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ABSTRACT

This paper presents a spatiotemporal tube (STT)-based control framework for satisfying Signal Tem-
poral Logic (STL) specifications in unknown control-affine systems. We formulate STL constraints
as a robust optimization problem (ROP) and recast it as a scenario optimization program (SOP) to
construct STTs with formal correctness guarantees. We also propose a closed-form control law that
operates independently of the system dynamics, and ensures the system trajectory evolves within
the STTs, thereby satisfying the STL specifications. The proposed approach is validated through
case studies and comparisons with state-of-the-art methods, demonstrating superior computational
efficiency, trajectory quality, and applicability to complex STL tasks.

1 Introduction

Control objectives in robotics have traditionally focused on stabilization and trajectory tracking. However, modern
applications demand more complex task specifications, where systems must operate under time-dependent constraints
and strict deadlines. Signal Temporal Logic (STL) [1]] provides a formal framework to specify such tasks, making
it an increasingly popular tool in areas such as neural networks [2}3]], deep learning [4]], reinforcement learning [5]],
learning from demonstration [6[], and planning and control [[7,8]]. Although STL offers significant advantages, it presents
algorithmic and computational challenges, making control under STL specifications particularly difficult.

STL-constrained control is often posed as an optimization problem. Mixed-integer programming (MIP) [8,9] and
gradient-based approaches [[10]] handle simple dynamics and structured predicates but scale poorly. Model Predictive
Control (MPC) [[11-13]] incorporates STL into a receding horizon framework, but becomes intractable with increased
complexity. Furthermore, these optimization-based methods require accurate models, limiting their application in
unknown real-world settings. Control barrier functions (CBFs) [[14] enforce STL constraints by ensuring forward
invariance of safe sets [[15}|16]], offering better scalability, but still depend on known dynamics and involve optimization.
Prescribed performance control (PPC) [17] provides a more computationally efficient alternative for STL tasks [[18L[19],
particularly for unknown systems, but lacks optimality. Additionally, both CBF-based and PPC-based methods support
only restricted STL fragments.

This work proposes a spatiotemporal tube (STT)-based control framework [20|] that addresses these challenges
by offering a computationally efficient and formally correct approach to synthesizing controllers that satisfy STL
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specifications. STTs have been effective in handling temporal reach-avoid-stay (T-RAS) specifications [21]], multi-agent
planning in unknown systems [22[ and can also serve as a foundation for synthesizing CBFs with smooth box-shaped
level sets [23]]. Here, we extend the STT framework to general STL specifications through three key steps: (i) first,
frame the STL constraints as robust optimization problems (ROP); (ii) next, reformulate the ROP into a scenario
optimization program (SOP) by sampling points in time and state space, enabling efficient construction of STTs with
formal correctness guarantees; (iii) finally, derive an approximation-free, closed-form control law that ensures the
system state remains within the STTs, guaranteeing STL satisfaction. This framework eliminates the need for system
discretization or real-time optimization, significantly improving computational efficiency. Unlike existing methods,
it can handle general STL formulas for unknown systems, making it broadly applicable. We validate our approach
through case studies and compare it with MILP, MPC, CBF, and funnel-based methods. Empirical results show that our
method achieves better control synthesis time, while handling more complex STL specifications for unknown dynamics.

2 Preliminaries and Problem Formulation

Notations: For a,b € N with a < b, we denote the closed interval in N as [a; 0] := {a,a + 1,...,b}. Weusez oy
to represent the element-wise multiplication where z,y € R™. All other notation in this paper follows standard
mathematical conventions.

2.1 System Definition

Consider the following control-affine nonlinear system:
S:d = f(z) +gla)u+w, ()

where x(t) = [z1(t),...,2,(t)]T € X C R™ and u(t) € R™ are the state and control input vectors of equal dimension,
thereby assuming a fully actuated system. w(t) € W C R™ is the unknown bounded disturbance. The state space of the
system is defined by the compact set X.

Assumption 1 The functions f : X — R™ and g : X — R™*™ in (1) are unknown and locally Lipschitz continuous.

Assumption 2 ( [17,124]]) The symmetric component of g(x) : gs(z) = M is uniformly sign-definite with
known sign for all x € X. Without loss of generality, assume gs(x) is uniformly positive definite, i.e., there exits
g€ RT:0< 9 < Amin(gs()), Vo € X, where Ain(-) is the smallest eigenvalue of the matrix.

