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Abstract

We study the control of networked systems with the goal of optimizing both tran-
sient and steady-state performances while providing stability guarantees. Linear
Proportional-Integral (PI) controllers are almost always used in practice, but the
linear parameterization of the controller fundamentally limits its performance.
Learning-based approaches are becoming popular in designing nonlinear con-
trollers, but the lack of stability guarantees makes the learned controllers difficult
to apply in practical applications. This paper bridges the gap between neural
network-based controller design and the need for stability guarantees. Using
equilibrium-independent passivity, a property present in a wide range of physical
systems, we propose structured neural-PI controllers that have provable guarantees
on stability and zero steady-state output tracking error. If communication between
neighbours is available, we further extend the controller to distributedly achieve op-
timal resource allocation at the steady state. We explicitly characterize the stability
conditions and engineer neural networks that satisfy them by design. Experiments
on traffic and power networks demonstrate that the proposed approach can improve
both transient and steady-state performances compared to existing state-of-the-art,
while unstructured neural networks lead to unstable behaviors.

1 Introduction
We study the control of networked physical systems, where a large number of individual subsystems
are connected to each other and operate in tandem. Such networked systems are present in numerous
applications, and understanding their behaviors has been an active line of research [1–3]. Currently,
much of the effort have focused on characterizing properties of the subsystems and their interconnec-
tions to certify system stability. At the same time, the performance of these systems, that is, their
ability to achieve certain objectives, is also of critical importance. The existing approaches, however,
do not offer a framework to optimize system performance.

In this paper, we develop structured neural network-based controllers that not only guarantee stability,
but also establishes a framework for performance optimization. In particular, we consider networked
systems where the output of the subsystems need to reach an agreement at the steady state [4, 5]. For
example, vehicles in a platoon need to reach the same velocity [2] and generators in a power grid
need to reach the same speed [6]. This steady state should also be reached as quickly as possible,
making transient performance of the system important. At the steady state, we want to select the
control that achieves output agreement with the lowest possible cost.

Linear Proportional-Integral (PI) controllers are almost always used in practice to achieve the above
goals [7–10]. A proportional term provides instant feedback to improve the transient performance
and an integral term drives the system outputs to the desired value at the steady state [7, 8]. If
communication is available, previous works [7–11] also tailor the integral term to realize distributed
optimal resource allocation under quadratic costs. A linear parameterization, however, fundamentally
restricts the degrees of freedom of a controller and can lead to very suboptimal performances.
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Learning-based approaches have been proposed to parameterize nonlinear controllers as neural
networks, which are then trained to optimize performance [12–15]. However, providing provable
guarantees on stability and steady-state optimality has been challenging. In particular, it is nontrivial
to certify stability for all the possible initial states in a compact set. Recent works showed that
monotonic controllers provably stabilize the system [6, 16], but they rely on tailor-made Lyapunov
functions and are limited to specific applications.

Moreover, current learning-based approaches generally only optimize transient performance but
neglect optimality at the steady-state. Even when training with long time horizons is computationally
feasible, it is difficult to quantify how long is enough to cover the steady state. On the other hand,
linear PI controllers can achieve stability and steady-state optimality for a large range of systems.
This work addresses the following open question: Can learning be structured to guarantee stability
and steady-state optimality for a generalized class of networked systems?

Clearly, it is not possible to design a controller for everything and the answer depends on picking
the right abstraction of the system. Passivity is a classical notion in control theory to characterize
the inherent property of dynamical systems by how their inputs and outputs correlate [1]. Many
systems have been shown to be equilibrium-independent passive (EIP) [4, 17, 18], which characterize
passivity referenced to an arbitrary equilibrium input/output pair. This abstraction allows us to design
generalized controllers for networked systems without considering their detailed dynamics.

Contributions. This paper focuses on controller design for networked systems where the node
dynamics are EIP. We propose a structured neural-PI controller that has provable guarantees on
stability and achieves steady-state optimal resource allocation. The key structure we use are monoton-
ically increasing functions, and they are parameterized by what we call monotone neural networks.
This way, transient performances are optimized by training neural networks, while stability and
steady-state optimality are guaranteed by design. Experiments on traffic and power system control
demonstrate that the proposed approach can reduce the transient cost by at least 30% compared to the
best linear controllers and ensure the optimal steady state cost. Unstructured neural networks, on ther
other hand, lead to unstable behaviors. We summarize contributions as follows.

1) We construct a framework of neural network-based controller design that optimizes both transient
and steady-state behavior of networked systems. We adopt a modular approach of stability analysis
based on equilibrium-independent passivity, making the framework scalable to large systems and
also robust to topology and parameter variations.

2) For networked systems without communication, we propose a neural-PI control law that can be
implemented fully decentralizedly with only local information. In Theorem 1, we prove that the
controller design guarantees asymptotic stability and output agreement at the target value. In
Theorem 2, we explicitly characterize the structural conditions of monotone neural networks and
prove their universal approximation capability of monotonic functions.

3) If a communication network is available, we propose a neural-PI control law where neighbouring
nodes can exchange information of their marginal costs. In Theorem 3, we prove that this design
guarantees both stability criteria and steady-state optimal resource allocation for a range of
functions that includes, but is not restricted to, quadratic cost functions.

2 Background and Preliminaries
We consider a networked system as illustrated in Figure 1, where the node dynamics (blue blocks)
and the edge dynamics (green blocks) form a closed-loop system by coupling their inputs and
outputs though a network. Formally, we define the networked dynamical system on an undirected
and connected graph G = (V, E), consisting of n nodes, V = {v1, . . . , vn}, and m edges, E =
{e1, . . . , em}. Each node i ∈ V represents a single-input single-output (SISO) system, for example,
a vehicle in Figure 1(b) or a generator in Figure 1(c). Their dynamics are described by:

Vi : ẋi(t) = fi (xi(t), ui(t)) , yi(t) = hi (xi(t)) , (1)

with state xi(t) ∈ R, input ui(t) ∈ R, output yi(t) ∈ R. We assume the functions fi and hi
are continuous differentiable for all i. We sometimes omit the time index t for simplicity. Let
x = [x1, . . . , xn]

>, y = [y1, . . . , yn]
> and u = [u1, . . . , un]

> for the stacked state, output and input
vectors, respectively. The stacked dynamical system is written as ẋ = f(x,u),y = h(x). 1

1Throughout this manuscript, vectors are denoted in lower case bold and matrices are denoted in upper case
bold, unless otherwise specified. Vectors of all ones and zeros are denoted as 1n, 0n ∈ Rn, respectively.
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Figure 1: (a) The networked system with node and edge dynamics, the inputs and outputs of the nodes and
edges are connected by a graph. The external control input is w. (b) A vehicle platoon where each node is a
vehicle and the edge dynamics describe the relative position between them. (c) A power system where each
node is a generator and the edge dynamics are determined by power flow that depends on the angle differences.

The node output y serves as the input for the edge dynamics. For an edge l connecting node i and j,
its input ζl(t) is the difference in the nodal outputs, ζl(t) = yi(t)− yj(t). In vector form, we have
ζ(t) = E>y(t), where E ∈ Rn×m is the incidence matrix such that [E]i,l has value +1 if node i is
the head of edge l, and −1 if it is the tail, and 0 otherwise. Thus, the edge dynamics are defined by,

El : η̇l(t) = ζl(t), µl(t) = ψl (ηl(t)) , (2)
with state ηl(t) ∈ R, input ζl(t) ∈ R, output µl(t) ∈ R. The function ψl(·) : R 7→ R maps the state
ηl(t) of each edge to its output µl(t). The edge output µ = ψ(η) in turn, together with some external
control w, will serve as the input for the node dynamics (1), u = −Eψ(η) +w.

For the networked systems in Figure 1, we wish to achieve two main objectives: 1) fast convergence
of system states to the desired operating point; 2) maintaining system operation at the desired point
with minimal cost. We will elaborate these objectives in Section 2.1 and Section 2.2. These objectives
can be achieved by adjusting the external control w, and if possible, the edge dynamics ψ. We
provide two motivating examples that fall under our model and will be used in experiments.

Vehicle platooning. The first example is the vehicle traffic model in Fig. 1(b), where each node
is a vehicle with velocity xi, and the edge states η are the relative position between neighbouring
vehicles, i.e., η̇l = xi − xj [4]. The external control signal w sets the nominal velocities for the
vehicles, and the edge dynamics ψ controls how each vehicle responds to the observed differences in
velocities. The objectives include 1) choosew and ψ such that all vehicles reach the same desired
velocity; 2) minimizing the fuel consumption of vehicles at this velocity.

Frequency control in power systems. The second example is the power system shown in Fig. 1(c),
where each node is a generator that rotates with speed (i.e., frequency) xi, and the edge states η are
the relative angle difference between them, η̇l = xi − xj [6]. The external control signal w is the
adjustment to generator power outputs. Here the edge dynamics ψ are determined by physics and
are not design variables. The objectives include: 1) choose w such that each generator reaches the
nominal frequency (e.g., 60Hz); 2) minimize the cost of power generation to maintain this frequency.

2.1 Stability Criteria

Given a dynamical system in the form of ẋ = fu(x), a state x∗ such that fu(x∗) = 0 is called an
equilibrium, where the state variables stop changing. Throughout this paper, ∗ indicates the equilib-
rium value of a variable. Next we define the notion of asymptotic stability around an equilibrium.
Definition 1 (Local Asymptotic Stability). A dynamical system ẋ = fu(x) is asymptotically stable
around an equilibrium x∗ if, ∀ε > 0, ∃δ > 0 such that ‖x(0)− x∗‖ < δ ensures ‖x(t)− x∗‖ < ε,
∀t ≥ 0, and ∃δ′ > 0 such that ‖x(0)− x∗‖ < δ′ ensures limt→∞ ‖x(t)− x∗‖ = 0.

For networked systems described in Figure 1, we are interested in achieving a special type of
equilibrium, where the outputs achieve agreement.
Definition 2 (Output Agreement). For a networked system G = (V, E) defined with node and edge
dynamics (1) and (2), if limt→∞ yi(t) = ŷ for all i ∈ V , and ŷ ∈ R is a constant, then we say the
system reaches output agreement at y∗ = ŷ1n.

