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Abstract: In controlled industrial environments, ensuring safety and performance during
controller tuning is a challenging and critical task. In particular, control loops in compres-
sor–plenum–throttle systems cannot tolerate costly interruptions, and aggressive excitation may
lead to unsafe operating regimes. Given the wide availability of historical data, this paper
introduces a counterfactual explainability approach for sample-efficient retuning of compressor
control loops. The proposed data-driven algorithm determines, without an explicit plant model
or previous control law, the smallest controller adjustment required to achieve predefined
performance specifications while guaranteeing stability. The effectiveness of the method is
demonstrated through an extensive Monte Carlo simulation study.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In industrial facilities, not all units carry the same opera-
tional weight; rather, a select group of critical assets gov-
erns whether the plant remains on-spec and online, shap-
ing availability, quality, and safety downstream. Among
these, compressors stand out for their cross-sector impact:
in natural-gas transmission, compressor stations maintain
pressure and flow over hundreds of kilometers of pipelines
and operate continuously as bottleneck assets (Kurz et al.,
2012). In natural gas liquefaction, large refrigeration trains
are dominated by compressor power and availability, while
in air-separation units compression underpins cryogenic
distillation and core safety practices (Smith and Klosek,
2001). Finally, from grid-scale gas-turbine power plants
to wide-body aero engines (Brandt and Wesorick, 1994),
axial compressors are core hardware that must operate
within a safe envelope. Across these process industries,
that envelope is bounded by rotating stall, a localized
aerodynamic loss, and surge, a global instability with
pressure and flow oscillations, which must be avoided to
ensure stable operation (Greitzer, 1976).

Control loops around compressors are critical to main-
tain stable flow and adequate pressurization; however,
tuning these feedback loops is notoriously hard in prac-
tice (De Jager, 1995). Opening the loop to identify the
plant or to run relay tests is usually infeasible: the unit
is a bottleneck, interruptions are costly, and aggressive
excitation risks flow reversal. Even during scheduled main-
tenance, the load seen by the unit—and thus its true
⋆ This work has been partially supported by the Swedish Research
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AI, Autonomous Systems and Software Program (WASP) funded by
the Knut and Alice Wallenberg Foundation.

closed-loop environment—is rarely representative of nor-
mal operation.

A natural prior for closed-loop tuning is the plant’s Dis-
tributed Control System (DCS) or Programmable Logic
Controller (PLC) historian (Crompton, 2021), a time-
series database that typically archives long-horizon records
of the process variable (PV), setpoint (SP), controller out-
put (OP), and controller mode, supporting envelope char-
acterization, representative-window selection, and time-
domain benchmarking near the operating point. However,
two practical obstacles arise. First, the exact controller pa-
rameterization, e.g., for a PID or lead–lag compensator, is
often not logged, thus parameter identification is required.
Second, historical segments must be representative of a
time-invariant plant; otherwise, observed changes reflect
plant drift rather than controller action, biasing identi-
fication and tuning. These realities motivate historian-
anchored priors combined with minimal, safe, closed-loop
tests near the current operating point.

Within this landscape, the axial-compressor pressure loop,
regulated via Inlet Guide Vanes (IGVs)—adjustable inlet
blades that modulate mass flow and incidence—offers an
ideal testbed. Their unsteady behavior near healthy op-
erating points admits compact physics–based reductions
such as the Moore-Greitzer compressor-plenum-throttle
model (Moore and Greitzer, 1985), while the hardware en-
velope remains remarkably stable over multi-year horizons
(Beagle et al., 2021, p. 29), which means that the DCS
historian yields comparable input–output records across
long spans. However, safe retuning is tightly constrained
by surge avoidance and unit availability: only short, closed-
loop tests are acceptable, and aggressive excitation is
off–limits.
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Against this backdrop, there is a substantial body of
work on data-driven controller design, including closed-
loop identification with iterative redesign (Anderson and
Kosut, 1991; Van Den Hof and Schrama, 1995; Albertos
and Piqueras, 2012), model-free iterative tuning (Hjal-
marsson et al., 1998; Campi et al., 2002), and relay au-
totuning (Åström and Hägglund, 2006). While powerful
in general settings, these approaches face practical limi-
tations in safety-critical compressor loops: they typically
require non-trivial excitation or operating-point perturba-
tions that are unacceptable near surge margins, and they
provide only limited guarantees that the controller update
will be both small and operator-actionable (i.e., restricted
to permitted parameters within tight bounds).

