m(Re(M(K))) (6)
W(K) = m(Re(M(K))) (7)

For almost every choice of the parameter mafkixthe rank of X is equal ton. The set of all

m X n gain matricesF satisfying [2) is parameterised i as
F(K)=W(K)V(K)™ (8)

where K is such thatank(X (K)) = n.
Proof: For any givenk, let M (K) be partitioned according to

ViV
MK)=| ! v 9)
Wl W

where each// and W/ are matrices of dimensionsx m; andm x m; respectively, such that
(A= X\ I1,)V/+ BW; =0 (10)

Note that, for oddi < 2s, we have that/ = V/,, are conjugate matrices, ds; = K.

Moreover, sincel is symmetric, we also have,; = m;,,. Define real matrices

T(V/+V/.) ifi<2sisodd

Vi = ij(v;’_l—vi’) if 7 <2sis even (11)
V! 1>2s

2
2
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and definelV; similarly. Then matricesX, V andW in (B)-(Z) may be written as
X = [‘/1/ ‘/2, ‘/;s|‘/;s+l ‘/QIS—!—Z V/]' V: [‘/1 ‘/2 ‘/28“/284-1 ‘/284-2 VV]

v

andW:[Wl Wy ... W25|W28+1 W28+2 W,,].Let

1
Ri — =

(12)

Then for each odd < 2s, we have[V] V/ ,|R; = [V; Vi) and[W] W/ IR, = [W; W]
Now assumek is such thatrank(X(K')) = n; thenV(K) is non-singular, and we can obtain
Fin (8). We obtainF[V/ V/ ] = [W] W/, ] for oddi € {1,...,2s} and FV;/ = W/ for all
i€{2s+1,...,v}. Hence[(ID) can be written as

(A+BF) [V Vi, | = | v v, | diagid, Asal,), for oddi € {1,.....,25(13)
(A+BEW, = V/(\dy)forie{2s+1,... v}, (14)

Thus we obtain[(2). To see that this formula is comprehensieelet ' be any real gain matrix
satisfying [2). The nonsingular eigenvector matix is comprised of column vectorg; of
dimensionn x m; corresponding to each eigenvalue, such that (13) (14) Beplying
FVI Vil =W/ W/, foroddi e {1,...,2s} andFV; =W, foralli € {2s+1,...,v}, we
obtain v/ and W/ such that[(I0) holds. Thus each column vector of the matixiW/]” lies
in the kernel ofS()\;), and we have a coefficient vectd¥; such that[V/ W/|T = T,K,. The
complex conjugacy o¥// andV}, , for each odd € {1,...,2s}, implies the conjugacy of;
and K;,1. Thus we obtainV/ (K) in (4) yielding F' in (8).

Finally we let K be arbitrary parameter matrix and consider the rankK 0K’). We introduce
¢ = 7(T) and denoted,, ..., d, as a basis foim ®. If rank(X(K)) is smaller tham, then
one column of the matrix®, K ;... ®, K, ,,, ] is linearly dependent of all the remaining ones.
(Here we have used; ; to denote thej-th column of K;). For brevity, let us assume this is
the last column. Then there exist— 1 coefficientsa; 1, ..., a1 (Not all equal to zero) for

which

v—1 m; my—1

QK m, = Z Z @i O+ Z Py Ky (15)

i=1 j=1 j=1
has a unique solution ik, ,,, . As K, ,,, iS ans,-dimensional parameter vectdr, {15) constrains
K, ., to lie upon an(s, — 1)-dimensional hyperplane, which has empty interior. Thess#t of

parameterds that lead to a loss of rank iX (K) is given by the union of at most hyperplanes
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of empty interior. This set therefore has empty interior &mus also zero Lebesgue measure.
Thus we see thaX' (K) and hencé/(K) are non-singular for almost all choices of the parameter
matrix K. [ |

The above formulation takes its inspiration from the probPooposition 1 in[[9], and hence
we shall refer to[(5)E(8) as thMoore parametric form for X and F. We note however that
[9] only considered the case of distinct eigenvalues, amldndit offer any explicit parametric
formula for the pole-placing gain matrix. Moreover, it didtrshow that all matrice and F
solving (2) could be parameterized in the above manner.