2.2 Optimization Criteria for Transient and Steady-State Performances
In this paper, we propose structured neural network controllers with asymptotic stability and output
agreement guarantees, as well as optimize both the transient and steady state performances. A system
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is said to be in steady state if its states are close to an equilibrium x∗, i.e., ∀t ≥ T, ‖x(t)− x∗‖ ≤ ε,
where ε is a small constant. Then the time from 0 to T is called the transient period.

Transient performance metrics. During the transient period, our goal is to quickly drive the system
to the steady state with the desired agreement value ȳ, while minimizing the external control effortw.
Let Ji be the cost function of node i 2. The transient optimization problem up to time T is,

min
w

∫ T

t=0

n∑
i=1

Ji(yi(t)− ȳ, wi(t)), (3a)

s.t. dynamics in (1) and (2), stability criteria in Definitions 1 and 2 (3b)

In practice, both the cost function Ji(·) and the system dynamics (1)-(2) can be highly nonlinear
and nonconvex. Therefore, the current state-of-the-art is to learn w by parameterizing it as a neural
network and train it by minimizing the cost in (3a) [19, 20]. But the key challenge with applying
these neural network-based controllers is guaranteeing stability [21–23]. Even if the learned policy
may appear “stable” during training, it is not necessarily stable during testing. This can be observed
in both the vehicle and power system experiments in Section 5.

Optimal resource allocation at the steady state. In addition to optimize the transient period
performance, we also want to optimize the steady-state cost, i.e. the cost of maintaining the system
outputs at the desired value ȳ1n. For example, the frequencies in a power system (in North America)
should be very close to 60 Hz [24]. Since there are many ways to set generator power output (i.e., w)
to achieve this, the operator needs to find the one that minimizes the generation cost.

Let Ci(·) be the setpoint cost function for node i ∈ V . The optimal resource allocation problem is,

min
w∗

n∑
i=1

Ci(w
∗
i ), s.t. y∗ = ȳ1n, ∀i ∈ V. (4)

The goal is to enforce that the external control w∗ at the steady state solves (4), which indicates that
the setpoints settle down to the optimal resource allocation solution.

2.3 Bridging Controller Design and Stability through Passivity Analysis

To bridge controller design and stability of the networked system, we utilize results in passivity
theory. Passivity is a widely adopted tool to analyze stability in control of networked systems [25].
We consider the notion of equilibrium-independent passivity (EIP) [1, 26], which is defined as:
Definition 3 (Equilibrium-Independent Passivity [1] ). The system described by ẋi = fi(xi, ui), yi =
hi(xi), xi ∈ Xi, ui ∈ Ui is equilibrium-independent passive (EIP) if it satisfies: (i) for every
equilibrium u∗i ∈ U∗i , there exists a unique x∗i ∈ X such that fi(x∗i , u

∗
i ) = 0, and (ii) there exists a

positive semidefinite storage function Wi (xi, x
∗
i ) such that

Wi (x∗i , x
∗
i ) = 0 and Ẇi (xi, x

∗
i ) ≤ (yi − y∗i ) (ui − u∗i ) . (5)

If there further exists a constant ρi > 0 such that

Ẇi (xi, x
∗
i ) ≤ −ρi ‖yi − y∗i ‖

2
+ (yi − y∗i ) (ui − u∗i ) , (6)

then the system is strictly EIP.

The EIP property has been found in a large class of physical systems, including transportation [4],
power systems [17, 27], robotics [18], communication [3] and others. Since our goal is to study the
stability of the networked system, we make the assumption that each of the subsystems is strictly EIP.
Assumption 1 (Strict EIP of Nodes). For all i ∈ V , the nodal dynamic (1) is strictly EIP in
xi ∈ Xi, ui ∈ Ui with a storage function WVi (xi, x

∗
i ).

Passivity plays an important role in stability of a networked system since if we know each component
of the system is (strictly) EIP, then the whole system would be stable for a class of controllers and
interconnections. Note that an arbitrary interconnection of EIP components does not necessarily
lead to a stable system, and it is important to design the interconnections and controller to satisfy
certain conditions to achieve stability. The rest of the paper characterizes algebraic conditions that
the controllers must satisfy and how neural networks can be structured to achieve these conditions.

2Including states in the cost function is more cumbersome but does not change the analysis.
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3 Neural-PI Control with Stability and Output Agreement Guarantees

In this section, we describe the conditions on the edge dynamics ψ, and external controlw, that lead
to stability of the networked system. Specifically, we show that monotonicity implies stability and
output agreement. We then present a neural network architecture that is monotone by construction.

3.1 Generalized PI Control with Stability Implied by Monotonicity

We start by writing the external controller w as the following form, for each node i ∈ V ,
wi = pi(ȳi − yi) + ri(si) (7a)
ṡi = ȳi − yi (7b)

At each node i, the controller is made up of two components. The first component is the proportional
term, where pi(ȳi − yi) is a function of the tracking error between the current output yi and desired
output ȳi. The second component is the integral term, where ri(si) is a function of the integral of
historical tracking errors where ṡi = ȳi − yi, si(0) = 0. The above controller follows the structure
of the widely adopted Proportional-Integral (PI) controller [28]. Intuitively, the proportional term
drives yi close to ȳi and the integral term drives the accumulated tracking error to zero.

In existing works, linear PI controllers are almost always used [7–10], where pi(ȳi−yi) = Ki,1(ȳi−
yi), ri(si) = Ki,2si, and Ki,1 and Ki,2 are constant coefficients. Linear PI controllers are easy to use
and have provable guarantees on stability for a large range of systems. However, their performance
can be poor for large-scale nonlinear systems.

Here, we consider a generalized PI controller wi = pi(ȳi− yi) + ri(si), where both control terms are
parameterized as neural networks. We then solve the optimal transient performance problem in (3) to
find the best network parameters. Neural networks can learn flexible and nonlinear controllers that
significantly improve the system performance. Through the following design strategy, we show how
to structure the neural networks to provide system stability and output agreement guarantees.
Controller Design 1 (Stability and Output Agreement Guarantees). The external control for each
node i ∈ V is wi = pi(ȳi − yi) + ri(si), where the functions pi(·) and ri(·) are Lipschitz continuous
and strictly increasing with pi(0) = 0, ri(0) = 0 for all i ∈ V . In addition, the functions ψl(·) are
strictly increasing for all l ∈ E . Compactly, the designed controller is

u = −Eψ(η) + p(−y + ȳ1n) + r(s) (8a)
ṡ = −(y − ȳ1n) (8b)

The next theorem shows that this design stabilizes the system to a required agreement level ȳ1n.
Theorem 1. Let Assumption 1 holds and the input u follows Controller Design 1. If the closed-loop
system (1)-(2) has a feasible equilibrium, then the system is locally asymptotically stable around it.
In particular, the steady-state outputs converge to ȳ, namely y∗ = ȳ1n.

The above controller design features two parts: the external controller w, and if possible, the edge
dynamics ψ(·). The external controllerw generalizes the linear PI controller, allowing both pi(·) and
ri(·) to be nonlinear functions, as long as they are strictly increasing and cross the origin (these are
sometimes called class K functions [29]). For systems where we have the design freedom on ψl(ηl)
(e.g., vehicle platooning in Figure 1 (b)), Controller Design 1 provides the algebraic constraint on
the function ψ(·). This condition on ψ(·) is also presented in [2, 4] for networked system without
external control. These works, however, did not consider how to choose a good ψ(·). The functions
ψl(ηl) = tanh(ηl) and ψl(ηl) = (ηl)

1/3 are used in [4] and [2], respectively. As we show in our
experiments, neither are close to being optimal for the transient performance. In Section 3.2, we show
how to parameterize neural networks such that these monotonicity conditions can be met, and thus
how the controllers and edge dynamics can be optimized through training.

The detailed proof of Theorem 1 is given in Appendix B.1 in the supplementary material, and we
sketch the proof here. At an equilibrium, the right side of (8b) equals to zero gives y∗ = ȳ1n. We
show this equilibrium is asymptotically stable by constructing a Lyapunov function V (x,η, s), that
is positive semidefinite and satisfies V̇ (x,η, s) ≤ 0 with the equality only holding at the equilibrium.
In particular, as shown in the proof, the stability condition does not depend on the specifics of fi(·) (as
long as it is EIP), making the stability certification robust to parameter changes for networked systems
satisfying Assumption 1. We will demonstrate this in the experiment of power system control.
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3.2 Monotone Neural Network Design

Controller Design 1 requires functions that are monotonically increasing and cross the origin. Techni-
cally, this is still an infinite dimensional function space. In this paper, we parameterize these functions
by neural networks. The next theorem gives a neural network design in [6, 16] and we rigorously
prove that any increasing functions through the origin can be approximated by this construction.

Theorem 2 (Universal Approximation of Monotonic Functions ). Letα+(−) ∈ Rd and β+(−) ∈ Rd
be the weights and biases for a single-hidden-layer neural network with d neurons, where the
activation is the ReLU function defined by σ(z) = max(z, 0). Let Z be an closed interval in R and
r(z) : Z 7→ R be a bounded, Lipschitz continuous and monotonically increasing function through
the origin. For any ε > 0, there exists a function g(z) : Z 7→ R constructed by

g(z) =
(
α+
)>
σ(1dz − β+) +

(
α−)> σ(−1dz + β−) (9a)

where −∞ <

d∑
j=1

α−j < 0 <

d∑
j=1

α+
j <∞ (9b)

β−d ≤ · · · ≤ β
−
1 = 0 = β+

1 ≤ · · · ≤ β
+
d , (9c)

such that |r(z)− g(z)| < ε for all z ∈ Z .

The proof of its universal approximation property is provided in Appendix B.2. The constraints
in (9b) and (9c) can be easily enforced by an equivalent reparameterization of weights and biases
given in Appendix A.2. There are different approaches for designing monotone neural network
architectures e.g., [30–32], and any of these could be used to satisfy the conditions in Theorem 1.

4 Neural-PI Control for Distributed Optimal Resource Allocation

In this section, we extend the controller design in Section 3 to realize the optimal steady-state
resource allocation. Unlike the controller in (7) that only relies on local information, steady-state cost
optimization requires communication between neighbours. We reformulate the steady state problem
and derive its optimality conditions, and give a distributed algorithm to meet these conditions.

