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Almost Finite-Time Observers for Parameters
and State Variables of Nonlinear Systems

Frédéric Mazenc and Michael Malisoff

Abstract— We provide new classes of finite-time and fast-
converging observers for continuous-time nonlinear systems
that contain unknown constant parameters and measurement
delays. When the dynamics are affine in the unmeasured state,
we obtain fixed time observers for states and for the model
parameters, i.e., the finite convergence time is independent of
the initial state of the dynamics. When the dynamics contain a
nonlinearity that depends on the unmeasured state, we instead
obtain asymptotic convergence of our observers, whose rate of
convergence converges to infinity as the growth rate of this
nonlinearity converges to zero, so in this case we call the
observers almost finite-time observers. Our examples illustrate
the ease with which our assumptions are verified in practice.

Index Terms— Observers, nonlinear, estimation

I. INTRODUCTION

This work continues our search (which we started in [1],
[2]1, [3], [4], [5], [6], and [7]) for finite-time observers for
nonlinear systems under suitable structural conditions. While
our prior works provided arbitrarily fast convergence of
the observers for states of perturbed systems (which gave
fixed finite-time convergence in the special case where the
uncertainties are zero and where the dynamics were affine
in the unmeasured state) here we consider a more difficult
problem where in addition to requiring finite-time state
observers, one must identify unknown model parameters.
This note is motivated by the ubiquity of unmeasured states
in engineering applications, and the value of using observers
to substitute for unmeasured states in controllers; see, e.g.,
[8], [9], [10], [11], [12], [13], and [14].

An important setting where unknown constant model
parameters occur is in artificial neural network expansions,
where an unknown time-varying function is expressed as a
linear combination of known basis functions with unknown
constant weights, where the goal is to compute values of the
unknown weights and thereby identify the unknown uncer-
tainty; see, e.g., Section IV-A below. One standard approach
to estimating unknown model parameters is adaptive control,
which often calls for persistency of excitation (or PE) con-
ditions (but see [15], which used an adaptive controller and
barrier Lyapunov functions to estimate an unknown curvature
in a marine robotic planar curve tracking problem, without
PE conditions). On the other hand, adaptive control ususally
does not give fixed finite-time parameter identification, and
is not amenable to the estimation of unmeasured states.
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This motivates this note, which addresses the preceding
challenges in cases where there is also an affine output mea-
surement with measurement delays. In Section II, we express
our assumptions using integrals and invertibility conditions.
This makes it possible to prove fixed finite time convergence
when the dynamics are affine in the unmeasured state, and
almost finite convergence in the context of [6] when there
are nonlinearities depending on the unmeasured state. As in
the global convergence results in [6], we assume that the
nonlinearity that depends on the unmeasured state satisfies
a global Lipschitzness condition, and then we place bounds
on a corresponding global Lipschitz constant. However, since
[6] did not identify unknown model parameters, we believe
that this note adds significant value as compared to [6].

Then in Section III, we show how to express our assump-
tions and observers without integrals. We illustrate our results
in Section IV, and we close in Section V with our conjectures
and research plans. This work improves on our preliminary
conference version [16], which was confined to cases where
the nonlinearity only depended on the measured state and
time, and which only allowed one unknown parameter in
the dynamics when measurement delays were present.

We use standard notation, which we simplify when no
confusion would arise. The dimensions of our Euclidean
spaces are arbitrary, unless we indicate otherwise, and | - | is
the standard Euclidean norm and the corresponding matrix
norm. Also, we set g:(s) = g(t + s) for functions ¢ and all
s and t such that ¢ + s is in the domain of g, |f|; denotes
the usual supremum over any interval J in the domain of
functions f, and |f|s is the supremum of a function f.