Remark 2.1 We can extend from control-affine to nonlinear dynamics by treating the nonlinear terms as disturbances.

2.2 Signal Temporal Logic (STL)

Signal Temporal Logic (STL) [1] is a formal language used to specify the spatial, temporal, and logical properties
of continuous-time signals. The set of STL formulae can be recursively expressed using predicates p. Consider the
predicate function h : R™ — R, then p := true, if h(s) > 0, and false if h(s) < 0.

An STL formula ¢ is recursively defined using predicates, Boolean logic, and temporal operators:

¢p:=true|p|=d|d1 Ad2 | d1V b2 | D@ | Opan@ | 1Uja,p) P2, )

where p is a predicate, and ¢1, ¢ are STL formulae. Boolean operators for negation, disjunction, and conjunction
are denoted by —, Vv, and A, respectively. Symbols ¢, [J and U represent the temporal operators - eventually, always,
and until, respectively. [a, b] is the time interval with a, b € R>( such that a < b. The satisfaction relation (z,t) = ¢
denotes if a signal = : R>¢ — R™, possibly a solution of (I)), satisfies an STL formula ¢ at time ¢. The STL semantics [[1]
for a signal x is recursively given by:

(z, 1) Fp & h(z(t)) 20,

(z,1) | —¢ < ((z,t) F ¢),

(z,t) E o1 A o & (z,t) = 1 A (2, t) |E da,

(z,t) = Opap @ s It et+at+b],(z,t) Eo,

(z,t) = Opa,p)¢ s Velttat+d), (ot Eod

(z.t) = o1l b P2 & Jty €ft+a, t+b],(x,t1) E P AVts € [t +a,t1], (z,t2) E P2
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A signal z satisfies an STL formula ¢, denoted = |= ¢, if and only if (z,0) &= ¢. The STL robustness metric
p?(x,t) [25] quantifies the degree of satisfaction: p?(x,t) > 0 implies (z,t) = ¢, and its magnitude reflects the
strength of satisfaction or violation. The robustness semantics are defined recursively as:

pP(x,t) = h(z(t)), (3a)

p~?(z,t) = —p®(x(t)), (3b)

p¢1/\¢2(x,t) = min(p¢1 (9c,t),p¢’2 (z,t)), (3¢)

pOen?(z,t) = max  p?(x,t), (3d)
t1 E[t+a,t+b]

D[a)b](ﬁ t — 3 ¢ - t 3
p (z,1) fephin P (x,t1), (3e)
P1U[a 1) P2 t) = ; 1t ; P2 ). 3
p (2, 1) e min(p®* (, 1),t261[§1£7t1]p (2,t2)) (3f)

For simplicity, we denote the robustness at ¢ = 0 by p¥ () to represent. We consider a finite time horizon [0, ¢ ;] over
which the specification ¢ is to be realized, i.e., the signal x : [0,¢;] — R™ is such that = |= ¢.
2.3 Spatiotemporal Tubes

To satisfy the given STL specification, we leverage Spatiotemporal tubes (STTs), which are defined next.

Definition 2.2 (STTs for STL Task) For an STL task ¢ defined in Equation @) over the time interval [0, t ], the time-
varying intervals [v; 1.(t), v:.v (t)] are called STTs for STL, if v; . : R& — R and v; v : R& — R are continuously
differentiable functions satisfying ~; 1,(t) < 7, v (t) for all i € [1;n] and for all t € [0,t¢], and the following holds:

p?(x) > 0,Y2 : [0,t5] — R™, such that, x(t) € H Vi, (1), vi,u (7)), V7 € [0, tf]. 4)
i€[1;n]

Remark 2.3 If one designs a control law that constrains the state trajectory within the STTs, i.e.,
Yi,o.(7) < 2i(7) < 7,0 (7),Y(i,7) € [1;n] x [0,tf], 5)

then one can ensure the satisfaction of STL specifications.

2.4 Problem Statement

Given an STL specification ¢ over t € [0,%f], as in Equation (2), first synthesize STTs. Then, for an unknown

control-affine system (T)), design a closed-form, approximation-free control law u : X x R{ — R", that constrains the
system state (¢) within the STTs for all ¢ € [0, ¢ 7], thereby satisfying Equation (3)) and ensuring = = ¢.