It is interesting to compare this parametric form with th&a{[d, in which the eigenvectors
comprising X were obtained from the nullspaces of the matri¢g$A — \;I), where the
parameterl/; was obtained from the QR-factorization fét = [U, U,][Z 0]*, and was also
required to satisfyl;(AX — XA) = 0. By contrast, the Moore parametric form obtains the

eigenvectors directly from the nullspaces of the systenrioest[A — A1, B].

[Il. ROBUST AND MINIMUM GAIN POLE PLACEMENT

When A + BF hasn distinct eigenvalues, the sensitivity of an eigenvalyef A + BF' to

perturbations in4, B, and F' can be represented by the condition number [10]

[yill2 ]2
= e (16)

wherey; andz; are the left and right eigenvectors associated wjth-or the case wherg+ BF

)

is non-defective but has repeated eigenvalues, [see [204 fdefinition of the corresponding

condition numbers. Furthermore, we have [7]
Coo = max¢; < Ka(X) < Kppo(X) a7

where ko (X) = || X]2)| X 72 and £ 40(X) = || X || trol| X |0 @re the condition numbers of
the matrix of eigenvectors with respect to the Euclidean and Frobenius norms. Follgwin
[18], [14], [15], we propose to address the REPP problem hyimizing the condition number

of X with respect to Frobenius norm. The objective function tarbeimized is
FI(E) = pro(X(K)) = [|X ()| groll X (E) | 10 (18)

where the input parameter matri is defined as in Propositidn 2.1. Note it is possible to reduce

the Frobenius norm of a matriX by suitably scaling the lengths of its column vectors. When

DRAFT



is the solution to[(R), such scaling does not improve thersigleie conditioning in[(16). Hence
we assume that the column vectorsXfhave been normalised.

As pointed out in[[14], for efficient computation we can stdyalternative objective function
Fo(K) = | X (E) 1o + X7 1o (19)

because the two objective functions are equivalent. An meporelated problem is that of
minimizing the norm of the gain matri¥'. The minimum gain robust exact pole placement
problem (MGREPP) involves simultaneously minimizing both the ctinding and the matrix

gain via the weighted objective function
f3(K) = arpro( X (K)) + (1 = a) [ F(K)]| ro (20)

where o is a weighting factor, with0 < « < 1. Minimizing f; involves a gradient search
employing the first and second order derivatives: gf,(X (K)) and||F(K)|| .., expressions for

these were given in_[1].

V. PERFORMANCE COMPARISON OF ROBUST POLE PLACEMENT METHODS

In this section we conduct extensive numerical experiment®mpare the performance of our
method against those ofl [7], [18], [13[, [14] and [16]. To pide a comprehensive contemporary
survey, we implemented these algorithms on the same modenputer, an Inté Core" Quad
CPU, Model Q9400 at 2.66 GHz with 3326 MB of RAM running Wind®wXP and MATLAB®
2012a. Implementation of [7] was done with MATLAB place command. For[[13] and [16],
we used theaobpole and sylvplace MATLAB ® toolboxes, kindly provided to us by the authors.
For [14], [18] and our own method, we wrote MATLABtoolbox implementations for each.
The [18] algorithm requires an LMI solver; we chose the peHdidomaincvx toolbox [21]. We
shall refer to these asyersnash, rfbt and span (our own method). The names are derived from
the names of the respective authors.

To obtain a fair comparison between these methods, we nemzhgider the runtime allocated
to them. The methods of [14], [16] and our proposed methodemlploy gradient iterative
searches, so the values they deliver are contingent upomitied condition (input parameter
matrix K) used. Thesylvplace toolbox randomly generates an initial condition, and thfiers

different outputs (different’) each time it is run. To obtain repeatable results, we pexvid
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the byersnash and span toolboxes with a pre-specified collection of input parametatricesiK’
composed of canonical vectors. The output shown from eatlyepgnash, sylvplace andspan is
the best result from all the initial conditions searchedhwitthe allocated runtime. By contrast
place, robpole andrfbt all employ a designated starting point, and hence theiimenis simply

the time taken to execute their method.

