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ABSTRACT
This survey monograph overviews a large core of research
results produced by the authors in the past decade about
reset controllers for linear and nonlinear plants. The corresponding feedback laws generalize classical dynamic controllers because of the interplay of mixed continuous/discrete
dynamics. The obtained closed-loop system falls then within
the category of hybrid dynamical systems, with the specific
feature that the hybrid nature arises from the nature of
the controller, rather than the nature of the plant, which
is purely continuous-time. Due to this fact, the presented
results focus on performance and stability notions that
prioritize continuous-time evolution as compared to the
discrete-time one. Dwell-time logics (namely, conditions
preventing consecutive jumps that are too close to each
other) are indeed enforced on solutions, to ensure that
the continuous evolution of solutions is complete (no Zeno
solutions occur).
After presenting a historical motivation and an overview of
the results on this topic in Part I, several results on stability
Christophe Prieur, Isabelle Queinnec, Sophie Tarbouriech and Luca Zaccarian (2018),
“Analysis and Synthesis of Reset Control Systems”, Foundations and Trends R in
Systems and Control: Vol. 6, No. 2-3, pp 117–338. DOI: 10.1561/2600000017.
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2
and performance analysis and on control design for general
linear continuous-time plants are developed in Part II. These
results are developed by exploiting the well-established
formalism for nonlinear hybrid dynamical systems introduced by Andy Teel and co-authors around 2004. With
this formalism, by ensuring sufficient regularity of the reset
controller dynamics, we ensure robustness of stability with
respect to small disturbances and uncertainties together with
suitable continuity of solutions, generally regarded as wellposedness of the hybrid closed loop. Throughout Part II, we
provide several simulation studies showing that reset control
strategies may allow to attain better performance with
respect to the optimal ones obtained by classical continuoustime controllers.
Finally, in Part III we focus on planar systems, that is
reset closed loops involving a one-dimensional linear plant
and a one-dimensional reset controller. For this simple
interconnection interesting stability conditions can be drawn
and relevant extensions addressing the reference tracking
problem are introduced, illustrating them on a few relevant
case studies emerging in the automotive field.
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1
Introduction

1.1

Historical overview

Reset controllers were proposed for the first time more than 50 years
ago by Clegg (1958), with the aim at providing more flexibility in linear
controller designs and at potentially removing fundamental performance
limitations of linear controllers (see, e.g., the motivating example in
Section 2.2). The first systematic designs for reset controllers were
reported in the 1970s by Krishnan and Horowitz (1974) and Horowitz
and Rosenbaum (1975) and there has been a renewed interest in this
class of systems in the late 1990s with Beker et al. (1999b), Beker et al.
(1999a), Beker et al. (2001b), Beker et al. (2004), Chait and Hollot
(2002), Chen et al. (2000a), Chen et al. (2000b), Chen et al. (2001),
Haddad et al. (2000), Hollot et al. (1997), Hollot et al. (2001), Hu et al.
(1997), and Zheng et al. (2000).
More specifically, a reset controller, according to its historical
definition, is a linear controller whose output is reset to zero whenever
its input and output satisfy an appropriate algebraic relationship (even
though generalizations not necessarily resetting to zero will be also
considered in this survey). For instance, in Beker et al. (2004) and the
references cited therein, a class of reset controllers was considered where
4
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the output of the controller is reset to zero whenever its input is equal
to zero. The Clegg integrator introduced in Clegg (1958) acts like a
linear integrator whenever its input and output have the same sign and
it resets its output to zero otherwise (see Section 1.2). Consequently, its
describing function has the same magnitude plot as the linear integrator
but it has 51.9◦ less phase lag. This feature of the Clegg integrator
was used for the first time in Krishnan and Horowitz (1974) to provide
a systematic procedure for controller design exploiting this device.
Subsequently, a new reset device called the First Order Reset Element
(FORE) was introduced in Horowitz and Rosenbaum (1975), essentially
generalizing the Clegg integrator’s base linear dynamics by also allowing
for a nonzero real pole. Horowitz and Rosenbaum (1975) also proposed
a design procedure consisting of two steps. First, a non-reset part of
the controller was designed to achieve all design specifications except
for the overshoot. Then, in the second step, the pole of the FORE was
selected to reduce the overshoot. It was illustrated through examples
and simulations that the controller in the first step of the procedure
could indeed be designed with lower phase margin, which provided more
design flexibility. A nice account of these results and their relation to
more recent developments in reset control are given in Chait and Hollot
(2002).
The first example that clearly illustrated the advantages of reset
over linear controllers was presented in Beker et al. (2001a) where a
reset controller was designed to achieve design specifications that are
impossible to achieve by any linear controller (see also Feuer et al.,
1997). Indeed, for linear plants including an integral action, if the
desired rise time is sufficiently small, then the output must overshoot
with any linear controller. However, a reset controller is designed in
Beker et al. (2001a) that overcomes this fundamental performance
limitation of linear controllers. To date, this appears to be the only real
situation where reset designs have been shown to outperform the best
possible classical design, nevertheless, practical experience reveals that
desirable closed-loop behavior is obtained when suitably embedding
resets in otherwise continuous-time control devices. Examples of such
experiences can be found in the experimental applications reported in
Zheng et al. (2007), Fernandez et al. (2008), Wu et al. (2007), Li et al.
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(2009), Bakkeheim et al. (2008), Guo et al. (2009), Panni et al. (2014),
Cordioli et al. (2015), Zheng et al. (2000), Carrasco and Baños (2012),
Li et al. (2011), Vidal and Baños (2010), and Villaverde et al. (2011).
The difficulty in proving rigorous statements with reset systems was
due to the lack of suitable stability and performance analysis tools for
systems whose solutions may experience instantaneous jumps (this is
the case for an integrator reset to zero).
From a theoretical viewpoint, first attempts to rigorously analyze
stability of reset systems with Clegg integrators can be found in Hu
et al. (1997) and Hollot et al. (1997). In particular, an integral quadratic
constraint was proposed in Hollot et al. (1997) to analyze stability of a
class of reset systems. However, the proposed condition was conservative
as it was independent of reset times. BIBO stability analysis of reset
systems consisting of a second-order plant and a FORE was conducted
in Chen et al. (2001) (see also Chen et al., 2000b). The proofs are based
on an explicit characterization of reset times which are proved to be
equidistant under mild conditions. Using this fact, the authors prove
asymptotic and BIBO stability of the reset system via the discretetime model of the system that describes the system at reset times
only. However, the same approach could not be used to analyze higherorder reset systems. Stability analysis of general reset systems can be
found in Beker et al. (2004) (see also Hollot et al., 2001; Chen et al.,
2000a)) where Lyapunov-based conditions for asymptotic stability were
presented and computable conditions for quadratic stability based on
linear matrix inequalities (LMIs) were given. Moreover, in Beker et
al. (2004), BIBO stability of general reset systems was obtained as a
consequence of quadratic stability and an internal model principle was
proved for reference tracking and disturbance rejection.
In the last decade, perhaps triggered by the inspiring work of Beker
et al. (2004), a significant renewed interest in Lyapunov-based analysis
and synthesis for reset systems has been witnessed by the scientific
community. This survey monograph reports on a research strand that
started around 2005, motivated by the results in Beker et al. (2004),
wherein some recent stability and performance analysis tools for hybrid
dynamical systems have been brought to bear into the framework of
reset control systems. While many alternative and relevant approaches
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have been developed during the last decade (a selection of them is briefly
overviewed in the following Section 1.5), we specifically concentrate here
on a research strand that emerged from the hybrid Lyapunov theory
proposed in Goebel et al. (2012). Some important differences between
what is reported here and alternative approaches are discussed in the
next sections, which explain the spirit of our approach to reset control.
To this end, we need to somewhat come back to the very origins of
reset control and take a close look at the analog circuit proposed by
J.C. Clegg in 1958, which is discussed in the next section.
1.2

