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Abstract

The standard linear quadratic Gaussian (LQG) framework assumes a Brownian noise process and relies on classical stochastic
calculus tools, such as those based on Ito calculus. In this paper, we solve a generalized linear quadratic optimal control problem
where the process and measurement noises can be non-Markovian and non-semimartingale stochastic processes with sample paths
that have low Holder regularity. Since these noise models do not, in general, permit the use of the standard It6 calculus, we
employ rough path theory to formulate and solve the problem. By leveraging signature representations and controlled rough paths,
we derive the optimal state estimation and control strategies.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Inear quadratic Gaussian (LQG) optimal control is a fundamental problem in stochastic control theory and widely used in

various engineering applications. The standard LQG framework assumes that the system dynamics and observations are
corrupted by Brownian noise processes allowing for the derivation of a separation principle. The optimal controller can then
be obtained through the application of Kalman filtering for optimal state estimation and using the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman
(HJB) equation to derive the optimal feedback control. The analytical machinery for each of these relies on the standard It6
stochastic calculus. For theoretical background on the standard LQG problem, we refer the reader to [1].

However, empirical measurements of various physical phenomena often indicate that Brownian processes are not always the
most effective modeling choice. Many real-world processes exhibit dependencies, correlations, and sample paths that have low
Holder regularity, which may not be adequately modeled by standard Brownian processes, and instead require non-Markovian
and/or non-semimartingale models. For instance, due to its ability to capture memory effects and self-similarity properties,
empirically, fractional Brownian motion (fBm) has been shown to better model a broad range of phenomena such as in financial
systems [2], turbulent systems [3], [4], rainfall systems [5], and biological systems [6]. Other examples include financial data
modeled as stable Lévy processes [7] and noise processes in quantum systems modeled as shot noise [8].

Moving from Brownian processes to these more general processes in an estimation and control context poses theoretical chal-
lenges. Unlike Brownian motion, more general processes that may be non-Gaussian, non-Markovian and/or non-semimartingale
require more analysis, such as careful characterization of more attributes like tail distributions, skewness, higher order moments,
and dependence and correlation parameters. Ignoring these effects and forcing LQG controllers that rely on the noise processes
being modeled as Brownian processes can significantly impact system behavior and control performance, even leading to
system failures [9].

The extension of LQ control to systems affected by noise sequences that are more general than Brownian noise processes
is, thus, an important area of research. One model that has seen significant work is when the noise is still Gaussian; however,
instead of white Brownian noise, we consider a colored noise sequence. In this context, [10] investigates stochastic LQR optimal
control with both white and colored Gaussian noises, employing dynamic programming techniques to derive optimal solutions.
A traditional approach here is to transform the colored noise into white noise through appropriate filtering, thereby allowing
the application of standard LQG methods. Some recent studies considering such models include [11], which proposes the use
of shaping filters for systems with colored measurement noises, [12], which explores how pink noise, a type of colored noise,
affects optimal policies in reinforcement learning (highlighting the deviations from assumption of a white noise), and [13], which
demonstrates the application of optimal vibration control in the presence of colored noise, showcasing practical implications
of such models.

There is a line of work that studies control design with non-Markovian, but semimartingale noise, which allows the use
of standard Itd stochastic calculus. For example, [14] addressed detection and estimation problems in heavy-tailed symmetric
alpha-stable distributed noise, [15] addressed stochastic control in the presence of Rosenblatt process noise, [16] provided the
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necessary conditions for optimal control of stochastic systems with Markovian random jump noise models, and [17] extended
this work to partial information LQ control for jump diffusions, which can have non-Markovian coefficients for drift, diffusion,
and jump terms.

A particular noise process that has attracted much attention is fractional Brownian motion (fBm), which is a Gaussian process
that is, in general, non-Markovian, as seen in the works of [18], [19] and [20]. When the Hurst index exceeds 0.5, classical Itd
stochastic calculus needs to be extended to the use of fractional stochastic calculus in these papers. Fractional calculus deals
with derivatives and integrals of arbitrary, non-integer orders [21]. Several works have studied optimal LQR control design for
a system driven by fBm, including [2], [22], [23] and [24].

However, when dealing with non-semimartingale noise processes with low Holder regularity, the complexity of the math-
ematical analysis increases. Non-semimartingale processes cannot be decomposed into the sum of a local martingale and a
finite variation process. Thus, when such noise models are used, Itd calculus is inapplicable. This includes fBm with Hurst
index less than 0.5. We call such problems as generalized LQ or gLQ problems. Unlike standard Brownian motion, when
considering non-semimartingale noise models with low Holder regularity, it is not clear whether classical Kalman filtering and
LQG control results are applicable or even how to define terms in classical LQG.

When considering low Holder regularity non-semimartingale noise sequences, the lack of an It6 integral necessitates
alternative mathematical frameworks to be able to analyze systems driven by such noise sequences. To analyze such systems,
we employ rough path theory, which encompasses and generalizes classical stochastic calculus. Rough path theory provides
a toolbox for the analysis of stochastic differential equations driven by non-semimartingale processes and rough signals that
have low Holder regularity [25], [26], [27]. [28] provided a foundational contribution by exploring stochastic control using
rough path theory when considering standard Brownian motion noise (i.e. Holder regularity H = 1/2). That paper formulated
controlled rough stochastic differential equations and demonstrated that the value function satisfies a Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman
(HJB) type equation, and provides a continuous map for the solution. This continuity property may not, in general, hold
with standard Itd calculus. Thus, rough path analysis can provide a continuous pathwise deterministic solution to stochastic
differential equations driven by rough signals. In addition, in the case of fractional noises such as fBm, fractional Stratonovich
integrals can be approximated using Wong-Zakai and mollifier approximations, as discussed by [29], for rough differential
equations.