3 Construction of Spatiotemporal Tubes

In this section, the main goal is to construct STTs that satisfy the given STL specifications. We first fix the structure of
the curves that form the STTs for the ¢-th dimension as,

Zin

’Yi,l(ci,ht) = Zcﬁzpf,z(t)a le {Lv U}a ) € [lan]a
k=1

where L and U denote the lower and upper constraints, respectively. p; ,(¢) are user-defined nonlinear continuously
differentiable basis functions and ¢; , = [c} z; cfl; ...;¢; '] € R# denote unknown coefficients.

-Gy
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To satisfy the conditions in Definition 2.2] we formulate the following Robust Optimization Program (ROP) for all
dimensions ¢ € [1;n| and for all time 7 € [0, ¢f]:

i P

V(i,7) € [15n] x [0, 2] :

Yi,£.(¢i,L,T) = viw(ciu, ) + Yia <, (62)
Yin(Cin, ) —Ls <1, Yivlciv,T) — Ls < m; (6b)
Vo :[0,t;] = R, s,

(1) = Mivolerr, 7) + (L= A)vzlern, 7)o MY (Cnos T) + (1= AV (Cnn, 7)] T
YO - A7) € [0, 1] x [0, 1],

- p?(x) <. (6¢)
d; = [Ci,L,Ci,UaTI]'

Here, 7,4 € RT and £, € RT are user-defined parameters that set the minimum separation and the maximum slope
of STTs, respectively. To facilitate the formulation of the ROP, we express Equation (@) in a parametric form using
;i € [0,1] for all ¢ € [1;n] in @c). It is evident that if the optimal solution to the ROP satisfies n* < 0, then the
conditions outlined in Definition are guaranteed to hold.

Remark 3.1 The constraint (6b) on the tube derivatives ensures smooth tube evolution, leading to more efficient
trajectories with lower control effort for STL tasks. However, it adds complexity and might prevent obtaining solutions
even if valid STTs with higher slopes exist. It can be omitted for more flexibility or faster computation.

Solving the proposed ROP in (6) involves infinitely many constraints in continuous space. To address this, we
propose a sampling-based approach for constructing the curves that define the tubes. Consider the augmented set
W = [0,1]" x [0,¢/] and collect N samples w, = (A1, ..., Anr, 7p) from W, where r = [1; N]. For each w,, define
a ball W, with radius e, such that for all the points in the augmented set (A1, ..., \,,7) € W, there exists a w, that
satisfies

A1, A, 7) —wr|| <e,V( A1,y A, T) € Wi @)

This ensures that the union of all these balls forms a superset of the augmented set, i.e., Ufy:l W, D [0,1]™ x [0,t].

Now, we construct the scenario optimization program (SOP) associated with the ROP:

min n, S.t
[d1,do,....dn,n]
Vr € [1; N, (i,7) € [1;n] x [0, 2] :
Yi,r.(Cin, ) — Yi,u(Ciu, ) + Yia < 1, (8a)
;Yi,L(Ci,LvTr) - Es < 7, ;Yi,U(Ci,U’TT’) - ‘CS < UE (8b)

Vo [0,tf] = R", st
x(Tr) = P‘l,r’Yl,U(cl,Uv Tr) + (1 - A1,7")’)/1,[/(01,L; TT)) LRI /\n,r’Yn,U(cn,Uv Tr) + (1 - )\n,r)'Yn,L(cn,L; Tr)]Ta
Vr € [LN|,V( A1 ooy Ay ) € 10,1 x [0, t7],
= (@) <. (8¢c)
di = [ci,n, ci,u, ).
It is clear that the SOP in Equation (8)) consists of a finite number of constraints, structurally identical to those in the

ROP (). However, to ensure that the STTs, constructed by solving the SOP with a finite set of sampled data, satisfy the
constraints of the ROP over continuous time and space, we introduce the following assumption:

Assumption 3 ; 1.(¢i 1, t), viv(ciu,t), Yi,p(ci L, t), ¥i.u(ciu,t) are all Lipschitz continuous in t, with constants
Lr, Ly, Lar, and Lay, respectively, for all i € [1;n).