II. MAIN OBSERVER DESIGN
A. Studied system

We consider the system

§(t) = AL+ (CEW),ult) + A(E(), 1)
+ ;67‘77‘(0 (1
ye(t) = C&(t—h)

where ¢ is valued in R", y¢ is valued in R, ¢ and A
are locally Lipschitz continuous nonlinear functions (which
play different roles in our analysis, so we do not combine
them with the drift term A& to obtain one function of
(&,1)), the real constants €; are unknown, u is a known
input, h > 0 is a known constant delay, A € R™*™ and
C € RY™™ are constant real matrices, and the functions
v; : R — R™ are locally bounded and piecewise continuous.



Our first assumption is this standard observability condition,
we precludes the possibility of extending the dynamics using
the additional equations ¢; = 0 for j = 1,2,...¢ to reduce
the problem to one of identifying unknown states:
Assumption 1: The pair (A, C) is observable.
Let us introduce a constant 7 > 0, the matrix

E= f_OT eATsCT CeAl—h)ds 2)

which is invertible because of Assumption 1 (by [17, Section
3.5]), and the functional

k(@)= [0 A rCTC [V, eACTh=Dg(p)dldr.  (3)
We also use the function W : R — R? that is defined by

W(t) = [Wi(t),...,Wy(t)]T, where
Wi(t) = [0, CIAE 'k(yim) +vi(m)ldm  (4)
fori=1,...,q,

where T > 0 is a constant, and -y, ,,, is defined by 7; . (s) =
~vi(m + s) for real values m and s and i = 1,...,q.

Our second assumption is as follows (but see Section III
for ways to express the W;’s in terms of states of dynamical
extensions instead of integrals):

Assumption 2: There exist ¢ nonnegative constants
T1,...,Tq such that 7; < 7; for pairs (4, ) with j > ¢ such
that the matrix valued function M : R — R?%*¢ defined by

M(t) = [W(t —m) Wt —y)] (5)

is invertible for all t > 7, + T + 7.
In terms of the above notation and the constant

B= [ [, B eATLCTCeAU=m) |dmdl  (6)
and the R™*%-valued function

RA(E) = [E7 (7 ,0) E7 K (7q.)] (7)

and the inverse values M (#)~! for the matrix M (t) that are
defined for all ¢ > 7, 4+ T + 7, our last assumption is:

Assumption 3: The function A in (1) admits a constant
LA > 0 such that |A(&g, 1) — A(&, t)] < La € — &l for all
o € R™, & € R™, and t € R. Also, the function . (t) =
k) (M(t)~1)T is bounded, and the bound

La(B{T Al |l CAl + 1} + Tl | |Cl V) <1 (®)

is satisfied.

Our smallness condition (8) on the uniform global Lips-
chitz constant L for A will allow us to use a contractivity
approach from [18] to obtain our result. It holds with Lx = 0
when (1) is affine in the unmeasured state and where we
can therefore use A = 0. When A = 0, the proof of
our theorem will show that the theorem remains true if we
remove the assumption that the function k. from Assumption
3 is bounded. This affineness property in the unmeasured
state occurs in notable applications, e.g., manipulator and
nonholonomic systems in chained form after changes in
variables (as in [3] and [4]), vibrating membranes (as in [1]
and [2]), and more. Also, the nonzero A case covers bilinear
systems with bounded controls, i.e., systems having products

of state and bounded control components, which commonly
arise in power electronics [19]. See also Section IV for
systems with nonzero A’s that satisfy our assumptions, and
Remark 2 for other ways to relax our assumptions.

B. Simplification
We use the dynamic extension
§(1) = AEW) + plye(t) u(®) + ACEW. ) ©)

and the new variable

z(t) = £(t) — (). (10)
By combining (1) and (9), we obtain the system
(t) = Ax(t) + Ag(t) + e171(t) + ... + €474(t) (11
y(t) = Cz(t—h)
where Ag(t) = A(x(t) + (1), ) — AE®), 1),  (12)

and where y is known since y¢(t) and f are being measured.
Hence, to find £(¢) and the ¢;’s, we focus on (11), to
compute = and the ¢; in fixed time when A is the zero
function, and to estimate (t) and the €;’s in the almost fixed
time way defined above when A is not the zero function.