In this paper, we introduce the gLQ setting, where we have an LQ optimal control problem formulation with the process noise
and measurement noise modeled as non-Markovian and non-semimartingale sequences, with Holder regularity H € (1/3,1].
It should be noted that this includes the special class of stochastic processes that are highly irregular with Holder regularity
H € (1/3,1/2). Due to the consideration of non-semimartingale processes and low Holder regularity, we cannot utilize
classical Itd calculus. Thus, we employ rough path theory for the analysis of controlled rough differential equations to provide
a mathematically rigorous framework for solving the gLQ problem. By leveraging the rough path framework, we formulate a
well-posed gL.Q control problem, and derive an optimal control policy and an optimal observer that account for the rough process
and measurement noises. First, we explicitly characterize the optimal control policy, considering perfect state availability, and
discuss its differences from the classical LQ solution. Second, we characterize the optimal observer, including the cases of
independent and correlated process and measurement noises. Finally, we implement the proposed approach in a simulation
environment to illustrate its effectiveness in practical scenarios.

The paper is organized as follows. Section II introduces some preliminaries on rough path theory. Section III presents the
model and formulates the problem considered. Next, Section IV provides the main results. Section V illustrates the results with
two numerical examples. Finally, Section VI concludes the paper and proposes some future directions. Appendix A presents
some supporting results, while Appendix B presents some examples of noise processes that can be considered using our tools,
but not with the traditional Itd calculus.

II. ROUGH PATH THEORY PRELIMINARIES

As previously mentioned, since we consider process noise and measurement noise modeled as non-Markovian and non-
semimartingale sequences, with low Holder regularity index H € (1/3, 1], we will use rough path theory to guide our control
design and synthesis.

Definition 1 formally defines the rough path lift.

Definition 1 (Rough Paths [25]). Let V be a Banach space and [0,T] C R. A rough path lift with Holder regularity H € (3, 1]
over V on the interval [0,T) is a pair (X,X) consisting of:

e apath X : [0,T] =V,

e a second-order process X : [0,T)> -V @V,
such that for all 0 < s < u <t < T, the following Chen’s relations hold:

Xs,t = Xs,u + Xu,tv
Xs,t = Xs,u + Xu,t + Xs,u & Xu,t-



Based on this definition, the rough path lift is a map from the simplex {(s,t) : 0 < s <t < T} to the tensor algebra T® (V).
Note that using Chen’s relations on the first component only, we get the additive property of integrals.

Definition 2 defines the notion of Holder regularity for a rough path.

Definition 2 (Holder Regularity of a Rough Path [25]). Ler a € (0,1] and N = |1/a]. A (geometric) a-Holder rough path
over R? is a collection of maps

Xs ;= (X(l) X(z)

sty “rstoe

LX), o<s<t<T

X&t = / dX(Sl),/ dX(31)®dX(32), a/ dX(81)®®dX(SN) .
s<s1<t §<81<82<t 5<81<...<sny<t
such that for each k = 1,..., N there exists a constant C' > 0 satisfying

IX® | <t — s, vs,telo,T).

Here, X 5}2 = xy — T is the increment of the path, and higher-order terms X 5’? represent iterated integrals satisfying the

Chen’s relations. 7
Definition 3 defines the notion of a geometric rough path lift.

Definition 3 (Geometric p-rough path). Let p € [2,3) and let V be a finite dimensional Banach space. A geometric p-rough
path over V is a pair
X=(X,X):0<s<t<T
such that the following properties hold:
1) Finite p-variation. The first level X has finite p-variation and the second level X has finite p/2-variation, i.e.

||XHp-var;[O,T] < 00, ||XHp/2-var;[O,T] < o0.
2) Chen’s relation. For all 0 < s <u <t <T,
Xs,t = Xs,u + Xu,t + Xs,u & Xu,t-

3) Geometricity. There exists a sequence of smooth (bounded variation) paths {X (")} such that their lifts converge to X
in the p-variation rough path metric.

Rough path lifts are done with respect to a given sample path, that is the integrations are done with respect to a sample
path rather than a stochastic process. In the case of geometric rough paths, they are the closure of the lift of smooth paths,
and can thus be approximated by smooth approximations.

A function z: [0, 7] — R™ is said to be a controlled rough path with Holder regularity H if there exists a path z’(¢) such
that forall 0 < s <t < T,

2(t) = 2(s) + 2/ (5)(0(t) — v(s)) + Res

with || R, ¢|| = O(|t — s|*H). By the Sewing Lemma (Lemma 6), the rough integral

/OT x(s)dv(s)

is well defined under the condition that the path z’(t) is unique. The uniqueness holds if one of the following conditions are
satisfied [30]:
o x(t) has increments that do not scale better than [t — 5|2
o x(t) satisfies the controlled rough path decomposition, which follows from the uniqueness of the Young integral and
controlled rough paths spaces,
o x(t) is Holder continuous with exponent « and v(t) is a rough path with Holder regularity /3 satisfying (2 + a)8 > 1.
Moreover, by Lyons’ universal limit theorem (Lemma 7), the rough differential equation

dz(t) = Az(t) dt + Bu(t) dt + dv(t) (1)

admits a unique solution [31]. Due to the use of Lyons’ rough path theory framework, we consider classes of stochastic
processes that have rough path lifts, and the lifts are well defined using Lyons’ rough path framework. Those include classical
stochastic processes such as semimartingales and Markov processes, as well as other stochastic processes such as fBm [31].



ITI. MODEL

We consider an infinite-horizon gL.Q problem for a continuous-time, time-invariant system, with potentially non-Markovian
and non-semimartingale process noise that has low Holder regularity. Thus, the classical stochastic differential equation

dz(t) = Az(t)dt + Bu(t)dt + dv(t), xo given,

does not admit a solution. Therefore, we use the rough path lift to describe the system dynamics using a rough differential
equation as
dz(t) = Az(t)dt + Bu(t)dt + dv(t), xo given, (2)

where z(t) € R™ is the state vector at time ¢, u(t) € R™ is the control input vector at time ¢, v(t) € R™ is the (geometric)
rough path process noise vector at time ¢, xo is the initial state, and A € R™*™ and B € R"*™ are the system transition
matrices. The measured output of the system is given by

y(t) = Ca(t) + w(t), 3)

where C € RP*™ is the output matrix, y(¢) € R? is the output measurement vector at time ¢, and w(¢) € R? is a measurement
noise vector at time ¢. The measurement noise is also assumed to be potentially non-Markovian and non-semimartingale with
Holder regularity H € (%, 1]. We utilize the standard quadratic performance criterion given by

J(u) = lim l]E

T—o0

T
/O (z(t)"Qua(t) +u(t) "Ru(t)) | dt, (4)

where the expectation is taken over the process and measurement noises, and Q € R™*™ and R € R™*™ are the state weighting
and input weighting matrices, respectively. We make the following standard assumptions:

Assumption 1. We assume that (i) (A, B) is stabilizable, (ii) (A, C) is detectable, (iii) Q and R are symmetric and positive
definite matrices, (iv) (A,Q"?) is detectable, and (v) the noise processes v(t) and w(t) have bounded covariances.