The Clegg integrator circuit

In 1958, J.C. Clegg published a paper (Clegg, 1958) where he proposed
a modification to the existing analog control schemes to reduce the
phase lag induced by a linear integrator. The relevance of Clegg’s work
was mostly targeted to analog control, because digital control systems
were still non-existent in the late 1950s, nevertheless, follow-up works
considered digital versions of the scheme proposed by Clegg. Let us
here consider the analog device proposed by Clegg and derive the
corresponding equations.
In the ideal case of using infinite gain operational amplifiers, it is
well known that a linear integrator can be implemented using a resistor
on the input path and a capacitor on the feedback path of the circuit, as
represented in Figure 1.1. The corresponding input/output relation of
1
e,
the linear integrator can be written in the time domain as ẋc = − RC
where we use xc for the integrator output, to resemble the fact that the
integrator state is the state of a feedback controller from the tracking
error e. In this figure, R is the resistance on the input branch of the
C
e

R

vC
xc

Figure 1.1: A linear analog integrator.
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C

vC1

R

e

–

Rd

xc

–
vC2

R

C
Figure 1.2: The “Clegg integrator”.

amplifier, C is the capacity in the feedback branch, and vC is the voltage
across the capacitor.
The modification proposed by Clegg corresponds to the scheme
of Figure 1.2 (which is reported here from Clegg (1958) with a sign
inversion at the output, for convenience of exposition), where we use the
same notation as in Figure 1.1, with possibly different voltages vC1 and
vC2 and extra diodes and resistors. We describe the Clegg integrator
dynamics assuming that Rd  R and disregarding the forward-bias
voltage drop across the diodes, leading to the following ideal relationships
between voltage and current across capacitors, resistors, and diodes:
dvC (t)
dt
iR (t) = vR (t)/R

iC (t) = C

(

iD (t) =

+∞,
0

if vD (t) > 0,
if vD (t) ≤ 0.

First note that by the infinite gain assumption of the operational
amplifier, the input voltages (marked by gray dots on the figure) are
always zero. Then, the two capacitors’ voltages satisfy vC1 (t) ≤ 0
and vC2 (t) ≥ 0 for all times (otherwise the infinite current flowing in
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the diodes would instantaneously discharge the capacitor). Moreover,
when e(t) < 0, regardless of the preceding voltage stored in the upper
capacitor, the current flowing in the two diodes and through the upper
Rd will (almost) instantaneously impose vC1 (t) = 0. However, when
e(t) ≥ 0, the upper circuit will correspond to the linear integrator
because the diodes will both be open (being subjected to a non-positive
voltage). Similarly for the lower circuit, if e(t) > 0, we will have vC2 (t) =
0 and if u(t) ≤ 0 the circuit will integrate. Since, as commented above,
vC1 (t) ≤ 0 and vC2 (t) ≥ 0 for all times, given xc (t) := −vC1 (t) − vC2 (t),
the integrating and reset conditions for both circuits can be written as
the following hybrid dynamics


ẋc =

x+
c




1
e,
RC

= 0,

is allowed when xc e ≥ 0,

(1.1)

is allowed when xc e ≤ 0,

where we insist on the fact that the situation e(t) = 0 leads to an
undetermined behavior of the circuit mostly dependent on the effect of
unmodeled noise and uncertainties. In this model, we use the shorthand
d
x(t, j) and x+ for x(t, j + 1) which will be formally
notation ẋ for dt
defined later on in the survey. The strategy that we prefer to adopt for
handling such undetermined cases is to allow for multiple solutions to
the dynamics (1.1), thereby considering in our model all the possible
scenarios. See the discussion given later in Remark 1.1.
One way to understand the hybrid model (1.1) for the Clegg
integrator is to call its first equation the “flow” equation and its second
equation the “jump” equation. The two conditions at the right-hand
side become then the “flow” condition and the “jump” condition. At
any time, a solution to the hybrid system (1.1) may then flow or jump
depending on whether its value at that time belongs to the so-called
“jump set” (namely, the set of states for which the jump condition is
true) or it belongs to the “flow set”. In case both conditions are true,
then the solution will be free to choose whether flowing or jumping,
thereby establishing a peculiar non-uniqueness feature.
Further insight into Equation (1.1) can be gained by observing that
+
e and xc can never have opposite signs. Indeed, if e ≥ 0, then vC2
= 0,
and since vC1 ≤ 0 for all times, exc ≥ 0. Similarly for the case e ≤ 0.
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Figure 1.3: Response of the Clegg integrator (solid) to a sine input (dashed).

On the other hand, whenever e =
6 0, there will always be one circuit
integrating (the upper one if e > 0 and the lower one if e < 0) and
the other circuit will be forced to be at zero. For illustrative purposes,
Figure 1.3 represents the Clegg integrator state (solid curve) when the
input e is selected as a sine wave with unit frequency (dashed curve).
Note that xc and e always have the same sign, which is ensured by the
fact that around times t1 = 3.2 and t2 = 6.2 the solution jumps. In
particular, the upper condition of Equation (1.1) would not be satisfied
if the solution did not jump, indeed violation of this condition forbids
flowing.
One way to interpret the dynamics (1.1) is to regard it as a linear
filter with a pole at the origin embedded with a special resetting rule
dependent on the value of the input and output of the filter at each time.
This interpretation is the starting point for the FORE generalization
discussed in the next section. The interest of Clegg integrator will
become clear in Section 2.2 when using Clegg integrator for a linear
plant, and in Chapter 3 when designing hybrid loops for nonlinear
control systems. As it will be explained in these parts (and in many
other parts of this survey), the performance of Clegg integrators, and
more generally of reset control is better to what could be done with
classical linear or nonlinear controllers. The extra flexibility given by
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the jump rule is exploited to improve the performance of the closed-loop
system in the presence of reset controllers.
1.3

Modeling issues with reset control

The model (1.1) derived in the previous section for the hybrid dynamics
can be easily generalized to the following dynamics, where the eigenvalue
associated with the continuous dynamics is not necessarily at zero:
(

ẋc = ac xc + bc e,

is allowed when xc e ≥ 0,

x+
c = 0,

is allowed when xc e ≤ 0,

(1.2)

1
the model of the Clegg integrator corresponding to ac = 0 and bc = RC
.
The generalized dynamical system (1.2) was introduced in Horowitz
and Rosenbaum (1975) and therein called First Order Reset Element
(FORE). In Horowitz and Rosenbaum (1975) and follow-up works, this
generalization was meant for stable filters (namely, ac ≤ 0), but it will
be emphasized in this survey that this is not a necessary assumption
and indeed unstable selections (ac > 0) lead sometimes to desirable
aggressive control actions.
It should be acknowledged that models (1.1) and (1.2) do not
correspond to the models originally developed from the 1960s. Indeed,
while Clegg’s discussion in Clegg (1958) well referred to the dynamical
behavior of his analog circuit as a circuit resetting to zero whenever input
and output had opposite signs, his qualitative description incorporated
the following observation:

“Whenever the input voltage e passes through zero from
either direction, the output voltage is quickly dropped to
zero.”
This sentence propagated into the follow-up work of Horowitz and
co-authors, who never really wrote down equations but only described
in words this behavior specifying resetting the controller state to zero
at zero-crossings of the input. Much later in the 1990s, Hollot and coauthors (see, e.g., Chait and Hollot, 2002; Beker et al., 2004, and
references therein), and then also Baños and co-authors (see, e.g.,
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Baños and Barreiro, 2011, and references therein) reported the following
dynamical description of the Clegg mechanism:
(

ẋc = ac xc + bc e,

if e 6= 0,

x+
c

if e = 0.