C. Almost Fixed Time Observer

In terms of our assumptions and notation from the pre-
ceding subsection, we next introduce the functionals

U(y) = [} et D0 Ty(s)ds, (13)
p(t) = y(t) —y(t—T)—CAE~ [/,
and V(y;) = [pu(t —71)

p(t —74)]
for values 7i,...,7, that satisfy our requirements from

Assumption 2. We also use the R"-valued functions

U (Y )dm, (14)
(15)

G(t) = E-'W(y)+ > ¢;E-'r(r,.) and  (16)
=1

#(t) = (1) + 2(0) = BT (a(1) — e~ Tt = 7)), (A7)
where the dynamics for 2 and ¢ are
{ ) = A0+ Aalt)
gty = —ATGt)+CTC:(t—h)
with the initial conditions 2(¢) = §(¢) = 0 for all £ < 0, and
Aq(t) = A(@(t) +£(1),t) = AE(0), ). (19)

In the next subsection, we will show that in terms of the
variable (17), the state of (11), and the estimation error

(18)

(20)

r=x—1z,

we can construct positive constants ¢; and ¢, such that
~ — Gt~

1Z(t)| < ere” & (0,4 21

is satisfied for all ¢ > 7+ h for all initial conditions for x(t).
The bound (21) will play an essential role in our observer
design. However, since (17) contains G and so also the entries



of € = [e1,...€¢4], (17) it is not available for measurement.
Therefore, we will instead use

To(t) = E7'U(y) X
RO 0) V)~ WOy
+20(t) + E_A [Go(t) — Go(t — 7)]
€ty = (V) —CWE)M(t)~!

as our estimators, where

Wgl(t) = Wolt — 71— h) —
S Wolt =7y —h) = Wo(t =T

Wo(t—T—Tl —h),

(23)
— 14— h)]

and where we use (7), (15), and the dynamic extensions

(1) = Azo(t) + Aao(t)
do(t) = —ATgo(t) +CTC%(t —h)
R ) R T 24)
Wo(t) = A[f’o(t)—Efl(QO(t)—efA Tqo(t —7))]
+Aqo(t)
with the initial conditions Z(£) = Go(£) = Wo(¢) = 0 for
all ¢ <0, and where
Aao(t) = Ado(t) +€(1), 1) — A1), ). (25)

We prove the following:
Theorem 1: If Assumptions 1-3 be satisfied, then we can
find constants ¢; > 0 and ¢y > 0 such that

[((6(t) — )M (2), 0 (t) — (1) o6
< cre” (20 — @) |j0, 744yt 1]

is satisfied for all ¢ > 2(T'+ 7+ 7, + h) and all initial states
2(0) € R™ for (11). Also, if Assumptions 1-2 are satisfied
and if A is the zero function, then the equalities
2t) = BTNy + R0 (VM0 @D
and [e1 ... €] =V(y)M(t)™* (28)
hold for all t > 7,4+ T+ 7+h and all initial states z(0) € R"
for (11).

Remark 1: Since M (t) is known and invertible for all
t, (é(t) — €)M(t) and é(t) — € in (26) contain the same
information. We use (é(t) —e)M (¢) in (26) instead of €(¢) —
to ensure existence of the constant c; without requiring the
function M, (t) = M(t)~! to be bounded. O
D. Proof of Theorem 1

Using variation of parameters shows that

E@f
+a(s—h Jrf A(S h=m) A 4(m)dm

for all s > h and t > s — h. By left multiplying (29) by
T

A (=T, and then integrating the resulting equality

over the interval [t — 7,¢] when ¢ > 7, we obtain
Ex(t) = EG(t)

+ftt—7' eAT(eft)CTC{fét_h eA(thfm)Ad(m)dm} de

A(s h— f)J? A(s—h—m,),yi(m)dm

(29)

(30)

for all ¢ > 7+ h, with F defined in (2) and G is from (16).