4.1 Optimal Resource Allocation at Steady State

To incorporate the optimality condition for the resource allocation problem (4) into controller design,
we derive an equivalent formulation for the constraint y∗ = ȳ1n. For convenience, we start by
explicitly representing the unique mapping from u∗i ∈ U∗i to x∗i ∈ X in Assumption 1.
Assumption 2 (Equilibrium input-state-output mapping of node dynamics ). For each node i ∈ V ,
there exists a continuous function kx,i : U∗i 7→ Xi for the equilibrium input-state map satisfying
x∗i = kx,i(u

∗
i ) and fi (kx,i (u∗i ) , u

∗
i ) = 0. Correspondingly, the equilibrium input-output map is

defined as the continuous function ky,i : U∗i 7→ Yi with ky,i (u∗i ) := hi (kx,i (u∗i )). Moreover, hi(·)
and kx,i(·) are bijective functions, with h−1i (·) and k−1x,i (·) being the inverse functions, respectively.

The bijective mapping holds broadly for SISO systems and can be easily checked given fi(·). The
following lemma gives the optimality conditions for the steady-state resource allocation problem.
Lemma 1 (Equivalent formulation for optimal resource allocation). Let Assumption 2 holds and
suppose the optimal resource allocation problem (4) has a feasible solution at the output agreement
level ȳ. The optimization problem (4) is equivalent to

min
w∗,µ∗

n∑
i=1

Ci(w
∗
i ), (10a)

s.t. k−1x (h−1(ȳ1n)) = w∗ −Eµ∗, (10b)

where w∗ is the unique minimizer that satisfies∇Ci(w∗i ) = ∇Cj(w∗j ) ,∀i, j ∈ V.

This lemma states that optimality requires w∗ to reach identical marginal cost, and the detailed proof
is given in Appendix B.3 in the supplementary material. To enforce this condition, prior works have
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designed distributed averaging-based integral control by communicating the information of∇Ci(wi)
with its neighbours [7–9]. However, they are restricted to quadratic costs and linear controllers. In
this paper, we consider nonlinear controllers and a more general class of cost functions.
Assumption 3 (Scaled-cost gradient functions). The function Ci(·) : R 7→ R is strictly convex and
continuously differentiable for all i ∈ V . Moreover, there exists a function Co(·) : R 7→ R and a
group of positive scaling factors c := (ci, i ∈ V) such that ∇Ci(·) = ∇Co(ci·),∀i ∈ V .

Some examples satisfying Assumption 3 are: 1) power functions with positive even integer powers:
Ci(wi) = ci

p w
p
i + bi where ci > 0 and p is an even integer (this includes quadratics) 2) functions

that are identical up to constants: Ci(wi) = Co(wi) + bi (e.g., power generators of the same type).

4.2 Structured Controller Design

We model communication within the networked system as a connected graph G̃ = (V, Ẽ) with an
incidence matrix Ẽ. By adding the communication loop into the integral variable s, the integral
control term r(s) can respond to the difference of marginal costs. The edges in Ẽ are not necessarily
the same as E and we use˜to denote all variables belonging to the edges in the communication graph.
The communication network associated with nodes of the physical network is designed as follows

Vi : ṡi = −(yi − ȳ)− ciqi, qi =

m∑
l=1

[Ẽ]i,lµ̃l, oi = ∇Ci(ri(si)), i ∈ V (11a)

Ẽl : ζ̃l = oi − oj , µ̃l = φl

(
ζ̃l

)
, l = (i, j) ∈ Ẽ (11b)

with state si ∈ R, input qi ∈ R, output oi ∈ R for the nodes, and input ζ̃l ∈ R, output µ̃l ∈ R for
the edges. Note that the edges are designed as a memoryless system without states. Compactly, we
have the closed-loop dynamics for the communication graph represented by ṡ = −(y − ȳ1n) −
ĉẼφ

(
Ẽ>∇C(r(s))

)
, where ĉ = diag(c1, · · · , cn). Then, the control law is designed as follows.

Controller Design 2 (Distributed Steady-State Optimization). For each node i ∈ V , the external
control law is wi = pi(ȳi − yi) + ri(si), where pi(·) and ri(·) are Lipschitz continuous and strictly
increasing functions with pi(0) = 0, ri(0) = 0. The functions ψl(·) are strictly monotonically
increasing for all l ∈ E . The ancillary state s comes from the communication network (11) where the
function φl(z) : R 7→ R is an odd function and has the same sign as z for all l ∈ Ẽ . Compactly we
have the controller design

u = −Eψ(η) + p(−y + ȳ1n) + r(s) (12a)

ṡ = −(y − ȳ1n)−ĉẼφ
(
Ẽ>∇C(r(s))

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

the term added to (8).

(12b)

The following lemma shows properties of the added term in (12), providing an intuition about why
Controller Design 2 can guarantee identical marginal cost (i.e.,∇C(r(s∗)) ∈ range(1n)).
Lemma 2 (Cross term in the communication network). Suppose Assumption 3 holds. Then

ĉẼφ
(
Ẽ>∇C (r (s))

)
= 0n (13)

if and only if∇C(r(s)) ∈ range(1n). Moreover, r(s)T ĉẼφ
(
Ẽ>∇C (r (s))

)
≥ 0 with equality

holds if and only if∇C(r(s)) ∈ range(1n).

The proof is given in Appendix B.4 by expanding the terms and the properties of cost functions
satisfying Assumption 3. In particular, we use the fact that φl(·) is an odd function ( φl(z) =
−φl(−z)). We will show in the next subsection that y∗ = ȳ1n is maintained and thusw∗ = r(s∗).
Then, ∇C(r(s∗)) ∈ range(1n) is equivalent to∇C(w∗) ∈ range(1n).

4.3 Stability and Steady-State Optimality Guarantee

The next theorem rigorously proves that the closed-loop system (1)-(2) with Controller Design 2
yields an unique equilibrium that guarantees output agreement to ȳ and optimal resources allocation.
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Theorem 3 (Steady-state Optimality). Let Assumptions 1-3 hold and the input u follows the Con-
troller Design 2. Suppose the closed-loop system (1)-(2) has a feasible equilibrium, then it is locally
asymptotically stable and uniquely characterized by

y∗ = ȳ1n, x
∗ = h−1 (ȳ1n) , (14a)

r (s∗) =∇C−1o (γ)ĉ−11n , (14b)

−Eψ(η∗) =k−1x (h−1(ȳ1n))−∇C−1o (γ)ĉ−11n , (14c)

where∇C−1o (·) is the inverse of ∇Co(·) and γ is the unique solution to

∇C−1o (γ) = −1

c̄
1>nk

−1
x (h−1(ȳ1n)), c̄ =

(
n∑
i=1

c−1i

)
. (15)

In particular,w∗ = r(s∗) and∇Ci(w∗i ) = ∇Cj(w∗j ) ,∀i, j ∈ V . That is, the equilibrium solves the
optimal resource allocation problem (10).

The proof is given in Appendix B.5. The key steps follow the equality at equilibrium and conditions
in Lemma 2. Asymptotically stability is proved using the same Lyapunov function as in Theorem 1.

5 Experiments

We end the paper with case studies demonstrating the effectiveness the proposed neural-PI control in
two networked systems: vehicle platooning and power system frequency control. All experiments
are run with a NVIDIA Tesla P100 GPU with 16GB memory. The proposed neural PI controller
can be trained by any model-based or model-free algorithms, and we use the RNN-based framework
in [6, 33] for training. Detailed problem formulation, verification of assumptions, simulation setting
and results are provided in Appendix C.1 and C.2 in the supplementary material. We briefly highlight
some of the key observations below. Code for all experiments are available at https://github.
com/Wenqi-Cui/NeuralPI_Networked_Systems.

5.1 Vehicle Platooning

Experiment Setup. We conduct experiments on the platooning problem in Figure 1(b) with 20
vehicles (n = 20), where the node states x are the velocities and the edge states η are the relative
positions between neighbouring vehicles [2, 4]. The vehicles need to reach the same velocity to
avoid possible collisions. There are two design freedoms: 1) the feedback function ψl (ηl) and
2) adjustments to the preferred velocity wi. Cost is defined as C(w∗) =

∑n
i=1 ci(w

∗
i )2, where

ci ∼ uniform[0.025, 0.075]. We generate the training and test set of size 300 with initial velocities
x0 ∼ uniform[5, 6].

Learning Edge Feedback Function. We first demonstrate the performance of the learned edge
feedback function ψl(·), for systems without external control w. Figure 2 compares the performance
of ψl(·) parameterized by neural networks (labeled as StableNN) with tanh(ηl − η0) in [4] and
(ηl − η0)1/3(labeled as poly1/3) in [2], where η0 = 2 is the initial distance of neighbouring vehicles.
The shape of different edge feedback functions is shown in Figure 2(a), where StableNN learns a
monotonically increasing function with flexible shape. Figure 2(b)-(d) visualize the transient velocity
of all vehicles from the same initial condition. All of the dynamics reach an output agreement, with
StableNN realizes better transient performance with quick convergence.

(a) Edge Feedback (b) StableNN (c) tanh (d) poly1/3

Figure 2: (a) The edge feedback functions learned by StableNN compared to tanh and poly1/3. (b)-(d) System
dynamics with different edge feedback functions. The system with StableNN converges the quickest.
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Controller Performance. We compare the performance of the learned structured neural-PI con-
trollers, 1) StableNN-Comm, the neural-PI controller with communication (Controller design 2)
and, 2) StableNN-WoComm, the neural-PI controller without communication (Controller Design 1).
Both neural-PI controllers are parameterized by monotone neural networks given in Theorem 2.
We compare against two benchmarks with communication: 3) DenseNN-Comm: Dense neural
networks with ReLU activation, 4) Linear-Comm: linear PI control. Figure 3(a) shows the transient
and steady-state costs on the test set. StableNN-Comm and Linear-Comm has the lowest possible
steady-state cost, as guaranteed by Theorem 3. Figure 3(b) and 3(c) show the dynamics of selected
nodes under DenseNN-Comm and StableNN-Comm, respectively. Even through DenseNN achieves
finite loss both in training and testing, node 3 actually exhibits unstable behavior. By contrast, the
neural-PI controller achieves agreement at ȳ = 5.2 with the minimum cost.