= 0,

(1.3)

The modified hybrid dynamics (1.3) was then used as the baseline hybrid reset control mechanism implemented in the control logic
of modern digital control systems. Somehow the nice and intrinsic
robustness properties of the analog circuit proposed by Clegg got lost
along the route towards digitalization of modern feedback control. In
particular, dynamics (1.3) no longer describes the behavior of the
circuit in Figure 1.2 for ac = 0 because solutions to Equation (1.3)
starting from xc 6= 0 and exc < 0 do not lead to an instantaneous
reset to zero of the controller state xc . In particular, dynamics (1.3)
is associated with resetting in a so-called “thin set”, as opposed to
dynamics (1.2) (and the behavior of Clegg’s circuit) where resets are
enforced in half of the input–output space of the controller. This
difference is well highlighted in Figure 1.4 where the e axis has been
reversed in anticipation for negative error feedback interconnection
of the FORE with a linear plant. In Figure 1.4 the sets enabling
continuous flow of solutions are denoted by F (the “flow set”) and
the sets enabling discrete jump of solutions are denoted by J (the
“jump set”). Figure 1.4 also shows the possible different evolutions of

J
F

xc

xc

F

F

e

J

e

F

J

F

Figure 1.4: The jump (gray) and flow (striped) sets for the model (1.3) (left), and
original model (1.2) (right) proposed by Clegg.
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two solutions starting from the same initial conditions, for the two
dynamics.
1.4

Using thin jump sets: Existence of solutions and robustness

The model (1.2) for the First Order Reset Element (FORE) was first
introduced in Nešić et al. (2005) and Zaccarian et al. (2005), where the
hybrid dynamical systems formalism of Goebel et al. (2009) and Goebel
et al. (2012) has been employed for the first time for representing the
peculiar evolutions of reset control systems whose state (notably, the
controller state) may be integrated following a differential equation
during the continuous-time flow phase, or may be reset to zero following
a discrete update law at the jump times.
The useful features of model (1.2) have been first characterized
in Nešić et al. (2005) and Zaccarian et al. (2005), and are worth
summarizing here, with specific reference to the typical scenario of a
Clegg integrator (or a more general FORE) interconnected in error
feedback with a linear continuous-time plant P, as represented in
Figure 1.5. When focusing on stabilization only (that is, r = 0), the
general dynamics arising from using this model may be well represented
by using the notation in Goebel et al. (2009) and Goebel et al. (2012),
and corresponds to the following closed loop involving the overall state
x := [ xxpc ], with xp being the state of the plant P:
(

ẋ = Ax + Bd
x+ = Gx

is allowed when x ∈ F
is allowed when x ∈ J ,

(1.4)

where A, G and B are suitable constant matrices and the jump and
flow sets correspond to the following symmetric cones, defined on the

d
r

e
–

Clegg

xc

P

y

Figure 1.5: A Clegg integrator in error feedback interconnection with a linear plant.
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basis of an output equation y = Cy x, and already shown at the right
of Figure 1.4 (remember that we are looking at a negative feedback
interconnection that motivates reversing the horizontal axis)
F :=

J :=




"

(xp , xc ) :





(xp , xc ) :



"

xc
y
xc
y

#> "

#> "

0 1
1 0

#"

0 1
1 0

#"

xc
y

#

xc
y

#




≤0 ,




(1.5)

≥0 .


The overall dynamics (1.4), (1.5) falls into the larger class of homogeneous hybrid systems (see, e.g., Goebel and Teel, 2010; Tuna and Teel,
2006), and will be the modeling framework adopted in this survey. We
emphasize that the jump and flow sets defined in Equation (1.5) are
closed. This condition is necessary for the theoretical developments in
Goebel et al. (2012, Ch. 7) to apply. Those results (which have also been
used in Nešić et al. (2005) and Zaccarian et al. (2005) and later works)
allow us to establish existence of solutions from any initial conditions
(therefore, some type of well posedness of the hybrid dynamics) in
addition to suitable robustness properties of asymptotic stability of
the origin for the error dynamics of the closed loop represented in
Figure 1.5.
Remark 1.1. (Non-uniqueness of solutions) Note that asking that the
sets F and J be closed implies that there are some regions of the state
space belonging to both sets. Therefore, solutions may jump or flow in
these regions, so that the solutions to the arising reset linear systems
may be nonunique. Nonuniqueness becomes a necessary notion when
wanting to establish robust results for the reset system, as a matter of
fact, when the feedback system is affected by (arbitrarily small) noise,
the state could be pushed in several different directions and different
solutions may correspond to different noise selections. These and other
robustness issues are addressed and solved in the hybrid framework that
we adopt here and in the stability results that we will rely on in this
survey.
We emphasize now that the desirable existence and robustness
properties highlighted above for the adopted modeling framework are
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not guaranteed, in general, whenever relying on the alternative model
(1.3). When using that model, and using the notation of some recent
papers, the closed loop in Figure 1.5 may be represented by the equations
(

ẋ = Ax + Bd,
x+ = Gx,

if x 6∈ M
if x ∈ M,

(1.6)

where M := {x : Cy x = 0, and (I − G)x =
6 0} (recall that we defined
y = Cy x).
Model (1.6), which is based on Equation (1.3), is actually used
in a large number of results that can be found in the literature (see
Bupp et al. (2000), Chait and Hollot (2002), Beker et al. (2004), Baños
and Barreiro (2011), Barreiro et al. (2014), and Ghaffari et al. (2014)
just to cite a few) but is associated to some subtle issues related to
existence of solutions. In particular, the following observation was
already made in Nešić et al. (2005) regarding (Beker et al., 2004,
Theorem 1), which establishes asymptotic stability of the origin under
suitable Lyapunov conditions.
Consider
however the reset system (1.6)


