arXiv:2512.03615v1 [eess.SY] 3 Dec 2025

Covariance Control for a class of Stochastic
Discrete-time Linear Systems using the
S-Variable Approach*

Kaouther Moussa *** Dimitri Peaucelle ***

* UPHF, CNRS, UMR 8201 - LAMIH, F-59318 Valenciennes, France
** INSA Hauts-de-France, F-59313, Valenciennes, France
** LAAS-CNRS, Univ. Toulouse, CNRS, Toulouse, France

Abstract: This paper deals with the problem of covariance control for a class of linear stochastic
discrete-time systems in the Stochastic Model Predictive Control (SMPC) framework. The
considered systems are affected by independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) additive
and parametric stochastic uncertainties (potentially unbounded), in addition to polytopic
deterministic uncertainties bounding the mean of the state and input parameters. The control
design conditions presented in this paper are formulated as Linear Matrix Inequalities (LMIs),
using the S-variable approach in order to reduce the potential conservatism. These conditions
are derived using a deterministic exact characterization of the covariance dynamics, the latter
involves bilinear terms in the control gain. A technique to linearize such dynamics is presented,
it results in a descriptor representation allowing to derive sufficient conditions for covariance
control design. The derived condition is firstly compared to a known necessary and sufficient
stability condition for systems without deterministic uncertainties and additive stochastic noise,
although more conservative, it turns out to be more numerically tractable. Then, the same
condition is used to design controllers that are robust to both deterministic and stochastic
uncertainties. Several numerical examples are presented for comparison and illustration.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Stochastic systems allow to describe dynamical systems
that are affected by uncertainties of probabilistic nature.
Such a property is inherently present in various systems,
for instance those modeling biological phenomena (see
Del Vecchio et al. (2018) and references therein).

This paper addresses the problem of controlling the covari-
ance of a class of linear stochastic discrete-time systems in
the Stochastic Model Predictive (SMPC) framework. The
latter has gained a considerable interest in the last decade
because of its ability to reduce the conservatism related to
worst-case scenario-based approaches (see Mesbah (2016)
and references therein).

One of the main techniques to address uncertainties (both
deterministic and stochastic) in MPC methods is the tube-
based one Langson et al. (2004), it consists in decomposing
the state into a deterministic and an uncertain component,
this decomposition allows to rewrite the SMPC problem as
a deterministic one, which considerably simplifies the res-
olution of related optimization problems. In this context,
covariance dynamics characterization is useful for tight-
ening time-varying chance constraints using concentration
inequalities, such as the Chebyshev’s inequality as used
for example in Kofman et al. (2012); Hewing and Zeilinger
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(2018); Fiacchini and Alamo (2021). Whenever a charac-
terization of covariance dynamics is available, probabilistic
constraints can be tightened using analytical formulations
instead of sampling-based methods that were proposed, for
example, in Cannon et al. (2011); Calafiore and Fagiano
(2012); Lorenzen et al. (2016).

As mentioned in Moussa and Fiacchini (2025), the char-
acterization of covariance dynamics in SMPC has so far
been limited to linear discrete-time systems affected by
an additive noise. In this case, the derivation of the co-
variance dynamics is trivial and its stability is conditioned
by the Schur stability of the closed-loop nominal system
(A + BK). In Moussa and Fiacchini (2025), we proposed a
new covariance dynamics characterization for systems with
stochastic parametric uncertainties in the state matrix.
Since this characterization is deterministic, classical LMI-
based techniques can be applied to derive synthesis condi-
tions ensuring the covariance stability. The main challenge
being the presence of bilinear terms in the control gain, due
to a Kronecker product related transformation.

In this paper, we address the class of stochastic discrete-
time systems that are affected by parametric and additive
stochastic uncertainties, in addition to polytopic determin-
istic uncertainties bounding the mean of the state and in-
put parameters. Practically, such systems can describe the
error that might occur when modeling the parameters with
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probability distributions, and allow to take into account
deterministic uncertainties on the mean of the parameters.

Similar problems have been addressed in the stochas-
tic control literature, in particular the random polytopes
framework presented for example in Hosoe et al. (2018),
where an LMI-based robust stability condition was pro-
vided for systems described by random polytopes, whose
vertices are random matrices with given fixed distribu-
tions. Such conditions involve expectation-based inequali-
ties and need a sample-based evaluation of the associated
expectations.