We address the controller retuning problem by posing it as
a Counterfactual Explainability (CFE) problem (Wachter
et al., 2017). A counterfactual explanation constitutes
the smallest, actionable change in the inputs that flips a
model’s outcome. We cast controller retuning exactly in
that form—find the minimal, operator-actionable change
in the controller parameters that makes the pressure-
control loop satisfy time-domain specifications—while re-
specting tight excitation constraints and a trust region
around the baseline tuning. In this sense, CFEs provide an
action-oriented lens within explainable AI (XAI) (Molnar,
2022; Gilpin et al., 2018), focusing not just on why a
decision is made but on how to change it with the least
intervention. Within XAI for control, recent work has
adapted local attribution tools such as LIME (Ribeiro
et al., 2016) and SHAP (Lundberg and Lee, 2017) to inter-
pret controller behavior and obtain insights into optimiza-
tion choices for closed-loop performance (Allamaa et al.,
2025; Porcari et al., 2025), while property-preserving XAI
provides explanations that retain control-relevant guaran-
tees (Riva and Formentin, 2024). Complementary to these
descriptive approaches, we take an action-oriented route:
inspired on the Adaptive Sampling for Counterfactual Ex-
planations (ACE) method (Guerrero and Rojas, 2025), we
compute the minimal change to controller parameters that
achieves the required closed-loop specifications with as few
experiments as possible, restricted to a trust region around
the current operating point.

The key idea is to cast “meeting the time-domain specs”
as a binary classification task for the pressure controller
that regulates the pressure-rise coefficient Ψ—i.e., the
atmosphere-to-plenum pressure difference—via IGV actu-
ation, while maintaining a safe surge margin. Starting from
a controller that does not meet the closed-loop specifica-
tions, we then search the controller-parameter space for
the nearest label-flipping modification that turns “fail”
into “pass,” staying close to the current setting and within
a safe neighborhood. Historian data provide a prior over
feasible behavior; a Gaussian-Process (GP) classifier sup-
plies probabilistic pass scores; and a Bayesian-optimization
loop proposes a few targeted, safe experiments near the
data manifold and the operating point to validate and
refine the retuning.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first formula-
tion of Adaptive sampling for Counterfactual Explanation
explicitly designed for control loop tuning.

Our main contributions are:

• A historian-anchored, CFE formulation of safe, mini-
mum change controller retuning for compressor loops.

• An ACE-style Bayesian procedure that requires only
a handful of closed-loop step tests, guided by a GP
classifier and trust-region acquisitions.

• We demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed con-
troller tuning algorithm on a Compressor–Plenum–
Throttle system, highlighting how the critical pres-
sure control loop meets specifications by searching
within a safe region, avoiding surge.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Sec-
tion 2 describes the compressor system and formulates the
controller retuning problem. Section 3 contains the main
contributions of this work, namely, a counterfactual ex-
plainability approach to controller retuning in compressor
loops. Simulation results showcasing the effectiveness of
the proposed approach are presented in Section 4, while
conclusions are drawn in Section 5.

2. PROCESS DESCRIPTION AND PROBLEM
FORMULATION

In this section, we present the canonical air system, an ax-
ial compressor discharging into a downstream plenum, and
the pressure closed-loop architecture used for controller
retuning.

2.1 Physical setting

In industrial process and turbomachinery applications,
compressors raise total pressure to deliver the target mass
flow against downstream demand. In axial compressors,
rotor–stator rows add work and guide the flow, while IGVs
set inlet pre-swirl to adjust incidence and mass flow at
a fixed shaft speed, shifting the operating point along
the compressor characteristic ψc (the quasi-steady map
of pressure-rise coefficient versus flow coefficient at fixed
speed and IGV setting).

Within this framework, we consider an axial compressor
installed in a duct and discharging into a downstream
plenum (Fig. 1). The plenum volume is large relative to the
compressor duct; hence, flow speeds and fluid accelerations
in the plenum are negligible, and the plenum pressure pS
can be treated as spatially uniform, albeit time-varying.
We denote by pT the upstream (ambient/atmospheric)
pressure. A throttle at the plenum exit represents the
downstream consumer (e.g., a gas turbine) and imposes
a linear pressure–flow slope kT . The compressor IGVs
are actuated by a servo valve; by modulating the IGV
position u, the operator sets the pressure rise that sustains
the downstream unit. This lumped description is stan-
dard in the Moore–Greitzer model (Moore and Greitzer,
1985) and captures the key interactions of the compres-
sor–plenum–throttle system.

