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Abstract— Selective Laser Melting (SLM) is an additive man-
ufacturing technology that builds three dimensional parts by
melting layers of metal powder together with a laser that traces
out a desired geometry. SLM is popular in industry, however
the inherent melting and re-solidification of the metal during
the process can, if left uncontrolled, cause excessive residual
stress, porosity, and other defects in the final printed parts. This
paper presents a control-oriented thermal model of a multi-
layer SLM process and proposes a structured model reduction
methodology with an associated reduced order model based
in-layer controller to track temperature references. Simulation
studies demonstrate that the controller is able to prevent layer-
to-layer heat buildup and that good closed-loop performance is
possible using relatively low-order models.

I. INTRODUCTION

Additive manufacturing (AM) provides flexibility and cus-
tomizability to produce intricate product geometries with a
wide variety of materials. While AM processes are widely
adopted in practice, reliability and repeatability are often
important challenges due to the complex physics involved in
the processes and disturbances that affect process quality [1].
In this work, we focus on Selective Laser Melting (SLM),
and propose a multi-layer control oriented model together
with an in-layer state feedback controller for temperature
regulation. SLM is a popular AM process that is widely
adopted in industry [2]. In SLM, metallic powder is deposited
in a thin layer, before a laser moves along a predetermined
path to melt portions of the powder layer and fuse it with
the underlying layer or substrate. This process is repeated
over several layers to gradually build up a 3D part. Thermal
stresses due to melting and solidification may induce exces-
sive residual stresses on the resulting part [3]. Additionally,
excessive heat accumulation in subsequent layers due to
the melting process may cause defects such as porosity,
or disturbances in the melt pool [4], [5], which in turn
affect the mechanical properties of the resulting 3D part.
Therefore, closed-loop process controllers have the potential
to significantly improve performance and printed part quality.

An important challenge when developing closed-loop con-
trol for the SLM process is a lack of control-oriented mod-
els [6]. An effective way of controlling heat accumulation is
by adjusting laser power to influence the process temperature
[6]. Data-driven concepts using multiple in-situ sensors for
closed-loop control are presented in [7], but require large
training data sets. Accurate analytical and computational
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Physikstrasse 3, 8092 Zürich, Switzerland. Emails: {dliaomc, ebalta,
wueestry, ralisa, jlygeros}@ethz.ch. A. Rupenyan is also
with Inspire AG. Research supported by NCCR Automation, a National
Centre of Competence in Research, funded by the Swiss National Science
Foundation (grant number 180545).

models to simulate the process dynamics are proposed in [8]–
[10]. However, these models are typically not suitable for
control design as they are often computationally expensive.
Additionally, none of the previously mentioned models cap-
ture the multi-layer dynamics of the process, which is a cru-
cial aspect for accurate process control. A control-oriented
process model considering loose powder or bulk material
in a preceding layer is developed in [11], but the thermal
distribution of the preceding layer and heat accumulation is
not considered.

Recent work has proposed methods to perform closed-loop
control for SLM processes. In [12], a graph-based model for
the thermodynamics within a single layer is used for iterative
learning control. Despite promising results for the given case,
the model cannot capture heat accumulation as it only consid-
ers a single layer over a substrate with uniform temperature
distribution. In [13], a proportional-integral (PI) controller
is considered for in-layer control of melt pool size through
laser power. Similarly, simulated pyrometer measurements
are used in a proof of concept proportional controller in [14].
While demonstrating practical applicability, these controllers
do not consider optimal regulation or input constraints of
the physical process, and do not capture the multi-layer
process dynamics. In [15], a Gaussian Process surrogate
model for a single layer process is considered for in-layer
closed loop model predictive control (MPC) of the laser
power. While MPC provides improved control performance,
multi-layer dynamics of the process and heat accumulation
from previous layers again is not considered. A layer-to-
layer control oriented-model for SLM is presented in [16].
The model keeps track of a fixed number of top layers.
However, the performance and approximation error of this
model reduction is not demonstrated and no controller is
presented with the proposed model.

