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Abstract: This paper addresses the problem of frequency-weighted extended balanced trunca-
tion for discrete and continuous-time linear time-invariant plants. We show that the frequency-
weighted discrete-time plant admits block-diagonal solutions to both the Lyapunov inequality
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1. INTRODUCTION

Balanced truncation is a model-order reduction method
used for linear time-invariant (LTT) plants and controllers.
Balanced truncation is performed by first generating a
balanced realization (using Lyapunov equations and co-
ordinate transformation), and then truncating or residu-
alizing the states. In this paper, we consider the problem
of frequency-weighted balanced truncation.

Frequency-weighted (FW) balanced truncation has re-
ceived considerable research attention from the research
community. The problem was first considered by Enns
(1984) where the author proposed a method to derive
the reduced-order model. An error bound for two-sided
weights was derived in Kim et al. (1995), and the resulting
bound is itself rather involved. It was also observed that
the method proposed by Enns (1984) may produce un-
stable reduced-order models in the presence of both input
and output weights. Thus, the method was extended to
produce stable reduced order model in the presence of two-
sided weights (Wang et al., 2002; Imran et al., 2014).

While constructing the balanced realization, balancing the
Gramians generally destroy internal model structures that
may be important to preserve, such as the controller and
plant states (Zhou et al., 1995; Beck et al., 2002; Li and
Paganini, 2005). The structure is preserved by enforcing a
block-diagonal structure on the solution of the Lyapunov
inequalities (LIs)(Oh and Kim, 2002; Li and Paganini,
2003). Generalized balanced truncation using these block
diagonal solutions resulted in better error bound than Kim
et al. (1995). An overview of the available FW model
reduction techniques can be found in Sreeram and Ghafoor
(2005), and Astolff et al. (2024).

It was shown by Sandberg (2010) that one can instead use
the solutions of the extended LlIs for balancing. Extended
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LIs were introduced for control synthesis of DT plants
by De Oliveira et al. (2002). Similarly, Apkarian et al.
(2001) derived LIs with additional variables; these have
also been used for controller synthesis, but not in the
context of model reduction. Extended balanced truncation
often gives lower model reduction error and better error
bounds. However, the extended LIs has not systematically
been used to study the FW balanced truncation problem,
which is the focus of this paper. To this end, we consider an
LTT plant with input and output weights. We then make
the following contributions:

(1) We prove that the FW discrete-time (DT) plant ad-
mits block-diagonal solutions to both the LI (Theo-
rem 1) and the extended LI (Theorem 3).

We formulate an optimization problem that mini-
mizes the upper bound of the worst-case (infinity-
norm) difference between the FW plant and the re-
duced plant. Since this problem is non-convex, we
propose a relaxed recursive algorithm for extended
balanced truncation (Algorithm 2) and provide the
corresponding a-priori error bound (Theorem 4).

We show that the error bound derived from extended
balanced truncation is less than or equal to the bound
from generalized balanced truncation (Proposition 6).
We develop an algorithm that applies extended bal-
anced truncation to continuous-time (CT) plants and
derive the associated error bound (Algorithm 3). To
the best of our knowledge, such bounds were pre-
viously presented in Borja et al. (2021) under the
additional assumption that the slack variables are
equal — a restriction we do not impose.

(2)

Outline: The remainder of the paper is organized as
follows. We introduce the problem in Section 2, and
provide an overview of the standard approaches for model
reduction. We provide the iterative algorithm for extended
balanced truncation in Section 3, and its CT counterpart
in Section 4. The effectiveness of the proposed method
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is depicted through numerical examples in Section 5, and
concluding remarks are presented in Section 6.