(a) Transient and steady-state cost (b) Velocities under DenseNN (c) Velocities under StableNN

Figure 3: (a) The average transient cost and steady-state cost with error bar on the randomly generated test set.
(b) The dynamics of DenseNN-Comm. (c) The dynamics of StableNN-Comm

5.2 Power Systems Frequency Control

Experiment Setup. The second experiment is the power system frequency control on the IEEE
39-bus New England system [34]. For this case, the edge feedback is determined by the physical
law of power flow ψl(ηl) = sin(ηl). Here, we choose w such that the generators reach the required
speed 60Hz at the steady state and minimize the cost of power generation represented by C(w∗) =∑n
i=1 ci(w

∗
i )4, where ci ∼ uniform[0.5, 1.5]. The load at bus i is a parameter in the function fi(·).

Robustness to Parameter Changes. We generate the training and test set of size 300 with random
loads to verify that the proposed controller design is robust to parameter changes. The transient and
steady-state costs on the test set (with different load levels) are illustrated in Figure 4(a). StableNN-
Comm achieves the lowest transient and steady-state cost. Linear-Comm achieves optimal steady-state
cost, but has poor transient behavior and StableNN-WoComm has good transient cost but does not
converge to the optimal steady state solution. Again, DenseNN-Comm without the guarantees in
Controller Designs 1 and 2 is unstable (Figure 4(b)).

(a) Transient and steady cost (b) Frequency under DenseNN (c) Frequency under StableNN

Figure 4: (a) The average transient and steady-state cost with error bar on the test set with random load changes.
(b) The dynamics of DenseNN-Comm. (c) The dynamics of StableNN-Comm.

6 Conclusions

This paper proposed structured Neural-PI controllers for networked systems where node dynamics are
equilibrium indepedently passive. The proposed controllers have provable guarantees on stability and
can distributedly achieve optimal resource allocation at the steady state. Experiments demonstrate that
the proposed approach can improve both transient and steady-state performances and is also robust
to parameter changes, while unstructured neural networks lead to unstable behaviors. Important
future directions include relaxing the limitations on the one-dimensional SISO nodal system and
incorporating other safety constraints.
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A Review of Existing Results

A.1 Lyapunov’s Direct Method for Proving Asymptotic Stability

Throughout the paper, we prove asymptotic stability using Lyapunov’s direct method [35] shown as
follows.

Proposition 1 (Lyapunov functions and asymptotic stability). Consider a controlled system ẋ =
fu(x), x ∈ X with equilibrium at x∗ ∈ X . Suppose there exists a continuously differentiable
function V : X 7→ R that satisfies the following conditions

V (x) > 0 ∀x ∈ X\x∗ (16a)

V̇ (x) = (∇xV (x))
>
ẋ < 0 ∀x ∈ X\x∗ (16b)

V (x∗) = 0, V̇ (x∗) = 0, (16c)

Then the system is asymptotically stable at the equilibrium.

The key to show stability is to construct a Lyapunov function and verify the satisfaction of the
conditions in Proposition 1.

A.2 Implementation of the Monotone Neural Network in Theorem 2

The constraints in (9b) and (9c) are not trivial to enforce when training the neural network. We
adopt the trick in [6, 16] to address this challenge. Specifically, we introduce a group of intermediate
parameters α̃+(−) ∈ Rd and β̃+(−) ∈ Rd−1 that are unconstrained such that the original parameters
α+(−) ∈ Rd−1 and β+(−) ∈ Rd are parameterized as

α+
1 =

(
α̃+
1

)2
, α+

j =
(
α̃+
j

)2 − (α̃+
j−1
)2
,∀j = 2, · · · , d

α−1 = −
(
α̃−1
)2
, α−j = −

(
α̃−j
)2

+
(
α̃−j−1

)2
,∀j = 2, · · · , d

β+
1 = 0, β+

j =

j−1∑
i=1

(
β̃+
j

)2
,∀j = 2, · · · , d

β−1 = 0, β−j = −
j−1∑
i=1

(
β̃−j

)2
,∀j = 2, · · · , d.

(17)

By inspection, (9b) and (9c) naturally hold through the construction in (17).

In training, the back-propagation is conducted with respect to weights α̃+ ∈ Rd, α̃− ∈ Rd,
β̃+ ∈ Rd−1, β̃− ∈ Rd−1. Then the monotonic function in Section 3.2 is implemented using the
pseudo-code in Algorithm 1. It realizes a function g(z) that is monotonically increasing and cross
the origin. We use this construction for each monotonic functions in the Controller Design 1 and
Controller Design 2.

Algorithm 1 Monotone Neural Network with Stacked ReLU Functions

Input: Variable z, Weights α̃+ ∈ Rd, α̃− ∈ Rd, β̃+ ∈ Rd−1, β̃− ∈ Rd−1

Set up the value for the first neuron α+
1 =

(
α̃+
1

)2
, α−1 = −

(
α̃−1
)2
, β+

1 = 0, β−1 = 0
1: for j = 2 to d do
2: α+

j =
(
α̃+
j

)2 − (α̃+
j−1
)2

, α−j = −
(
α̃−j
)2

+
(
α̃−j−1

)2
3: β+

j =
∑j−1
i=1

(
β̃+
j

)2
, β−j = −

∑j−1
i=1

(
β̃−j

)2
4: end for

Output: g(z) =
(
α+
)>
σ(1dz − β+) +

(
α−)> σ(−1dz + β−)
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B Proof

B.1 Proof of Theorem 1

We first derive conditions at an equilibrium to show the output agreement at the required level. Then,
we prove that the system is locally asymptotically stable around an equilibrium.

At the equilibrium, the right side of (8b) equals to zero gives y∗ = ȳ1n. Correspondingly,
pi(ȳi − y∗i ) = 0. By the well-defined bijective mapping in Assumption 2, we further have x∗ =
h−1 (ȳ1n) and the input equals tou∗ = k−1x (h−1(ȳ1n)). Hence,−Eµ∗+r (s∗)+p(−y∗+ȳ1n) =
k−1x (h−1(ȳ1n)), where p (−y∗ + ȳ1n) = 0 when y∗ = ȳ1n. The set of state variables at equi-
librium is given by Se =

{
x∗,η∗, s∗|x∗ = h−1 (ȳ1n) , r (s∗)−Eψ(η∗) = k−1x (h−1(ȳ1n))

}
. It

should be noted that the set Se is not always nonempty and whether a feasible equilibrium exists can
be checked after the functions f(·), h(·) are specified.

Next, we construct a Lyapunov function to prove that if there is a feasible equilibrium in Se,
then the system is locally asymptotically stable around it. Define the integral function L(s) :=∑n
i=1

∫ si
0
ri(z) dz , which is convex since ∇2L(s) = diag (r′1(s1), · · · , r′n(sn)) � 0 by the strictly

increasing design of ri(·) for all i. Correspondingly, the Bregman distance defined by

BV(s, s∗) = L(s)− L(s∗)−∇L(s∗)> (s− s∗)

is positive definite with equality holds if and only if s = s∗ [36].

Following the same line of proof, the integral functions Q(η) =
∑m
l=1

∫ ηl
0
ψl(z) dz is also convex.

Correspondingly, the Bregman distance defined by:

BE (η,η∗) = Q (η)−Q (η∗)−∇Q (η∗) (η − η∗) .

is positive definite with equality holds if and only if η = η∗ [36].

We construct a Lyapunov function as

V (x,η, s)|x∗,η∗,s∗ =

n∑
i=1

WVi (xi, x
∗
i ) +BE(η,η∗) +BV(s, s∗), (18)

where the functions by construction satisfies
∑n
i=1W

V
i (xi, x

∗
i ) ≥ 0, BE(η,η∗) ≥ 0, BV(s, s∗) ≥ 0

with equality holds only whenx = x∗, η = η∗, and s = s∗, respectively. Hence, V (x,η, s)|x∗,η∗,s∗

is a well-defined function that is positive definite and equals to zero at the equilibrium.

To prepare for the calculation of the time derivative of the Lyapunov function, we start by calculating
the time derivative of functions BV(s, s∗) and BE(η,η∗). The time derivative of BV(s, s∗) is

ḂV(s, s∗) = (∇L (s)−∇L (s∗))
>
ṡ

1
= (r(s) + r (s∗))

>
(−(y − y∗)) ,

(19)

where 1 follows from∇L (η) = r (s) and ṡ = (−(y − ȳ1n)) = (−(y − y∗)) by definition.

The time derivative of BE(η,η∗) is

ḂE(η,η∗) = (∇Q (η)−∇Q (η∗))
>
η̇

1
= (ψ (η)−ψ (η∗))

>
ζ

2
= (µ− µ∗)> (ζ − ζ∗) ,

(20)

where 1 follows from ∇Q (η) = ψ (η) and η̇ = ζ by definition. The equality 2 follows from
µ = ψ (η) and ζ∗ = 0 in edge dynamics (2).
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The time derivative of the Lyapunov function is

V̇ (x,η, s)|x∗,η∗,s∗

=

n∑
i=1

ẆVi (xi, x
∗
i ) + ḂE(η,η∗) + ḂV(s, s∗)

1
≤ −

n∑
i=1

ρi ‖yi − y∗i ‖
2

+ (y − y∗)>(u− u∗) + (µ− µ∗)>(ζ − ζ∗) + (r(s) + r (s∗))
>

(−(y − y∗))

2
= −

n∑
i=1

ρi ‖yi − y∗i ‖
2

+ (y − y∗)>(p(−y + y∗))− (y − y∗)>E(µ− µ∗) + (ζ − ζ∗)>(µ− µ∗)

3
= −

n∑
i=1

ρi ‖yi − y∗i ‖
2

+ (y − y∗)>(p(−y + y∗))

4
≤ −

n∑
i=1

ρi ‖yi − y∗i ‖
2

(21)

where 1 follows from the strict EIP property of nodes and equations derived in (19)-(20). The equality
2 is derived by plugging in the controller design in (8a) where u = −Eµ+p(−y+ ȳ1n) +r(s) =
−Eµ+p(−y+y∗)+r(s) andu∗ = −Eµ∗+p(−y∗+ȳ1n)+r(s∗) = −Eµ∗+r(s∗). The equality
3 uses the relation that−(y−y∗)>E(µ−µ∗) = −(E>(y−y∗))>(µ−µ∗) = −(ζ−ζ∗)>(µ−µ∗).
The inequality 4 uses (y−y∗)>(p(−y+y∗)) = −

∑n
i=1(pi(y

∗
i −yi))(y∗i −yi) ≤ 0 since pi(y∗i −yi)

is the same sign with (y∗i − yi) by Controller Design 1.