Recalling the invertibility of E is (2), it follows that

z(t) = G(t)

1
“FE_lftt_T (3 )

eAT(Z—t)Ca [fét_heA(é—h—m)Ad(m)dm} ds

for all ¢ > 7+h, where C, = C' T C. Also, using the variation
of parameters formula, in follows from (17)-(18) that

Z(t) = G(t)

32
+E_1Lt_7 e ( )

ATt [fét—h eA(Z—h—m)Ad(m)dm} de

for all ¢ > 7+ h. The formula (32) follows by using variation
of parameters to write the double integral in (32) as

fttheAT(e’t)CaeA(“h’t) [f;ﬁh eA(t*m)Ad(m)dm} de
=/ Tcﬁ —t) “AR [3(t) — AU (0 — p)] de
= Ex(t) — [, e N0TOR(0— h)dl
=EZ() (q(t)—e ATt — 7)),

where C*(r) = eATTOT CeAT, Recalling (12), (19), and our
choices of /3 in (6) and Z in (20), it follows from subtracting
(32) from (31) that |Z(t)| < p|@|jp—r—p,q for all t > 7+ A,
where p = SLa € [0,1) (by Assumption 3). Hence, the
existence of the required constants ¢; and ¢y to satisfy (21)
follows from applying [18, Lemma 1] to the function w(t) =
|Z(t + 7 + h)|. Also, when A = 0, equality (31) gives
4
a(t) = E-'0(y) + ZleiE_lff(’Yi,t)

for all ¢ > 7 + h, since A4 = 0 in that case.
Also, we deduce from (11) and our choice (17) of & that

(33)

(34)

z(t) = Z(t) + Z(¢) and therefore also
o) = #0)+6(0) + 2(1) )
—E7N(q(t) —e Tt — 7))
for all ¢ > 7, so our choice (16) of G gives
() = AE YU(y) + Xq: 6 AE k(i)
q i=1 (36)
+ >0 eni(t) + H(t),
i=1
where
H(t) = Als() +2(t) - B~ @)~ a1 39,
+A4(1).

By reorganizing terms in (36), then integrating the result on
[t —T —h,t— h] where T > 0 is the constant in (4), we get

€ ) p T[AE £(Y1,m) + 71(m)]dm
Fodeg [0 [AET n(vqm)wwq( m)]dm

t—h (38)
=x(t—h) —x(t-T—h) - AE™" [, 1, ¥(ym)dm
o H()de

T Jt—-T-h
for all ¢ > T+ h. By left multiplying (38) by C, we obtain

[ o W) =y(t) —y(t = T)

—CAE- [T

_ (39)
t_T_h\I/(ym)dm Cf T—h

H()d,



with W defined in (4). We deduce that

[e1 o €M) =V(y)
t—11—h t—T1q—h (40)
_C [ e H© [ H(e)de]

with V defined in (15). Using Assumption 2, we can right
multiply (40) by M (¢)~! to obtain

1 o €] =V(y)M(t)~? 1
—C [t H Ot " H(oae] M)

which agrees with (28) when A is the zero function, because
(31)-(32) give G(t) = 2(t) = z(t) = x(t) — &(¢) = 0 for all
t > 7+ h when A is the zero function. Hence, we can
assume in the sequel that La > 0. Also, our formulas for
2 from (22) and H from (37), and the argument that led to
(33) (with Ad replaced by Ado), give

H(t) = AZ(t) + Ag(t)+

AE*lfttiTcti(g — 1) {f[tfh 6A(t7hfm)Ad(m)dTn} av (42)
and
e (?) &) =V(y)M(t)™! )
t—11—h 7 t—Tq—h ~ .
—C { S H(DL t"_T_Tq_hH(é)dE} M(t)
and so also

folt) = {E-lwyt) R ()M (1)T [v<yt>

—T1—h 2 —714—h ~ T
- [ W CHWOAL o [ CH(E)dEH }(44)

+ETY CHe - t)[ I eA(t_h_m)Ado(m)dm] ar
where

H(t) = Ago(t)+

ABT ] O3 0)[f/, A= gy (m)dm]ae ®
and A, is defined in (25). Also, our formulas (16) for G and