The more recent work Hosoe et al. (2020) suggested a
linearization based technique to derive deterministic suf-
ficient conditions for the robust stability of such systems.
This work was based on the work in Hosoe and Hagiwara
(2019), in which the authors proposed a necessary and
sufficient condition for the stability of linear stochastic
discrete-time systems, with i.i.d. parametric uncertainties
and without the polytopic representation. The latter is
closely related to our work and will be described in Sec-
tion 3.

The class of systems considered in this paper can therefore
be seen as a special case of random polytopes, with a sim-
pler representation allowing to derive more tractable LMI
conditions. It is worth mentioning that the starting point
for deriving such conditions is completely different from
the conventional studies such as in Hosoe and Hagiwara
(2019), in the sense that we first derive a deterministic
characterization of the covariance dynamics and then use
LMI-based technique to derive stability conditions. Even
though this point of view provides sufficient conditions,
it allows to overcome the complexity of expectation-based
inequalities and to have lower dimensional conditions.

The contributions of this paper can be summarized as
follows:

e Deriving an LMI-based condition to design a con-
troller for the covariance dynamics that was pre-
viously presented in Moussa and Fiacchini (2025)
within the SMPC framework.

e Assessing the conservatism and computational com-
plexity of this condition with respect to known nec-
essary and sufficient conditions for the stability of
stochastic linear discrete-time systems satisfying spe-
cific assumptions.

e Extending the derived condition to the more gen-
eral case involving both deterministic polytopic and
stochastic uncertainties.

The outline of this paper is the following: Section 2 states
the problems that will be addressed in the paper, to-
gether with the working assumptions; Section 3 recalls
the necessary and sufficient conditions for the stability
of a class of stochastic linear discrete-time systems that
was presented in Hosoe and Hagiwara (2019); Section 4
presents the covariance characterization in the SMPC
framework and extends it to the case of polytopic uncer-
tainties; Section 5 presents the stability conditions in the
case of systems without and with deterministic parametric
uncertainties; Section 6 assesses the numerical tractability
and the conservatism of the derived condition (without
polytopic uncertainties) in comparison to the necessary

and sufficient condition presented in Hosoe and Hagiwara
(2019), furthermore, it presents a numerical example for
the polytopic case. Finally, Section 7 suggests some per-
spectives for future works.

1.1 Notation

R and N stand, respectively, for the sets of real and natural
numbers. R™ and R™*™ denote, respectively, the set of
n-dimensional real vectors and the set of real matrices of
dimension nxm. S™ and S7 denote, respectively, the sets of
n-dimensional symmetric matrices and symmetric positive
definite ones. The expectation of a random variable =
is denoted by E[z]. Given a random vector v, cov(v) =
E [(v—E[v])(v—E[v])T] stands for the covariance of v, if
the latter has a zero mean (IEJ:U] = 0), then the covariance
of v is simply cov(v) = E [vv ] The multivariate normal
distribution of mean p and covariance matrix 3 is denoted
N (i, ). The Kronecker product is denoted by ®.

Given a square matrix A € R™" A~! tr(A) and p(A)
stand, respectively, for the inverse of A (if nonsingular),
its trace and its spectral radius. The multiset consisting of
the eigenvalues of A including their algebraic multiplicity
is denoted by mspec(A). A matrix A is said to be Schur
stable if all its eigenvalues lie strictly inside the open unit
disk in the complex plane. The zero matrix of appropriate
dimensions is denoted 0 and the identity matrix of dimen-
sion n is denoted I,,. Given a matrix B € R™*"™, vec(B),
and vec(B)~! stand, respectively, for the vectorization of
B and the inverse of the vectorization vec(vec™(B)) = B.
BT stands for the transpose of the matrix B, the notation
{B}® stands for the symmetric matrix {B}° = B+B7T and
(x)@B stands for the symmetric matrix BTQB. Given a
symmetric matrix M € S”, M > 0 and M > 0 mean that
M is positive definite and positive semi-definite, respec-
tively. Given two square matrices A and B with the same
dimension, A < B is the matrix inequality that states that
B— A is symmetric positive definite. A matrix inequality of
the type I(X) < 0 is said to be a Linear Matrix Inequality
(LMI), if I(X) is affine in the decision variables X. In
this paper, the decision variables are highlighted in bold
green.