Therefore, V̇ (x,η, s)|x∗,η∗,s∗ ≤ 0 with equality only holds at the equilibrium. By Lyapunov stability
theory in Proposition 1, the system is locally asymptotically stable around the equilibrium.

B.2 Proof of Theorem 2

We start by showing that the design of the stacked-ReLU neural network forms a piece-wise linear
function that is strictly increasing and across the origin. Then, we show the proof of its universal
approximation property in Theorem 2.

Expanding the terms in the stacked-ReLU neural network gives

g(z) =

d∑
j=1

α+
j σ(z − β+

j ) +

d∑
j=1

α−j σ(−z + β−j ) (22a)

where −∞ <

d∑
j=1

α−j < 0 <

d∑
j=1

α+
j <∞ (22b)

β−d ≤ · · · ≤ β
−
1 = 0 = β+

1 ≤ · · · ≤ β
+
d . (22c)

Note that the neuron α+
j σ(z − β+

j ) = α+
j (z − β+

j ) if z ≥ β+
j (sometimes called activated) and

equals to zero otherwise. Similarly, the neuron α−j σ(−z + β−j ) = α−j (−z + β−j ) if z ≤ β−j and
equals to zero otherwise. Hence, the constraint β−d ≤ · · · ≤ β

−
1 = 0 = β+

1 ≤ · · · ≤ β
+
d guarantees

that the neurons activate in sequence such that

g(z) =



∑d
j=1 α

+
j

(
z − β+

j

)
, z > β+

d∑k
j=1 α

+
j

(
z − β+

j

)
, z ∈ (β+

k , β
+
k+1], k = 1, · · · , d− 1

0, z = 0∑k
j=1 α

−
j

(
−z + β−j

)
, z ∈ [β−k+1, β

−
k ), k = 1, · · · , d− 1∑d

j=1 α
−
j

(
−z + β−j

)
, z < β−d .

(23)
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Hence, g(z) forms a piece-wise linear function across the origin, and constraints−∞ <
∑d
j=1 α

−
j <

0 <
∑d
j=1 α

+
j <∞ further guarantee that the slope is positive, i.e., the function is strictly increasing.

The proof of the universal approximation of monotonic functions in Theorem 2 is given as follows.

Proof. Let Z be a closed interval in R and r(z) : Z 7→ R be a bounded, L-Lipschitz continuous
and monotonically increasing function through the origin. First, we show that any r(z) can be
approximated with bounded error by a piece-wise linear function with d pieces. Next, we show
that the piece-wise linear function with d pieces can be constructed exactly using the stacked ReLU
structure with d neurons.

Define an equispaced grid of points on Z , where τ = 1
d is the spacing between grid points along each

dimension. Corresponding to each grid interval [(k − 1)τ, kτ ] with k = 1, · · · , d, assign a linear
function

g̃(z) = r((k − 1)τ) +
r(kτ)− r((k − 1)τ)

τ
(z − (k − 1)τ), (24)

where g̃((k − 1)τ) = r((k − 1)τ) and g̃(kτ) = r(kτ).

Since r(·) is monotonic increasing, we have r((k− 1)τ) ≤ r(z) ≤ r(kτ) and r((k− 1)τ) ≤ g̃(z) ≤
r(kτ) for all z ∈ [(k − 1)τ, kτ ]. Therefore, we can bound the approximation error by

|g̃(z)− r(z)| ≤ |r(kτ)− r((k − 1)τ)| ≤ Lτ, (25)

where the last inequality follows from the L-Lipschitz continuous property of r(·).

Then, we show that any piece-wise linear function g̃(z) in (24) can be represented exactly using
the monotone neural network constructed in (9). Without loss of generosity, assume that z ≥ 0 and
thus the function (9) is reduced to g(z) =

∑d
j=1 α

+
j σ(z − β+

j ). Let β+
k = (k − 1)τ ,

∑k
j=1 α

+
j =

r(kτ)−r((k−1)τ)
τ for k = 1, 2, · · · , d. Then the construction of g(z) is exactly the same as g̃(z).

Therefore, |g(z) − r(z)| can also be bounded by Lτ using (25). We take τ < ε
L to complete the

proof.

B.3 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. We prove the equivalence of optimization by showing that the steady-state output y∗ = ȳ1n if
and only if k−1x (h−1(ȳ1n)) = w∗ −Eµ∗. First, we show necessity. If y∗ = ȳ1n, the well-defined
bijective mapping in assumption 2 gives the unique state x∗ = h−1 (ȳ1n) and the unique input u∗ =
k−1x (h−1(ȳ1n)). We thus have u∗ = w∗ −Eµ∗ = k−1x (h−1(ȳ1n)). Next, we show sufficiency. If
k−1x (h−1(ȳ1n)) = w∗ −Eµ∗, we have u∗ = k−1x (h−1(ȳ1n)). Then x∗ = kx(u∗) = h−1(ȳ1n)
and thus y∗ = h(x∗) = ȳ1n.

To prove the identical marginal costs, consider the Lagrangian functionL(w,µ,λ) =
∑n
i=1 Ci(w

∗
i )+

λ>(k−1x (h−1(ȳ1n))−w∗+Eµ∗), where λ ∈ Rn is the multiplier. The KKT conditions [36] gives

∇w∗L(w∗,µ∗,λ) = ∇w∗C(w∗)− λ = 0n (26a)

∇µ∗L(w∗,µ∗,λ) = −E>λ = 0n (26b)

∇λL(w∗,µ∗,λ) = k−1x (h−1(ȳ1n))−w∗ +Eµ∗ = 0n (26c)

By [37], the incidence matrix of a connected graph satisfy N (E>) = range {1}. Hence, (26b)
implies λ ∈ range {1} and (26a) further yields ∇w∗C(w∗) = λ ∈ range {1}. Moreover, (26c) is
satisfied since w∗ and µ∗ are variables at the equilibrium. Hence, w∗ solves (10) if and only if
∇w∗C(w∗) ∈ range {1}.
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B.4 Proof of Lemma 2

Proof. We start by showing that r(s)T ĉẼφ
(
Ẽ>∇C (r (s))

)
≥ 0 with equality holds if and only

if ∇C(r(s)) ∈ range(1n). Expanding the left side of (13) and pre-multiplying r (s) gives

(r (s))>
(
ĉẼφ

(
Ẽ>∇C(r (s))

))
=

∑
l=(i,j)∈Ẽ

φl (∇Ci (ri(si))−∇Cj (rj(sj))) (ciri(si)− cjrj(sj))

=
∑

l=(i,j)∈Ẽ

φl (∇Co (ciri(si))−∇Co (cjrj(sj))) (ciri(si)− cjrj(sj))

(27)

where the last step follows from the cost function in Assumption 3 that∇Ci(ri(si)) = ∇Co(ciri(si))
for all i ∈ V .

Since Co(·) is strictly convex, its gradient∇Co(·) is strictly increasing [36]. Thus,

(∇Co (ciri(si))−∇Co (cjrj(sj))) (ciri(si)− cjrj(sj)) ≥ 0, (28)

with equality holds if and only if∇Co (ciri(si)) = ∇Co (cjrj(sj)).

By controller Design 2, φl (∇Co(ciri(si))−∇Co(cjrj(sj))) is the same sign with∇Co(ciri(si))−
∇Co(cjrj(sj)). Hence, (28) implies

φl (∇Co (ciri(si))−∇Co (cjrj(sj))) (ciri(si)− cjrj(sj)) ≥ 0

with equality holds if and only if ∇Co (ciri(si)) = ∇Co (cjrj(sj)). This implies ∇Ci(ri(si)) =

∇Cj(rj(sj))∀l = (i, j) ∈ Ẽ for cost functions satisfying Assumption 3. Since the communication
graph is connected, we further have ∇C1(r1(s1)) = . . . = ∇Cn(rn(sn)), i.e., ∇C(r(s)) ∈
range(1n).

Then we prove that ĉẼφ
(
Ẽ>∇C (r (s))

)
= 0n if and only if ∇C(r(s)) ∈ range(1n) by show-

ing sufficiency and necessity. If ∇C(r(s)) ∈ range(1n), we have Ẽ>∇C (r (s)) = 0n and thus
ĉẼφ

(
Ẽ>∇C (r (s))

)
= 0n. On the other hand, if ĉẼφ

(
Ẽ>∇C (r (s))

)
= 0n, Multiply-

ing both sides by (r (s))> gives r(s)>ĉẼφ
(
Ẽ>∇C (r (s))

)
= 0 and therefore ∇C(r(s)) ∈

range(1n). Hence, ĉẼφ
(
Ẽ>∇C (r (s))

)
= 0n if and only if∇C(r(s)) ∈ range(1n).

B.5 Proof of Theorem 3

We first show that suppose the closed-loop system (1)-(2) has a feasible equilibrium, the equilibrium
is unique with output agreement y∗ = ȳ1n. Then, we prove that the system is locally asymptotically
stable around the equilibrium.

The derivation of the equilibrium and its uniqueness is given as follows.

Proof. At the equilibrium, we have f(x∗,u∗) = 0 and ζ∗ = 0. For a connected graph, the null
space of E> is N (E>) = range {1n} [37]. Using ζ∗ = E>y∗ = 0, we have y∗ = ŷ1n. The
right side of (12b) equals to zero at the equilibrium gives (ŷ1n − ȳ1n) = −ĉEφ

(
E>∇C(r(s))

)
.

Multiplying both sides by 1>n ĉ
−1 yields (ŷ − ȳ)1>n ĉ

−11n = −1>nEφ
(
E>∇C(r(s))

)
, which

equals to zero since 1>nE = 0n for a connected graph. This implies ŷ = ȳ since 1Tn ĉ
−11n > 0 for

ĉ � 0. Therefore, y∗ = ȳ1n and thus x∗ = h−1 (ȳ1n) by bijective mapping of h(·).