The assumption about bounded covariances of the noise processes ensures that, with a suitable control design, the system
is mean-square stable and the cost function is well-defined.

We are interested in designing a controller for the system above. In general, the control input u(t) at any time ¢ is a function
of the measurements {y(s) : 0 < s < ¢}. If the state =(¢) is not available for measurement, we will utilize an observer,
described by a rough differential equation, of the form

dz(t) = Az (t)dt + Bu(t)dt + Lj(t)dt — LCx(t)dt — Ldw(t), I given
(1) = Ca(1).
where Z(t) denotes the estimate of the state, & is the initial condition of the filter, w(¢) is the (geometric) rough path
measurement noise vector at time ¢, and L is the observer gain matrix to be designed.
Our objective is to design an optimal control law to calculate the control input u(t) at any time ¢ € [0,7], with the
corresponding observer if needed, such that the cost functional (4) is minimized. As seen in (2) and (5), we lift the noise

processes v(t) and w(t) to rough paths, denoted by v and w, which include the paths and their corresponding iterated integrals
(or Lévy areas). This enhancement then allows us to define integrals such as

/0 ! 2(s) dv(s)

via the Sewing Lemma (stated for completeness as Lemma 6 in Appendix A) to develop a rigorous derivation of the optimal
controller.

&)

IV. MAIN RESULTS

We derive our result in two steps. First, we consider the LQR case, where C =TI and w(t) = 0 identically. This means the
controller has full access to the state vector z(t). In Section IV-B, we then consider the case when the controller has access
only to the observations y(t) and utilizes an observer.



A. Optimal Controller with State Observation

Lemma 1 provides the definition of the solution of the rough HIB equation using the classical HIB equation [32].

Lemma 1 (Definition 3.13 in [32]). Let ¢ = (¢, () be a geometric p-rough path on [0,T] with p € (2,3). Let {N"}n>1 be
any sequence of lifted smooth paths n"™ whose lifts (n", (77")(2)) converge to € in the 1/p-Hdlder rough path metric:

Im™ =< ll1/p-na — 0.

For each smooth 1™, let U be the solution of the classical HIB equation. We say that a function U is a solution of the
rough HJB equation driven by ¢ if
v —

for every sequence {n™} converging to ¢ in the 1/p-Holder rough path topology.

Theorem 2 introduces the characterization of the optimal controller in the generalized LQR setting, with complete state
information, meaning the controller has access to the full state vector.

Theorem 2 (Existence & Optimality of gL.Q Controller). Consider the problem formulation in Section Il such that C =1
and w(t) = 0. Under Assumption 1, there exists an optimal control u*(t) of the form

u*(t) = —R7'BTP (x(t) + V (1)),

where
1) P is the unique positive definite solution of the algebraic Riccati equation

A'"P+PA—-PBR 'B'P+Q=0,

2) V(t) is given by the prediction term

V(t) = ]E[/toc ®(s,1) P dv(s) ‘]—‘t},

with the expectation defined over the distribution of the random variable (which is the random future increments of the
rough path), F; = o(v(s) : 0 < s < t) is the natural filtration of the stochastic process v(t), and ®(s,t) denoting the
Sfundamental solution of J
—®(s,t) = (A - BR_lBTP)i’(s, t), ®(tt) =1
S
Proof. Using the variation of constants formula [25, Chapter 5.3], we can write

t t
z(t) = Al +/ Al=9)B u(s) ds —|—/ eA(tfs)dv(s),
0 0

Define the candidate value function ¥ (t, z) = 0.5z ' Pz +0.52 TPV, 45 + 0.5V, .. Pr+T,0ise, Where P, Vipise, and Yiypise

are to be determined. Here, 2 " Pz represents the classical quadratic term, " PV,,4;5. and V.. Px account for the interaction
between the state and the noise correction, and Y,.;sc represents the cost purely associated with the noise contribution.
Compared to the classical LQR problem, the terms 2 PVooises VfInser’ and Y,,ise show up in the candidate value function
due to the non-semimartingale nature of the process noise.

Define V,,pise and Y, pise as -
Viise (t) = ]E[/ B(s,t) Pav(s) | 7.
t

Tnoise (t) = / Vnoise(S)TPBR_lBTPVnoise (S)dS
t

— / Vnoise(s)TPdv(s),
t

with ®(s, t) denoting the fundamental solution of

d _ 1pT _
gcﬁ(s,t)_(A—BR B P)fI)(s,t), B(t,t) =L

Vhoise 18 defined to be a predictive correction term, which is a random variable, that estimates the effect of noise on the
state trajectory. This means Ve works on offsetting the expected effect of noise on the optimal state trajectory, given the
information up to time t.

We define v as the smooth approximation of the rough driver v. Based on this approximation, we can define the smooth
approximation of the RDE system dynamics as

di = (Az + Bu) dt + v dt,



.%ZAJ?—FBu—i-\L’.

Also, we define

Vooie(®) =3[ [ @5, Pav(s)| 71,

T oise(t / Vioise(s) TPBR™IBT PV, ;.. (s)ds

/ Troise (5) TPAF(s),

Substituting the above smooth approximation into the below HJB equation,

owv .
5 + mm( TQi4u Ru+ VI .-2)=0,
where o
ot - iTPi + Vnoise(t)—rpi‘ + Vnoise (t)TPj + Tnoise(t)7

VU = Pi + PV,0ise,
we get that the optimal controller, which ensures that the candidate value function satisfies the HIB equation, is
a*(t) = _Rfllﬂp(gz(t) + V(t)),
with V(t) = Vpoise(t) and P satisfying
A'TP+PA-PBR 'B'P+Q=0.
Next, we show that V converges to V, which implies that ¥V converges to W. Set the deterministic integrand
Fi(s) := ®(s,t)"P.