Notation: Given a vector z € R", |z[? := Y1 | 27, For
any given real and proper transfer function G, ||G||s =
sup,cp |G(jw)|. Let A € R™*™, then \;(A),i € {1,...,n}
denotes the eigenvalues of A, and p(A) = max; |\;(A4)]
denotes the spectral radius of A. A positive (semi-)definite
matrix is denoted by A = 0 (A = 0). Let M € R™*"™ be
any real matrix, then o;(M) := \/X\;(MTM) denotes the
i-th singular value of M, and (M) = max; o;(M) denotes
the largest singular value. The nuclear norm is denoted by
1M = 2 0i(M).

i=1
2. PROBLEM DESCRIPTION

Consider a DT plant represented by
z[k + 1] = Az[k] + Bulk],
y[k] = Cx[k] + Dulk],
where z[k] € R”, ulk] € R™, and y[k] € RP. The
corresponding transfer function is defined as
G(2) =D+ C(zI — A)~'B.
Similarly, we define the input and output weights as
WZ(Z) =D, + Cl(zl — Ai)_lBi,
Wo(2) := Dy + Co(2I — Ay) "' B,,
where the tuples (A4;, B;, C;, D;) and (Ao, Bo, Co, D,) are
the state-space realizations associated with W;(z) and
W,(z), respectively. The state dimensions of the input and

output weights are denoted by n; and n,, respectively. We
next adopt the following assumption.

Assumption 1. The matrices A, A; and A, are Schur
stable, i.e., p(4) <1, p(4;) <1, p(4,) < 1. q

The objective of FW model order reduction is to find a
reduced-order model G,.(z) := D, +C,.(2I — A,) "' B, such
that the quantity

Ye := [Wo(G — Gr)Wilo (1)
is minimized. Here, r is the reduced model order with

r < n. Next we outline some of the existing approaches in
the literature to solve the problem.

2.1 Standard approaches to model order reduction

An algorithm for FW balanced truncation was first pro-
posed in CT (Enns, 1984, Table 1). However, there are
two limitations of the algorithm. Firstly, the algorithm
may produces unstable reduced order plants in the pres-
ence of input and output weights. Secondly, there are no
explicit a-priori error bounds. While the quality of the
approximation can be explicitly determined by calculating
the value of (1), there are no computationally efficient
and straightforward methods to compute the error bound.
However, both of the above shortcomings were addressed
in the generalized balanced truncation approach (Zhou
et al., 1995) which we outline next.

Consider the FW plant W,(2)G(2)W;(z), whose state-
space representation is given by

A, 0 B,C| 0 cr

0 A 0 |B| 0 |. @

[A]5]07] -
0 BC; A |BD;|(D,C)T

Algorithm 1 Generalized FW Balanced Truncation

1: Solve the Lyapunov ineqalities

APAT — P+ BBT <0, P>0 (3)
ATQA-Q+CCT <0, Q>0 (4)
where P = diag(Pyi, P), Q= diag(Qsi, Q), (5)
Pyi, Qoi € RMotni)x(notni) p ) c gx» (6)

2: Construct the state transformation matrix S:
(1) Find a matrix F such that P = FTF.
(2) Diagonalize FQFT as FQFT = UZ?U".
(3) Set S =FTUuZ-1/2

3: Compute the error bound ~y:

<2y VPR =2 &Gi=w  (7)
i=r+4+1 i=r+1
where £ are the diagonal elements of Z and ~,. is the
reduction error in (1).
4: Apply the coordinate transformation:
A=8"148, B=S"'B,C=CS, D=D.
5: Pick 7, truncate the realization (A, B, C, D) and con-
struct G (z).

Then the generalized FW balanced truncation is given
in Algorithm 1. There are two main observations from
Algorithm 1. Firstly, the error bound can be given by
the simple expression (7). Secondly, to preserve the plant’s
state structure under balanced transformation, we enforce
a block-diagonal structure on P. Next, we demonstrate
the existence of such block-diagonal solutions, thereby
presenting the first contribution of this paper.

Theorem 1. There exist positive definite matrices P =0
and @ > 0 that have the block structures in (5)—(6) and
satisfy the LIs (3) and (4). O

The proof of Theorem 1, and other results in the sequel,
can be found in the appendix. Following the approach in
Oh and Kim (2002), the result of Theorem 1 can likewise
be extended to the case of single-sided weightings.

In general, the extended balanced truncation provides im-
proved error and bounds compared to the above methods
(Sandberg, 2010; Borja et al., 2021). Thus, we next apply
extended balanced truncation for FW model reduction.