Moreover, y∗ = ȳ1n implies ĉẼφ
(
Ẽ>∇C(r (s∗))

)
= 0n. By Lemma 2, ∇C(r(s)) ∈

range(1n) and thus there exists a scalar γ such that ∇Ci(ri (s∗i )) = γ for all i ∈ V . This implies
∇Co(ciri (s∗i )) = γ by Assumption 3. The strict convexity of Co(·) implies that∇Co(·) is a strictly
increasing function, which guarantees the existence of ∇C−1o (·) that is also a strictly increasing
function [38]. Hence, ri(s∗i ) = ∇C−1o (γ)c−1i and compactly we have r (s∗) = ∇C−1o (γ)ĉ−11n.
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From the bijective mapping of kx(·), u∗ = k−1x (x∗) = k−1x (h−1(ȳ1n)). From p(−y∗+ȳ1n) = 0n,
we have u∗ = −Eµ∗ + r (s∗) and therefore −Eµ∗ = k−1x (h−1(ȳ1n))−∇C−1o (γ)ĉ−11n. Since
1>nEµ

∗ = 0, we have ∇C−1o (γ) = −
(
1>nk

−1
x (h−1(ȳ1n))

)
/
(∑n

i=1 c
−1
i

)
. The uniqueness of γ is

guaranteed by the strict increasing property of function ∇C−1o (γ). Similarly, the uniqueness of s∗
satisfying r (s∗) = ∇C−1o (γ)ĉ−11n is guaranteed by the strict increasing property of function ri(·)
for i ∈ V .

Then, we prove the uniqueness of η∗ by contradiction. By µ∗ = ψ(η∗), we have −Eψ(η∗) =
k−1x (h−1(ȳ1n)) −∇C−1o (γ)ĉ−11n. Suppose there is η̂ ∈ Rm and η̂ 6= η∗ such that Eψ(η∗) =
Eψ(η̂). Since η ∈ R(E>), there exist z∗ ∈ Rn and ẑ ∈ Rn such that η∗ = E>z∗ and
η̂ = E>ẑ. Then (z∗−ẑ)> (Eψ(η∗)−Eψ(η̂)) = (z∗−ẑ)>

(
Eψ(E>z∗)−Eψ(Eψ(E>ẑ)

)
=∑

l=(i,j)∈E(z
∗
ij − ẑij)

(
ψl(z

∗
ij)− ψl(ẑij)

)
. Since ψl(·) is monotonically increasing, we have (z∗ij −

ẑij)
(
ψl(z

∗
ij)− ψl(ẑij)

)
≥ 0 for all l with equality only holds when z∗ij = ẑij (which is equivalent

to E>z∗ = E>ẑ and thus η∗ = η̂). Hence, Eψ(η∗) = Eψ(η̂) in and only if η∗ = η̂.

Next, we prove that the equilibrium is asymptotically stable by the same Lyapunov function (18) in
the proof of Theorem 1. The proof is given as follows.

Proof. Different from (19), the time derivative of BV(s, s∗) is

ḂV(s, s∗) = (∇L (s)−∇L (s∗))
>
ṡ

1
= (r(s) + r (s∗))

>
(
−(y − y∗)− ĉẼφ

(
Ẽ>∇C(r(s))

))
,

(29)

where 1 follows from ∇L (η) = r (s) and ṡ =
(
−(y − y∗)− ĉẼφ

(
Ẽ>∇C(r(s))

))
by Con-

troller Design 2.

The time derivative of the Lyapunov function in (18) is

V̇ (x,η, s)|x∗,η∗,s∗

=

n∑
i=1

ẆVi (xi, x
∗
i ) + ḂE(η,η∗) + ḂV(s, s∗)

1
≤ −

n∑
i=1

ρi ‖yi − y∗i ‖
2

+ (y − y∗)>(u− u∗) + (µ− µ∗)>(ζ − ζ∗)

+ (r(s) + r (s∗))
>
(
−(y − y∗)− ĉẼφ

(
Ẽ>∇C(r(s))

))
2
=
−

n∑
i=1

ρi ‖yi − y∗i ‖
2

+ (y − y∗)>(p(−y + y∗))− (y − y∗)>E(µ− µ∗) + (ζ − ζ∗)>(µ− µ∗)

+ (r(s) + r (s∗))
>
(
−ĉẼφ

(
Ẽ>∇C(r(s))

))
3
= −

n∑
i=1

ρi ‖yi − y∗i ‖
2

+ (y − y∗)>(p(−y + y∗)) + (r(s) + r (s∗))
>
(
−ĉẼφ

(
Ẽ>∇C(r(s))

))
4
= −

n∑
i=1

ρi ‖yi − y∗i ‖
2

+ (y − y∗)>(p(−y + y∗))− r(s)>
(
ĉẼφ

(
Ẽ>∇C(r(s))

))
5
≤ −

n∑
i=1

ρi ‖yi − y∗i ‖
2

(30)

where 1 follows from the strict EIP of nodes dynamics and (19)-(20). The equality 2 is de-
rived by plugging in the controller design in (8a) where u = −Eµ + p(−y + ȳ1n) + r(s) and
u∗ = −Eµ∗ + p(−y∗ + ȳ1n) + r(s∗) = −Eµ∗ + r(s∗). The equality 3 uses the relation that
−(y − y∗)>E(µ − µ∗) = −(E>(y − y∗))>(µ − µ∗) = −(ζ − ζ∗)>(µ − µ∗). The equality
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4 follows from r (s∗)
>
ĉẼφ

(
Ẽ>∇C(r(s))

)
= ∇C−1o (γ)1>n (ĉ−1)>ĉẼφ

(
Ẽ>∇C(r(s))

)
=

∇C−1o (γ)1>n Ẽφ
(
Ẽ>∇C(r(s))

)
= 0 since 1>n Ẽ = 0. The inequality 5 uses (y−y∗)>(p(−y+

y∗)) = −
∑n
i=1(pi(y

∗
i − yi))(y∗i − yi) ≤ 0 since pi(y∗i − yi) is the same sign with (y∗i − yi) by

Controller Design 1, and r(s)>
(
ĉẼφ

(
Ẽ>∇C(r(s))

))
≥ 0 shown in Lemma 2.

Therefore, V̇ (x,η, s)|x∗,η∗,s∗ ≤ 0 with equality only holds at the equilibrium. By Lyapunov stability
theory in Proposition 1, the system is locally asymptotically stable around the equilibrium.

C Experiments

We demonstrate the effectiveness the proposed neural-PI control in two networked systems: vehicle
platooning and power system frequency control. All experiments are run with a NVIDIA Tesla P100
GPU with 16GB memory. The neural PI controller can be trained by any model-based or model-free
algorithms, and we use the RNN-based framework in [6, 33] for training. For completeness, the
figures highlighted in Section 5 are also shown below with more thorough discussions.

C.1 Vehicle Platooning

The first experiment is the vehicle platoon control in Figure 1(b). We adopt the model in [2, 4] with
the following assumptions: (i) the drivers are heterogeneous and have different "preferred" velocities,
(ii) the influence between vehicles is bi-directional, and (iii) the set of neighbors to a vehicle is not
changing over time.

Let V be the set of all the vehicles. The vehicle i ∈ V adjusts its velocity xi according to its
preferred velocities V 0

i > 0 and its sensitivities V 1
i > 0 to the distance from neighbouring vehicles.

The dynamic model is ẋi = κi
(
−(xi − V 0

i − uvi ) + V 1
i u

e
i

)
where κi > 0 is a constant, uvi is the

adjustment of preferred velocities and uei is the adjustment depends on the relative position to its
neighbours. The neighbouring vehicles are described by edges E . If vehicle i neighbours vehicle j
and i is in front of j, we associate an edge indexed by l for the relative position with i as the head and
j as the tail. The relation of l = (i, j) ∈ E is described by the incidence matrix E ∈ Rn×m, where
[E]i,l has value +1 if i is the head of edge l, and −1 if it is the tail, and 0 otherwise.

Let τi be the position of vehicle i ∈ V . For each l = (i, j) ∈ E , ηl = τi − τj denotes the relative
position of vehicles i and j. The input uei to each vehicle affected by all the neighbours is

uei := −
m∑
l=1

[E]i,lψl (ηl) , (31)

where ψl(·) is the feedback function of the relative position indexed by edge l. The physical meaning
is as follows. If a vehicle is the tail of l and finds that the relative position ηl is larger, then the vehicle
tends to increase the speed such that it would be more closer to the front neighbours. On the other
hand, if a vehicle is the head of l and notice that the relative position ηl is larger, then the vehicle
tends to decrease the speed such that the rear vehicles would not fall behind too far.

The vehicle platoon needs to reach an agreement of the same velocity to avoid potential collisions.
Denote a change of variable with wi = V 1

i u
v
i and ui = uei + wi. The vehicle platoon control can be

represented in the standard form (1)-(2). The node dynamics can be identified as

Vi : ẋi = κi
(
−(xi − V 0

i ) + V 1
i ui
)
, yi = xi, (32)

with the output yi being the velocity xi.

By physical law, τ̇i = xi and thus η̇l = τ̇i − τ̇j = xi − xj . The edge dynamics can be identified as

El : η̇l = ζl, µl = ψl (ηl) , (33)

where the input ζl is the relative velocity xi − xj and the output µl is the position feedback ψl (ηl).

In a vector form, the inputs of the nodes (31) affected by the the edge feedbacks are written as
ue = −Eµ. The inputs of the edges impacted by the nodes are written as ζ = E>y. This recovers
the input-output coupling of nodes and edges shown in Figure 1.
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Verification of Assumptions 1-2. We start by checking assumptions 1-2 to show that the proposed
controller design works for this networked system.

Well defined bijective mapping. For the node dynamics (32), fi(xi, ui) = κi
(
−(xi − V 0

i ) + V 1
i ui
)

and hi(xi) = xi, where hi(·) is obviously a bijective mapping . At the equilibrium, fi(x∗i , u
∗
i ) = 0

gives−(x∗i −V 0
i )+V 1

i u
∗
i = 0. This yields a well-defined bijective mapping kx,i(u∗i ) = V 1

i u
∗
i +V 0

i ,
ky,i(u

∗
i ) = V 1

i u
∗
i + V 0

i . The corresponding inverse function of hi(·) and kx,i(·) are h−1i (y∗i ) = y∗i
and k−1x,i (x

∗
i ) = (x∗i − V 0

i )/V 1
i , respectively.