By the rough path continuity, the rough integral map

. /too Fi(s) dw(s)

is continuous and the integrand is decaying due to Assumption 1. Thus, there exist constants C' > 0 and « € (0, 1] such that,

as shown in [27],
/ Fi(s)dv(s) 7/ Fi(s)dv(s)
t t
From the deterministic convergence ||V — V|| /pns — O, it follows that

/too Fi(s)dv(s) — /too Fi(s)dv(s).

In the definition of V'(t) and V(t), the conditional expectation is with respect to the distribution of the random future
increments of the rough path. Since conditional expectation is a bounded linear operator in L9 spaces with respect to g-norms,
and using dominated convergence, V(t) converges to V(t).

Since the candidate value function and controller satisfy the HIB equation with the smooth approximation of the geometric
rough driver, we can take the limit of the smooth approximations to find the solution of the rough HJB equation, as shown in
Lemma 1. This gives us the optimal controller to be

w*(t) = —R*BTP(:U(t) + V(t)),

<OV =vITpma

with V(t) = Vieise(t) and P satisfying
ATP+PA-PBR'B'P+Q=0.

A completion of squares argument shows that the cost functional can be rewritten as

J(u) = E / I(RY2u(t) + R-V/2BT Pa(t)|2dt + E / 20(t) TPAv(t)
0 0
In addition, using a similar completion of squares argument and substituting in the value of the optimal controller, J(u) can
be re-written in terms of J(u*) as

J(u) = J(u*) + E /OOO [u(t) +RTBTP(x(t) + vmm(t))}

T R{u(t) + R‘lBTP(:v(t) + V;u)ise(t)):| dt.



Therefore, by the completion of squares argument, we show that for any admissible control u(t), we have

J(w) — J(u*) = E /0 b [u(t) (1) TR[u(t) —ut(0)]di > 0,
with equality if and only if u(¢) = u*(t) almost everywhere. Hence, the controller
wt(t) = —R‘lBTP<z(t) + V(t))
is optimal. 0

As seen in Theorem 2, the optimal controller is made up of two terms. The first term is the same as the optimal controller
of the standard LQR problem. The second term is the predictive correction term that estimates and offsets the effect of future
noise on the optimal state trajectory, given the information up to time ¢, which is a random variable. It should be noted that
if we consider Brownian motion, the predictive correction term is zero, and the optimal controller simplifies to the classical
LQR controller.

Due to the use of rough path theory, we can define pathwise optimality, which means that the designed controller is optimal
for each path, not just in expectation. For any admissible control u, let *V denote the corresponding solution of (1) driven
by a fixed realization v, and define the pathwise cost as

T (s 20) = / T 0T Qa(t) + ult) Ru(t) dt. ©)
0
Based on the fundamental state transition matrix ®(s,¢) for the linear ODE
%@(s, t)= (A —BR'B'P)®(s,t), ®(t,1) =1, (7
and for the fixed rough path v, we define the pathwise noise correction term as

Visie(0)i= [ B(s.0) P (), ®)

which is a well-defined controlled rough path in .
Corollary 3 formally proves the pathwise optimality of the optimal controller in Theorem 2. This is a generalization of the
pathwise optimality in [28], where standard Brownian motion is considered.

Corollary 3 (Pathwise Optimality of gl.Q Controller). Let A € R™"*", B € R"*™, and let Q € R"*™, R € R™*™ bpe
symmetric positive definite matrices. Let xy € R™ be given.
Let v : [0,00) = R™ be a fixed realization of a continuous path admitting a rough path lift v of Holder regularity H € (%, 1].
Consider the controlled rough differential equation

dz(t) = Ax(t) dt + Bu(t) dt + dv(t), xo given,

driven by the fixed rough path v and control u : [0,00) — R™.
Let P be the unique symmetric positive definite solution of the algebraic Riccati equation

A"P+PA—-PBR 'B'P+Q=0.
Then, for V,,uise defined in (8), the control
u (t,v) = —R'BTP(2*(t) 4 Vioise(t)),
where x* is the state trajectory controlled with uw = u* that pathwise minimizes the cost.

Proof. The proof is pathwise: fix a realization of the rough path v with Holder regularity H € (%, 1], and work deterministically
with controlled rough path theory. All statements apply to almost every sample path of a stochastic process whose rough path
lift exists.

By Lyons’ universal limit theorem for rough differential equations (Lemma 7), the rough differential equation driven by v
admits a unique controlled rough path solution z*. The map (u,v) — x*" is continuous in the rough path topology.

Under Assumption 1, the algebraic Riccati equation has a unique symmetric positive definite solution P. Thus, the fundamental
solution ®(s,t) for (7) exists. Hence, the rough integral V,,,;se in (8) is well defined for rough path v [30].

Define the candidate pathwise value (cost-to-go) function

WY (z,t) = 0.52 Pz + 0.52 PV, pise + 0.5V, . Pz

notse

+ / Vnoise (S)TPBRilBTPVnm‘SE(s) ds
t

— /OO Vnoise(s)TPdv(s).



Now, fix an admissible control u and let x(t) := ™V (t). For the candidate value UV (x(t),t), we compute the pathwise
differential d (¥ (xz(t),t)):
o V., UV(x,t) =Pz +PVpise.
o The time derivative of UV (z,t) equals the sum of —z " (ATP +PA—-PBR'B'P+ Q)x, plus terms coming from the
time derivative of V,,,;se and the explicit integrals in the candidate pathwise value function.
 The rough integral terms from dv that appear when differentiating ¥V (x, t) are exactly canceled by the rough differential
of the noise correction V;,pisc(t), due to the definition of V,p;s50(t).