A. Robust conditioning comparison using the Byers and Nash benchmark examples

Byers and Nash[[14] gave a collection of eleven benchmarknpla systems, and many
authors, including[[113], [16] and [18] used these exampbesampare the performance of their
pole placement methods. Following this well-establishadition, our first set of comparisons
employs these well-known examples. The results are giverable[l. We have used/,,(X)
as the performance measure, and we also show the matrix gath u

The average runtimes fqlace, robpole andrfbt for the 11 sample systems webe)5, 0.095
and14.1 seconds, respectively. Fbyersnash, sylvplace and span we arbitrarily set the runtime
to ben seconds, where is the system dimension, leading to average runtimes of ecbrals,
this being the average of the system dimensions in the ¢ilfec

Ignoring differences in the conditioning of smaller than, & conclude thabyersnash and
span had the best or equal best conditioning in all 11 examsiggplace andrfbt had the best or
equal best in 7 cases, whilebpole had best or equal best in 5 cases. Finplce gave the best
or equal best in 4 caseplace androbpole had the shortest runtimes, whitébt had noticeably
the longest. We note that the conditioning numbers giver lgfer significantly from those
that were published in_[14] and [18]. This may be explainedhsy fact that these authors did
not require the columns ok to be of unit length. Since methods [7] and [13] normalise the

columns of X, this is essential for a fair comparison of all six methods.

B. Robust conditioning comparison with sets of higher-dimensional systems

To probe more deeply into the performance delivered by ttedsemethods, we need to
move beyond the low-dimensional examples in the Byers arghNallection. In Survey 2 we
generated three sets of 500 sample systems with3), all of state dimensiom = 20, and
with control input dimensions of. = 2, m = 4 andm = 8. The pole position€ were chosen

to be all distinct, with a mixture of real and complex valugéke entries ofd, B and £ took
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uniformly distributed values within the interval-2, 2]. To compare the conditioning, accuracy,
and matrix gain of each method, we computed, for each sygtem{1,...,500} and each
methodx € {place, robpole, byersnash, sylvplace, rfbt, span},

e Kfro(*,7): the Frobenius conditioning of methedfor the j-th system;

e Coo(%,7): the c,, conditioning of methodk for the j-th system;

« A(x,j): the accuracy of method on the j-th system, equal to the largest absolute value

difference between each eigenvalue/# BF and the corresponding; in L.

o [|Fro(*,7): the Frobenius norm of’ from Method* on systemy.
Noting thatplace is the industry standard for the REPP, we chose to comparthalbther
methods according to their ability to improve uggdace, and computed comparative performance

indices relative tqlace for each method, and for each performance criterion, asvisl
500

1 — index(%, fi o))" = _Firolx ) )1
( (%, Fofro)) 121 (place 7) (21)
(1 — index(%, c50))’? = ﬁ _Cx(%d) (22)
o e Coo(place, j)
500 ,
i A(x, )
1 — index(%, A))*? = _2WJ) 23
( ) H Alplace, j) (23)
500 ,
i Fll fro(*,
(1 — index(x, HF||fm))5OO _ H [ E'l| £ro(*, ) (24)

L T olplace, j)
For example, in[(24), iindex(robpole, || F'||s,) = 0.1, then Methodrobpole gives values of
| F'|| o that are on average 10% smaller thalace. Larger indices imply greater improvement
on place, and negative indices indicate performance inferioplaxe. The local gradient search
methodsspan, byersnash and sylvplace were each giver20 seconds of runtime per sample
system; the results shown in Table Il represent the bestittonicig performance achieved from
all the initial conditions searched within that time peridebr robpole and rfbt, the average
runtime per sample system wefeb52 and 125 seconds ¢ = 2), 0.552 and 82.9 seconds
(m = 4), and0.552 and55.2 seconds . = 8).
The results show that the best performance for robustnesgan minimisation were given
by span, byersnash and sylvplace. Both sylvplace and rfbt were less accurate thamace, by

several orders of magnitude in the casefbf, which also required substantially longer runtime.
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While all methods offered improved conditioning with reddayain oveplace, this was reduced
for the larger values ofz, which may be attributed to the improved performancelate when

it has more control inputs to work with.