Strict EIP of node dynamics. The well defined bijective mapping kx,i(·) guarantees that for every
u∗i ∈ U∗i , there exists a unique x∗i ∈ X such that fi(x∗i , u

∗
i ) = 0. Let the storage function be

WVi (xi, x
∗
i ) = 1

2κiV 1
i

(xi − x∗i )2. Then

WVi (xi, x
∗
i ) =

1

κiV 1
i

(xi − x∗i )ẋi

=
1

V 1
i

(xi − x∗i )
(
−(xi − V 0

i ) + V 1
i ui
)

1
= − 1

V 1
i

(xi − x∗i )2 + (xi − x∗i )(ui − u∗i )

2
= − 1

V 1
i

(yi − y∗i )2 + (yi − y∗i )(ui − u∗i )

where 1 follows from −(x∗i − V 0
i ) + V 1

i u
∗
i = 0 and 2 follows from yi = xi by definition. Since

V 1
i > 0, each node dynamics (32) is strictly EIP with ρi = 1

V 1
i

and the storage function WVi (xi, x
∗
i ).

Design Freedom. The first design freedom is the edge feedback function ψl(·). By Controller
Design 1, we aim to design the function ψl(·) to be monotonically increasing such that the system is
asymptotically stable and synchronous to the agreement level.

The second design freedom is the adjustments to the preferred velocity by wi. Let C̃i(uvi ) : R 7→ R
be the cost on the deviation uvi of the preferred velocities. We would like to maintain at the required
velocity ȳ at the lowest cost

∑
i∈V C̃i(u

v
i ). Let Ci(wi) := C̃i(V

1
i wi) = C̃i(u

v
i ). The objective

function of the steady-state resource allocation is then equivalent to
∑
i∈V Ci(wi).

C.1.1 Simulation and Visualization

Simulation Setup We adopt the parameter setup in [2, 4] for the dynamic traffic model. The
number of vehicles is n = 20 and is placed on a line graph. The sensitivity parameter is κi = 1
for all vehicles. The parameters V 0

i and V 1
i are randomly generated by V 0

i ∼ uniform[5, 6] and
V 1
i ∼ uniform[0.5, 1], respectively. We generate the training and test set of size 300 with initial

velocities xi(0) ∼ uniform[5, 6]. The state ηl is initialized as 2 and si is initialized as 0, respectively.
The stepsize between time states is set as ∆t = 0.02s and the number of time stages in a trajectory in
the training set is K = 300. The communication graph is randomly generated to be a regular graph
with degree three. The episode number and batch size are 400 and 300, respectively.

Learning Edge Feedback Function. We first demonstrate the performance of the learned edge
feedback function ψl(·), for systems without external control w. Controller Design 1 provides
the algebraic constraint on the function ψ(·) to be strictly increasing. This condition is also pre-
sented in [2, 4] for networked system without external control. These works, however, did not
consider how to choose a good ψ(·). The functions ψl(ηl) = tanh(ηl) and ψl(ηl) = (ηl)

1/3

are used in [4] and [2], respectively. In this paper, we parameterize the function ψ(·) using
the monotone neural network design in (9). The loss function in training is set to be J(y) =∑n
i=1

(∑K
k=200 |yi(k∆t)− 1

n

∑n
j=1 yj(k∆t)|

)
+
∑m
l=1 relu(−ηl+1), which penalizes on the speed

disagreement in the last 100 steps and the relative distance smaller than 1. This loss function is used to
encourage quicker convergence and avoid potential collisions caused by too small distances. We adopt
a trick to add a small regularization on edge feedback parameterized by 0.01

∑m
l=1

∑K
k=1 µi(k∆t)2

to avoid oscillations caused by too large slope .
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Figure 5 compares the performance of ψl(·) parameterized by neural networks (labeled as StableNN)
with tanh(ηl−η0) in [4] and (ηl−η0)1/3(labeled as poly1/3) in [2], where η0 = 2 is the initial distance
of neighbouring vehicles. The shape of different edge feedback functions is shown in Figure 2(a),
where StableNN learns a monotonically increasing function with flexible shapes. Figure 2(b)-(d)
visualize the transient velocity of all vehicles from the same initial condition. All of the dynamics
reach an output agreement at approximate 5.6 without external control w, with StableNN realizes
better transient performance with quick convergence.

(a) Edge Feedback (b) StableNN (c) tanh (d) Poly1/3

Figure 5: (a) Comparison of the edge feedback functions learned by StableNN with tanh and poly1/3.
(b)-(c) Dynamics of the system with the three edge feedback functions. All of the dynamics reach an
agreement, with StableNN converges quickest.

Controller Performances. We implement external control law in w to realize a specific output
agreement at 5.2 and reduce steady-state resource allocation cost. The transient cost is set to be
J(y,w) =

∑n
i=1

∑300
k=1 |yi(k∆t) − ȳ| + ci(wi(k∆t))2, where ci ∼ uniform[0.025, 0.075]. The

steady-state cost in resource allocation (4) is C(w) =
∑n
i=1 ci(w

∗
i )2, where we use wi(20) to

approximate w∗i since the dynamics approximately enter the steady state after t = 15s as we will
show later in simulation. The loss function in training is set to be the same as J(y,w), such that
neural networks are optimized to reduce transient cost through training.

We compare the performance of the learned structured neural-PI controllers, 1) StableNN-Comm,
the neural-PI controller with communication (Controller design 2) and, 2) StableNN-WoComm, the
neural-PI controller without communication (Controller Design 1). Both neural-PI controllers are
parameterized by monotone neural networks given in Theorem 2, where the number of neurons in the
hidden layer is d = 20. The neural networks are updated using Adam with learning rate initializes
at 0.05 and decays every 50 steps with a base of 0.7. We compare against two benchmarks with
communication: 3) DenseNN-Comm: Two-layer dense neural networks with ReLU activation, and
the number of neurons in the hidden layer is 20. The neural networks are updated using Adam with
learning rate initializes at 0.007 and decays every 100 steps with a base of 0.7. Note that DenseNN
needs such a small learning rate to let the training converge, the reason is that DenseNN may lead to
unstable behaviors that we will see later. 4) Linear-Comm: Conventional PI control parameterized by
pi(ȳi − yi) = θi,1(ȳi − yi) and r(si) = θi,2si, where θi,1 ∈ R and θi,2 ∈ R are linear coefficients
optimized through learning. The coefficients are updated using Adam with learning rate initializes at
0.05 and decays every 50 steps with a base of 0.7.

(a) Training Loss (b) Average transient and steady cost

Figure 6: (a) Average batch loss along episodes. All converges, with the StableNN achieves the lowest
cost. (b) The average transient cost and steady-state cost with error bar on the randomly generated test
set with size 300. StableNN achieves transient cost that is much lower than others. Comm-StableNN
and Comm-Linear lead to the same lowest steady-state cost guaranteed by Controller Design 2.
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The average batch loss during episodes of training is shown in Figure 6(a). All of the four methods
converge, with the StableNN achieves the lowest cost. Figure 6(b) shows the transient and steady-state
cost on the test set. The transient cost is aligned with the observations in the training loss, where
StableNN achieves transient cost that is much lower than others. StableNN-Comm and Linear-Comm
have the lowest possible steady-state cost, as guaranteed by Theorem 3. By contrast, DenseNN-Comm
without structured design has both high cost in transient and steady-state performances.

(a) StableNN-Comm: dynamics of x (left) , ∇C(r(s)) (middle) and w (right) for StableNN with communication

(b) StableNN-WoComm: dynamics of x (left) , ∇C(r(s)) (middle) and w (right) for StableNN without
communication

(c) Linear-Comm: dynamics of x (left) , ∇C(r(s)) (middle) and w(right) for Linear with communication

(d) DenseNN-Comm: dynamics of x (left) , ∇C(r(s)) (middle) and w(right) for DenseNN with communication

Figure 7: Dynamics of the system under four methods on 8 nodes with the required output agreement
ȳ = 5.2. (a) StableNN-Comm achieves the output agreement level and identical marginal cost. (b)
StableNN-WoComm achieves the output agreement but fail to converge to the identical-marginal-cost
solution. (c) Linear-Comm is stable but has slower convergence compared with neural network-based
approaches. (d) DenseNN-Comm leads to unstable behavior in node 3.

Figure 7 shows the dynamics of velocity speed x, marginal cost ∇C(r(s)) and external control
actionw on 8 nodes under the four methods. As guaranteed by Controller Design 2, StableNN-Comm
in Figure 7(a) reaches the same speed at 5.2 and identical marginal cost, indicating that it achieves
the required output agreement level with the lowest resource allocation cost. StableNN-WoComm
in Figure 7(b) also reaches the required output agreement level guaranteed by Controller Design 1.
However, the marginal cost converges at different levels for different nodes because of the lack
of communication. Linear-Comm is stable and converges to the solution with identical marginal
cost, but it has slower convergence compared with neural network-based approaches. Even through
DenseNN-Comm achieves finite loss both in training and testing, node 3 in Figure 7(d) actually
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exhibits unstable behaviors. Hence, the four controllers exhibit qualitatively different behaviors even
though they both achieve finite training losses in Figure 6. It is necessary to enforce stability and
steady-state optimally constraints on controller design to achieve performance guarantees.

C.2 Power Systems Frequency Control

The model of power systems reflects the transmission of electricity from generators to loads through
power transmission lines. The power system is naturally a physical network with a typical topology
shown in Figure 8. Let V be the set of all the synchronous generators and E be the set of transmission
lines. For each generator i ∈ V , the rotating speed (i.e., frequency) xi changes with the mismatch
between power generation and consumption. We aim to maintain the real-time balance of power
generation and consumption by controlling the frequency of all generators at the same nominal value
x̄ (e.g., 60Hz in the US).

Let Pmi denote the fixed power generation and ∆Pmi denote the adjustable power generation (e.g.,
batteries). Let P ei be the power injection from the connected transmission lines and di be the load at
the node i. Then the mismatch between power generation and consumption is (Pmi + ∆Pmi )+P ei −di.
We adopt a commonly used model that assumes the bus voltage magnitudes are maintained at the
nominal level and the reactive power flows are ignored, which is suitable to frequency control of
transmission systems with small resistances and well-regulated voltages [24, 39]. The frequency
dynamic of node i ∈ V is represented as

ẋi = −ρi(xi − x̄) + (Pmi + ∆Pmi ) + P ei − di,

where ρi is the damping constant corresponding to the physical system. Note that the load di is time-
varying. In particular, power system operator emphasizes on the ability of the system to withstand a
big disturbance such as a step load change. Such ability is quantified by the maximum frequency
deviation and its convergence to the nominal frequency after step load changes.