This work presents a control-oriented multi-layer model
that captures the layer-to-layer thermodynamics of SLM.
We utilize a graph-based approach to model the thermal
dynamics of the printed part over multiple layers, building
on the previous work in [12] for a single layer. We then
propose a structured methodology to construct a reduced-
order model (ROM) and quantify the approximation error of
the proposed ROM through a representative case study. Using
the multi-layer ROM, we develop an in-layer finite-horizon
reduced-order linear quadratic regulator (LQR) that uses state
feedback to track desired temperature references. To the best
of the authors’ knowledge, this work is the first effort to
model the multi-layer thermodynamics of the SLM process
in the context of closed-loop in-layer process controllers. The
contributions of this work are threefold:
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(i) A multi-layer control-oriented model for the layer-to-
layer thermal dynamics of an SLM process.

(ii) Reduced order approximations of the multi-layer
model, considering the thermal properties of the printed
layers in the process.

(iii) A preliminary state feedback controller for in-layer
control to achieve uniform temperature gradients in
subsequent layers.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section II we
formalize the multi-layer thermal control problem and derive
full and reduced-order models in Section III. Section IV
presents an in-layer controller based on the reduced order
model, Section V illustrates the performance of the controller
through simulated case studies, and Section VI concludes the
paper and discusses directions for future work.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider an SLM process with N layers indexed by
k. While the physics of SLM processes are complex and
include a variety of phenomena1, successful models of the
temperature field omitting many of these phenomena have
been reported [12], [17], [18]. Adopting similar assumptions,
we consider the volumetric enthalpy Hk and temperature Tk
of the process. These fields evolve in a rectangular build
volume Ωk ⊂ R3 and are governed by the heat equation

d

dt
Hk(x, t)= ~∇·(κ(x)∇Tk(x, t)), x ∈ Ωk, t ∈ [0, τk], (1)

where κ is the thermal conductivity and τk is the layer
print time. Following [12], we neglect phase transition effects
and let H = cpT , where cp is the specific heat capacity of
the material. The temperature field is subject to boundary
conditions P(∇T, T, q) = 0 on ∂Ωk. These boundary
conditions include a fixed temperature on the lower surface of
the volume (i.e., the build plate is held at a fixed temperature
Ts), convective cooling on the upper surface, and heat flux
q applied by the laser.

After each layer is printed, the build plate is lowered to
accommodate a new layer, enlarging the build volume, and
a fresh layer of power is spread via the recoating process.
During this period, the build volume cools and heat flows
into the new powder layer. These steps are represented by
the relation

Tk+1(x, 0) = Sk(Tk(x, τk), τc), (2)

where τc is the recoating time.
The laser moves along a trajectory µk : [0, τk]→ R2 that

defines the sliced geometry of the part at layer k. As in
[12], [15] we adopt a Gaussian beam model and take the
laser power as our controlled variable. Specifically, the heat
flux due to the laser is

q(x, t) = B(x, t)u(t) (3)

1E.g., phase transitions, meltpool convection, atmospheric convection,
plasma generation, powder gain kinetics and so on.

where x ∈ R2 is the two-dimensional spatial variable,

B(x, t) =
α√
|Σ|(2π)2

e−
1
2‖x−µ(t)‖2

Σ−1 (4)

is the beam intensity, α ∈ (0, 1) is the flux fraction absorbed
by the material, and u is the laser power. The covariance
matrix Σ = R2

9 I is chosen so as 99.7% of the laser power
is deposited within the radius R of the beam.

In this paper, we choose the output

y(t) =

∫
∂Ωs

k

B(x, t)TT (x, t) dx, (5)

which is a weighted average over the top surface ∂Ωsk of the
temperature under the laser. Our objective is to construct a
feedback controller that drives y to a reference trajectory ydk
during each layer.

A typical SLM control architecture consists of two feed-
back loops as illustrated in Figure 1. The inner in-layer
loop adjusts the power at run-time, i.e., while the layer is
printed, while the outer layer-to-layer (L2L) loop provides
input profiles for a complete layer. In this paper, we focus on
in-layer control for improving the closed-loop performance
through efficient state feedback updates.

Process/Plant Layer

In-layer 
Measurement/Estimation

PartIn-layer 
Controller

Layer 
Reference

Layer-to-layer 
Measurement/Estimation

Layer-to-layer
Controller

Layer-to-layer Control Loop

In-layer Control Loop

Fig. 1. A typical two-loop architecture for SLM control. The inner-loop
operates at high (1 to 10 kHz) rates while the layer-to-layer (L2L) loop
executes once per layer, typically in the 0.01 to 10 Hz range.