A key operational constraint is surge: if plenum pressure
rises excessively—i.e., the atmosphere-to-plenum pressure
rise Ψ increases beyond the compressor’s capability—the
annulus-averaged flow may reverse, driving pressure oscil-
lations that threaten both blades and downstream hard-
ware. Our study focuses on a healthy operating region—far
from surge—while acknowledging that pressure excursions
can move the system toward this boundary. In industrial



Fig. 1. Schematic of the compressor system geometry.

practice, the hardware and its operating envelope remain
remarkably stable over multi-year periods, thus archived
process data provide a suitable prior information for iden-
tification and controller retuning.

Under the Moore–Greitzer assumptions—axisymmetric,
annulus-averaged flow; a quasi-steady compressor charac-
teristic ψc(Φ) at fixed shaft speed and IGV setting; and the
physical setting of Fig. 1—the compressor–plenum system
reduces to a second-order system for the annulus-averaged
axial-flow coefficient Φ:
d2Φ
dξ2 + 1

ℓc

(
1

4B2kT
− dψc

dΦ

)
dΦ
dξ + 1

4ℓ2cB
2

[
(Φ− Φ̄)− Ψ−Ψ̄

kT

]
= 0,

(1)
where ψc is the compressor characteristic, Ψ the pressure
rise coefficient proportional to pS − pT (plenum relative
to atmosphere), ξ = Ut/R the nondimensional time with
U the rotor peripheral speed at the mean radius R, and
u the IGV position (per unit). The constants are ℓc =
Lc/R (duct-length parameter), B (Greitzer parameter),
and kT (throttle slope). All variables are nondimensional,
and overbars (e.g., Φ̄, Ψ̄) denote operating-point values.
Equation (1) is the well-known Moore–Greitzer pure-surge
reduction, highlighting how B influences both the damping
and stiffness of the lumped dynamics.

2.2 IGV control

The pressure-rise from atmosphere to plenum must be
controlled in a feedback loop. To this end, starting from
the Moore-Greitzer dynamics in (1), a small-signal model
is derived around a healthy operating point under IGV
actuation. Linearizing around (Φ̄, ū, Ψ̄) far from surge and

defining Φ̃ = Φ − Φ̄, ũ = u − ū, and Ψ̃ = Ψ − Ψ̄, the
compressor map is locally

ψc(Φ, u) ≈ ψc(Φ̄, ū) + a Φ̃ + α ũ, (2)

with a = ∂ψc

∂Φ

∣∣
(Φ̄,ū)

, α = ∂ψc

∂u

∣∣
(Φ̄,ū)

. The linearized mo-

mentum equation in (Moore and Greitzer, 1985, Chap. 4,
Eq. (4.2)) yields the small-signal relation

Ψ̃ = a Φ̃ + α ũ− ℓc
dΦ̃

dξ
. (3)

Combining (1) with (2)–(3) and taking Laplace transforms
gives a second-order transfer function G1(s) from IGV to
pressure rise,

G1(s) =
c1 s+ c0

s2 + 2ζωns+ ω2
n

,

with ωn, ζ, c0, and c1 set by (ℓc, B, kT , a, α).

On the other hand, the IGV actuator is modeled as a
first-order lag with static gain kv and time constant Tv, a
standard approximation for electro–hydraulic servo valves:

G2(s) =
kv

1 + Tvs
.

The dynamics of the complete compressor-plenum-throttle
system are controlled by a discrete-time cascaded control
structure operating at the sampling frequency set by the
DCS (see Fig. 2). Here, Gd

1(q) and G
d
2(q) are the discrete-

time equivalents of G1(s) and G2(s) respectively, C1(q)
and C2(q) are designable linear and time-invariant con-
trollers, and v1 with v2 are stationary stochastic processes
that model output disturbances and sensor noise. In ad-
dition, y1 is the pressure-related controlled variable (e.g.,
normalized pressure rise), and r1 is the reference pressure
rise. In practice, r1, u1, u2, y1 and y2 are typically available
from the DCS historian, whereas v1, v2, G

d
1(q) and Gd

2(q)
are not.

-r1+

− 6

f- C1(q) -u1+

−
f- C2(q) -u2

Gd
2(q)

-

v2

f?-y2

6
Gd

1(q)
-

v1

f? -y1

Fig. 2. Cascaded system description for IGV control.

2.3 Problem formulation

This paper addresses the problem of controller retuning for
critical feedback loops in axial-compressor (compressor-
plenum-throttle) systems. The goal is to derive an iterative
procedure that produces the smallest possible change in
the baseline controller parameters while maintaining safe
operation and ensuring control performance.