From [26], we know that there exists L, € RT, such that for all x = [zl,...,x,L]T e X,
o2 ([Z1s - s o] T) = p2([1, s Bk ey 0] DI < Lo, 2 — Bl
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Theorem 3.2 (i(A1,...,\,) := —p(x) withx(7) = [Myvlcro, )+ Q= )y.c(eiL,7)s o Ao (Cnu, 7)+
(1 = X)) VL (cnn, )T forall T € [0,tg), is Lipschitz continuous with the Lipschitz constant £, € R*. That is, there

exists £,, € RY, such that, for all M1, ..., 2], [A1, ..., Aa] T € 0,1]7,
s ) = s M) < Ll Al T = s, A] T
Proof 3.3 The proof is provided in the Appendix.

In Theorem we show that despite solving the SOP (8] with finitely many sampled points (7;., )\T)ivzl, the Lipschitz
continuity of the relevant functions allows us to extend the results to the continuous domain [0, ¢ ] of the ROP (6).

Theorem 3.4 Suppose that the SOP in (8) is solved using N sampled data points as defined in Equation (). Let the
optimal value of SOP be n* with the corresponding solution d; = [c; 1, c; ;, "], for all i € [1;n]. If

n+ Le <0, ©))

where L = max{Lr + Lu, Lar, Lav, \/ﬁi + E%(CL + Ly)?)}, then the STTs v; 1, and 7, y, for all i € [1;n),
obtained from the SOP in () satisfy the conditions of Definition 2.2}
Proof 3.5 This proof shows that under condition (9), the STTs, ~; .(t) and ~; v (t), obtained using SOP in (8) ensures

conditions (©a)—@c). Let n* denote the optimal value of the SOP. Now from, (1), we infer that ¥t € [0, ty], 3 7, such
that |7 — 7| < e. Thus, Vi € [1;n],¥r € [1; N], VT € [0,]:

(a) vi,(cin,7)=vi,u(civ, 7)+via = (Vi,L(ciL,T) — %‘,L(Ci,bTr))-f'(%',L(Ci,L,Tr)—%,U(Ci,Uﬁr)-F%,d)-F
(viulev, ) —vivleu, ) < Lplt =l + 0" + Lult — 7| < Le+n* <0,

(b) Yip(cin, ) —Ls =%i,0(ci,L,7)—Yi,L(Ci,n, ) + i, (Cin, ) — Ls < Lap||T— 7| +10" < Le+n* <0,
Similarly, ;v (civ,7) — Ls <0,

(c) Define the trajectories, x,x, : [0,t¢] — R™ as
2(7) = Myuleno, 7) + (L= A)yclen, 7)o AYnu (oo 7) + (1= Aa)Yn,n(en,z, 7)) 7

Ty (Tr) = P‘l,r'Yl,U(Cl,U7 TT)—‘V_(l_Al,T')fYLL(Cl,La 7—7'); ceey )\n,r'}/n,U(cn,Uv TT)+(1_ATL,T')’-Y7L,L(CTL,L7 T'r')]T

Let Z, : [0,t¢] — R™ be the continuous reconstruction of x,, such that at any time T it holds the value from
the nearest sample within €. Then,

—p®(x) = —p®(x) + p®(Z,) — p® (&) + p? (1) — p®(2,)
= |, - . An,T) HA Ly - Ay )|
E H Ly T) (TT)” +77

max
T€[0,tr],|T—7r|<e

< 7+ Ll Al = P A T+ Lo(Lr + Lo)|T — 77
<n* /L2 + LA(LL + Lu)?e <" + Le <0,

Therefore, if the condition in Q) holds, the STTs defined by the boundary functions v; 1,(¢; 1., T) and v; v (¢i,u, T), for
all i € [1;n], as obtained by solving the finitely many constraints in the SOP (8), satisfies the requirements of Definition
[2:2) thus completing the proof.

Remark 3.6 The Lipschitz constants Ly, Ly, Lar,, and Lqy are required to check condition Q) and Algorithm 1 in
the Appendix of [21|] gives an estimate of these constants.

Remark 3.7 STTs are shaped by basis functions pf’ p Such as monomials in t for polynomial-type STT. The computa-
tional complexity of SOP depends primarily on the number of unknown coefficients and sampling density. Higher-degree
polynomials and finer sampling improve STT flexibility but increase decision variables, leading to polynomial growth
in computation time. The change in computational complexity with the number of decision variables and constraints
is illustrated in Figure[l| However, since the STT construction is offline, the real-time control remains efficient as
discussed next.
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Figure 1: Time complexity
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Figure 2: (a) Trajectory (b) Generated STTs for mobile robot.