III. MULTI-LAYER THERMAL MODELLING

The multi-layer control problem involves a partial dif-
ferential equation (PDE), which is spatially discretized for
computational tractability. In this section, we extend the
single-layer graph-based modelling/discretization framework
from [12] to consider multiple layers and use it to derive a
simulation and a reduced-order model for control design.

A. Multi-layer Simulation Model
To discretize the build volume, we construct a grid as

shown in Figure 2. As in [12], each node represents a
rectangular cell of size δx× δy × δz. These nodes are used
to define a weighted graph G = (V, E , κ) where V are the
nodes, E are the edges, and κij is the conductivity2 between
nodes i and j. The equation for each node in the first layer
is

CipṪ
i(t) = −

∑
j∈Ni

κij(T i(t)− T j(t)) + κs(Ts − Ti(t))

+ h∞(T∞ − T i(t)) + bi(t)u(t) (6)

2The difference in conductivity of powder and solidified metal is ac-
counted for using the method in [19].



Fig. 2. The build volume is descritized using a grid. The system state
is the temperature of all the cells, the output is a weighted average of the
temperature below the laser, the control input is the laser power, and ambient
and substrate temperature act as exogenous inputs.

where Ni are the neighbours of node i, Cip is the heat
capacity of node i, bi(t) is the Gaussian power distribution
(4) evaluated at node i, κs is the thermal conductivity
between nodes and the build plate, Ts is the temperature
of the build plate, h∞ is the convection coefficient between
nodes and the atmosphere, and T∞ is the temperature of the
ambient atmosphere.

To extend the model (6) into a multi-layer model, the
graph Gk is made layer dependent and is augmented with
`ik, the layer number of node i, i.e., Gk = (Vk, Ek, κk, `k).
The temperature evolution equation for node i is then

CipṪ
i(t) = −

∑
j∈Ni

κij(T i(t)− T j(t)) + δikκs(Ts − Ti(t))

+ σikh∞(T∞ − T i(t)) + δikb
i
k(t)u(t) (7a)

where the binary variables

σik =

{
1 if `ik = k

0 else
and δik =

{
1 if `ik = 1

0 else
, (7b)

track if a given node is in the top most or bottom most layer
and bik(t) is the beam intensity function (4) evaluated at the
centre of node i.

Let mk = |Vk| denote the number of nodes, and xk =
[T 1 . . . Tmk ]T the state of the system, i.e., the collected
temperature of all nodes. Further, introduce the binary vec-
tors σk = [σ1

k . . . σmk

k ]T , and δk = [δ1
k . . . δmk

k ]T ,that
track if a node is on the top or bottom layer. Then (7a)-(7b)
can be written compactly as

Cpk ẋk(t) = −(Lk +Hk)xk(t)+

h∞σkT∞ + κsδkTs + B̃k(t)uk(t), (8)

where Lk = L(Gk) is the graph Laplacian (with weights
κij) [20, Section 2.3.3], Hk = h∞diag (σk) + κsdiag (δk),
Cpk is a diagonal matrix of heat capacities, and B̃k(t) =
[b1k(t) . . . bmk

k ]T . This can be written as an linear time
varying (LTV) system in the standard form

ẋk(t) = Akxk(t) +Bk(t)uk(t) + dk (9a)

yk(t) = Bk(t)Txk(t) (9b)

where Ak = −(Cpk)−1(Lk + Hk), Bk = (Cpk)−1B̃k and
dk = (Cpk)−1(h∞σkT∞ + κsδkTs). The next layer operator
Sk is then given by the layer-to-layer update

xk+1(0) =

[
eAkτc

0

]
xk(τk) +

[
A−1
k (eAkτc − I)dk

Ts1

]
, (10)

where 1 is a vector of all ones, so that the temperatures
evolves according to (9) with u(t) = 0 during the recoating
period τc then new powder with temperature Ts is added.

B. Layer Merging Reduced-order Approximations

The dimension, and thus the computational complexity, of
the full-order model (9) grows linearly with the number of
layers. This makes it challenging to use (9) for control design
since SLM parts commonly have anywhere from 10 to 1000
or more layers.