Collecting all deterministic terms, we obtain the following pathwise identity:

%\If"(a:(t), £) + 2(t) TQu(t) + u(t) " Ru(t) = (u(t) + R BTP@(t) + Voise (1)) R (u(t) + RTIBTP(2(E) + Vigise (1)),

valid for every t € [0, 00) and every fixed rough path v.
Integrating the identity from ¢ = 0 to oo, we get

/Oo(x(s)TQx(s) + u(s)TRu(s)) ds = UV (x0,0) + /OO Hu(s) — u*(s,v)Hids,
0 0

where u* is the given optimal controller. Using the definition of pathwise cost in (6), we get
v v o * 2
P i) = o 0) + [ [us) = (5,) s,
0

The quadratic remainder is nonnegative and vanishes if and only if v = u*. Hence, ©v* minimizes the pathwise cost JV for
this fixed rough path v. O

B. Optimal Controller without State Observation

Theorem 4 introduces the characterization of the optimal controller in the generalized LQ setting for the correlated noise
case, with an observer of the form in (5).

Theorem 4 (Observer Form of Correlated Noise Case). Consider the problem formulation in Section IIl. Assume that the state
is not directly available but is estimated via the observer

dz(t) = AZ(t)dt + Bu(t)dt + Lg(t)dt — LCx(t)dt
— Ldw(t), o given )
9(t) = Ci(t).
Under Assumption 1, the following hold:
1) There exists a unique positive definite solution P to the algebraic Riccati equation
A'"P+PA—-PBR 'B'P+0=0,
2) There exists a unique steady-state solution S to

AS+SAT +%,-8C'o ics

1
- Z(vazzle;rw - RIvE;lRIw + 3va2;1va
+R. S1R,,) — R,WwE,'CS —SCTS 'R, = 0,
and the optimal observer gain is

1
L= 5(QSCT + Ry +R) ),

where 3, = E[dv(t)dv(t)T], B, = E[dw(t)dw(t) "], Ryw = E[dv(t)dw(t) "] and R, = Eldw(t)dv(t)T].
3) Let e(t) = x(t) — &(t) be the estimation error. Then the cost functional decomposes as
J(U) = JLQR(i,u) -+ Jerr(e),

with Je..(€) > 0.
4) The optimal control that minimizes J(u) is given by

u*(t) = —R7'BTP(&(t) + V (1)),

where

V(t) = E[/toc ®(s,t)TPdv(s) ]ft]



Proof. The LQR problem with full state information leads to the algebraic Riccati equation, as proven in Theorem 2,
A'"P+PA-PBR 'B'P+Q=0.

Under the stabilizability and detectability assumptions, it is known that there exists a unique positive definite solution P.
Since the output is given by y(t) = Cxz(t) + w(t), we implement the observer (9). Defining the estimation error e(t) =
x(t) — Z(t), and subtracting the observer dynamics from the system dynamics yields

de(t) = (A —LC)e(t)dt + dv(t) — Ldw(t).
We define the error covariance as

St)=E[e(t)e(t)"].

The time derivative of the error covariance, is

d
%S(t) =E [de(t)e( )T +e(t)de(t) " + de(t)de(t) ]
=E[(A - LCe(t)e(t)" +e(t)e(t) (A-LC)T
+dv(t)dv(t)" —|—de( Ydw(t) "L ]
— Ldw(t)dv(t)" — dv(t)dw(t) L
=(A-LC)S(t) +S({t)(A-LC)"
+%, +LY, LT —LR,, — Ry, LT,
under the assumption that v(¢) and w(t) are uncorrelated with e(t) for optimal estimation, where ¥, = E[dv(t)dv(t)T],
Yw = Eldw(t)dw(t)"], Ry, = E[dv(t)dw(t)T] and Ry, = E[dw(t)dv(t)"] that are covariance and cross-correlation
operators, respectively. They are interpreted as covariance and cross-correlation kernels, or integral operators [27], [33]. The
interchange between the time derivative and expectation operators is a result of the dominated convergence theorem and the
rough Itd formula [25]. Also, the second order terms in time, i.e. (dt)?, in E[de(t)de(t) ] can be ignored since they are equal
to 0.
For optimal estimation, we aim to minimize the mean squared error. This means

min Ele(t) " e(t)] = min E[Tr(5(t))],

where Tr(S(t)) is the trace of the matrix S(t).
Under detectability and at steady state, there exists a unique stabilizing solution S. Finding the partial derivative with respect
to L at steady state, we get

)
5L (A-LC)S+SA-LC)" +%, +L%,L"
- LR’U}U RUU,LT = 0] *QSC—r + ZLEUJ
- va - R;EU =0
1
= L=(28 C" +R,, +R.,)E

We let L = (28 C" + Ry, + R/ ,)X". Thus, the error covariance can be simplified to
AS+SAT +3,-8Cc'y ics
TRLSR], — R SCRT, + 3R, R
+ RT S, 'Rus) — Ry X,'CS — SCTE 'R, = 0.

wv
This choice of observer gain L ensures that the estimation error is orthogonal to the data used to generate the estimate,
which means that it minimizes the mean squared error.
In summary, there exists a unique stabilizing solution S, and the optimal observer gain is chosen as

1
L=;(28 C" +R,, +R} 2!

w

given that
AS+SAT +%,-sCc'z;ics

1
- 1(sz;lR;u R, YR+ 3R, Z0 Ry,

+R], 55 Ruy) — RS, 'CS — SCT5 'Ry, = 0.



Writing z(t) = Z(¢t) + e(t) and substituting into the cost functional yields

J(u) = E/OOO [(a:«(t) +e(t) T Q&(t) + e(t) + u(t)TRu(t)} dt.

Through algebraic manipulations and the properties of the controlled error e(t) shows that the cost decomposes as

oo

J(u) = E/OOO {ai(t)TQ:%(t) —&-u(t)TRu(t)}dt—&-]E/O [e(t)TQe(t)}dt
= Jror(&,u) + Jerr(e),

with Jg,-(e) > 0, and equality only occurs if and only if e(¢) = 0. Therefore, the optimal control minimizing J(u) is obtained
by solving the LQR problem with state &(¢):

uw(t) = —RBTP(&(t) + V(t)).