4 Controller Design and Theoretical Analysis

In this section, we derive the control law to satisfy (3), thereby satisfying the STL specification. The con-
troller structure builds upon standard PPC results in [17] and is a direct application of the tube-based control
framework in [20]. We adapt these principles to our setting to solve STL specifications using STT. Define the

normalized error e(x,t) := [e1(w1,t),...,en(Tn,t)]" = 7,.2(t) (2x — 7,(t)), the transformed error £(z,t) =
T
[ln (%) ,ooo,In (ifz"ig”g)} , and the diagonal matrix £(z,¢) = 4y;,' (I, — diag(e(z, t) o e(z, 1)) ",

where, vs == (Y10 + V1.L, - s Y, + Vn,n] T and Yo, := diaQ(V1m, - - - s Yuym )s With Yim = i — VioL-

Theorem 4.1 Consider the nonlinear control-affine system S in @) If the initial state x(0) is within the STTs, i.e.,
7i...(0) < 2;(0) < v;,v(0), Vi € [1;n), then the closed-form control strategy,

u(z,t) = —ké(z, t)e(z, 1), k € RY, (10)
will satisfy (3), thereby satisfying the STL specification.

Proof 4.2 Following the proof of Theorem 1 in [20], the control law in Equation (T0) ensures that the system trajectory
remains within the STTs over [0, t¢]. Consequently, from Equations (3)) and (@), the robustness metric for the STL
specification ¢ remains positive, guaranteeing ¢: x = ¢.

Remark 4.3 The closed-form time-dependent control law in (10) is approximation-free and guarantees the satisfaction
of STL specifications for control-affine systems with unknown dynamics. The gain k is a user-defined positive design
parameter that regulates how aggressively the control law ensures the system state remains within the STTs. Additionally,
if gs(x) is negative definite, k (in control law (T0)) € R\ R{.
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Figure 3: (a) System trajectory and (b), (c), (d) are generated STTs for Spacecraft Case Study.

5 Case Studies

To demonstrate the efficacy of our STT-based control framework for STL tasks, we used two case studies: (A) an
omnidirectional robot and (B) a rotating rigid spacecraft. For a given candidate value of 7, the feasibility of the SOP
can be checked using an SMT solver such as Z3 [27]. To determine a near-minimum feasible value of n*, we use a
bisection method over a user-defined interval until convergence within a desired tolerance. The case studies are solved
on a Linux Ubuntu operating system with an Intel i7-7700 CPU and 32GB RAM. The implementation code is available
at: |https://github.com/FocasLab/STL_STT.git.

In case studies, each region M is a hyperrectangle with center center(M) and size dys, and is represented by the
predicate M := |x — center(M)| < ds.

5.1 Omnidirectional Robot

In this example, we consider the omnidirectional robot model from [28]] with the following STL task:

P :D[o,wo]((g == <>[3o,40]T1) ATy = 0[30,40]T2) ANT = 0[30,40]T1))
A Q170,180 10,30/ G A Ojo,200 (01 V O2),

¥ =0j0,13((S = OpagTi) AT = OpgTe) AT = OpgTh)) A Opris 005G A Dp,20(01 V O2),

with S = [4,5] x [4,5], Th = [8,9] x [14,15], T> = [14,15] x [8,9], G = [18,19] x [18,19], O = [5,7] x [8,10],
and Oy = [15,17] x [12,14]. This STL task requires the robot to switch between 77 and T» every 3—4 time units
until time 13, reach and stay in region G from time 17 to 20, and avoid O; and O, for the first 20 time units, starting
from S. Piecewise polynomial tubes of degree 5 were generated in about 1 min, with control synthesis requiring 0.02
seconds. The Lipschitz constant was £ = (.88, with a grid size of € = 0.1. The computed n* = —0.12 satisfies ()
n* + Le = —0.032 < 0. The STTs and the robot trajectory are presented in Figure 2}