To overcome this challenge, we propose a simple model
reduction technique. First, we select a layer Region of
Interest (ROI) γ, e.g., γ = 2 for the top 2 layers. Then
we combine all other layers into a single “merged layer”,
as illustrated in Figure 3. This leads to a reduced graph
G̃k = (Ṽk, Ẽk, κ̃k, ˜̀

k) with m̃k = |Ṽk| nodes; the first ñk
nodes belong to the merged layer. The state of the ROM is

x̃k = [T̃ 1 . . . T̃ ñk . . . T̃ m̃k ]T . (11)

The dynamic equations are identical to the full-order case
but are based on the reduced graph G̃k, i.e.,

˙̃xk(t) = Ãkx̃k(t) + B̃k(t)uk(t) + d̃k (12a)

yk(t) = B̃k(t)T x̃k(t) (12b)

where Ãk = −(C̃pk)−1(L̃k + H̃k) with weighted graph
Laplacian L̃k = L(G̃k), diagonal matrix of heat capacities
C̃pk and so on.

Adding a layer in the ROM requires incorporating a layer
from the ROI into the merged layer. This process is illustrated
graphically in Figure 3 and is done so as to ensure energy
conservation. Let x̃`k indicate the temperatures of layer ` in
the ROM with ` = 0 denoting the merged layer. Then the
layer transition operator S̃k is given by

x̃k(τk + τc) = eÃkτc x̃k(τk) + Ã−1
k (eÃkτc − I)d̃k

x̃0
k+1(0) = (C̃0

k + C̃1
k)−1(C̃0

k x̃
0
k(τk + τc) + C̃1

k x̃
1
k(τk + τc))

x̃ik+1(0) = x̃i+1
k (τk + τc) i = 1, . . . , γ − 1

x̃γk+1(0) = 1Ts (13)

where C̃ik is the diagonal matrix of heat capacities for layer
i. The layer above the merged layer is incorporated into the
merged layer and the remaining layers are modeled in the
same way as the full-order model (FOM).

To quantify the error between the FOM and ROM, we
performed a simulation of a straight path using the param-
eters in Section V. The relative error is calculated using
the average temperature error (between the FOM and ROM,
normalized by the FOM) integrated over the top layer. The
ROM approximates the FOM well even with a small ROI as
shown in Figure 4.
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Fig. 3. When a new layer is added to the ROM the bottom most layer in
the region of interest (ROI) is incorporated into the merged layer before a
new power layer is added to the top.

Fig. 4. The model-reduction error increases with the total number of
layers in the part but eventually stabilizes. If the ROI is greater than the
total number of layers, the model is exact and the relative error is zero. The
FOM is well approximated by the ROM even with a small ROI.

IV. IN-LAYER STATE FEEDBACK CONTROL

As illustrated in Figure 1, a typical SLM control ar-
chitecture consists of two feedback loops; there is usually
a significant timescale separation between the two loops
(hence the utility of the design). Since the L2L control loop
adjusts the control input to be executed in an open-loop
for a subsequent layer, it cannot provide in-layer feedback
adjustments for improved robustness to disturbances. On the
other hand, an in-layer controller operates at high sampling
rates (e.g., 1 to 10 kHz), which limits the computational
complexity of suitable methods.

In this paper, our objective is to use the laser power input
uk to drive the output yk to the desired reference trajectory
ydk via in-layer control. Since the in-layer controller needs
to be executable within milli or microseconds, we propose
an architecture based on the discrete-time LQR3 and the
presented ROM. This leads to an affine feedback law where
the gain matrices can be computed offline and only vector
addition and matrix multiplication operations are required
online. These can be easily parallelized and implemented on
high-speed digital hardware, such as a field-programmable
gate array (FPGA).

We assume full-state feedback for simplicity. In a typ-
ical SLM system, a combination of thermal cameras and
pyrometers are available and could be used to measure the
temperature distribution of the surface, which in turn may be

3We select an LQR architecture instead of a PID controller due to the
LQRs well-known robustness properties and to better exploit our model of
the SLM process.

used to construct an observer for the reduced state. The ROM
state is observable from surface temperature measurements4

and implementing an observer would require only matrix-
vector operations, similar to the LQR controller.