2. PROBLEM STATEMENT

Consider the following class of stochastic discrete-time
linear systems:

Tht1 = A(ék,e)l‘k + B(G)uk + wg. (1)
where zp € R™ and ux € R™, with n,m € N, represent,
respectively, the state and the control input. w = (wg ),y
is a sequence of an n-dimensional additive random vector
wy, whose support is R™, representing an additive stochas-
tic uncertainty. wy, is considered to have a zero mean and
a covariance W > 0, which is commonly considered in
stochastic MPC approaches. The initial state zg € R" is
assumed to be deterministic.

The state transition matrix A(&y,0) is defined as the sum
of a deterministic uncertain matrix and a stochastic one:

A&, 0) = AW®) + A6, (2)
A(6) and B(0) are defined as follows:
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E” is assumed to contain the true unknown parameter
gtrue¢. The pair (A(f), B(6)) is assumed to be robustly
stabilizable.

§ = (&)pen is an [-dimensional stochastic process, with
l € N, representing the stochastic parametric uncertainties
affecting the state matrix. The support of & is = C R,
therefore, the matrix-valued function A(-) is defined as
A= 5 R,

A(&) is such that E[A(&)] = 0, which results in a

decomposition of the state transition matrix A(&,#) into
two terms, the deterministic part containing the mean of

the state transition matrix A(6) = E [fl(fk, 9)], and the

stochastic matrix A(&y).

In practice, the class of systems represented by (1) en-
compasses systems subject to stochastic uncertainties in
the state parameters, whose mean values are themselves
uncertain yet bounded within a polytope.

In this paper, we restrict our attention to independent
and identically distributed (i.i.d.) stochastic processes.
Therefore, we consider that w and £ satisfy the following
assumption:

Assumption 1. Given a stochastic process v = (V&) s

v is independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) with
respect to time k£ € N.

Furthermore, let A(¢y) satisfy the following:

Assumption 2. The square elements of A(&) are all
Lebesgue integrable, i.e.,

E {Ai,j (€k)2} <oco Vi,j=1,...,n,
where A; ; (&) denotes the (i, j) entries of A (&).

As mentioned in Hosoe and Hagiwara (2019), Assump-
tion 2 allows to ensure the well-definedness of the second-
order moments of the elements of the random matrix
A(&), which is a minimal requirement when studying the
stability of the covariance dynamics related to system (1).

Since the sequences of {;, and wy, are i.i.d. in time, then
A(&) and wy, are independent of the state and the input
for the same time k € N, meaning that E [A(fk)wk] =

E [A(&)] Elzy), and E [zpw] | = E [24] E [w]].
Furthermore, let w satisfy the following assumption:
Assumption 3. The stochastic process w is independent
of & i.e. Vk € N, E[&pwjp] = E[&ix] Ewjg] = 0 Vi =
1,---,l and Vj = 1,--- ,n, where the notation &;; stands
for the i*" element of &, at time k.

Note that Assumption 3 is not restrictive, it is only
considered to simplify the exact characterization of the
covariance dynamics related to system (1), and additional

terms resulting from its non-satisfaction (that can be easily
considered) do not affect the stability analysis of the
covariance dynamics.

Given the assumptions formulated above, the goal is
to derive control design conditions for the covariance
dynamics corresponding to system (1), in the tube-based
SMPC framework. We will firstly address the problem of
deriving such conditions in the particular case where §tue
is known which reduces to A(0*"¢) = A and B(6*""¢) = B
when no ambiguity may raise

Tpt1 = A(&g)zr + Bug + wy. (5)
As the resulting condition is closely related to the Mean-
Square asymptotic Stability (MSS) of linear stochastic
systems, we provide a numerical comparison with the
known necessary and sufficient MSS condition recalled in
Section 3. The derived condition for system (5) will sub-
sequently be used to establish a control design condition
for the general case of system (1).

3. RELATED BACKGROUND

Consider the following linear stochastic discrete-time sys-
tem:

Tp1 = A(&)zy, + B(&x)us, (6)
such that the square elements of B({;) are Lebesgue
integrable (similar to Assumption 2).