C. Weighted gain minimisation and conditioning problem

Among the methods in our survey, only [16yivplace) considered the MGREPP problem
(20). Our Survey 3 compares the performancesybiplace and span for the same 500 sample
systems used in Survey 2, with = 2, for several different values of the weighting factor
We again gavespan and sylvplace 20 seconds of runtime per sample system, and computed
the performance improvement indicés|(21)}(24) relativehi gain matrix delivered bylace;
again larger figures indicate greater improvement. Theltesuwe shown in Tablé Ill. Both
methods were able to offer significant reductions in gairthatprice of some reduction in the
robustness measures, relative to the pure robustneseprdbl= 1). Howeverspan did so with
far superior accuracy. Considering the impact of diffeneaities of the weighting factor, we see
that fora = 0.1, there was little difference in the conditioning, and onliglst improvement in
the matrix gain. Forx — 0 we observed up considerable reduction in the matrix gaihths
eventually comes at the cost of significantly inferior caioaiing. These results suggest values

arounda = 0.001 can give a good balance between these two criteria.

D. Systems with uncontrollable modes

The EPP problem remains well-posed for systems with uncbtiabtle modes, provided these
are included within the sef. The method$lace, sylvplace, robpole, rfbt all assumed control-
lability of the system, as part of their problem formulatidm principle this involves no loss of
generality, since the application of a Householder stagdaansformation can decompose any
system into its controllable and uncontrollable parts. &tbeless is it is interesting to consider
the ability of these toolboxes to accommodate uncontri@labodes. In our final survey, we
obtained 100 systemsA, B), with n = 3 andm = 2, that contained one uncontrollable mode.
We then chose&C to include this mode, plus one pair of complex conjugate raoti¢e defined
failure to solve the EPP as being any one of (i) an error wagmet upon execution of the
algorithm, (ii) any of the closed-loop poles differed by mahan5% from their desired location,

and (iii) the gain off’ was undefined or greater than'®. We observed failures as followstace,
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sylvplace, robpole and rfbt had 100, 98, 30 and 12 failures, respectively; we conclutedet
toolboxes in their present form cannot reliably solve thePHR these conditionsbyersnash
and our methodspan had no failures; we attribute their superior reliability tteeir usage of
nullspace methods. Uncontrollable modes increase themeollimension of the corresponding
nullspace basis matrix; fdpyersnash and span this is readily accommodated by adjusting the

row dimension of the parameter matrix.

V. CONCLUSION

We have introduced a parametric formula for the exact paegrhent of linear systems via
state feedback, derived from Moore’s classic eigenstraatoethod. This parametric form was
used to formulate the robust and minimum gain exact polespt@nt problem as an unconstrained
optimization problem, to be solved by gradient iterativetmoes.

The method was implemented as a MATLARBoolbox calledspan, and its performance
was compared against several other methods from the clasdicecent literature. All methods
considered gave superior performance to the widely used IMWBI® pl ace command, albeit
with somewhat longer runtime. When the Frobenius conditigrof the eigenvector matrix is
used as the robustness measure, the best performance wakegroy the our proposed method,
and also the Byers-Nash method. The results suggest thaimparison with heuristic methods,
gradient iterative methods are best able to take advanthgedigh levels of computational
power that are now widely available. They also suggest thethads based on nullspaces of
appropriate system matrices may offer superior accuragyotéd placement to those adopting
Sylvester matrix transformations.

For a given systeniA, B, £, M), byersnash and span will in general yield quite different
gain matrices, offering different performance values, sthbmethods should be considered for
optimal performance. While Byers and Nash considered dréyrobustness, our method is able
to accommodate a combined robustness and gain minimizagiproach, enabling the designer
to obtain significantly reduced gain in exchange for somewifarior conditioning.