The controller is parameterized by a vector θ ∈ Θ (for
example, PID gains), with θ0 denoting the baseline con-
trol law. We assume the availability of Nhist batches of

historical data {r(i)1 [k], u
(i)
1 [k], u

(i)
2 [k], y

(i)
1 [k], y

(i)
2 [k]}Ni

k=1,
i = 1, . . . , Nhist, collected under distinct control laws. Since
controller gains are not logged, they must be estimated
from the data. The models Gd

1(q) and Gd
2(q) represent

operation in a healthy region away from surge, and, be-
cause the hardware and operating envelope are remarkably
stable over multi-year horizons, the plants are assumed to
be time-invariant across the batches.

We seek a controller, parameterized by θ, that remains
as close as possible to θ0 under a prescribed metric d on
Θ, while satisfying time-domain performance metrics such
as fast response, stability, bounded overshoot, and small
steady-state error. This leads to the optimization problem

min
θ∈Θ

d(θ,θ0) s.t. performance specifications met. (4)

Because experiments on real compressor systems are costly
and safety critical, only closed-loop data is collected, and
the number of experiments must be kept minimal.

3. CFE APPROACH TO SAMPLE-EFFICIENT
CONTROL TUNING

The objective in (4) is naturally cast as a counterfactual-
explanation task on the controller space: starting from the



factual θ0 (label “fail”), and the available historical data,
find the nearest counterfactual—i.e., a solution to (4)—
that flips the label to “pass”. In the sequel we operational-
ize this idea with an ACE-style, Bayesian optimization
scheme that (i) leverages the DCS historian to build a prior
on feasible controllers around historically feasible behavior
and (ii) searches within a trust region near the current
operating point, thereby proposing safe minimal-change
controller updates without opening the loop.

3.1 Controller identification and performance evaluation

A key step in the proposed approach is the collection of
a labeled dataset from historical closed-loop data. Specifi-
cally, given the i-th batch of cascaded system data in Fig.

2, (r
(i)
1 ,u

(i)
1 ,u

(i)
2 ,y

(i)
1 ,y

(i)
2 ), where r

(i)
1 = {r1[k]}Ni

k=1 and
analogously for the other signals, the controller parameters
θ1,i and θ2,i for C1(q) and C2(q) are estimated by solving
the corresponding nonlinear least-squares problems

θ1,i = argmin
θ1

Ni∑
k=1

(
u
(i)
1 [k]− C1(q,θ1)(r

(i)
1 [k]− y(i)1 [k])

)2

,

θ2,i = argmin
θ2

Ni∑
k=1

(
u
(i)
2 [k]− C2(q,θ2)(u

(i)
1 [k]− y(i)2 [k])

)2

.

Let θi = [θ⊤
1,i,θ

⊤
2,i]

⊤ ∈ Rp denote the controller parame-
ters pertaining to the i-th batch of data. Given a closed-
loop step experiment, we evaluate a vector of time-domain
specifications

g(θi) =
(
ess(θi), trise(θi), tsettle(θi), OS(θi)

)
,

where ess is the steady-state error, trise is the rise time,
tsettle is the settling time for a fixed amplitude margin,
and OS is the overshoot percent. Given g(θi) for each
i = 1, . . . , Nhist, we define the binary labels

h(θi) = I{g(θi) ⪯ τ} , i = 1, . . . , Nhist,

where τ =
(
τe, τrise, τsettle, τOS

)
describes the perfor-

mance specifications for each metric. Note that h(θi)
equals 1 if and only if all specifications are satisfied. The
oracle h(·) is a black box (obtained via closed-loop simula-
tion/operation) and costly to query; safety further requires
that queries remain near historically observed, feasible be-
havior. All historical data is thus condensed in the labeled
dataset Dhist = {(θi, ℓi)}Nhist

i=1 , where ℓi = h(θi) ∈ {0, 1}.

3.2 Counterfactual explainability step

Having identified controllers from historical closed-loop
data and assembled a labeled dataset Dhist, we now
use this information to construct the adaptive sampling
procedure for counterfactual explanations. Given a current
controller θ0 that fails the time-domain specifications (i.e.,
h(θ0) = 0), the goal is to find a new controller θ that
satisfies the specifications while remaining as close as
possible to θ0.