Stability notions for linear stochastic systems have been
introduced in the literature, for example in Kozin (1969).
In particular, in Hosoe and Hagiwara (2019), consider-
ing stochastic systems that satisfy Assumptions 1 and 2
(for & and A(&y), B(&) respectively), the authors proved
the equivalence between asymptotic, exponential and
quadratic stability. We recall here the definition of asymp-
totic (also referred to as mean-square asymptotic), since
it is intrinsically linked to the presented work.
Definition 1. Mean-Square asymptotic Stability (MSS)
Hosoe and Hagiwara (2019):

Consider the following uncontrolled linear stochastic
discrete-time system:

Tr1 = A(Ek)Tk, (7)
with a deterministic initial condition zq. System (7), where
the stochastic process £ satisfies Assumption 1 and the
square elements of A(&) are Lebesgue integrable, is said
to be mean-square asymptotically stable in the second
moment if, for each € > 0, there exists ¢ = d(€) such that:

lzwoll < 6(e) = E[llax]?] <€, Vk €N,

and
E [|lz]*] — 0 as k — 00,V zp € R™.

In Hosoe and Hagiwara (2019), the quadratic stability
definition is shown to be equivalent to the following
condition (for the uncontrolled system):

3P €S?, such that, E [P - A(gO)PA(gO)T} = 0.

This condition takes the form of an expectation-based
inequality, as both A(&p) and the decision variable P ap-
pear inside the expectation. Then, considering system (6)
and the state feedback up = Fxk, by decomposing the
following matrix:
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the decision variables can be taken outside the expecta-
tion, which makes the condition more compatible with
the analysis based on Lyapunov inequalities. The derived
necessary and sufficient condition for closed-loop stability
is presented in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Hosoe and Hagiwara (2019) Let ¢ satisfy
Assumption 1, and assume that the square elements of
A(&) and B(&) are Lebesgue integrable. There exists
a gain F such that the closed-loop system defined by

Tyl = (fl(fk) + B(gk)F) xy is quadratically stable if and
only if there exist X € S} and Y € R™*" satisfying:

X *
(G’AX LY X® In> =0, ©)

where Gy € R™*" and G5 € R ™ result from the
expectation-based decomposition of the matrix in (8) as
presented in Hosoe and Hagiwara (2019), with 7 < n(n +
m) as suggested in Hosoe and Peaucelle (2019), and F =
Y X! is such a stabilizing gain.

The reader is referred to Hosoe and Hagiwara (2019)
for further details on the decomposition and conditions
involving a decay rate.

Remark 1. The size of the LMI condition in Theorem 1
is at most n + n?(n + m). The matrix in (8) can be
rank-deficient, in particular when either the state or input
matrix is deterministic. In such cases, the size of condition
(9) can be reduced by eliminating the redundant part
associated with the zero singular values. In Section 6, this
reduction is applied in order to ensure a fair comparison
with the proposed condition.

4. EXACT COVARIANCE CHARACTERIZATION IN
THE SMPC FRAMEWORK

Tube-based decomposition is one of the main approaches
to handle uncertainties in robust and stochastic MPC
frameworks, see for example Langson et al. (2004) and
Arcari et al. (2023). It consists in separating the state into
a deterministic and an uncertain component, and design-
ing a pre-stabilizing feedback that allows to cope with the
uncertain state. In the framework of stochastic MPC, the
tube-based approach allows to obtain a tractable formu-
lation that can handle the presence of chance constraints.
Therefore, characterizing the covariance dynamics is cru-
cial in this context.

This section uses our previous work in Moussa and Fiac-
chini (2025) on the exact characterization of the covariance
dynamics related to the class of systems in (5), to extend
it to the case of system (1).

As commonly done in tube-based MPC approaches, we
consider the following state decomposition:

(10)
where e stands for the uncertain state (also denoted as

the error), and z; for the deterministic part representing
the mean of the state x; that we define as follows:

2p+1 = A(0)zx + B(6)vg

Ty = ek + 2k,

(11)

with zg = x¢ and then e¢g = 0. We restrict the class of
control policies over the following affine error feedback law:

(12)
with K € R™*". Then, the resulting error dynamics
related to e; can be written as follows:

et = (A6 0) + BOK) e+ Ag)ze +we (13)

The following standard assumption is functional to the
subsequent results and is not restrictive since (A(#), B(0))
is assumed to be robustly stabilizable, as commonly con-
sidered in standard robust MPC methods Lorenzen et al.
(2019).

Assumption 4. The control input vy, defined by a state
feedback law vy = K () is designed such that the closed-
loop system zp1 = (A(6)z, + B(0)K(z1)) is asymptoti-

cally stable V 6 € EL.

ugp = Key + vy,

In the case of control without constraints, this is a classical
robust state-feedback problem that can be solved with
LMI techniques (see for example in Ebihara et al. (2015)).
In the case of a tube-based stochastic MPC implementa-
tion, vg can be designed by a deterministic MPC strategy
Arcari et al. (2023).