The cost decomposition implies that the design of the state feedback controller and the observer are decoupled. Thus, the
separation principle holds and the overall optimal controller is given by

u*(t) = —R7'BTP (2(t) + V(1))
O

By setting R,,, = 0 and R,,, = 0 in Theorem 4, we can get the characterization of the optimal controller in the generalized
LQ setting for the uncorrelated noise case, with an observer of the form in (5). This shows the optimal controller is the same
as the optimal controller of the LQR case with the exception of the use of the state estimation of the observer, rather than
the use of the true state. Also, the case of correlated process and measurement noises in Theorem 4 is shown to include more
terms due to the consideration of the information from the correlation of the noises.

Furthermore, it is known that, in general, Itd solution maps are not continuous [26]. On the contrary, the rough path framework
provides solution maps that are locally uniformly continuous [26]. This provides another motivation for the use of rough path
theory over classical stochastic calculus for the case when both solutions are well defined. Theorem 5 formally states this
continuity result.

Theorem 5. Consider the below system dynamics, state estimation filter, and controller, where the noises dv(t) and dw(t) are
assumed to be correlated semimartingales:

dx(t) = Az(t)dt + Bu(t)dt + dv(t),

dz(t) = AZ(t)dt + Bu(t)dt + L((t) — y(t))dt — Ldw(t),
y(t) = Cx(2),
g(t) = Ci(2),

u*(t) = —R7'BTP(i(t) + V(t)).

For the above system, the following conclusions can be deduced:
e Raw Ité continuity (supremum norm on paths)
The maps
y = I, andy — u”,

are, in general, not continuous in supremum norm nor in any other metric on path space, since they depend on stochastic
integrals whose values can jump under noise perturbations [26], [31], [34], [35].

e Rough path continuity (enhanced observation)
We lift the state estimation filter to its rough path and equip the path space with the a-Holder rough path metric for
a € (%, 1]. In this topology, there exists a filtering solution map that is locally uniformly continuous such that the solutions
from the raw Ito map and the enhanced observation map are equal almost surely in probability.

Proof. The proof of the discontinuity of the It6 solution follows from Theorem 1.1.1 in [26].

The proof of rough path continuity is a composition of three continuity statements.

1) Continuity of the estimator map
By [36], the filter solution mapping that associates the solution of the stochastic differential equation to an enhanced observation
path is locally uniformly continuous. Concretely, Theorem 2 (existence of solution) and Theorem 3 (continuity) in [36] provide
the detailed proof for the continuity of the mapping, which is the rough path replacement of the Clark robust representation
in [37]. This means that the solution of

di(t) = A& (t)dt + Lj(t)dt — Ldw(t)



is continuous. In addition, the dependence on the state can be viewed, in this case, as an input. Thus, if the state and controller
input are continuous, by Lyons’ universal limit theorem (Lemma 7) and the standard continuity for rough differential equations
with a time-dependent continuous forcing term imply that the solution map for the estimator is still locally uniformly continuous,
despite the dependence on the state and input under the assumption that they are continuous. This means that the solution of

dz(t) = Az(t)dt + (Bu(t) — Ly(t))dt + Ly (t)dt — Ldw(t)
dz(t) = Az(t)dt + n(u(t),y(t))dt + Lj(t)dt — Ldw(t)

is continuous, under the assumption that n(u(t),y(t)) is continuous.

2) Continuity of the controller as a map of the estimator
The controller we use is linear in the state estimator. V'(¢) is the predictive correction term built from the process noise, which
is a fixed rough path in our set-up. For fixed v, V() is a fixed controlled rough integral, hence, it is fixed. Therefore, the map
of the enhanced observation to the control input is a composition of a linear operator on the estimator map and the addition
of a fixed term. Thus, this map is locally uniformly continuous, which follows directly from linearity and the continuity from

step 1. This means that
u*(t) = —R'BTP (&(t) + V(1))

is continuous.

3) Continuity of the solution of the state rough differential equation solution
For a fixed process noise sample path, its rough path lift, v, is fixed. The state trajectory solves the controlled rough differential
equation. Lyons’ universal limit theorem (Lemma 7) and the standard continuity for rough differential equations with a time-
dependent continuous forcing term imply that the solution map for the state trajectory is locally uniformly continuous in
the appropriate rough path topology. Thus, combining with step 2, the continuity of the controller gives continuity of the
composition: from the enhanced observation to the control input to the state trajectory. This means that the solution of

dx(t) = Az(t)dt + Bu(t)dt 4 dv(t)

is continuous.
Putting the three steps together gives the desired result, that is the state trajectory is continuous for a fixed rough sample
path. Thus, the proof is as follows:

rough Theorems 2 and 3 in [36] & linear ut Lyons’ universal

path lift Lyons’ universal limit theorem map limit theorem

Therefore, the lifted maps yield stable continuous limits for £ and u*. This leads to the state trajectory map, which is the
solution of the rough differential equation driven by fixed v and control u*, being locally uniformly continuous. In contrast,
raw Itd maps without Lévy area information fail to converge in supremum norm or in any other metric on the path space. [l

V. ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

In this section, we provide two illustrative examples to demonstrate the feasibility of the control strategies discussed earlier,
as well as evaluating the performance of the classical LQ controller against the proposed gLQ controller, particularly when
the system is subjected to non-Markovian and non-semimartingale stochastic processes. The first illustrative example subjects
the system to continuous fBm noise, while the second illustrative examples subjects the system to a Lévy jump process noise
that follows a Stable distribution.

We consider a linear inverted pendulum model with additive non-Markovian and non-semimartingale noise with a quadratic
cost function. Table I provides the parameters of the inverted pendulum system.

We consider the state vector to be

0
C'l )
0

xTr =

where d is the linear displacement and 6 is the angular displacement.
Thus, the system matrices are given below.