The authors would like to thank Andre Tits and Andreas Vamapfoviding us with copies
of their robpole and sylvplace toolboxes, and Ben Chen for bringing the classic eigengtrac
assignment paper by B.C. Mooré [9] to our attention. We atemk the anonymous reviewers

for some constructive suggestions.
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TABLE |

SURVEY 1: REPPWITH THE BYERS NASH EXAMPLES

Example place[7] byersnash[14] robpole [13]
sr0(X) | 1Fllseo || 500(X) | I1Flsro || moro(X) | IF e
1 6.5641 1.364 6.4451 1.4582 7.3214 1.3338
2 57.491 | 301.37 50.224 | 355.19 || 52.972 | 224.95
3 103.18 105.06 46.238 77.215 55.987 | 49.104
4 13.431 9.899 13.421 9.4485 13.421 9.4462
5 146.18 4.8496 142.39 4.5561 144.78 5.4168
6 6.0018 21.5 5.9633 23.25 6.0262 20.197
7 12.375 | 233.64 11.302 | 326.35 12.017 | 235.08
8 36.986 | 15.7600| 6.1824 | 28.033 || 6.1824 | 28.599
9 28.682 2356.5 23.915 832.22 23.937 823.70
10 4.0029 1.4897 4113 5.2687 4 1.5174
11 14618 6692.1 14510 6580.8 14510 6580.7
Example sylvplace[4] rfbt[18] span
Firo(X) | [[Fllgro || Ksro(X) | IFllsro || Kpro(X) | [[Fllsro
1 6.5997 1.4662 6.5595 1.5253 6.4451 1.4582
2 50.042 327.75 50.185 361.01 50.224 | 355.17
3 45.741 72.285 45.772 73.582 46.223 77.146
4 13.421 | 9.4465 13.421 9.366 13.421 | 9.4432
5 141.99 4.8472 142.82 4.3963 142.39 4.556
6 59361 | 22.474 || 6.4086 | 14.771 | 5.9622 | 23.318
7 11.353 271.17 12.280 297.85 11.301 271.06
8 6.1824 21.827 9.381 39.300 6.1824 | 21.102
9 24.23 903.11 23.925 | 884.84 || 23.916 | 831.23
10 4.113 1.513 4 1.5185 4 1.517
11 16571 10716 14475 6642 14510 6581.3
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TABLE 1l
SURVEY 2: REPPWITH HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL SYSTEMS
System Dimension Metric byersnash[14] | robpole [13] | sylvplace[4] | rfbt[18] span

n = 20, K fro(X) (%) 54.670 9.8815 51.938 41.332 | 54.603
m =2, Coo (%) 62.047 10.620 59.759 49.447 | 61.983
sys = 500 ||| £r0(%) 23.555 1.9292 22.310 14.337 | 23.276
Accuracy (%) 67.356 26.998 -1.0082 -46237 | 64.344
n = 20, Kfro(X)(%) 37.268 9.150 36.725 31.048 | 37.264
m =4, Coo (%) 49.418 9.8601 50.226 43.374 | 49.400
sys =500 I F| fro(%) 15.677 4.3745 15.524 11.163 | 15.698
Accuracy (%) 45.057 23.760 -65.586 -169100 | 43.034
n = 20, Kfro(X) (%) 15.198 7.7702 11.745 12.849 | 15.197
m = 8§, Coo (%) 23.271 10.067 20.848 20.840 | 23.236
sys =500 ||| £r0(%) 3.7940 4.7471 3.3979 1.7034 | 3.7860
Accuracy (%) 18.525 17.8859 -44.635 -338240 | 16.225

TABLE Il

SURVEY 3: MGREPPWITH HIGHER DIMENSIONAL SYSTEMS(n = 20, m = 2, SYS=500)

. a = 0.0001 a = 0.001 a=0.1
Metric span sylvplace[4] span | sylvplace[4] span | sylvplace[4]
Kfro(X) (%) -25.578 23.980 37.641 41.906 53.936 51.699
Coo (%) -13.540 33.929 45.966 51.379 61.213 59.465
|F|lro(%) || 50.319 | 38.046 | 43.577| 37.740 | 27.509| 26.404
Accuracy (%) || 16.992 -46.326 57.833 -16.025 65.643 -1.0463
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