(41) for the row vector € give G(t) = E~ U (y,) + xt(t)e
and therefore also

G(t) = E-10(y,) + RH(O(M ()T [wyt)

t—11i—h t—rq—h T (0
— R cH@ar . e cr@a ]
and (33) and (37) and (45) give
|CH(€) — CH(0)| < Lal|Clla(£) — #0(0)| 47

+HCA[Z(0)] + LaBICA||z(€) — &0 (0)]
forall € [t —T — 7, + h,t — 7] and t > T + 7,. Hence,
our formulas (31), (41), (44), and (42) give

|(t) — Zo(t)]

< \/§|K*\OO|CA‘BTLA|$ — 20|t —T—ry—r—h,t]
FVAT | |oo| C AN [t — g
VAT kx| oo |ClLa |z = Zoljt—1—ry—n1)
+BLAlT — Z0|(g—r—n

(48)

for all t > T'+ 7 4 74 + h, where the function &, is defined
in Assumption 3, and where the first three terms in the sum
on the right side of (48) came from upper bounding the
difference between Q(t) in (31) and the terms in curly braces
in (44) (by substituting (46) into (31) and using (47)), and
where the last term in (48) came from upper bounding the
difference between the double integrals in (31) and (44).
Therefore, with the choices

BY = La(Bly/als«loo| CAIT+1] + |5 0 |C|/aT)

4 (49)
and 33 = \/qT |k« | C A,
we obtain
|z(t) — &o(t)] < Bilz - Toljt—T—ry—r—h.t] (50)

+B§|§7|[t777h,t]

for all t > T+ 7 + 74 + h. Since Assumption 3 gives Bi €
(0,1), we can reapply [18, Lemma 1] (with w(t) = |=(t +
T+71+74+h)—%o(t+T +7+7,+h)|) to obtain positive
constants ¢3, ¢4, and ¢5 such that

[2(t) — 20(t)] < ese” !z — ol 1 rtrgrh]

i~ 51
+65|x‘[0,t] D

forallt > 7+T+7,+h, with ¢4 = 1n(B§)/(T+T+Tq+h).
By combining (21) and (51) and using standard small-gain
arguments, we obtain positive constants ¢g and ¢7 such that

[(2(t), Zo(t) — 2(t))]
< &e (T, B0 — )| [0, 7447y +h]

for all t > T + 7 + 74 + h. Also, using (42) and (45), we
can use our formulas for ¢ and € in (41) and (43) to find a
constant ¢g > 0 such that |(é(t) — e)M(t)| < &s|(Z, T —
T)|t—r—7—r,—n,y for all t > T+ 7 + 7, + h. Hence, the
existence of the required constants c¢; and ¢y in the theorem
follows from taking the maximum on both sides of (52) to
upper bound |é(t) — €| for t > 2(T' + 7 + 7, + h), and then
adding the result to (52). This concludes the proof.

Remark 2: Our proof of Theorem 1 shows that ¢ — 400
as Ln — 0 (since In(3%) — +o0 as La — 0), which is the
almost fixed time property. Using linear growth properties
of the dynamics and Gronwall’s inequality, we can bound
the supremum on the right side of (26) by a multiple of
|2(0)| + |€|. In practice, bounds on z(0) and the €;’s may be
known. Therefore, we obtain upper bounds on the left side of
(26) in terms of |x(0)|+|e| for all times ¢t > 2(T+1+71,+h).

We can replace the requirement that «, is bounded and (8)
by the two requirements that x* is bounded and LAf < 1,
and then we instead obtain an input-to-state stability (or ISS)
conclusion with respect to the approximation error é(t) — e.
In fact, with these replacements, the part of the proof of the
theorem through (44) except with the terms in curly braces
in (44) replaced by E~1WU(y;) + &1(t) B k(y1e) + ... +
é¢4(t)E~1k(7,.+) provides positive constants ci, co, and c3
such that

|Z0(t) —a(t)] <

Cleic2t|(.’%0 — $)|[07T+T+Tq] + 63‘6 — €

(52)