with d = 0 and A =

−1 0 0
0 −1 −1
0 1 −1

, G=

h1

00
010
000

i

, Cy = [ 1 0 0 ]. Then it

is not clear how to define solutions for an initial condition satisfying
Cy x0 = 0, (I − G)x0 = 0. Indeed, in that case x0 6∈ M and the reset
is not possible at the initial time, which means that the dynamics
can only be governed by the flow equation (1.6) for small t ≥ 0.
Moreover, integrating the differential equation (1.6) from the same
initial condition yields Cy x(t) = 0 for all t and (I −G)x(t) = [ 0 0 x3 (t) ]> ,
which is initially zero but is nonzero for all small t (thus x(t) ∈ M
for t > 0 and thus flowing from the initial condition is not possible).
Note that the conditions of Beker et al. (2004, Theorem 1) hold for
this example by simply selecting V (x) = |x|2 , which yields V̇ = −2V
and ∆V ≤ 0. However, the established stability conditions hold for a
system that does not guarantee existence of solutions from some initial
conditions.
Due to the reasons above, and due to the lack of guarantee of
robustness of asymptotic stability, we will restrict our attention to the
formalism in dynamics (1.4), (1.5) and will establish robust properties
via the Lyapunov tools of Goebel et al. (2012).
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Remark 1.2. It should be further emphasized that in the model (1.6)
resets are only possible on the hyperplane Cy x = 0 (as long as some
flow has occurred since the last reset), whereas in our model (1.4),
(1.5) resets are enforced on a sector J . As a consequence, solutions to
model (1.6) flow also in regions of the state space where our model
does not allow flowing solutions. The consequence of this fact is that
when wanting to use Lyapunov tools to prove asymptotic or exponential
stability of the origin, using Equation (1.6) it is necessary to impose a
“decrease along flows” condition in almost all the state space, which then
implies, by continuity, that this condition holds everywhere. Instead,
with our model, and using the Lyapunov tools of Goebel et al. (2012),
we only need to impose the “decrease along flows” condition in half of
the state space (well understood from Figure 1.4) and this leads to less
conservative conditions. In particular, even for just a Clegg integrator
connected to an integrator plant P = 1s (this is the system considered
 0 1
in Beker et al. (2001a), corresponding to A = −1
0 ) the model
(1.6) cannot lead to a strict Lyapunov function proving asymptotic
stability of the origin. We will show in the next chapters that desirable
stability properties can be shown with model (1.4), (1.5) even in cases
when the continuous-time linear dynamics associated with matrix A is
exponentially unstable, because the stabilization is obtained by way of
the resetting mechanism. This peculiar feature of stabilizing a plant by
way of exponentially diverging inputs, that are eventually reset to some
value leads to desirable and aggressive control actions, is well illustrated
by the simulations and experimental studies reported in the last part
of this survey.
1.5

An overview of recent reset systems results

In the previous section we clarified that this survey monograph is focused
on robust reset systems, arising from the use of model (1.1) and the
arising closed-loop representation (1.4), (1.5).
This modeling framework has been used in a range of recent papers
to address various analysis and design questions for reset systems. Those
papers constitute the basis for the results in this survey and are shortly
described below. The first paper where the modeling framework has
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been used is Zaccarian et al. (2005), where the main observations of
this chapter were first pointed out, together with Nešić et al. (2005),
where Lyapunov like conditions for L2 stability and exponential stability
of reset systems were proposed (later improved and revised in Nešić
et al. (2008b)). Among other things, the conditions proposed in these
papers involved locally Lipschitz Lyapunov functions as opposed to
the continuously differentiable ones considered in Beker et al. (2004).
This allowed us to consider piecewise quadratic Lyapunov functions
in verifying exponential or L2 stability of reset systems (see Zaccarian
et al. (2011), which is a revised and improved version of Zaccarian
et al. (2005)). In later years, further developments of this field provided
some explicit Lyapunov constructions for a class of planar reset systems,
reported in Zaccarian et al. (2006), while the properties of reset setpoint stabilizers and necessary and sufficient conditions for exponential
and L2 stability have been reported first in Zaccarian et al. (2007) and
Nešić et al. (2008a), and then revised and better illustrated, together
with several properties of homogeneous hybrid systems, in Nešić et al.
(2011). This modeling framework has also been used to provide LMIbased approaches for the H2 performance analysis and L2 performance
analysis of reset control systems, respectively, in Witvoet et al. (2007)
and Aangenent et al. (2008) (see also Aangenent et al., 2010). More
recently, higher-dimensional generalizations of these reset controllers
were initially investigated in Prieur et al. (2010), later improved in
Prieur et al. (2013). That specific generalization was actually focusing
on a full state feedback architecture and was therefore generalized,
in the context of linear plants, to the case of output feedback and
Luenberger observers in Fichera et al. (2013b), where suitable dwelltime logics were introduced to avoid Zeno phenomena. The arising LMIbased conditions, finally led to a solution of the H∞ design problem
in Fichera et al. (2016) (which is a revised version of the preliminary
work in Fichera et al., 2012a). Parallel to these works, Loquen et al.
(2007) addressed the presence of input saturation in reset systems while
Tarbouriech et al. (2011) and Fichera et al. (2013a) suggested antiwindup actions to manage input saturation effects. Finally, Loquen
et al. (2008) studied stability of reset systems in the presence of nonzero
reference signals.
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Even though this survey monograph concentrates on the abovementioned bulk of literature, there are several recent additional results
in the literature, following somewhat different routes, but indicating
that reset control is yet an active research field attracting much scientific
interest. One route is devoted to strategies where the reset actions are
triggered at fixed time instants, often periodic. Stability and L2 gain
properties have been addressed in Heemels et al. (2016) for a class
of hybrid systems that exhibit linear flow dynamics, periodic timetriggered jumps and arbitrary nonlinear (possibly discontinuous) jump
maps, making a link with the lifted system approach from sampled-data
control theory. Discrete-time triggering conditions have been provided in
Guo et al. (2012) in view of a computer-based implementation, for which
the triggering condition is replaced by a discrete-time counterpart using
a sampled triggering signal. In that paper, the reset controller is designed
in three steps involving the baseline controller design, the reset matrix
design and the triggering condition tuning. Nearly-periodic situations
have been addressed in Hetel et al. (2013), considering uncertain intervals
between to reset instants, and manipulating the time condition rather
than the state condition for the resetting rule.
Recently, van Loon et al. (2017) proposed frequency-domain tools for
stability analysis of reset control system, with the objective to attract
interest of industrials in reset control strategies. Actually, little has
been done until now in the direction of frequency-domain tools allowing
to derive graphically verifiable stability conditions based on measured
frequency response data, with no need to manipulate a parametric
model. First attempts in that direction are contained in Hollot et al.
(2001), in which results regarding BIBO stability were provided for a
second-order linear continuous-time closed-loop dynamics. In Zhao and
Hua (2017), a Generalized First Order Reset Element (GFORE) has
been introduced to better fit for implementation on a physical analog
device. The main idea was to establish reset conditions depending on
input and output data, rather than less accessible information about
the plant states.
Reset control systems have also been extensively studied in the
presence of time delays. Stability analysis independent of the delay
was proposed in Baños and Barreiro (2009) using Lyapunov–Krasovskii
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functionals. On the other hand, stability analysis dependent of the delay
was addressed in Barreiro and Baños (2010) and Davó et al. (2017),
using an impulsive delay dynamical systems framework to manage resets
as impulsive events. Moreover, using a delay-dependent approach Zhao
and Wang (2014) considered piecewise Lyapunov functions to prove
stability of the reset observer. Stability analysis of time-delay reset
systems is also addressed in an application to networked control system
involving time-varying network-induced delays in Baños et al. (2014a),
but considering discrete-time reset system descriptions. Finally, reset
logics for improving the performance of high-gain observers have been
studied in Andrieu et al. (2016), the idea being to use reset to project
trajectories approaching a region of the state-space where high-gain
peaking occurs to another region free of peaking phenomena.
A different research route corresponds to the study of reset observers
(not addressed in this survey due to their different nature), as reported
in Paesa et al. (2011) and Paesa et al. (2012) and Andrieu et al. (2016)
with the idea to exploit resetting of some observer states to improve
the observer settling time and overshoot/peaking performance.
The main stream of studies relative to reset control systems has been
considering interconnection of reset compensators with linear plants.
There exist however a few works that explored the interconnection of
reset control systems with nonlinear plants. A passivity-based approach
has been proposed in Carrasco et al. (2010), considering a linear
compensator with reset action interconnected with a nonlinear plant. A
key advantage of the passivity-based approach is that it allows to derive
stability conditions to be checked on the linear compensator without
considering the reset action. Passivation-based arguments were also
used in Forni et al. (2011) using a passivity property of the continuoustime part of the reset controller associated with a suitable non-increase
condition for the storage function at jumps to prove stability. Stability
analysis for a class of Lipschitz nonlinear systems involving some
resetting action at fixed time instants was also performed in Rios et al.
(2017). LMI-based stability conditions were therein proposed thanks to
the use of a 2D vector Lyapunov function issued from the impulsive
system representation.