The following proposition establishes the dynamics of the
error covariance related to system (1) which is a direct
extension of Theorem 1 in Moussa and Fiacchini (2025).
The reader is refereed to that work for the detailed proof.

Proposition 1. The dynamics of the error covariance
related to system (1) is given by:

cov(ent1) = (*)cov(er) (A(0) + BO)K)" +W
+vec ! (E [A(&) ® A(&)] vec (cov(er) + 2zt )
which equivalently reads as
o1 = M0, K)ep + CH G +w (14)

where €, = vec (cov(ex)), (x = vec (212 ), w = vec (W),
Cit =E [A(&) ® A(&)] and

M0, K) = ((A(e) +B(O)K) @ (A(0) + B(O)K) + o;‘).

Note that the resulting matrix 01;4 is constant and con-
tains the different second-order moments related to the
parameters joint distribution, it can be seen as a trans-
formation of the covariance matrix related to the state
parameters. Therefore, this proposition presents a deter-
ministic characterization of the error covariance dynamics
for system (1).

The following proposition establishes a sufficient condition
for the stability of the covariance dynamics in (14), which
is also an extension of the condition presented in Moussa
and Fiacchini (2025) without polytopic uncertainties.

Proposition 2. If K stabilizes robustly the deterministic
system as in Assumption 4 and K robustly stabilizes
the deterministic system exy; = M(0, K)ex then the
covariance matrix cov(ey) converges to

vec ! ((I — M6V, K))_1 vec (W)) . (15)
The proof follows directly from considering the steady-
state dynamics related to (14), under the satisfaction of
Assumption 4.



In the next section, the presented characterization will be
used to derive a control design condition for the covariance
dynamics related to system (5). The latter is used to design
a more general condition related to system (1).

5. LMI-BASED CONTROL DESIGN CONDITIONS

While finding robust state-feedback gains K for linear
uncertain systems with matrices lying in polytopes is a well
established topic, we now consider the more involved prob-
lem of finding K such that the bilinear matrix M (0, K) is
robustly Schur stable. Before moving to the robust case, we
assume 6 = 09 is known and set M (%" K) = M(K),
A(etrue) — A’ B(Qtrue) = B.

The difficulty of M (K) being bilinear is circumvented by
descriptor modeling and matrix inequalities are obtained
using the S-variable approach.

Theorem 2. Assume there exists X € S’f, S € R
T € R™*™ and N, € R37°%27” the following holds:

X 0 0 S
0 —X 0 | <{N(5,T)Ny } (16)
0 00
where
-S®1I, 0
N(S,T) = CH(Swl,) |I,®(AS+ BT)
(AS+BT)® I, -I,®5
then K = T'S™! is such that M (K) is Schur stable.
Proof Consider the dual system af,, = afM(K)

which is Schur stable if and only if e;y; = M(K)e is
Schur stable. Let 7 = o} (I, ® (A4 BK)) and nl =
(agﬂ,af,ﬂg). The dual system dynamics also read as
the following affine in K descriptor form:

—1I,2 0
nk C;:‘ I,® (A+ BK) | =0.
(A+ BK)® I, —1I,2

Post multiplying this equality by

Sel, 0
0 I,®S
together with T' = K S gives that the following holds along

the trajectories L N(S,T) = 0. Therefore (16) implies
that

X 0 0
b0 -X0 |n= af_HXakH —ai Xy, <0
0 00

hold for the system. The matrix X is hence a Lyapunov
certificate that proves stability. [

Remark 2. Note that the dimension of the condition
in (16) is 3n? which is, in general, lower than the dimension
of the necessary and sufficient condition in (9).

5.1 Comments on the choice of Ny

The above proof is valid whatever matrix Ny as long as
(16) holds. Moreover, for a fixed value of Nq the conditions
are LMIs in the decision variables X, S and T'. It is hence
of crucial importance to have clues on how to chose the

Ny, which can be critical considering the large size of the
matrix.

According to results in Ebihara et al. (2015), the following
structure is non conservative

—1I,2 0
No = ( Co I, ® Ag )
Ag® I, —1,2

More precisely, using Finsler’s lemma one can prove that if
the exists K solution to the problem then there necessarily
exist Ag = A+ BK and Cy = C’I‘f solution to (16).