Following the Gaussian process classification method (Ras-
mussen and Williams, 2006), we rewrite the pass/fail rule
from Section 3.1 as

h(θ) = H(f(θ)− 0.5),

where H : R → {0, 1} is the Heaviside step function (i.e.,
H(a) = 1 if a ≥ 0 and 0 otherwise), and f : Θ → R is

a smooth latent function. We refer to f as the black-box
target function, where the latent score f(θ) summarizes
how the closed-loop step response under controller θ
compares against the time-domain specifications: values
above 0.5 indicate “pass” and below 0.5 indicate “fail”.

At a high level, using historical data we obtain prior
knowledge over feasible behavior, then adaptively propose
new controllers near the data manifold and the current
setting θ0. Each proposal triggers a short closed-loop step
test; we record the pass/fail label and restrict subsequent
queries to a trust region (and the actionability set) to
keep trials safe and minimal. Thus, the historian anchors
the prior, and ACE’s acquisition steers a few targeted
experiments toward the nearest label-flipping retuning
that meets the specifications.

In what follows, we instantiate ACE for compressor–IGV
tuning, following the guidelines presented in Guerrero and
Rojas (2025).

Cost function

The ACE method interprets the decision boundary as the
set {θ ∈ Θ: f(θ) = 0.5 }, i.e., where pass and fail are
equally likely. Hence, the counterfactual problem in (4)
can be re-written as

min
θ

d(θ,θ0) s.t. f(θ) = 0.5. (5)

Following Guerrero and Rojas (2025), we adopt a penalty
formulation to obtain an unconstrained program:

min
θ

J(θ) = d(θ,θ0) + λk|f(θ)− 0.5|, (6)

where λk > 0 can be increased across iterations to tighten
the boundary constraint. The terms d(θ,θ0) and |f(θ) −
0.5| jointly enforce proximity : the first term keeps the
candidate controller close to the current one in the pa-
rameter space, while the second one drives queries toward
the decision boundary where the label flips. Enforcing the
boundary yields label changes with minimal parameter
movement, consistent with the counterfactual goal.

To encode additional structural preferences, we add three
terms—actionability (search only over operator–changeable
parameters), sparsity (alter as few parameters as possible),
and plausibility (prefer controllers supported by historical
data):

argmin
θ∈A⊂Θ︸ ︷︷ ︸

actionability

d(θ,θ0) + λk
∣∣ f(θ)− 0.5

∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
proximity

+ β g(θ − θ0)︸ ︷︷ ︸
sparsity

+ l(θ; D)︸ ︷︷ ︸
plausibility

(7)

where: (i) A ⊂ Θ enforces actionability by fixing non-
actionable parameters (e.g., keeping the derivative gain
in a PID controller unchanged when only retuning the
remaining parameters); (ii) g(θ − θ0) promotes sparsity
of changes (e.g., a weighted ℓ1 norm or a cardinality
surrogate); (iii) l(θ;D) penalizes implausible or outlier
controllers far from the data manifold (collected data) 1 ,
implemented via a Local Outlier Factor (Breunig et al.,
2000) on D = Dhist ∪ Donline (historical DCS data plus
newly collected closed-loop samples). As in (6), the penalty
method increases λk across iterations; β > 0 trades off
sparsity against proximity and plausibility.
1 Candidates with LOF scores above a threshold τ (inliers) receive
zero cost, while others (outliers) are discarded via an infinite penalty.



Surrogate model

Recall that f is unknown and we only observe a binary
label ℓ = h(θ) ∈ {0, 1}. Therefore, to solve (7) we ap-
proximate the true underlying function f with a surro-

gate f̂ . In our setting, f̂ is a Gaussian Process Classifier
(GPC) (Bishop, 2006, Sec. 6.4) that returns the estimated
probability of Class 1—i.e., passing the time-domain spec-

ifications—so that f̂(θ) ∈ [0, 1].

The Class 1 probability at new input θ given observed θ∗
with labels ℓ∗ is calculated by

p(ℓ = 1|θ,θ∗, ℓ∗) = σ
(
µa

(
1 + πσ2

a/8
)−1/2)

,

where σ(a) ≃ Φ(λa) is the inverse probit function, while
µa and σ2

a denote the posterior mean and variance of
the latent variable at θ under the Laplace approximation
(Rasmussen and Williams, 2006, Sec. 3.4), using data
Dhist from the historian together with newly collected
experiments, Donline.

In short, f̂(θ) provides the probabilistic score we use
to prioritize candidate controllers. The next step details
how we select safe and informative experiments via an
acquisition function within a trust region around historical
operation.

Smart sampling: Expected Improvement

Given the previous observations and the constructed sur-
rogate model, we adaptively pick new parameters within
a trust region to keep trials as minimal as possible. To
this end, we use Expected Improvement (EI), a Bayesian
optimization acquisition function that selects the most
informative sampling point.