Full text available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1561/2600000017

References

Aangenent, W., G. Witvoet, W. Heemels, M. van de Molengraft, and
M. Steinbuch (2008). “An LMI-based L2 performance analysis for
reset control systems”. In: American Control Conference. Seattle
(WA), USA. 2248–2253.
Aangenent, W., G. Witvoet, W. Heemels, M. van de Molengraft, and M.
Steinbuch (2010). “Performance analysis of reset control systems”.
International Journal of Robust and Nonlinear Control. 20(11):
1213–1233.
Abdelrahim, M., R. Postoyan, J. Daafouz, and D. Nešić (2017). “Robust
event-triggered output feedback controllers for nonlinear systems”.
Automatica. 75: 96–108.
Andrieu, V., C. Prieur, S. Tarbouriech, and L. Zaccarian (2016). “A
hybrid scheme for reducing peaking in high-gain observers for a class
of nonlinear systems”. Automatica. (72): 138–146.
Anta, A. and P. Tabuada (2010). “To sample or not to sample: selftriggered control for nonlinear systems”. IEEE Transactions on
Automatic Control. 55: 2030–2042.
Artstein, Z. (1983). “Stabilization with relaxed controls”. Nonlinear
Analysis. 7(11): 1163–1173.

210

Full text available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1561/2600000017

References

211

Bakkeheim, J., T. A. Johansen, Ø. Smogeli, and A. J. Sørensen (2008).
“Lyapunov-Based Integrator Resetting With Application to Marine
Thruster Control”. IEEE Transactions on Control Systems Technology. 16(5): 908–917.
Baños, A. and A. Barreiro (2009). “Delay-independent stability of reset
systems”. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control. 54(2): 341–346.
Baños, A. and A. Barreiro (2011). Reset control systems. Springer.
Baños, A., F. Perez, and J. Cervera (2014a). “Network-Based Reset
Control Systems With Time-Varying Delays”. IEEE Transactions
on Industrial Informatics. 10(1): 514–522.
Baños, A., F. P. Rubio, S. Tarbouriech, and L. Zaccarian (2014b).
“Delay-independent stability via reset loops”. In: Low-Complexity
Controllers for Time-Delay Systems. Springer. 111–125.
Barreiro, A. and A. Baños (2010). “Delay-dependent stability of reset
systems”. Automatica. 46: 216–221.
Barreiro, A., A. Baños, S. Dormido, and J. A. González-Prieto (2014).
“Reset control systems with reset band: Well-posedness, limit cycles
and stability analysis”. Systems & Control Letters. 63: 1–11.
Beker, O., C. V. Hollot, and Y. Chait (1999a). “Stability of a MIMO
reset control system under constant inputs”. In: IEEE Conference
on Decision and Control. Phoenix, Arizona. 2780–2781.
Beker, O., C. V. Hollot, and Y. Chait (2001a). “Plant with integrator: An
example of reset control overcoming limitations of linear feedback”.
IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control. 46(11): 1797–1799.
Beker, O., C. V. Hollot, and Y. Chait (2001b). “Stability of limit
cycles in reset control systems”. In: American Control Conference.
Arlington, Virginia. 4681–4682.
Beker, O., C. V. Hollot, Y. Chait, and H. Han (2004). “Fundamental
properties of reset control systems”. Automatica. 40(6): 905–915.
Beker, O., C. V. Hollot, Q. Chen, and Y. Chait (1999b). “Stability of a
reset control system under constant inputs”. In: American Control
Conference. San Diego, California. 3044–3045.
Blanchini, F. and C. Savorgnan (2006). “Stabilizability of switched
linear systems does not imply the existence of convex Lyapunov
functions”. In: IEEE Conference on Decision and Control. IEEE.
119–124.

Full text available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1561/2600000017

212

References

Boyd, S. P., L. E. Ghaoui, E. Feron, and V. Balakrishnan (1994).
Linear Matrix Inequalities in System and Control Theory. Society
for Industrial and Applied Mathematics.
Bupp, R. T., D. S. Bernstein, V. S. Chellaboina, and W. M. Haddad
(2000). “Resetting virtual absorbers for vibration control”. Journal
of Vibration and Control. 6(1): 61–83.
Cai, C. and A. R. Teel (2009). “Characterizations of input-to-state
stability for hybrid systems.” Systems & Control Letters. 58(1):
47–53.
Cai, C., A. R. Teel, and R. Goebel (2008). “Smooth Lyapunov functions
for hybrid systems, part II: (Pre)asymptotically stable compact sets.”
IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control. 53(3): 734–748.
Carrasco, J. and A. Baños (2012). “Reset Control of an Industrial In-Line
pH Process”. IEEE Transactions on Control Systems Technology.
20(4): 1100–1106.
Carrasco, J., A. Baños, and A. van der Schaft (2010). “A passivity-based
approach to reset control systems stability”. Systems & Control
Letters. 59: 18–24.
Chait, Y. and C. V. Hollot (2002). “On Horowitz’s contributions to reset
control”. International Journal of Robust and Nonlinear Control. 12:
335–355.
Chen, Q., Y. Chait, and C. V. Hollot (2001). “Analysis of reset control
systems consisting of a FORE and second order loop”. Journal of
Dynamic Systems, Measurement and Control. 123: 279–283.
Chen, Q., C. V. Hollot, and Y. Chait (2000a). “Stability and asymptotic
performance analysis of a class of reset control systems”. In: IEEE
Conference on Decision and Control. Sidney, Australia. 251–256.
Chen, Q., C. V. Hollot, Y. Chait, and O. Beker (2000b). “On reset
control systems with second order plants”. In: American Control
Conference. Chicago, Illinois. 205–209.
Chilali, M. and P. Gahinet (1996). “H∞ Design with pole placement
constraints: An LMI approach.” IEEE Transactions on Automatic
Control. 41: 358–367.
Clarke, F. H. (1990). Optimization and Nonsmooth Analysis. Society
for Industrial and Applied Mathematics.