(53)

[0,t]



for all t > T'+ 7+ 7, + h. Also, Theorem 1 remains true by
a similar proof if we replace the estimator € from (22) by

é(t) = sate {(V(ye) - CWEE)M B '}, (54)
where sate ((v) has the ith entry
sate, .. (v;) = max{e;, min{v;, &}} (55)

fori =1,...,qand using known bounds ¢; € [—¢;, €] on the
€;’s. This can be interpreted to mean that smaller known in-
tervals [—e¢;, €] containing the unknown ¢;’s produce smaller
overshoots in the ISS estimate (53).

III. ALTERNATIVE EXPRESSIONS WITHOUT INTEGRALS

The integrals in (4), (13), and (14) can be replaced by
states of delayed dynamical extensions. This replacement
can facilitate checking our assumptions, while also making it
possible to provide expressions for the observer values that
do not contain any integrals. To see how this can be done
in the special case where A = 0, we first show that for

i=1,...,q, we have W;(t) = V;(t) + W;(0), where V; is
the first component of the state of the dynamic extension
Vi(t) = ClAE~Y(ELy(t —h) — Lo;(t — h)
e A Lot — 7 — R)) + it — h)
— AEil(ELh(t T — h)
—Loi(t—T —h
il : (56)
+e” TLgi(t—T—T—h))
—vi(t =T — h)]
Loi(t) = —ATLy(t)+CTCLy(t—h)

and where the initial states are V;(0) = 0 and Li,(s) =
Loi(s) = 0 for all s € [T — 7 — h,0]. To obtain the
preceding formula for W, first note that for each ¢ and ¢ > 0,
we have

"ﬂ(%‘,t)

=0 ATTCTCfO eAr=h=m)~, (m + t)dmdr
—ft CHr —t)e [fL eAt=m)n (m )dm]dr
= [ _CHr—t)e Ah[L1 (t)—et=mtMAL (r—h)]dr
=ELy(t) — [} e A =CTOLy(r — h)dr
=BLy(t) — (Lai(t) — e Loyt — 7)),

where C¥(r) = eA 7 CT Ce™ as before, and where the third
and last equalities were obtained by applying the method of
variation of parameters to the L;; and then the Ly; dynamics
from (56) Therefore, the formulas for the W;’s in (4) give
W; = V; for all i, so the Fundamental Theorem of Calculus
gives the required formula W;(¢) = V;(¢) + W;(0).

Similar arguments give

‘I’(yt) = L3(t) -

(57)

e A Tyt — 1), (58)

and
pt) =yt) —yt=1)

“CAE Y (Ly(t — h) — (59

Ls(t —T — h)),

where L3 and L4 are solutions of the dynamical extension

{ Lg( ) = —ATLg(t) + CTy(t)
La(t) = Ls(t)—e A "Ly(t—7)

with initial functions 0, by applying the method of variation
of parameters to the L3 dynamics in (60) to eliminate the
integral from the ¥ formula in (13), and then using the
result to eliminate the integral in the formula for p in (14).
Combined with the formulas (57), this makes it possible to
eliminate the integrals from the assumptions and conclusions
of Theorem 1 when A = 0. Similar but more complicated
dynamical extensions allow us to eliminate the integrals for
nonzero A choices as well.

(60)

IV. ILLUSTRATIONS

We provide two examples to illustrate the ease with which
our assumptions can be checked. First, we revisit the main
example from [4] where we can choose A = 0, by showing
how Theorem 1 makes it possible to identify the weighting
coefficients ¢; in an unknown uncertainty that was not present
in [4]. Then, we provide a generalization of the example
from [16] that allows measurement delays and nonzero state
dependent terms A which were not allowed in [16].