EI measures the expected reduction of the objective rela-
tive to the current best at a new point θ ∈ Θ, i.e.,

EIn(θ) : = En {[J∗
n − J(θ)]+}

= En
{
[d(θ∗,θ0) + λ|f̂(θ∗)− 0.5|+Ω(θ∗)

− d(θ,θ0)− λ|f̂(θ)− 0.5| − Ω(θ)]+
}
, (8)

where En denotes expectation conditioned on the pre-
viously observed data, Ω(·) represents the sparsity and
plausibility terms in (7), [a]+ := max{a, 0} and θ∗ =
argminθi∈θ1:n

J(θi), is the cost function minimizer among
the previously observed inputs.

To evaluate (8), ACE uses a Monte Carlo scheme that
draws samples from the GPC-based model and approxi-
mates EIn by averaging over those samples. Finally, we
approximate the maximizer of EIn with a general-purpose
optimizer such as L-BFGS-B (Liu and Nocedal, 1989).
Each EI proposal θk is validated by a short closed-loop
step test, after which we assign the pass/fail label ℓk =
h(θk) ∈ {0, 1}. The online dataset is then updated, i.e.,

Donline ← Donline ∪ {(θk, ℓk)}, and the classifier f̂ is re-
trained on the combined dataset D = Dhist ∪ Donline.

3.3 Algorithm

We present the full sample-efficient controller retuning
algorithm based on Bayesian optimization and coun-
terfactual explanations in Algorithm 1. The method

Algorithm 1 ACE-Controller Fine Tuning

Input: baseline controller parameters θ0, historian archive

H = {(r(i)1 ,u
(i)
1 ,u

(i)
2 ,y

(i)
1 ,y

(i)
2 )}Nhist

i=1
Parameters: λ0 (init. penalty), λmax (max penalty), ε
(tolerance), p (penalty growth)
Output: CFE θs
θ1:Nhist

← IdentifyFromDCSHistorian(H)
ℓ1:Nhist

← ClosedLoopMetrics(H)
D ← {(θi, ℓi)}Nhist

i=1 ; f̂ ← GPC Fit(D)
while h(θ0) = h(θns ) and ∥θns − θ0∥ < ∥θos − θ0∥ do

θos ← θns , λk ← λ0
while ∥θk − θk−1∥ > ε or λk < λmax do

θk ← ExpectedImprovement(D, f̂ ,θ0, λk)
ℓk ← ClosedLoopStepTest(θk)

D ← D ∪ {(θk, ℓk)}; f̂ ← GPC Update(D)
k ← k + 1, λk ← (λk−1)

p

end while
θns ← SampleDecisionBoundary(D, f̂ ,θ0)

end while
return θns

is initialized from the DCS archive: IdentifyFromD-
CSHistorian identifies controller parameters, Clos-
edLoopMetrics assigns pass/fail labels, and a GPC

prior f̂ is fitted to the resulting dataset {(θi, ℓi)}Nhist
i=1 ,

where ℓi = h(θi). Then ExpectedImprovement pro-
poses actionable, trust-region candidates; each candi-
date is evaluated via a short closed-loop step test
(ClosedLoopStepTest), after which the dataset and

f̂ are updated, and the boundary penalty parameter λk
in (7) is increased to steer queries toward f(θ) = 0.5.
Finally, SampleDecisionBoundary selects a counter-
factual near f(θ) = 0.5 with minimal proximity to θ0,
while sparsity and plausibility are enforced through the
cost in (7).

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

In this section, we evaluate Algorithm 1 on the com-
pressor–plenum–throttle system. Figure 3 shows the site
Piping and Instrumentation Diagram (P&ID): the outer
pressure controller (PIC) and the inner IGV position
controller (ZIC) are the loops ACE retunes. We report
results for two scenarios: Case 1 (single-loop) in which
IGV position feedback is unavailable and the PIC output
drives the servo valve directly—hence ACE retunes only
the outer loop; and Case 2 (cascade), consistent with the
P&ID schematic, where IGV position feedback is present,
the inner loop (ZIC) closes the vane-position dynamics,
and ACE jointly retunes both controllers.

4.1 Experimental setting

Controllers. In both scenarios the controllers are imple-
mented as PIDs with derivative filtering, i.e.,

C(s) = Kp +
Ki

s
+

Kd s

1 + Tfs
.