Full text available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1561/2600000017

References

213

Clegg, J. C. (1958). “A nonlinear integrator for servomechanisms”.
Transactions of the American Institute of Electrical Engineers. 77
(Part II): 41–42.
Cordioli, M. (2014). “Hybrid Current Controller for Proportional ElectroHydraulic Pressure Reducing Valve”. MS Thesis. University of
Trento, Italy.
Cordioli, M., M. Mueller, F. Panizzolo, F. Biral, and L. Zaccarian (2015).
“An adaptive reset control scheme for valve current tracking in a
power-split transmission system”. In: European Control Conference.
Linz, Austria. 1878–1883.
Davó, M. A., A. Baños, F. Gouaisbaut, S. Tarbouriech, and A. Seuret
(2017). “Stability analysis of linear impulsive delay dynamical systems via looped-functionals”. Automatica. 81: 107–114.
Fernandez, A., A. Barreiro, A. Banos, and J. Carrasco (2008). “Reset
control for passive teleoperation”. In: 34th Annual Conference of
IEEE Industrial Electronics. 2935–2940.
Ferrante, F., F. Gouaisbaut, R. G. Sanfelice, and S. Tarbouriech (2016).
“State estimation of linear systems in the presence of sporadic
measurements”. Automatica. 73: 101–109.
Ferrante, F., F. Gouaisbaut, and S. Tarbouriech (2015). “Stabilization
of continuous-time linear systems subject to input quantization”.
Automatica. 58: 167–172.
Feuer, A., G. C. Goodwin, and M. Salgado (1997). “Potential benefits
of hybrid control for linear time invariant plants”. In: American
Control Conference. Albuquerque, New Mexico. 2790–2794.
Fiacchini, M., S. Tarbouriech, and C. Prieur (2012). “Quadratic stability
for hybrid systems with nested saturations”. IEEE Transactions on
Automatic Control. 57(7): 1832–1838.
Fiacchini, M., S. Tarbouriech, and C. Prieur (2013). “Exponential
Stability for Hybrid Systems with Saturations”. In: Hybrid Systems
with Constraints. Ed. by J. Daafouz, S. Tarbouriech, and M. Sigalotti.
Wiley. 179–212.
Fichera, F. (2013). “Lyapunov Techniques for a Class of Hybrid Systems
and Reset Controller Syntheses for Continuous-Time Plants”. PhD
thesis. ISAE, Toulouse.

Full text available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1561/2600000017

214

References

Fichera, F., C. Prieur, S. Tarbouriech, and L. Zaccarian (2012a). “A
Convex Hybrid H∞ Synthesis with Guaranteed Convergence Rate”.
In: IEEE Conference on Decision and Control. Maui (HI), USA.
4217–4222.
Fichera, F., C. Prieur, S. Tarbouriech, and L. Zaccarian (2012b).
“Improving the performance of linear systems by adding a hybrid
loop: The output feedback case.” In: American Control Conference.
Montreal, Canada.
Fichera, F., C. Prieur, S. Tarbouriech, and L. Zaccarian (2012c). “On
hybrid state-feedback loops based on a dwell-time logic.” In: 4th
IFAC Conference on Analysis and Design of Hybrid Systems. Eindoven, The Netherlands.
Fichera, F., C. Prieur, S. Tarbouriech, and L. Zaccarian (2013a). “Static
Anti-Windup Scheme for a Class of Homogeneous Dwell-Time
Hybrid Controllers”. In: European Control Conference. Zürich
(Switzerland). 1681–1686.
Fichera, F., C. Prieur, S. Tarbouriech, and L. Zaccarian (2013b). “Using
Luenberger Observers and Dwell-time Logic for Feedback Hybrid
Loops in Continuous-time Control Systems”. International Journal
of Robust and Nonlinear Control. 23(10): 1065–1086.
Fichera, F., C. Prieur, S. Tarbouriech, and L. Zaccarian (2015). “LMIbased Reset H∞ Analysis and Design for Linear Continuous-time
Plants.” HAL. hal-number: hal-01236972v1.
Fichera, F., C. Prieur, S. Tarbouriech, and L. Zaccarian (2016). “LMIbased Reset H-infinity Design for Linear Continuous-time Plants”.
IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control. 61(12): 4157–4163.
Forni, F., S. Galeani, D. Nešić, and L. Zaccarian (2010). “Lazy sensors
for the scheduling of measurements samples transmission in linear
closed loops over networks.” In: IEEE Conference on Decision and
Control. Atlanta (GA), USA. 6469–6474.
Forni, F., S. Galeani, D. Nešić, and L. Zaccarian (2014). “Event-triggered
transmission for linear control over communication channels”. Automatica. 50(2): 490–498.
Forni, F., D. Nešić, and L. Zaccarian (2011). “Reset passivation of nonlinear controllers via suitable time-regular reset map.” Automatica.
47(9): 2099–2106.

Full text available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1561/2600000017

References

215

Franklin, G., J. D. Powell, and A. Emami-Naeini (2009). Feedback
Control of Dynamic Systems, 6ed. Prentice Hall.
Freeman, R. A. and P. V. Kokotović (1996). “Inverse optimality in
robust stabilization”. SIAM Journal of Control and Optimization.
34(4): 1365–1391.
Ghaffari, V., P. Karimaghaee, and A. Khayatian (2014). “Reset law
design based on robust model predictive strategy for uncertain
systems”. Journal of Process Control. 24(1): 261–268.
Goebel, R., J. Hespanha, A. R. Teel, C. Cai, and R. G. Sanfelice (2004).
“Hybrid systems: Generalized solutions and robust stability”. In:
IFAC Symposium on Nonlinear Control Systems. Stuttgart, Germany.
1–12.
Goebel, R., R. G. Sanfelice, and A. R. Teel (2009). “Hybrid dynamical
systems.” IEEE Control Systems Magazine. 29(2): 28–93.
Goebel, R., R. G. Sanfelice, and A. R. Teel (2012). Hybrid Dynamical
Systems: Modeling, Stability, and Robustness. Princeton University
Press.
Goebel, R. and A. R. Teel (2006). “Solutions to hybrid inclusions via
set and graphical convergence with stability theory applications”.
Automatica. 42(4): 573–587.
Goebel, R. and A. R. Teel (2010). “Preasymptotic Stability and Homogeneous Approximations of Hybrid Dynamical Systems”. SIAM
Review. 52(1): 87–109.
Guo, Y., W. Gui, C. Yang, and L. Xie (2012). “Stability analysis
and design of reset control systems with discrete-time triggering
conditions”. Automatica. 48(3): 528–535.
Guo, Y., Y. Wang, L. Xie, and J. Zheng (2009). “Stability analysis and
design of reset systems: Theory and an application”. Automatica.
45(2): 492–497.
Haddad, W. M., V. Chellaboina, and N. Kablar (2000). “Active control
of combustion instabilities via hybrid resetting controllers”. In:
American Control Conference. Chicago, Illinois. 2378–2382.
Haddad, W. M., V. Chellaboina, and N. Kablar (2001). “Non-linear
impulsive dynamical systems. Part II: Stability of feedback interconnections and optimality”. International Journal of Control. 74(17):
1659–1677.