Remark 2. An upper bound on the truncation error -,
is given by the sum of the Hankel singular values. To
minimize this bound, a good heuristic is to select matrices
P and @ that satisfy (3) and (4), respectively, with the
smallest trace (Bendotti and Beck, 2002). <

3. EXTENDED BALANCED TRUNCATION

The central idea of extended balanced truncation is to
use the extended LlIs for constructing a balanced realiza-
tion. Analogous to (3) and (4), the extended LIs for the
weighted plant (2) is given by

P AR B
RTAT R+ R"—P 0| ~0, (8)
BT 0 I



N+NT-Q NA 0
ATNT Q@ C"| >0, (9)
0 cC I

where, the matrices R and N may be non-symmetric.
In extended balanced truncation, the additional degrees

of freedom introduced by the matrices R and N can be
leveraged to further reduce the error bound.

Next we show that there exists block diagonal solutions
satisfying (8) and (9) marking a contribution of the paper.

Theorem 3. There exist positive definite matrices P=0
and @ > 0, and symmetric block-diagonal matrices

R = R" = diag(R,i,R), N = NT = diag(N,;, N), 0
Roji, Noy € Rtotni)x(notnd = p N ¢ R (10
that satisfy the extended LIs (8) and (9). O

We have shown that the extended LIs admit a block
diagonal solution. We next show that when such block
diagonal solution exists, then the error bound on 7. is
given by a simple formula.
Theorem 4. Suppose there exists positive definite matrices
P > 0,Q > 0, and symmetric block diagonal matrices (10)
such that (8) and (9) hold. Then there exists a coordinate
transformation matrix S such that

SRS” = (S71)T NS™! = % = diag (£, %) (11)

where ¥ = diag (01, 09,...,0,),
22 = dla'g (UT+1’ Or42;- - ,Un) )

and 0,41 > o, > 0. Let G, be the reduced order model
obtained by truncating the n — r states corresponding to
the realization (SAS™!,SB,CS~!, D). Then it holds that

([Wo(G — Gr)Willoo < 2 trace(Xs). O (12)

We next develop an algorithm that minimizes the error
bound in (12). To this end, we rewrite (12) as

2 trace(Xy) =2 Z VAi(RN)
1=r+1
which holds since the eigenvalues of the product RN are

invariant under coordinate transformation S in (11). The
error bound (12) is minimized ¥V r € {1,...,n} when R
and N are obtained by solving

Lt Z VAi(RN), 9),(10).  (13)

R=

Although the constramts in (13) are linear matrix inequal-
ities, the objective function is nonconvex. Consequently,
(13) cannot be efficiently solved numerically. Therefore, we
propose a convex suboptimal iterative balancing technique
in Algorithm 2, marking our second contribution. Next, we
provide a detailed discussion of the algorithm.

4. DISCUSSION

In this section, we discuss three aspects of the proposed al-
gorithm. First, we explain how the optimization problems
(17) and (18) in Algorithm 2 relate to the original non-
convex problem in (13). Second, we show that the error
bound from Algorithm 2 is lower or equal to the one from
Algorithm 1. Finally, we briefly discuss the continuous-
time version of extended balanced truncation.

Algorithm 2 Iteration algorithm to solve the FW ex-
tended balanced truncation problem

1: Obtain a block diagonal solution to (3) and (4).
2: Let P =P, Q = Q, and set loop_count= 0.
while loop_count < loop_max do

3: Solve the convex optimization problem
min || PN|.
N,Q - (14)
s.t. (9),(10), N <@
Q<+ N.
5: Solve the convex optimization problem
min  [[RQ||.
R,P ) (15)
st. (8),(10),R=<P
6: P+ R.
7 loop_count <— loop_count + 1
end while

8: Construct the state transformation matrix .S:
(1) Find a matrix F such that R = FTF.
(2) Diagonalize FNFT as FNFT = Ux2U7T.
(3) Set S = FTUx~1/2,

9: Compute the error bound:

Yo =2 Y VNERN)=2 Y &,
i=r+4+1 i=r+1
where §; are the diagonal elements of 3.
10: Apply the coordinate transformation:
A=S"1A4S8, B=S"'B, C= CS,D:D,
11: Pick 7, truncate the realization (A, B,C, D) and con-
struct G, (z).

4.1 Convex proxzy for the nonconvex objective in (13)

As previously mentioned, the objective function in (13)
is nonconvex. Therefore, we aim to replace the objective
with a convex proxy. To this end, we next reformulate the
objective function in (13).