Our proposed controller is based on an exact discretization
of the ROM (12) with sampling period h > 0. The resulting
dynamics are

x̃k[l + 1] = Ākx̃k[l] + B̄k[l]uk[l] + d̄k (14a)
yk[l] = C̄k[l]x̃k[l] (14b)

where l is the discrete-time index (i.e., t = lh), Āk = eÃkh,
B̄k[l] = Ã−1

k (Āk − I)B̃k(lh), d̄k = Ã−1
k (Āk − I)d̃k and

C̄k[l] = B̃Tk (lh).
We define our controller using the solution of the linear-

quadratic regulator (LQR) problem

min
uk

Nk∑
l=0

‖yk[l]− ydk[l]‖2Q + ‖uk[l]‖2R (15)

s.t. x̃k[l + 1] = Ākx̃k[l] + B̄k[l]uk[l] + d̄k, l = 0, ..., Nk

x̃k[0] = x̃k(0)

where Nk = τk/h is assumed to be an integer. The optimal
control input can be written in state feedback form

uk[l] = −Kk[l]x̃k[l] +Kv
k [l]v[l + 1]−Kd

k d̄k, (16)

and consists of feedback, feedforward, and disturbance re-
jection terms [21]. The feedback gain Kk is given by

Kk[l] = (B̄k[l]TPk[l + 1]B̄k[l] +R)−1B̄k[l]Pk[l + 1]Āk[l]

where Pk is the solution of the Riccati recursion

Pk[l] = ĀTk [l]Pk[l + 1](Āk[l]− B̄k[l]Kk[l]) + C̄k[l]QC̄Tk [l],
(17)

for l = 1, . . . , Nk − 1 with boundary condition Pk[Nk] =
C̄k[Nk]QC̄k[Nk]T . The feedforward term consists of a gain

Kv
k [l] = (R+ B̄Tk [l]Pk[l + 1]B̄k[l])−1BTk [l]

and an auxiliary sequence

vk[l] = (Āk[l]− B̄k[l]Kk[l])T vk[l+ 1] + C̄Tk [l]Qydk[l] (18)

for l = 1, . . . , Nk − 1 with terminal condition vk[Nk] =
C̄Tk [Nk]Qydk[Nk]. The disturbance compensation term is

Kd
k [l] = Kk[l](Pk[l]− C̄k[l]QC̄Tk [l])−1Vk[l]

where Vk is defined by the backwards recursion

Vk[l] = (Āk[l]− B̄k[l]Kk[l])T (Pk[l + 1] + Vk[l + 1]) (19)

for l = 1, . . . , Nk − 1 with Vk[Nk] = 0.
In practice, the laser power is limited to a range U =

[0, pmax] for some maximum power pmax. We accommodate
this constraint by setting

uk[l] = ΠU (−Kk[l]x̃k[l] +Kv
k [l]v[l + 1]−Kd

k d̄k), (20)

4Output feedback using only temperature measurements in a region
around the laser could be useful in practice and is a subject for future
work.



where ΠU denotes Euclidean projection onto the set U .
Ideally, the input constraint u(t) ∈ U would be incorporated
directly into the optimization problem (15), which would
then be solved repeatedly, resulting in an model predictive
control (MPC) like structure, e.g., [22]. However, the com-
putational cost of the resulting controller is likely prohibitive
for high loop-rates. Moreover, the dimensionality of the
system in practical applications is too large for explicit MPC
[23] even after reduction. We therefore opt for a suboptimal
projection approach.

The overall process is summarized in Algorithm 1 and
consists off an offline phase where the feedback gains and
feedforward terms are computed for each layer and an online
phase where they are combined with measurements.

Algorithm 1 In-layer Feedback
1: Select ykd , Q,R, pmax

2: for k = 1, . . . , N do . Offline phase
3: Construct Āk, B̄k, C̄k, d̄k using (12) and (14)
4: Compute Pk, vk, and Vk using (17), (18), and (19);
5: end for
6: for k = 1, . . . , N do . Online phase
7: for l = 0, . . . , Nk do
8: Measure/estimate x̃k[l]
9: Compute uk[l] with (20), apply to the system (9)

10: end for
11: end for

V. SIMULATION CASE STUDY

We consider a part with N = 20 layers and take our
build volume to be an Lx × Ly box with nx = ny cells per
axis. The layer thickness is δz , the ambient and substrate
temperatures are T∞ and Ts, and the convection coefficient
is h∞. The beam has radius R and max power pmax.
We use Stainless Steel 316L, which is commonly used in
SLM processes, as our printing material. It has a specific
heat capacity of cp, convection coefficients kp and kd in
powder and solid form respectively, porosity ε which is used
to calculate the heat capacity of the powder as in [19],
and absorption coefficient α. The numerical values for the
process parameters are given in Table I.