Full text available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1561/2600000017

216

References

Heemels, W. P. M. H., M. C. F. Donkers, and A. R. Teel (2013). “Periodic
Event-Triggered Control for Linear Systems”. IEEE Transactions
on Automatic Control. 58(4): 847–861.
Heemels, W. P. M. H., G. E. Dullerud, and A. R. Teel (2016). “L2 Gain Analysis for a Class of Hybrid Systems With Applications to
Reset and Event-Triggered Control: A Lifting Approach”. IEEE
Transactions on Automatic Control. 61(10): 2766–2781.
Hetel, L., J. Daafouz, S. Tarbouriech, and C. Prieur (2013). “Stabilization of linear impulsive systems through a nearly-periodic reset”.
Nonlinear Analysis: Hybrid Systems. 7(1): 4–15.
Hollot, C. V., O. Beker, Y. Chait, and Q. Chen (2001). “On establishing
classic performance measures for reset control systems”. In: Perspectives in Robust Control. Ed. by S. O. Moheimani. LNCIS 268.
Springer. 123–147.
Hollot, C. V., Y. Zheng, and Y. Chait (1997). “Stability analysis for
control systems with reset integrators”. In: IEEE Conference on
Decision and Control. San Diego, California. 1717–1719.
Horowitz, I. and P. Rosenbaum (1975). “Non-linear design for cost of
feedback reduction in systems with large parameter uncertainty”.
International Journal of Control. 21: 977–1001.
Hu, H., Y. Zheng, Y. Chait, and C. V. Hollot (1997). “On the zero inputs
stability of control systems with Clegg integrators”. In: American
Control Conference. Albuquerque, New Mexico. 408–410.
Isidori, A. (1995). Nonlinear control systems. Third. in Communications
and Control Engineering Series. Berlin: Springer-Verlag.
Johansson, K. H., J. Lygeros, S. Sastry, and M. Egerstedt (1999).
“Simulation of zeno hybrid automata”. In: IEEE Conference on
Decision and Control. Phoenix, Arizona. 3538–3543.
Kapasouris, P., M. Athans, and G. Stein (1988). “Design of feedback
control systems for stable plants with saturating actuators.” In:
IEEE Conference on Decision and Control. Austin, TX. 469–479.
Khalil, H. K. (2002). Nonlinear Systems. 3rd. Prentice-Hall.
Krishnan, K. R. and I. M. Horowitz (1974). “Synthesis of a non-linear
feedback system with significant plant-ignorance for prescribed
system tolerances”. International Journal of Control. 19: 689–706.

Full text available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1561/2600000017

References

217

Krstić, M., I. I. Kanellakopoulos, and P. V. Kokotović (1995). Nonlinear and adaptive control design. Communications and Control
Engineering Series. New York: Wiley.
Li, H., C. Du, Y. Wang, and Y. Guo (2009). “Discrete-Time Optimal
Reset Control for Hard Disk Drive Servo Systems”. IEEE Transactions on Magnetics. 45(11 Part 1): 5104–5107.
Li, Y., G. Guo, and Y. Wang (2011). “Reset Control for Midfrequency
Narrowband Disturbance Rejection With an Application in Hard
Disk Drives”. IEEE Transactions on Control Systems Technology.
19(6): 1339–1348.
Liberzon, D. (2003). Switching in Systems and Control. Springer.
Lin, Y. and E. D. Sontag (1991). “A universal formula for stabilization
with bounded controls”. Systems & Control Letters. 16(6): 393–397.
Ljung, L. (2007). System Identification Toolbox for Use with MATLAB.
The Mathworks, Inc.
Löfberg, J. (2004). “YALMIP: A toolbox for modeling and optimization
in MATLAB.” In: Proceedings of the CACSD Conference. Taipei,
Taiwan. url: http://users.isy.liu.se/johanl/yalmip.
Loquen, T., S. Tarbouriech, and C. Prieur (2007). “Stability analysis
for reset systems with input saturation”. In: IEEE Conference on
Decision and Control. New Orleans, LA, USA. 3272–3277.
Loquen, T., S. Tarbouriech, and C. Prieur (2008). “Stability of reset
control systems with nonzero reference”. In: IEEE Conference on
Decision and Control. Cancun, Mexico. 3386–3391.
Luenberger, D. G. (1966). “Observers for multivariable systems.” IEEE
Transactions on Automatic Control. 11(2): 190–197.
Marx, S., V. Andrieu, and C. Prieur (2016). “Semi-global stabilization by
an output feedback law from a hybrid state controller”. Automatica.
74: 90–98.
Masubuchi, I., A. Ohara, and N. Suda (1998). “LMI-based controller
synthesis: A unified formulation and solution.” International Journal
of Robust and Nonlinear Control. 8(8): 669–686.
Mueller, M., W. Scandella, and S. Mutschler (2014). “Power-Split
Transmission for a Traction Drive and Method for Controlling
the Transmission”. US Patent Application 14/182,584. url: http:
//www.google.com/patents/US20140236433.

Full text available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1561/2600000017

218

References

Nešić, D., A. R. Teel, G. Valmorbida, and L. Zaccarian (2013). “Finitegain Lp stability for hybrid dynamical systems.” Automatica. 49(8):
2384–2396.
Nešić, D., A. R. Teel, and L. Zaccarian (2008a). “On necessary and
sufficient conditions for exponential and L2 stability of planar reset
systems”. In: American Control Conference. Seattle (WA), USA.
4140–4145.
Nešić, D., A. R. Teel, and L. Zaccarian (2011). “Stability and performance of SISO control systems with first order reset elements”.
IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control. 56(11): 2567–2582.
Nešić, D., L. Zaccarian, and A. R. Teel (2005). “Stability properties of
reset systems”. In: IFAC World Congress. Prague, Czech Republic.
Nešić, D., L. Zaccarian, and A. R. Teel (2008b). “Stability properties of
reset systems”. Automatica. 44(8): 2019–2026.
Nicosia, S., A. Tornambè, and P. Valigi (1990). “Experimental results
in state estimation of industrial robots”. In: IEEE Conference on
Decision and Control. 360–365.
Paesa, D., A. Baños, and C. Sagues (2011). “Optimal reset adaptive
observer design”. Systems & Control Letters. 60: 877–883.
Paesa, D., C. Franco, S. Llorente, G. Lopez-Nicolas, and C. Sagues
(2012). “Reset Adaptive Observer for a Class of Nonlinear Systems”.
IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control. 57(2): 506–511.
Panni, F. S., H. Waschl, D. Alberer, and L. Zaccarian (2014). “Position
Regulation of an EGR Valve Using reset control with adaptive
feedforward”. IEEE Transactions on Control Systems Technology.
22(6): 2424–2431.
Peng, C. and T. C. Yang (2013). “Event-triggered communication and
H∞ control co-design for networked control systems”. Automatica.
49(5): 1326–1332.
Pontryagin, L. S., V. G. Boltyanskij, R. V. Gamkrelidze, and E. F.
Mishchenko (1962). The Mathematical Theory of Optimal Processes.
Wiley.
Postoyan, R., P. Tabuada, D. Nesic, and A. Anta (2011). “Eventtriggered and self-triggered stabilization of distributed networked
control systems”. In: IEEE Conference on Decision and Control and
European Control Conference. Orlando, USA. 2565–2570.