Proposition 5. Let there exist P>0,Q>0,R=RT and
N = NT that satisfy (8), (9), and (10) Then

> VATRN) < VAIRNT. O

(16)

Proposition 5 shows that v/n /|| RN||. serves as an upper
bound for the non-convex objective in (13) (see Remark 11
about the tightness of the upper bound). Since the fac-
tor 4/n is independent of the optimization variables, it
can be dropped. Moreover, because the square root is a
monotonically increasing function, minimizing /|| RN«
is equivalent to minimizing ||RN|.. Hence, we can use
|IRN||. as a proxy for the objective in (13).

Nevertheless, || RN||. remains non-convex (bi-linear) since
both R and N are optimization variables. To address this,
we employ an alternating minimization strategy: we fix
R and optimize over N, then fix N and optimize over
R, iterating this process; this iterative process along with
the balancing procedure is presented in Algorithm 2. The
constraints N <X @ and R <X P are added to improve the
error bound at each iteration (Sandberg, 2012). Next, we



show that the error bound does not deteriorate while using
Algorithm 2, marking our third contribution.

Proposition 6. Let P and @ be the lower blocks of the
block-diagonal solutions of the LMIs (3) and (4), respec-
tively. Similarly, let R and N denote the lower blocks of
the block-diagonal solutions of the extended LMIs (8) and
(9), respectively. Let us define

w=2> VN(PQ), v=2> VN(RN).
i=1 i=1
Then it holds that e, < 5. O

Since the error bound for (extended) balanced truncation
can be expressed as the sum of the singular values of the
product of the Gramians, it follows from Proposition 6
that when we solve Algorithm 2, which involves solving
the extended LMIs (8)—(9), we can be assured that the
error bound does not deteriorate. We later demonstrate
this through numerical examples. However, achieving the
improved error bound comes at the cost of increased
computational complexity due to larger LMIs.

4.2 Continuous-time Extended balanced truncation

More recently, a detailed study on CT extended balanced
truncation was conducted by Borja et al. (2021). Although
the problem is addressed in detail, their error bound is
derived under certain equality assumptions. For instance,
in their Theorem 3, the bound is obtained when o = f3.
In contrast, our work presents a model reduction method
that does not rely on any such assumptions.

To this end, let us denote the CT transfer functions as
G(s):= D+ C.(sI — A.) ' B,
Wi(s) := Di ¢+ Cic(sI — Aj o) 'Bic
Wo(8) := Doe + Coo(sI — Ape) ' By
Similar to (2), let us denote the state-space matrices of

the weighted CT plant as (flc, B, CN'C) Next we introduce
Algorithm 3 for extended balanced truncation in CT.

The overall idea behind Algorithm 3 is as follows. Consider
the FW CT plant, which is discretized using a bilinear
(Tustin) transformation. The variable ¢ in Algorithm 3
represents the sampling time. Steps 1 through 7 are similar
to those in Algorithm 2; however, in this case, the extended
LI are derived for the discretized weighted plant. For
numerical well-posedness and to avoid matrix inversions,
congruence transformations are applied to the extended
LIs, resulting in (19) and (20) (see Appendix F for the
proof). Once the Gramians are obtained from the extended
LIs, the coordinate transformation matrix is constructed
(step 8), applied to the DT plant (step 9), truncated
(step 11), and then converted back to CT (step 12).

The advantages of the algorithm are threefold. Firstly,
Algorithm 3 is one of the first in the literature to provide
an error bound for CT plants with weighting in a simple
form (step 10). This error bound arises from the property
that, for CT systems, the bilinear (Tustin) transformation
preserves the infinity norm of the weighted plant (Khalil
et al., 1996) since it is a bijection between the imagi-
nary axis (CT) and the unit circle (DT). As a result,
discretization preserves the infinity norm, and an error

Algorithm 3 Iteration algorithm to solve the FW ex-
tended balanced truncation problem in CT

1: Obtain a block diagonal solution to (3) and (4).