Moreover, for (16) to hold, it is necessary that the system
Ag®Ag+Cqy is Schur stable. The proof of this prop-
erty comes readily by noticing that such Ny corresponds
to a descriptor representation of the system aOT’k 11 =
O‘g,k (Ap ® Ag + Cp) and by following the lines of the
proof of Theorem 2, that system is stable if (16) holds.

According to these remarks, one natural a priori choice is
Agp =0and Cy = 0, providing a most Schur stable matrix
Ag® Ag+ Cp = 0. Another case is, assuming some initial
guess K of K, to choose Ag = A+ BKy and Cy = C’If‘.

5.2 The polytopic case

By enforcing the lifted LMI in (16) at the vertices
AW BW v = 1,... L, an extension of the result in
Theorem 2 is obtained for the case where 6 is uncertain.

The following corollary presents a sufficient condition for
the Schur stability of the matrix M (0, K), V0 € EL.

Corollary 1. Assume there exists X () ¢ Sf, with ¢ =

1,...,L, S € R"™ T € R™*" and N, € R37° 20" guch
that the following holds for all i =1,..., L

x® 0 0 s
0 -x®o | < {N(“(S,T)NOT} (17)
0 0 0
where N (S,T) =
-S®I, 0
CHH(S®IL) I, ® (ADS + BOT)
(ADS +BOT) @ I, -I,®8

then K = T'S™! is such that M(6, K) is robustly Schur
stable V0 € EL.

The proof is classical in the S-variable approach and
amounts to notice that the inequalities (17) are affine in
the matrices defining vertices of the polytope, hence by
convexity of both the polytopes and the matrix inequali-
ties, the conditions hold for all uncertainties.

5.8 Links with Mean-Square Stability (MSS)

Considering system (5) without additive noise (wy = 0),
one can easily notice the link between the second-order
moment of the state E [[|zx]|?] and the error covariance
cov(ey) since:
E [||lzx||?] = E [tr (zpaf)] = tr (E [zpz)])
= tr (cov(zx)) + tr (E 4] E [xk]T) .

Furthermore, since both cov(zy) and E [z]E[zx]T are
positive semi-definite matrices, stabilizing the second-
order moment ensures the stability of both the covariance

(18)



and the expectation term E [z] E [2]" . Moreover, one can
notice that cov(zy) = cov(eg) since by definition:

cov(zg) =E [(mk —Efzg]) (zp — E [xk])T} ;

by replacing xp = ep + z; and E[zx] = 2z, and since
E [ex] = 0, it follows directly that cov(zy) = cov(eg).

Therefore, condition (9) ensures the stability of the er-
ror covariance dynamics. Even though the equivalence
between the Schur stability of the matrix M and condi-
tion (9) is yet to be assessed, it is clear that both conditions
imply the stability of the error covariance dynamics.

5.4 Comments on the state dimension

Note that, since the covariance matrix is symmetric, the
vectorized representation in (14) contains n(n — 1)/2 re-
dundant elements. A more compact formulation could be
obtained by employing the half-vectorization operator,
which removes these redundant entries and reduces the
dimension of the covariance dynamics. However, this al-
ternative representation is not convenient for deriving the
subsequent stability conditions, and is therefore omitted
here. A detailed treatment of this reformulation is left for
future work.

6. NUMERICAL RESULTS

This section presents different numerical comparisons and
illustrations, mainly to assess the computational complex-
ity and the conservatism of the derived conditions.

6.1 Computational complexity comparison

We suggest to compare the computational complexity
of the conditions in (16) and (9). Since the asymptotic
stability notion is only related to systems without additive
noise, we consider systems with wy = 0. Furthermore, in
order to compare (16) to (9), we consider that only A(&)
is stochastic and the input matrix is deterministic. Note
that in this case, the size of condition (9) is further reduced
using the singular value decomposition.

The following setting has been considered:

e Random nominal matrices A of size n were generated
such that both conditions were feasible and B = I,,.

e The entries of A({x) are assumed to follow normal
distributions A (0, 0.05).

e The average computation time was evaluated using
100 tests, considering only the solver execution step.

Fig. 1 presents the average computation time for condi-
tions (16) and (9). The reported time corresponds only
to the solver execution phase and does not include the
decomposition step required for condition (9). It can be
observed that condition (16), whose size is 3n?, has a lower
computational time compared to condition (9) with dimen-
sion reduction. Moreover, the difference in computation
time increases with the increase of n.