0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1
o Y (B PO
mgl(M+m) ml kek b(M+m)
O 4 « = _? <C+R7n7l')2) - « :



TABLE I
PARAMETERS OF INVERTED PENDULUM SYSTEM

Symbol Description Value
M Mass of the pendulum rod 0.1 kg
M. Mass of the cart 0.135 kg
L Pendulum length from pivot 0.2 m
to center of gravity
Im Motor rotor moment of inertia 3.26 x 10~° kg - m?
R Motor armature resistance 12.5Q
ky, Motor back emf constant 0.031 V/rad/sec
ki Motor torque constant 0.031 N - m/A
R Motor pinion radius 0.006 m
B Viscous damping at pivot 0.000078 N - m/rad/sec
of pendulum
C Viscous friction coefficient 0.63 N/m/sec
for cart displacement
1 Mass moment of inertia 0.00072 kg - m?
of pendulum rod
M Total cart weight mass 0.136 kg
including motor inertia
G Gravitational constant 9.81 m/sec?
0
0
B= | +mi*k,
aRp,r

Plugging in the system parameters to the system matrices, we get the following:

0 0 1 0

A_ |0 0 0 1
~ 0 551 —18.29 —0.002]°

0 649 —77.53 —0.026

0 1 01 01 0.1
0 01 1 01 01
B=1lom|" €= o1 01 1 o1
11.59 01 01 01 1

During simulations, the controller output is inputted through a saturation function to saturate the value at -1000 and +1000
to avoid large controller outputs.

A. Fractional Brownian Motion

In this example, the system is subjected to fBm noise with Holder regularity H = 0.35.

As depicted in Fig. 1, the classical LQ controller demonstrates a significant inability to maintain system stability when
subjected to fBm noise. The state trajectories, encompassing position, angle, and their respective rates of change, exhibit an
uncontrolled and rapid divergence from their equilibrium points. Specifically, after approximately 4 seconds into the simulation,
the magnitudes of all components of the state vector diverge exponentially. This exponential growth across all state variables
unequivocally indicates that the classical LQ controller is not robust to fBm noise, leading to an unstable and unbounded
system response.

Further, the controller output is characterized by an immediate and drastic negative deflection, plummets to its saturation point
within the first second of the simulation. This large, sustained negative control effort signifies the controller’s futile attempt to
counteract the destabilizing effects of the fBm noise. The combination of unbounded state trajectories and a persistently saturated
control output highlights the fundamental limitations of the classical LQ framework when applied to systems influenced by
non-Markovian noise processes such as fBm.

In stark contrast to the classical LQ controller, the gL.Q controller demonstrates remarkable efficacy in stabilizing the system
under fBm noise, as evidenced by the state trajectories presented in Fig. 2. All four state variables are effectively regulated
and converge to stable, bounded values within the simulation period. The angle stabilizes around 180 degrees, as expected,
while the rate of change of the angle converges to zero, demonstrating effective control over the system. This significant
improvement in stability underscores the robustness of the gLQ controller, which leverages rough path theory to effectively
handle the complexities introduced by fBm noise.
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Fig. 1. State trajectory under fBm noises with classical LQ controller

The control output generated by the rough path gL.Q controller under fBm noise further reinforces its superior performance.
The controller output exhibits an initial transient response, followed by a rapid decay and subsequent stabilization near zero,
with only minor fluctuations. This behavior is fundamentally different from the persistently large control effort observed with
the classical LQ controller. The gL.Q controller’s ability to achieve system stability with a significantly smaller and more
controlled output highlights its efficiency.

B. Lévy Processes (Stable Distribution)

In this example, the system is subjected to a jump process noise that follows a Stable distribution with o = 1.5.

The performance of the classical LQ controller under Stable distribution noise mirrors its failure under fBm noise, as
illustrated in Fig. 3. The state trajectories exhibit a similar pattern of uncontrolled divergence, rapidly escalating to extremely
large magnitudes. This pervasive instability across all state variables confirms that the classical LQ controller is fundamentally
ill-equipped to handle the heavy-tailed characteristics of Stable distribution noise.

The control effort exhibits an immediate and sustained large saturated value, similar to the fBm case. This persistent and
extreme control signal, coupled with the unbounded state trajectories, underscores the classical LQ controller’s inability to
effectively mitigate the disruptive effects of Stable distribution noise.

Consistent with its performance under fBm noise, the rough path gl.Q controller demonstrates robustness and effectiveness
in stabilizing the system under Stable distribution noise, as shown in Fig. 4. All state variables are successfully regulated
and converge to bounded values. The angle stabilizes at around 180 degrees, as expected, and its rate of change converges to
around zero. This remarkable ability to maintain stability under such challenging noise conditions highlights the significant
advantages of incorporating rough path theory into the LQ framework, enabling the gL.Q controller to effectively manage
systems influenced by heavy-tailed noise characteristics that render classical methods ineffective.

Similar to its behavior under fBm noise, the control output exhibits an initial transient response, followed by a rapid
convergence to a value near zero, with minimal fluctuations. This controlled and bounded output, in conjunction with the stable
state trajectories observed in Fig. 4, further emphasizes the performance and efficiency of the gl.Q controller. It demonstrates
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Fig. 2. State trajectory under fBm noises with rough path gLQ controller

that the gL.Q approach can achieve system stability with a reasonable and well-behaved control effort, even when confronted
with highly disruptive Stable distribution noise.

Thus, the results unequivocally demonstrate the profound impact of noise characteristics on controller performance and
highlight the significant advantages of the gL.Q controller, which incorporates rough path theory, over the classical LQ controller.
The classical LQ framework, traditionally effective for systems perturbed by Gaussian and Markovian noise, proved to be
fundamentally inadequate when faced with fBm noise and Stable distribution noise. In both scenarios, the classical LQ controller
consistently failed to stabilize the system, leading to unbounded state trajectories and persistently large, ineffective control
efforts. This failure can be attributed to the classical LQ controller’s reliance on assumptions of white Gaussian noise, which
are violated by fBm noise and Stable distribution noise. Also, the performance of the gL.Q controller is a direct consequence of
the gL.Q framework’s ability to account for the non-Markovian and non-semimartingale nature of the noise processes through
the rigorous mathematical tools of rough path theory.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have extended the classical LQ control framework to accommodate non-Markovian and non-semimartingale
noise models with low Holder regularity in both process and measurement noises, leading to the formulation of the gL.Q problem.
Recognizing the limitations of traditional LQ methods in handling dependencies and rough trajectories, we employed rough
path theory to develop a well-posed approach for optimal state estimation and control. By leveraging the iterated integral
and controlled rough paths, we explicitly characterized the optimal controller for systems influenced by non-Markovian and
non-semimartingale noise models with Holder regularity H € (1/3,1]. The numerical simulations of the inverted pendulum
model validate our approach, demonstrating its efficacy in mitigating the challenges introduced by non-Markovian and non-
semimartingale noise models in control systems, particularly fBm and Lévy processes.