2: Pickt € Ryg, let P=P, Q=@Q, and k = %
while loop_count < loop_max do
3: Solve the convex optimization problem
min [|PN|.
N,Q - (17)
s.t. (19),(10),N =@
Q<+ N.
5: Solve the convex optimization problem
min  [[RQ||.
R,P ) (18)
s.t. (20),(10),R <P
6: P+ R.
7 loop_count <— loop_count + 1

end while

8: Construct the matrix S (step 8 in Algorithm 2)

9: Apply coordinate transformation to the plant:
A=5"1(I—-rA) " (I+kA)S,
B=S"'(I—-kA) "B, C=C.(I—-rA)"S,
D =D, +rC.(I —rA.)" " B,.

10: Compute the error bound:

HWO (Gc - Gcm) WOHOO =2 Z &i
1=r+1
where ; are the Hankel singular values.
11: Pick r, truncate the realization (A, B,C, D) and con-
struct Gdyr(z) = de + C’dﬁr(zl — Ad,r)ile,r
12: Derive G, = D, + Ce (21 — Ac) "1 B.,» where

1 _
AC,T: E(Adm*]) (Ad,r+1) 17

1
Bc,r = ? (I - K’AC,T) Bd,r; Cc,r = Cd,r (I - K’AC,T) 5

DC,T = Dd,r - Hcc,r (I - HAC,T)_l Bc,r

bound derived for the DT weighted plant serves as an error
bound for the CT plant as well.

Secondly, there is no need for explicit discretization of the
weighted plant. In general, for a given CT plant, earlier
studies suggested discretizing the weighted plant, perform-
ing extended truncation on the DT system, and then
converting the reduced plant back to CT (Sandberg, 2008).
By contrast, Algorithm 3 avoids this explicit discretization
step. We also note that although matrix inverses of the
plant are formally involved in Steps 9 through 11 for (re-
)discretization, they can be avoided in practice by using
factorization methods such as linsolve in MATLAB, im-
proving both numerical stability and efficiency.

Remark 7. Although discretization is not necessary to run
Algorithm 3, the first line of the algorithm assumes a
block-diagonal solution of the DT LI corresponding to the
DT matrices. Nevertheless, similar techniques based on
congruence transformations, as applied to the extended LI
in Appendix F, can be employed to avoid discretization. <

Finally, since the variable ¢ appears explicitly in the ex-
tended LIs (19) and (20), it can be adjusted to obtain



N.+ NI — Q. N.(1+rKA.) 0

* (1-rA)" Q. (1 —kA,) CT| =0 (19)
* * I

Poi1 — AoPoi1 AT — B,CPCT BT

ES

Poio — AP 2 AT
* Pi3 — A;jPo 3AT — B;BF

(1—kA)P.(1—rkA)" (14 kAR,
* R.+ R + P.
* *

—A,P,; ,CT BT — B,CPAT
i —AiPm-,3CiTBT — BZ-D;.‘FBT
* L33

L33 =P — APAT — BCZ'POZ',3C;TBT - BDiD;'TBT-

tighter error bounds. The choice of ¢ affects the discretiza-
tion step size and selecting a smaller or larger ¢ can (possi-
bly) improve the conservativeness of the bound depending
on the system dynamics. We also note that, in comparison
to Borja et al. (2021), where there are two slack variables
(o and ), our method has only one slack variable t.

Moreover, if algorithms for solving nonlinear optimization
problems are available, the variable ¢ can be treated as a
decision variable and optimized to minimize the derived
error bound, subject to the constraint that all required
matrix inverses remain well-defined. This flexibility allows
Algorithm 3 not only to provide guaranteed error bounds
but also to exploit the sampling time as a tuning parameter
to achieve the best possible approximation quality for a
given CT plant.

5. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

In this section, we depict the efficacy of the proposed
algorithms via numerical examples. An overview of the
examples is given in Table. 1. The numerical examples are
solved in MATLAB 2024a using YALMIP (Lofberg, 2004)
and MOSEK 11 (ApS, 2019).