A. Motor Example

In [4], the unperturbed dynamics of a single-link robotic
manipulator coupled to a DC motor with a nonrigid joint
after a change in coordinates produced the dynamics (1) with

0 1 0 0 0
K F.
- fJ—ll 1 0 0
A= 0 0 0 1 0 [,
K? K F.
N2J,J2 0 T N2, _Tg 1
0 0 0o KL R
0 Jo L L (61)
mg=d[] — cos(&y)]
o(C&,u) = 0 :
0
KK
J1JoNL

andC=[1 0 0 0 0],

and each 7; and A being the zero function, where the
positive constants .J; and J, are the inertias, the positive
constants F; and F5 are the viscous friction constants, K
is the positive spring constant, K; is the positive torque
constant, K is the positive back EMF constant, R and £
are the armature resistance and inductance respectively and
are positive constants, m is the constant positive link mass,
the positive constant d is the position of the link’s center of
gravity, N > 0 is the positive gear ratio, and g, > 0 is the
constant gravity acceleration.

However, here we study a more general situation for the
preceding dynamics where there is also an added uncertainty
3(t) = exn(t) + ... + esy3(t) on its right side, where each
entry of v, : R — R? is e_(t_”i)z/(wa) for suitable positive
constants x; and w; for ¢ = 1,2,3, which are commonly
used in basis functions in neural network expansions. Since



A = 0, it remains to check Assumptions 1-2, with n = 5
and g = 3. These assumptions hold for many choices of the
parameters. For instance, by choosing all of the constants in
Ain (61) to be 1 as was done in [4], and k; = w; = i fori =
1,2, 3 in the basis functions v;, and with7 =T = land 7, =
0, 0 = 0.2, and 73 = 0.75, we used Mathematica to check
that Assumptions 1-2 hold for all measurement delays h €
[0,0.25]. This extends the motor example from [4] to cover
more realistic cases with measurement delays and additive
uncertainties whose weights €; we can identify in finite time.

B. Nonzero Nonlinearity A

Next we consider the system (1) with n = 2,

(62)

A:[g (1)] and C = [1 0]

with ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 1. Moreover, we assume that v, (¢) =
[0,1]7 for all £. Then Assumption 1 is satisfied. Let us check
that Assumption 2 is satisfied as well, and then we find
conditions on the uniform global Lipschitz constant La on
an additive state-dependent uncertainty on the right side of
the dynamics such that Assumption 3 is satisfied.

Recalling that

1 7
Al _
e = { 0 1 ] (63)
for all £ € R, simple calculations show that (63) gives
_h? _pr _
I{(’-Y]ﬁt) - 7'4 2 hT3 2 hZTg (64)
Tt 3 T
It then readily follows that
—h _
Cr o CAE () + mm)ldm

=T (37+h) # 0.

Thus Assumption 2 holds for any 7" > 0, h > 0, and 7 > 0.
Also, with the preceding parameters, T' = 2, and 7 = 0.5,
and with & = 0, we used the Mathematica program to check
that condition (8) is equivalent to L < 0.44619. If instead
h = 0.125 and the other parameters are kept the same, then
we found that the bound on L from (8) is La < 0.295463.
Finally, with h = 0.25 and all of other parameters kept the
same, we found that our condition (8) is La < 0.212663.
This illustrates a tradeoff, where larger delays h produced
smaller bounds on the allowable growth rates La on A.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We provided new fixed and almost finite-time observers
for unknown model parameters and unknown states. Our as-
sumptions used a simple invertibility criterion, and they cover
artificial neural network expansions. When the unmeasured
state enters affinely, our observers are fixed time converging.
This affineness holds for a broad class of dynamics (e.g.,
motor dynamics [4], and vibrating membranes [2]). When
the nonlinearity depends on the unmeasured state, we proved
an analog of the almost finite-time work [6]. This made it
possible to identify model parameters, which was not pos-
sible using [6], which was confined to state observers. Our

assumptions place conditions on the allowable measurement
delays, convergence times, and growth rates for the nonlinear
function of the unmeasured state. We aim to relax these
assumptions to compensate for arbitrarily long measurement
delays, and to extend [6] to compute basins of attraction for
systems with nonlinearities that grow quadratically. We also
aim to develop reduced order versions, to build on works
like [3] which did not identify model parameters.
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