Future research directions can encompass the utilization of rough path theory for the use of path signatures in state
representation for reinforcement learning agents to account for long-term dependencies and path-dependent behaviors. This
opens the field to having path-sensitive policies, path-dependent rewards, and learning representations of rough time series. This
could potentially increase the usability of multi-agent reinforcement learning-based control methods in physical systems, as a
result of more generalized system modeling, and more accurate modeling of disturbances from natural phenomena. Moreover,
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Fig. 3. State trajectory under Stable distribution noises with classical LQ controller

the ability to have robust controllers against more general disturbance models can lead to better security and safety guarantees
in multi-agent reinforcement learning and distributed control.

APPENDIX A
SUPPORTING THEOREMS AND LEMMAS
Lemma 6 (Sewing Lemma in [25]). Let o and B be such that 0 < o < 1 < (. Then, there exists a unique continuous linear
map T : C3P([0,T], W) — C*([0,T], W) such that (IZ)o = 0 and
1(ZZ)ss — Esull < CJt = s/”,
where C only depends on § and ||6Z||g (The a-Holder norm of I= also depends on ||Z|| o and hence on ||=Z||q,p).
Lemma 7 (Lyons’ Universal Limit Theorem in [26]). Let p > 1 and suppose that v > p. Assume that
f:R® = L(RY R)

is a vy-Lipschitz function (in the sense that there exists a constant K > 0 such that for all z,y € R®,

1f (@) = FWll < Kl =y,
and let a € R® be the initial condition.
Then, for any p-rough path X = (X, X) defined on the interval [0,T), the rough differential equation
dys = f(yt) dXy,  yo = a, (10)

admits a unique solution y € CP([0,T]; R®).
Moreover, the solution map
T:X—y,

which assigns to each p-rough path X the unique solution y of (10), is locally Lipschitz continuous with respect to the
p-variation metric.
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Fig. 4. State trajectory under Stable distribution noises with rough path gLQ controller

APPENDIX B
PRELIMINARIES

A. Fractional Brownian Motion

Fractional Brownian motion (fBm) is a family of Gaussian processes that is characterized by the Hurst parameter H € (0,1).

Definition 4. Letr H € (0, 1) be fixed. A real-valued standard fractional Brownian motion, (B(t),t > 0), with Hurst parameter
H is a Gaussian process with continuous sample paths such that

E[B(1)] =0, (11
E[B(s)B(1)] = 5 (17 + 27 — |t — s[*") (12)

for all s,t € RY. An R"-valued standard fractional Brownian motion, (B(t),t > 0), with Hurst parameter H is an n-vector
of independent real-valued standard fractional Brownian motions with the same Hurst parameter H. If B is an fBm with
H = 1/2, then B is a Brownian motion.

If (B(t),t > 0) is a real-valued standard fractional Brownian motion, then for each o > 0, (B(at),t > 0) and (o” B(t),t >
0) have the same probability law. This property is called self-similarity. For H € (1/2, 1), we have the long-range dependence
property:

> r(n) =0, (13)
where
r(n) =E[B(1)(B(n+ 1) — B(n))]. (14)

Fractional calculus plays an important role in the analysis of an fBm. Let « € (0,1) be fixed. The left-sided and the



right-sided fractional integrals for ¢ € L'([0,77]) are defined for almost all ¢ € [0,T) by

(50)(0) = w7 [ (=9 el 1s)
p— —« T
15000 = S [ (5= 0 ptepas. (16)

respectively, where I'(-) is the gamma function.

One indication of the relevance of fractional calculus to fBm is that the covariance of an fBm can be expressed in terms of
fractional integrals. Let (B(t),t > 0) be a real-valued standard fractional Brownian motion. The covariance of B satisfies the
following equality:

T
E[B(s)B(t)] = p(H) / 2 gy (M) (I P oL, ) () - (T5 Pug 1 jalio ) (r)dr, (17
where
_ 2HT(H +1/2)I'(3/2 — H)

p(H) T(2— 2H)

(18)

and ug(s) = s* fora > 0,s > 0.

B. Stable Distribution

Stable distribution is a class of probability distributions suitable for modeling skewness and heavy tails. A linear combination
of two independent, identically-distributed stable-distributed random variables has the same distribution as the individual
variables. This means, if X7, Xs,...,X,, are independent and identically distributed stable random variables, then for every
n, there exists constants ¢,, > 0 and d,, € R such that

X1+X2++Xn207,X—|—dn

The stable distribution is a direct application of the generalized central limit theorem, which states that the limit of normalized
sums of independent identically distributed variables is stable.

There are a number of different parameterizations for the stable distribution in the literature. For example, a random variable
X has a stable distribution S(«, 3,7, d) if its characteristic function is given by:

eXp(_,yama [1 + i sign(t) tan T
(e - 1)} + z‘ét), for v # 1,

E( 6itX ) _
exp( 71t [1 + iBsign(t) 2 In(1t)]
+z'6t), for a = 1.
Thus, the stable distribution is defined using the following parameters:
Parameter Description Support
alpha (o) First shape parameter O<a<?2
beta () Second shape parameter —1 <3 <1
gam (vy) Scale parameter 0<vy<oo
delta (9) Location parameter —00 < § <00

The first shape parameter, «, describes the tails of the distribution. For v # 2, the stable distribution defines a jump process.

The second shape parameter, /3, describes the skewness of the distribution. If 8 = 0, then the distribution is symmetric. If
B > 0, then the distribution is right-skewed. If 5 < 0, then the distribution is left-skewed. When « is small, the skewness of
B is significant. As « increases, the effect of 3 decreases.
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