Ezample 8. We consider a resonant 12'"-order system
6 2

> s

Pt $2 + 20wy s + wi’

where wy, € {1,2,10,20,35,50} and ¢ = 0.1. The frequency
weight W,(s) is a band-pass filter given by W,(s) =
m. First, we derive the reduced-order models using
Enn’s method! and the balanced truncation method of
Oh and Kim (2002), which is the CT counterpart of
Algorithm 1. The Gramians in Algorithm 1 are obtained
by minimizing the trace (see Remark 2). The model
reduction errors are shown in Fig. 2 (bottom). Since Enn’s
method does not provide an a priori error bound, we show
only the error bounds obtained from Oh and Kim (2002)
in Fig. 2 (top).

G(s)

Next, we derive the reduced-order CT model using ex-
tended balanced truncation. To this end, we apply Algo-
rithm 3 to obtain the reduced CT plant together with its
corresponding error bound. The algorithm is executed for
various values of ¢, and we select the value that yields the
smallest bound 23" | \/A;(RN). The values of the error
bound for different choices of ¢ are shown in Fig. 1. Since
t = 0.2 achieves the smallest bound (highlighted by the
blue dot in Fig. 1), we plot the associated error and error-
bound curves (for varying r) in Fig. 2.

1 Since the weighting is applied only to the outputs, Enn’s method
is guaranteed to produce a stable model.

Total error bound: 2 Z VAi(RN)
i=1

1281
126
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122
120 |
18}
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114
1121
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108 [
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Fig. 1. Comparison of error bound for varying values of ¢.

Error bound

—o— Generalized balanced truncation (BT) | |
—e— Extended BT

Error

—»— Generalized balanced truncation (BT)
—— Extended BT
—— Enns method

. . .
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1
Order of the reduced model

L L
1 2 3

Fig. 2. Comparison of errors and bounds for Example 8.

There are three main observations from Fig. 2. First,
the error bounds are quite conservative for both ap-
proaches. Second, our algorithm consistently outperforms
Enn’s method and achieves tighter bounds than balanced
truncation. Finally, the model reduction error decreases
monotonically with respect to the model order only for
our method. 0

Ezample 9. We consider a resonant 16""-order system
8

D

k=1

where wi, € {1,2,3,5,10,20,50,80} and ¢ = 0.1. The
frequency weights W, (s) and W;(s) are a band-pass and
low-pass filter, respectively, given by

2
Wi

G(s) = %
(5) §2 + 2Cwgs + wi’



Table 1. Overview of the numerical examples.

Plant, | Input | Output

Disc.

Reduced

Example Weights| weight| weight n Poles Method plant Comparison Result
None Enns method (Enns, 1984), and
1 CcT X v 12 | Resonant (implicitly CcT CT generalized balanced Fig. 2
Tustin) truncation (Oh and Kim, 2002)
. DT Balanced truncation .
2 cT v v 16 | Resonant Tustin DT (Algorithm 1) Fig. 3
DT Balanced truncation .
3 cT v X 50 Real FOH DT (Algorithm 1) Fig. 4
Error bound Error bound

—6— Generalized balanced truncation (GBT)
—e— Extended BT

—s— Generalized balanced truncation (GBT)
—+— Extended BT

L
2 4 12 14

6 8 10
Order of the reduced model

Fig. 3. Comparison of errors and bounds for Example 9.

s 1
GBI and W;(s) = RIS
We discretize the transfer functions using bilinear sam-
pling with a sampling period of 0.1s. Let us denote the
discretized transfer functions as G(z), W,(z) and W;(z).
We obtain the reduced order models using balanced trun-
cation in Algorithm 1, and extended balanced truncation
in Algorithm 2. The results are shown in Fig. 3 and depict
that our algorithm outperforms Algorithm 1. O

Wo(s) =

Example 10. We consider a single-input single-output
plant, where the system matrices are randomly gener-
ated (Willcox and Peraire, 2002). Specifically, the matrix
A, € R™" is an upper-triangular matrix with n = 40,
diagonal elements A.;; € [—0.1, —0.15] and off-diagonal
elements in the interval [0, 0.001]. The input and output
matrices, B. € R"*! and C' € R1*?9 are sampled element-
wise from the interval [0, 1]. The input weight is given
by W, .(s) = 105—1+1 The transfer functions are discretized
using first-order hold (FOH) with a sampling period of
0.1s. Let us denote the discretized transfer functions as
G(z) and W;(z), respectively. We obtain the reduced order
models using balanced truncation in Algorithm 1, and
extended balanced truncation in Algorithm 2.