Accordingly, ACE searches for a four-parameter retun-
ing in Case 1, with θcase1 = [Kp,Ki,Kd, Tf ]

⊤, and for
an eight-parameter retuning in Case 2, with θcase2 =



Fig. 3. P&ID of the compressor system.

[Kp1,Ki1,Kd1, Tf1,Kp2,Ki2,Kd2, Tf2]
⊤, where the sub-

scripts 1 and 2 on the PID parameters map to the outer
(C1) and inner (C2) controllers, respectively; in both
cases, ACE selects counterfactual retunings that satisfy
the outer-loop (PIC) closed-loop specifications.

Parameters. Unless otherwise noted, the compressor–
plenum constants and IGV servo valve parameters are
(ℓc, B, kT , a, α) = (2.0, 2.0, 0.20, 0.18, 0.30) and (Kv, τ) =
(1.0, 0.5), respectively. Measurement noises are zero-mean
Gaussian with variances (σ2

outer, σ
2
inner) = (0.01, 0.005).

We use a normalized step of amplitude rstep = 1. ACE
hyperparameters follow Guerrero and Rojas (2025).

Continuous-to-Discrete conversion. The compres-
sor–plenum path and the servo valve are mapped from
G1(s) and G2(s) to Gd

1(q) and Gd
2(q) using the bilinear

(Tustin) transform with sampling period Ts = 0.1 s. The
PID controllers are implemented in position form: the
derivative term uses a first–order filter discretized with
Tustin–consistent coefficients, while the integral term uses
the rectangular (forward Euler) rule.

Closed-loop criteria. We define the pass/fail function as

h(θ) =


1, if

|ess| ≤ 0.01

& trise (10→90) ≤ 20 s

& tsettle ≤ 50 s

& OS ≤ 20%

0, otherwise,

where ess is the steady-state error, trise(10→90) is the rise
time between the first crossings of 10% and 90% of the
final step change, tsettle is the first time for which |y(t) −
y∞| ≤ 0.05 for all t ≥ tsettle, and OS is the percent of
overshoot.

4.2 Results

Case 1

Table 1 summarizes results over 100 ACE runs for three
fixed instances θ01:03, initialized with 30 historical con-
trollers identified from the DCS archive. Each entry re-
ports the mean Validity (fraction of runs that found a
counterfactual), the mean LOF (Local Outlier Factor;
values near 1 indicate inliers to the data manifold), the
mean number of additional closed-loop tests (iters.), and
the mean component-wise parameter shift reported as
(Kp;Ki;Kd;Tf ), where we define the shift as ∆ = θCFE−

Table 1. Case 1 (single loop): summary over
100 ACE runs per instance.

Inst. Val. LOF iters. ∆Kp;∆Ki;∆Kd;∆Tf

θ01 1 1.0276 12 +0.0334; −0.0986; +0.0251; +0.0331

θ02 1 1.0251 12 +0.0057; −0.0482; +0.0029; +0.0333

θ03 1 1.0205 18 +0.0234; −0.0602; +0.0071; +0.0325
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Fig. 4. Case 1 - Box plot of component-wise shifts ∆ =
θcand − θ0 across 100 ACE runs.
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Fig. 5. Case 1 - Step responses: baseline θ0 (red) vs. one
representative CFE (blue).

θ0—i.e., positive means increase w.r.t. baseline. Overall,
average changes are small (typically |∆|≲ 0.1), with only
a modest number of extra step tests per run.

To examine the results in detail, we focus on the first
instance in Table 1: θ0 = θ01 = [3.864, 1.112, 1.561, 0.015].
Figure 4 reports the =-wise shifts ∆ = θcand−θ0 across 100
ACE runs—including, but not limited to, the final CFEs.
Note that, unlike Table 1—which averages only the final
CFE per run—Figure 4 pools all candidate evaluations
generated during the ACE search, with an average of ∼12
proposals per run until the CFE is found. The boxes
span the interquartile range (25–75%), the orange line
is the median, whiskers extend to the non-outlier range,
and circles denote outliers. Three patterns emerge. First,
the distributions are tightly centered around zero, with
few outliers and typical magnitudes |∆| ≲ 0.3, indicating
that ACE proposes small, local retunings consistent with
the trust-region constraint. Second, the medians suggest
a mild increase in Kp, a mild decrease in Ki, and small
positive shifts for Kd and Tf—in line with making the
loop slightly more responsive while filtering derivative
action. Third, several CFEs exhibit ∆ ≈ 0 on individual
coordinates, showing that sparsity is naturally promoted:
not every successful retuning needs to change all gains.