5.2 Rotating Rigid Spacecraft

In this case study, we validate the proposed method on a rigid spacecraft, adopted from [29], with the following
specification for its dynamics:

p=5 = .81 (T1 vV T) A <>[14,15]C~71 A D[o,15PO7

with S = [0,0.6] x [0,0.6] x [0.4,1], Ty = [2,2.6] x [1.4,2] x [1.4,2], T, = [0.8,1.4] x [1.4,2] x [1.4,2], G =
[2.6,3.2] x [2.6,3.2] x [2.6,3.2],and O = [1.4,2] x [1.4,2.4] x [0, 3]. This defines a sequential STL task, in which
the spacecraft, starting from S, must eventually reach either region 7 or 75 between 7 and 8 seconds. Then, it must
"eventually" proceed to the goal region G between 14 and 15 seconds. Additionally, the spacecraft must avoid the
unsafe set O at all times from 0 to 15 seconds. Polynomial tubes of degree 5 were generated in 0.91 seconds with
controller synthesis requiring about 0.03 seconds. The Lipschitz constant was £ = 0.6, with a grid size of ¢ = 0.5. The
computed n* = —0.31 satisfies (9) n* + Le = —0.01 < 0. The STTs and the system trajectory are shown in Figure[3]
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Table 1: Control synthesis time (seconds)
Case STT | MILP MPC CBF Funnel
stleg-1 | 0.019 | 271.773 372.313 N/A N/A
stleg-2 | 0.022 | 23.150 29.862 18.418 | 0.451
space-1 | 0.038 | 7938.420 | 3179.483 | N/A N/A
space-2 | 0.033 | 200.510 290.192 80.308 | 0.453

5.3 Comparison

The comparison is carried out on two case studies: stlcg-1, a two-dimensional task presented in [|10] and benchmarked
in [8]], and space-1, the three-dimensional task in Case Study B. Both involve complex STL specifications, while
stlcg-2 and space-2 are their simplified counterparts with only STL fragments [[16,[18]]. From Table[I} STT achieves
significantly lower control synthesis times than MILP, MPC, and CBEF, all of which are computed at an interval of
0.01s, scale poorly as the state dimension increases and the STL specifications become more complex. In contrast, STT
maintains minimal and nearly constant computational complexity, demonstrating its scalability. Although funnel-based
methods perform competitively, both CBF and funnel fail to handle tasks involving negation or disjunction (st/cg-I1 and
space-1).

6 Conclusion and Future Work

This work presented an STT-based control framework for satisfying STL specifications in control-affine systems
with unknown dynamics. By formulating STL constraints as a robust optimization problem and solving it through
scenario optimization, we constructed STTs with formal correctness guarantees. The approximation-free closed-form
control law constrains the system trajectory within the STTs, ensuring STL satisfaction without requiring real-time
optimization, significantly improving computational efficiency and scalability compared to existing methods. Compared
with existing methods, STTs require less time to synthesize controllers and generate efficient trajectories for complex
STL specifications.

While the proposed approach effectively handles general STL tasks, the control effort remains unbounded. Future work
will focus on incorporating prescribed input bounds. We also plan to improve the computational efficiency of the STT
construction process and extend the framework to underactuated systems.
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Appendix A. Proof of Theorem [3.2]

Proof 6.1 (of Theorem[3.2) We show that p(0,)) := —p®(z) with z(r) = [Mmulew,7) + (1 —
Mc(ern, )y o Ao (Cnu, 7) + (1 — M) vnLen, L, T forall T € [0,tf], is Lipschitz continuous with

respect to .
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From [26]], we know that there exists L, € R, such that

|p¢(x1, vy Thoy vy Ty) — pd’(:z:l, s Bhgy ey )| < Loz — &

Further, note that 5, := maxXe[o,,] MaXie[1;n] VL(Ci,L, t) and Fy; 1= maxe(o, ;) MaX;e[1,n] YU (Ci,U, t) are finite
because ~y; 1,(-) and ~y; iy (+) are Lipschitz on the compact interval [0,t ).

Step 1: For some \; € [0,1], i € [1;n), fix rest \; € [0,1], forall j € [1;n] \ {i}:

||M<)\1a"'7)\ia"'7)"ﬂ) _M()‘la"'a)‘ia"'a)"H,)H < ‘CP(WL +7U)‘)\7, _j\ll

Step 2

s An) = p(Aas - A
=[O, Mgy An) — A, Aoy oo An) + (A, Azy o An) — (A, Mgy An)
+ A Ay ) e = (A Aa A
<L,V +70) M = M+ Lo(T +70) e = Aol + o+ L, (T +T0) An — Al

<L,V +70) Y 1N — il

i=1
From Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
< Lullay - Al T = Dy AT (1)

where L, = L,(7, + 7y )v/n.
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