The results are depicted in Fig. 4 which shows the mean
values of the error bound and the model reduction error,
computed over N = 10 randomized trials. It can be ob-
served from the plot that our method yields a tighter error
bound, and a stringent error bound. The error computed
by Algorithm 1 is less than the error obtained by our
Algorithm 2. However, the discrepancy is approximately
10~8, which is equivalent to the tolerance of the solver
(MOSEK) employed. Consequently, the errors can be con-
sidered negligible. O

—o— Generalized balanced truncation (GBT)
—e— Extended BT

Error

—+— Generalized balanced truncation (GBT)
—+— Extended BT

Y o+

1010 . . . .
5 10 15 20 25 30 35
Order of the reduced model

Fig. 4. Comparison of errors and bounds for Example 10.
6. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we addressed the problem of FW extended
balanced truncation for LTT plants. We proposed a recur-
sive algorithm for extended balanced truncation applicable
to both CT and DT systems. The effectiveness of the
proposed method was demonstrated through numerical
examples and comparisons with existing approaches. As
shown in Fig. 2, the resulting error bound is fairly conser-
vative. Understanding the source of this conservatism is
an interesting direction for future work.
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Appendix A. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

We provide the proof only for the reachability Gramian
since the proof for the observability Gramian is similar.

| FPoin Poi

Let Poi = |: % Poi,3:| . (Al)
Substituting (A.1), (2) and (5) into (3), we obtain (21).
Let us denote the block elements of (21) as L;;.

Since the matrix A; is Schur, there exists a matrix P,; 3 >
0 such that

Pyiz — Az‘Poi,BAiT -Q>0
for any given Q = 0. Let Q = B; B} = 0. Then it follows

that there exists F,; 3 >~ 0 such that Los > 0 holds. Let
this be Observation 1 (O1).

Log Lo
* L33
that L = 0. Since Loy = 0 (from O1), it follows from the
property of the Schur complement Boyd et al. (1994) that
L>0 < E/LQQ = L33 — L§3L2_21L23 > 0. (AQ)
Using the definition of the matrix L33, we can rewrite (A.2)
as L > 0 holds iff

Consider the matrix L := [ . We aim to show

P—APAT —Q >0 (A.3)

where Q := BC;P,; 3CF' BT + BD;DI BT + LI, L3, Los =
0. Now, since the matrix A is Schur, there exists a matrix
P > 0 such that (A.3) holds. Thus it holds that L > 0.
Let this be Observation 2 (02).

Next, we aim to show that L > 0. Since we know that
L > 0 (from 02), it follows that L = 0 <= L/L > 0x
Using the definition of the matrix L;1, we can rewrite the
condition as L > 0 holds iff

Poi,l — AoPoi,lAZ — Q =0 (A4)
~ T
where Q = BOCPCTBZ—I— [ng L13] L1 [é%ﬂz > 0. Now,

since the matrix A, is Schur, there exists a matrix P; ; > 0

such that (A.4) holds. Thus it holds that 3P such that
L > 0 which concludes the proof.

Appendix B. PROOF OF THEOREM 3

We prove the result for the reachability Gramian; the proof
for the observability Gramian follows analogously.

From the statement of the theorem, since the matrices
A,, A;, and A are Schur stable, we know from Theorem 1
that there exists a positive definite block-diagonal matrix
P that satisfies (3). Then we have:

P— APAT — BBT 0 C 0 e P—BBT AP 0
0 P PAT P
P AP B

> |PAT P 0| >0,
BT 0 I

using the Schur complement (Boyd et al., 1994). This
shows that inequality (8) is satisfied by setting R = RT =

P, which concludes the proof.