0.2 Conservatism assessment

In order to evaluate the conservatism of the derived
sufficient condition with respect to the necessary and

200 T T T
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Fig. 1. Average computation time over 100 tests

Condition (16) Condition (9)
T K o2 o K
I = = 0.09  (—4.6504 —1.6551)
T2 0.09 (—0.7888 —0.2967) 0.16 (71.0372 70.7751)
s 0.16 (—09040 —03095) 0.2 (-10093 —05969)
Table 1. Comparison of conditions (16) and (9)

with size reduction

sufficient one, let us consider systems as defined in (6),
where the entries of A(¢y) follow the normal distribution

defined as NV (0,02) and B(¢j,) is considered deterministic

that we denote B = (1,0)T for simplicity. For each setting,
the variance is increased until the conditions are no more
feasible, then, this maximal variance is denoted o2,,,.

Consider the following settings for system (6) with a
deterministic input matrix B = (1,0)7:

Ty A= G’; ?g) , mspec(A) = {3.6136,1.3864}.

0.9 0.1
Iy : A= (0'2 0'95) , mspec(A) = {0.7814, 1.0686}.

0.9 0.1
T's: A= (0'2 0'9> , mspec(A) = {1.0414,0.7586}.

Table 1 shows the maximal variance o2, for which the
conditions in (16) and (9) are feasible, for different sys-
tems; in addition to the calculated pre-stabilizing gains
K. The boxes with the sign — correspond to cases where
the problem was not feasible, even for very low variances.
The presented results highlight the fact that the maximal
variances for which the condition in (16) remains feasible
are lower than those related to condition (9). This dif-
ference in the maximal variances seems to increase with
the instability of the nominal dynamics, measured by the
deviation of the eigenvalues of A from the unit circle. This
highlights the fact that the conservatism of the sufficient
conditions in (16) depends on the system under study.

6.3 Effects of the choice of Ag and Cy

In order to assess the effect of the choice of the auxiliary
matrices Ag and Cy on the conservatism of the condition
in (16), we consider the setting denoted as I's. We choose



Ay = A+ BK with K = (—1.0093 — 0.5969) resulting
from the necessary and sufficient condition (9), and Cy =
C;'. With this choice of Ag and Cjp, the LMI in (16) is
feasible up to a variance of 0.2 and the computed gain
K = (-1.0091 — 0.5982) is approximately the same
as the one computed with condition (9). This example
is presented only to illustrate that, depending on the
choice of the auxiliary matrices, the proposed sufficient
condition can closely approximate the solution obtained
from the necessary and sufficient one. Of course, it would
be meaningless to assume a perfect choice of Ay and Cj in
practice, but this motivates the use of heuristic approaches
to this end.

6.4 The polytopic case

Consider system (1) with the following setting:
1 _ (0902 (2 _ (0.6 0.2 3) _ (0902
A= (0.1 08) A7 =lo109) 4" =0109)

@ _ 0.6 0.2 (1,2,3,4) _ 1
A <0.10.8’B —\0 )"

The entries of A(£) are assumed to follow a normal
distribution AN (0,0.15). We consider Ay and Cj as zeros
matrices and we solve the LMI conditions in (17), the
resulting feedback gain is K = (—0.7783 — 0.2162), and
the average computational time over 100 solver executions
is approximately 0.04 s.

7. CONCLUSION

This paper presented control design conditions for covari-
ance dynamics related to a class of stochastic systems,
based on the S-variable approach. The derived conditions
turns out to be numerically more tractable than existing
necessary and sufficient ones, thanks to their reduced di-
mension. Future work will focus on extending the class of
considered stochastic systems, for instance to include sys-
tems with stochastic uncertainties in the input matrix, as
well as relaxing the i.i.d. assumption. Other possible direc-
tions include, first, comparing the tractability of the pro-
posed conditions with those involving random polytopes,
and second, accounting for deterministic uncertainties in
the second-order moments of the parameters contained in
the matrix C’;‘.

NUMERICAL SETUP

All computations were performed on a MacBook Pro
equipped with an Apple M4 Max chip (16-core CPU, 40-
core GPU) and 64 GB of unified memory. The codes were
implemented in MATLAB and the LMI conditions were
solved using YALMIP Lofberg (2004) and the SDPT3
solver Tiitiincii et al. (2003).
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