We consider the square spiral trajectory illustrated in
Figure 5, scanned at 1.2 m/s. As an output reference, we
use a constant value of ydk = 1700 K which is just above
the melting temperature of SS 316L. We use the weights
Q = R = 1. Regulating the average temperature under the
laser helps stabilize the meltpool, leading to more consistent
prints [13].

Figure 6 compares the controlled and uncontrolled re-
sponses of the system for several different layers. The
controller is able to successfully adjust input power to keep
the average temperature near the laser around its setpoint.
This clearly illustrates the potential for closed-loop control
to regulate the temperature of the part and prevent gradual
heat buildup. Heat buildup is evident in the uncontrolled

Fig. 5. The square spiral laser path (left) and trajectories (right). The
powder bed is 500µm×500µm.

Fig. 6. When uncontrolled, significant amounts of energy accumulate in
the system as the number of layers increases and may cause thermal defects.
The controller reduces the laser power as the build progresses to prevent
this buildup.

trajectories and may cause cracking, thermal stress, or other
defects in the final part.

Figure 7 illustrates the impact of using different regions
of interest depths on the closed-loop response. The benefit
gained from increasing the ROI from γ = 1 to γ = 4 is
negligible, demonstrating that the considering one previous
layer is sufficient for control. This is beneficial since it
reduces computational complexity; moreover, as it is possible
to measure the temperature field of the top surface, observer
design in the case of output feedback is greatly simplified.

Overall, these simulations illustrate the potential impact
even a simple controller could have on the reliability and
consistency of multi-layer SLM processes and that the input-

TABLE I
MODEL PARAMETERS

Parameter Value Parameter Value
Lx, Ly 500 [µm] nx, ny 25
δz 50 [µm] T∞ 300 [K]

Ts 900 [K] h∞ 10
[

W
m2K

]
pmax 50 [W] R 60 [µm]
τk 1.25 [ms] τc 1.25 [ms]

h 10 [µs] cp 4.25× 106
[

J
m3K

]
kp 0.5

[
W
mK

]
kd 20

[
W
mK

]
ε 0.5 α 0.42



output relationship between the temperature near the laser
and the laser power can be captured well enough for control
design using relatively low-order models (e.g., one or a
few top layers in the ROI with the merged layer dynamics
for the rest of the part). Incorporating additional physical
phenomena (e.g., melt pool dynamics, phase changes of
the material) to improve the fidelity of the model may
affect the closed-loop system performance with reduced ROI.
Computational studies to quantify the sensitivity to ROI with
higher fidelity models are subjects for future work.

Remark 1. Figure 7 demonstrates the robustness of our pro-
posed control strategy to model mismatch caused by model
order reduction. We expect a similar degree of robustness to
other sources of mismatch such as uncertain parameters.

Fig. 7. When placed in closed-loop, the depth of the region of interest (ROI)
has a negligible impact on the closed-loop performance of the controller.
Trajectories from layer 19.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper extends a graph-based finite element approach
for modeling a selective laser melting process to consider
multiple layers and proposes a simple but effective model
order reduction technique to arrive at a practical control-
oriented thermal model of a multi-layer process. Based
on this model, we propose an LQR-based controller that
regulates an average temperature by varying the laser power
and is simple enough to allow the construction of high-
frequency feedback loops. Finally, we illustrate the potential
of the controller for mitigating layer-to-layer heat buildup
which may cause cracking, thermal stress, or other defects
in finished parts. Future directions include: integrating our
multi-layer thermal model with a more sophisticated model
of the melt pool, adding an observer for the reduced-order
state, validating our approach on experimental hardware
and/or high-fidelity simulations, augmenting our models with
data-driven terms, and optimally incorporating constraints
into our controller formulation.
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