Appendix C. PROOF OF THEOREM 4

Suppose R and N are symmetric solutions of the extended
LIs (8) and (9). Then it follows that R > 0 and N > 0,
and consequently, R > 0 and N > 0. By using Theorem
7.5 in Zhou and Doyle (1998), there exists a matrix S such
that (11) holds. Furthermore, since R,; > 0 and N,; > 0,
there also exists a matrix S,; such that

SoiRoisg; = (S;il)TNoiSoi_l = Eoi

with X, = diag(aoi,la 00i,25 - - - ;Uoi,no—i-ni)-

Let us define S = diag(Ssi, S), Y = diag(Xe;,, X). The
state-space matrices corresponding to the transfer function
Wo(2)G(2)W;(2) in the transformed coordinate is given as

SoiA11S,;0 Sei [BBC} Soi {BOOCH} SoiB1

[0 BC;] S} A Aqg BD; |,
[0 31201'} S A21A A2A2 B2 D;
1St D,C D,Ciz | ©
A, 010
where |:1le11 Bé)lj| = 0 Az B1
! C, 00

The state-space matrices corresponding to Wy, (2)G(2)W;(z)
has balanced extended controllability and observability

gramians (S’IBS’T,Z) and ((g_l)TQS_l,E).

The state-space matrices corresponding to the reduced-
order transfer function W,(2)G,(2)W;(z) is given by

SoiA11S,;" Soi BSC} SoiB1
0BG S, A BD;
1S D,C | 0

Since the W, (2)G,(2)W;(z) is the extended balanced trun-
cation of W,(2)G(2)W;(2), the proof follows from Theo-
rem 2 in Sandberg (2010).

Appendix D. PROOF OF PROPOSITION 5

Suppose R and N are symmetric solutions of the extended
LIs (8) and (9). From these inequalities, it follows that

R > 0and N > 0, and consequently R > 0 and N > 0.

Since R and N are symmetric positive definite, R'/? is
well defined and S := RY2NR'/? is symmetric positive
definite. Hence S has positive real eigenvalues, and S is
similar to RN:

RN = RI/Q(Rl/QNRl/Q)R—l/Q — R1/2SR_1/2 ~ S,

so RN and S share the same spectrum. In particular,
Ai(RN) > 0 for every 3.

A standard inequality for any square matrix A is

DA< Y ai(A) = [|A].,
i=1 i=1
Letting A = RN in (D.1) and using A\;(RN) > 0 yields

(D.1)

> "Ai(RN) < |RN|l..

=1

(D.2)

The Cauchy—Schwarz inequality states that for any vector
2
a € R", ‘2?21 ai‘ < n> ", la;|*. Applying this to the

vector (\/W, e \/W) gives
<Z \/)\i(RN)> < HZ)\i(RN) < n||RN]|.,

i=1
where the last inequality follows from (D.2). Taking square
roots establishes (16), which concludes the proof.

Remark 11. The Cauchy—-Schwarz inequality is tight ex-
actly when the entries 1/\;(RN) are all equal, i.e., when
all eigenvalues of RN are equal to the same positive
constant ¢, so RN = clI. The intermediate inequality
> i Ai(RN) < ||[RN|, is an equality precisely when the
multiset of singular values {o;(RN)} equals the multiset of
absolute eigenvalues {|\;(RN)|}; in particular, this holds
when RN is symmetric positive semidefinite. Therefore,
the inequality (16) holds with equality if and only if
RN = ¢l for some ¢ > 0.

Appendix E. PROOF OF PROPOSITION 6

Assume, for contradiction, that ., > 5. Let P and Q
be the solution of the LMIs (3) and (4), respectively. By
construction, (P, R = P) and (Q, N = Q) are also feasible
for the extended LMIs (8) and (9), respectively. But then
there exists a feasible solution of the extended LMIs with
singular-value sum 7, which contradicts our assumption
that the optimal extended solution has ., > ~,. Hence,
the assumption is false, and we conclude that ~ep < 7p.
which concludes the proof.

Appendix F. DERIVATION OF (19) AND (20)

We provide the proof only for the reachability Gramian
(20) since the proof for the observability Gramian (19)
is similar. Consider the CT system (A, B.,C.) which is
dicretized using bilinear transformation and the system
matrices are given by (4, B, C) :=

((7 = RA) (0 + kA0, (T = rAo) ™ Bet, Cull — A )

(F.1)
Consider the extended LI (8) which can be written as
P_BET AR
e L ~ F.2
{RTAT R+RTP}>O (F-2)

using Schur Complement. Substiting the matrices (F.1)
in (F.2), and applying congruence transformation with
I—kA. 0

0 1
complement with respect to the top left block yields the
desired LMI.

respect to the matrix . Then taking Schur