Figure 5 compares the instance θ0 = [3.864, 1.112, 1.561,
0.015] (red) against one representative counterfactual
CFE = [3.916, 1.007, 1.542, 0.022] (blue). Consistent with
Figure 4, the counterfactual increases Kp slightly, reduces
Ki, and applies modest adjustments to Kd and Tf . These
small parameter changes are sufficient to flip the label



Table 2. Case 2 (cascade): summary over 100
ACE runs per instance.

Inst. Val. LOF iters. C1, C2: ∆Kp;∆Ki;∆Kd;∆Tf

θ01 1 1.0218 15
+0.0488; +0.3120; +0.0276; +0.0418
+0.0226; −0.0839; +0.0587; +0.0302

θ02 1 1.0123 17
+0.1106; +0.1144; +0.2259; +0.0404
−0.1123; −0.0432; +0.1088; +0.0415

θ03 1 1.0285 18
+0.3958; +0.1374; +0.0780; +0.0391
+0.0546; −0.1348; +0.0614; +0.0405

from “fail” to “pass”: overshoot is brought below the 20%
limit (peak ≤ 1.20), while all other time–domain metrics
are satisfied. The comparison illustrates the core CFE ob-
jective—achieving specification compliance with minimal
movement in parameter space and without leaving the safe
operating neighborhood.

Case 2

As in Case 1, Table 2 summarizes 100 ACE runs for three
fixed cascade instances—Validity is 1.0 for all instances
and the mean LOF values remain close to 1, indicating
that the proposed controllers lie on (or near) the historical
manifold. Despite doubling the decision variables (eight
gains instead of four), the mean number of additional
closed-loop tests per run remains modest—∼15–18, com-
parable to Case 1—showing that ACE can jointly retune
inner and outer loops without the usual two-step manual
procedure used in industry (Seborg et al., 2016, Chap. 16,
p. 284). Parameter shifts remain small in magnitude (typ-
ically |∆|≲0.4).

Figure 6 summarizes the component-wise shifts ∆ =
θcand − θ0 across 100 ACE runs for instance θ01. As in
Case 1, the distributions remain tightly centered around
zero with few outliers, indicating small, local moves con-
sistent with the trust region. Two coordinates show a clear
directional trend: Ki1 and Kd2 tend to increase, both typ-
ically within |∆| ≲ 0.5. In contrast, Ki2 exhibits a slight
decrease, while Tf1 and Tf2 show mild positive shifts; the
remaining gains are essentially centered at ∆ ≈ 0. Over-
all, even in the 8-parameter search, ACE stays near the
historical manifold and proposes sparse, low-magnitude
adjustments.

A representative comparison is shown in Fig. 7: the in-
stance θ0 = [8.453, 0.136, 1.73, 0.010, 3.986, 2.842, 0.264,
0.02] versus one CFE [8.519, 0.466, 1.73,0.065, 3.84, 2.64,
0.569, 0.065]. The parameter change is ∆CFE = CFE −
θ0 = [+0.066,+0.331,+0.003,+0.055, −0.146,−0.202,
+0.306,+0.045], i.e., a modest boost in Ki1 and Kd2,
slight increases in Tf1/Tf2, and small shifts elsewhere. In
PID terms, the larger Ki1 removes steady-state error more
decisively in the outer loop, while the higher Kd2 improves
inner-loop vane tracking and effective damping. The result
is a substantial reduction of settling time—from ≈ 66.3 s
down to ≈ 20.7 s—while keeping the overshoot within lim-
its and satisfying all four time-domain metrics, achieved
with small, interpretable moves in parameter space.

5. CONCLUSIONS

We have presented a historian–anchored, counterfactual
explainability approach to safe, sample-efficient controller
retuning, demonstrated on the axial-compressor pressure
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Fig. 6. Case 2 - Box plot of component-wise shifts ∆ =
θcand − θ0 across 100 ACE runs.
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Fig. 7. Case 2 - Step responses: baseline θ0 (red) vs. one
representative CFE (blue).

loop of a compressor–plenum–throttle system. Our ACE-
style method is model-free, operates entirely in closed
loop, and proposes minimal, actionable parameter changes
within a trust region, requiring only a handful of short
closed-loop step tests. In both single-loop and cascade
architectures (with inner IGV position control), ACE
produced small, interpretable shifts in PID gains that
flipped the pass/fail label from “fail” to “pass” while
staying on (or near) the historical data manifold and
preserving surge margin. Future work includes integrating
instrumental variable and kernel-regularized estimators to
refine historian-based priors and extend beyond PID to
nonlinear controllers.
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