Full text available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1561/2600000017

References

219

Prieur, C. and A. Astolfi (2003). “Robust stabilization of chained
systems via hybrid control”. IEEE Transactions on Automatic
Control. 48(10): 1768–1772.
Prieur, C., R. Goebel, and A. R. Teel (2007). “Hybrid feedback control
and robust stabilization of nonlinear systems”. IEEE Transactions
on Automatic Control. 52(11): 2103–2117.
Prieur, C., S. Tarbouriech, and L. Zaccarian (2010). “Guaranteed
stability for nonlinear systems by means of a hybrid loop”. In:
IFAC Symposium on Nonlinear Control Systems. Bologna, Italy.
72–77.
Prieur, C., S. Tarbouriech, and L. Zaccarian (2011). “Improving the
performance of linear systems by adding a hybrid loop”. In: 18th
IFAC World Congress. Milan, Italy. 6301–6306.
Prieur, C., S. Tarbouriech, and L. Zaccarian (2013). “Lyapunov-based
hybrid loops for stability and performance of continuous-time control
systems”. Automatica. 49(2): 577–584.
Prieur, C. and A. R. Teel (2011). “Uniting local and global output
feedback controllers”. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control.
56(7): 1636–1649.
Rios, H., L. Hetel, and D. Efimov (2017). “Nonlinear impulsive systems:
2D stability analysis approach”. Automatica. 80: 32–40.
Sanfelice, R. G., R. Goebel, and A. R. Teel (2007). “Invariance Principles for Hybrid Systems With Connections to Detectability and
Asymptotic Stability”. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control.
52(12): 2282–2297.
Sanfelice, R., D. Copp, and P. Nanez (2013). “A toolbox for simulation
of hybrid systems in Matlab/Simulink: Hybrid equations (HyEQ)
toolbox”. In: Proceedings of the 16th International Conference on
Hybrid Systems: Computation and Control. ACM.
Satoh, A. (2011). “State Feedback Synthesis of Linear Reset Control
with L2 Performance Bound via LMI Approach”. In: 18th IFAC
World Congress. Milan, Italy. 5860–5865.
Scherer, C., P. Gahinet, and M. Chilali (1997). “Multiobjective outputfeedback control via LMI optimization.” IEEE Transactions on
Automatic Control. 42(7).

Full text available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1561/2600000017

220

References

Seuret, A., C. Prieur, and N. Marchand (2014). “Stability of non-linear
systems by means of event-triggered sampling algorithms”. IMA
Journal of Mathematical Control and Information. 31(3): 415–433.
Seuret, A., S. Tarbouriech, C. Prieur, and L. Zaccarian (2016). “Eventtriggered control via reset control systems framework”. In: IFAC
Symposium on Nonlinear Control Systems. Monterey (CA), USA.
Tabuada, P. (2007). “Event-triggered real-time scheduling of stabilizing
control tasks”. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control. 52(9):
1680–1685.
Tanwani, A., C. Prieur, and M. Fiacchini (2016). “Observer-Based
Feedback Stabilization of Linear Systems with Event-triggered
Sampling and Dynamic Quantization”. Systems & Control Letters.
94: 46–56.
Tanwani, A., A. R. Teel, and C. Prieur (2015). “On using norm estimators for event-triggered control with dynamic output feedback”.
In: IEEE Conference on Decision and Control. Osaka, Japan. 5500–
5505.
Tarbouriech, S., T. Loquen, and C. Prieur (2011). “Anti-windup strategy
for reset control systems”. International Journal of Robust and
Nonlinear Control. 21(10): 1159–1177.
Teel, A. R. (2010). “Observer-based hybrid feedback: A local separation
principle”. In: American Control Conference. 898–903.
Teel, A. R., F. Forni, and L. Zaccarian (2013). “Lyapunov-based Sufficient Conditions for Exponential Stability in Hybrid Systems”.
IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control. 58(6): 1591–1596.
Tuna, S. E. and A. R. Teel (2006). “Homogeneous hybrid systems and
a converse Lyapunov theorem”. In: IEEE Conference on Decision
and Control. Las Vegas (NV), USA. 6235–6240.
van Loon, S. J. L. M., K. G. J. Gruntjens, M. F. Heertjes, N. van
de Wouw, and W. P. M. H. Heemels (2017). “Frequency-domain
tools for stability analysis of reset control systems”. Automatica. 82:
101–108.
Vidal, A. and A. Baños (2010). “Reset compensation for temperature
control: Experimental application on heat exchangers”. Chemical
Engineering Journal. 159(1-3): 170–181.

Full text available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1561/2600000017

References

221

Villaverde, A. F., A. Barreiro Blas, J. Carrasco, and A. Baños Torrico
(2011). “Reset Control for Passive Bilateral Teleoperation”. IEEE
Transactions on Industrial Electronics. 58(7): 3037–3045.
Witvoet, G., W. Aangenent, W. Heemels, M. van de Molengraft, and
M. Steinbuch (2007). “H2 performance analysis of reset control
systems”. In: Conference on Decision and Control. New Orleans
(LA), USA. 3278–3284.
Wu, D., G. Guo, and Y. Wang (2007). “Reset integral-derivative control
for HDD servo systems”. IEEE Transactions on Control Systems
Technology. 15(1): 161–167.
Yuan, C. and F. Wu (2014). “Output feedback reset control of general
MIMO LTI systems”. In: European Control Conference. Strasbourge,
france. 2334–2339.
Zaccarian, L., D. Nešić, and A. R. Teel (2005). “First order reset
elements and the Clegg integrator revisited”. In: American Control
Conference. Portland (OR), USA. 563–568.
Zaccarian, L., D. Nešić, and A. R. Teel (2006). “Explicit Lyapunov
Functions for Stability and Performance Characterizations of FOREs
Connected to an Integrator”. In: IEEE Conference on Decision and
Control. San Diego (CA), USA. 771–776.
Zaccarian, L., D. Nešić, and A. R. Teel (2007). “Set-point stabilization of
SISO linear systems using first order reset elements”. In: American
Control Conference. New York (NY), USA. 5808–5809.
Zaccarian, L., D. Nešić, and A. R. Teel (2011). “Analytical and numerical
Lyapunov functions for SISO linear control systems with first-order
reset elements.” International Journal of Robust and Nonlinear
Control. 21: 1134–1158.
Zhao, G. and C. Hua (2017). “Improved High-Order-Reset-Element
Model Based on Circuit Analysis”. IEEE Transactions on Circuits
and Systems — II. 64(4): 432–436.
Zhao, G. and J. Wang (2014). “Reset observers for linear time-varying
delay systems: Delay-dependent approach”. Journal of the Franklin
Institute. 351(11): 5133–5147.
Zheng, J., Y. Guo, M. Fu, Y. Wang, and L. Xie (2007). “Improved Reset
Control Design for a PZT Positioning Stage”. In: IEEE International
Conference on Control Applications. 1272–1277.

Full text available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.1561/2600000017

222

References

Zheng, Y., Y. Chait, C. V. Hollot, M. Steinbuch, and M. Norg (2000).
“Experimental demonstration of reset control design”. Control Engineering Practice. 8: 113–120.