Figure 8: IEEE 39-bus test system [34]

The term P ei follows the physical law of power flow in the tranmission network. We usually designate
a positive direction of the power flow in the transmission line for convenience. Let µl be the power
flow in the positive direction of the edge l. If the transmission line l connects nodes i and j and we
designate the power flow from i to j as the positive direction, then the incidence matrix E ∈ Rn×m
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associated with the edge l = (i, j) ∈ E is described elementwise as [E]i,l = +1, [E]j,l = −1 and
[E]k,l = 0 for k 6= i, j. By this definition, the electricity injection from transmission lines to the
node i is P ei = −

∑m
l=1[E]i,lµl. In a vector form, we have P e = −Eµ.

Denote a change of variable such that wi = ∆Pmi and ui = ∆Pmi + P ei , then the power system
frequency control problem can be represented in the standard form (1)-(2). The node dynamics can
be identified as

Vi : ẋi = −ρi(xi − x̄) + Pmi − di + ui, ui = wi −
∑
l

Eilµl, yi = xi. (34)

By physical law, the active power flow in the line l = (i, j) is affected by the angle differences
between node i and j. Let δi be the angle of the node i. The state of the line l = (i, j) ∈ E is the
angle difference ηl = δi − δj and correspondingly, η̇l = δ̇i − δ̇j = xi − xj . The power flow is
µl = bl sin(δi − δj) by the Kirchhoff’s circuit laws [24, 39], where bl is a constant representing the
susceptance of the transmission line. Thus, the dynamics of the edge is represented by

El : η̇l = ζl, ζl = xi − xj , µl = bl sin (ηl) . (35)

In a vector form, we have ζ = E>y. This together with P e = −Eµ recovers the input-output
coupling of nodes and edges shown in Fig. 1.

Unlike the vehicle platooning problem, we cannot change the feedback function µl = bl sin (ηl) in
the edge dynamics because of the physical law. Here, we optimize w such that the frequency reaches
the nominal value at the steady state and the cost of power generation is minimized.

Verification of Assumptions 1-2. We start by checking assumptions 1-2 to show that the proposed
controller design works for this networked system.

Well defined bijective mapping. For the node dynamics (32), fi(xi, ui) = −ρi(xi− x̄)+Pmi −di+ui
and hi(xi) = xi, where hi(·) is obviously a bijective mapping . At the equilibrium, fi(x∗i , u

∗
i ) = 0

gives −ρi(x∗i − x̄) + Pmi − di + u∗i = 0. This yields a well-defined bijective mapping kx,i(u∗i ) =
x̄+ (Pmi − di + u∗i )/ρi, ky,i(u

∗
i ) = x̄+ (Pmi − di + u∗i )/ρi. The corresponding inverse function

of hi(·) and kx,i(·) are h−1i (y∗i ) = y∗i and k−1x,i (x
∗
i ) = ρi(x

∗
i − x̄) + di − Pmi , respectively.

Strict EIP of node dynamics. The well defined bijective mapping kx,i(·) guarantees that for every
equilibrium u∗i ∈ U∗i , there exists a unique x∗i ∈ X such that fi(x∗i , u

∗
i ) = 0. Let the storage function

be WVi (xi, x
∗
i ) = 1

2 (xi − x∗i )2. Then

WVi (xi, x
∗
i ) = (xi − x∗i )ẋi

= (xi − x∗i ) (−ρi(xi − x̄) + Pmi − di + ui)

1
= −ρi(xi − x∗i )2 + (xi − x∗i )(ui − u∗i )
2
= −ρi(yi − y∗i )2 + (yi − y∗i )(ui − u∗i )

where 1 follows from the equilibrium (−ρi(x∗i − x̄) + Pmi − di + u∗i ) = 0 and 2 follows from
yi = xi by definition. Since ρi > 0, each node dynamics (32) is strictly EIP with ρi and the storage
function WVi (xi, x

∗
i )

Strictly increasing of edge feedback functions. We adopt a common assumption in literature that the
power system operates with angle differences ηl in the range H = {η|ηl ∈ (−π/2, π/2)∀l ∈ E},
which is sufficiently large to include almost all practical scenarios [40, 41, 24]. Since sin(ηl) is strictly
monotonically increasing in (−π/2, π/2), the conditions on strictly increasing of edge feedback
functions are satisfied.

Optimal Resource Allocation (Economic Dispatch). Here we show an explicit derivation for
the optimal resource allocation problem in (10). We aim to reach the output agreement such that
ȳ = x̄. Note that h−1(ȳ1n) = ȳ1n and k−1x,i (ȳ) = ρi(x̄ − x̄) + di − Pmi = di − Pmi , we have
k−1x (h−1(ȳ1n)) = k−1x (ȳ1n) = d− Pm.

Then the constraint (10b) is written as d = w∗ −Eµ∗ + Pm, which is the power balance equation
at each node. Namely, the power consumption equals to the power injection at each node. The
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optimization problem (4) is then written as

min
w∗,µ∗

n∑
i=1

Ci(w
∗
i ), (36a)

s.t. d = w∗ −Eµ∗ + Pm, (36b)

which is the well-known economic dispatch problem in power systems that aims to serve power
consumption with lowest cost in power generation [41, 40].

It is obvious that different d affects the constrains (36b) and thus changes the optimal solution to
the resources allocation. Since the loads are time-varying, one important benefit of the proposed
approach is that it distributedly attain the optimal solution following the changes of the load levels
without a centralized dispatch.

C.2.1 Simulation and Visualization

Simulation Setup We conduct experiment on the IEEE New England 10-machine 39-bus (NE39)
power network shown in Figure 8 with parameters given in [34, 6]. We generate the training and test
set of size 300 by randomly picking at most three generators to have a step load change uniformly
distributed in uniform[−1, 1] p.u., where 1p.u.=100 MW is the base unit of power for the IEEE-NE39
test system. Note that the load di is a parameter in the node dynamic (34), this experiment verifies
the robustness of the controller under parameter changes. The state ηl is initialized as the solution
of power flow at the nominal frequency and si is initialized as 0, respectively. The communication
graph is randomly generated to be a regular graph with degree three. The episode number and batch
size are 600 and 300, respectively. The stepsize between time states is set as ∆t = 0.01s and and the
number of time stages in a trajectory in the training set is K = 400.

Controller Performances. We implement external control law in w to realize the agree-
ment of frequency at 60Hz and reduce steady-state power generation cost. Apart
from the accumulated frequency deviation, an important metric for the frequency con-
trol problem is the maximum frequency deviation (also know as the frequency nadir) af-
ter a disturbance happens [6]. Hence, the transient cost is set to be J(y,w) =∑n
i=1

(
maxk=1,··· ,K |yi(k∆t)− ȳ|+ 0.05

∑K
k=1 |yi(k∆t)− ȳ|+

∑K
k=1 ci(wi(k∆t))4

)
, where

ci ∼ uniform[0.25, 0.75]. The steady-state cost in resource allocation (4) is C(w) =
∑n
i=1 ci(w

∗
i )4,

where we use wi(30) to approximate w∗i since the dynamics approximate enter the steady state after
t = 30s as we will show later in simulation. We use the cost function with the power of four to
demonstrate that the proposed approach is not restricted to quadratic cost functions. The loss function
in training is set to be J(y,w), such that neural networks are optimized to reduce transient cost
through training.

We compare the performance of the learned structured neural-PI controllers, 1) StableNN-Comm,
the neural-PI controller with communication (Controller design 2) and, 2) StableNN-WoComm, the
neural-PI controller without communication (Controller Design 1). Both neural-PI controllers are
parameterized by monotone neural networks given in Theorem 2, where the number of neurons in the
hidden layer is d = 20. The neural networks are updated using Adam with learning rate initializes
at 0.05 and decays every 50 steps with a base of 0.7. We compare against two benchmarks with
communication: 3) DenseNN-Comm: Two-layer dense neural networks with ReLU activation, and
the number of neurons in the hidden layer is 20. The neural networks are updated using Adam with
learning rate initializes at 0.0015 and decays every 50 steps with a base of 0.7. Note that DenseNN
needs such a small learning rate to let the training converge, the reason is that DenseNN easily lead to
unstable behaviors that we will see later. 4) Linear-Comm: Conventional PI control parameterized by
pi(ȳi − yi) = θi,1(ȳi − yi) and r(si) = θi,2si, where θi,1 ∈ R and θi,2 ∈ R are linear coefficients
optimized through learning. The trainable coefficients are updated using Adam with learning rate
initializes at 0.05 and decays every 50 steps with a base of 0.7.

The average batch loss during episodes of training is shown in Figure 9(a). All of the four methods
converge, with the StableNN achieves the lowest cost. Figure 9(b) shows the transient and steady-state
costs on the test set. The transient cost is aligned with the observations in the training loss, where
StableNN achieves transient cost that is much lower than others. Note that the load changes lead to
different solutions of optimal resource allocation problem (36), thus the steady-state cost also has a
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distribution shown in the error bar. Still, stableNN-Comm and Linear-Comm have the lowest possible
steady-state cost, as guaranteed by Theorem 3. By contrast, DenseNN-Comm without structured
design has both high cost in transient and steady-state performance.

(a) Training Loss (b) Transient and steady cost

Figure 9: (a) Average batch loss along episodes. All converges, with the StableNN achieves the lowest
cost. (b) The average transient cost and steady-state cost with error bar on the randomly generated test
set with size 300. StableNN achieves transient cost that is much lower than others. StableNN-Comm
and Linear-Comm lead to the same lowest steady-state cost guaranteed by Controller Design 2.

Figure 10 shows the dynamics of frequency x, marginal cost ∇C(r(s)) and external control action
w on 8 nodes under the four methods. As guaranteed by Controller Design 2, StableNN-Comm in
Figure 10(a) achieves the output agreement at 60Hz and identical marginal cost, indicating that it
achieves the lowest resource allocation cost. StableNN-WoComm in Figure 10(b) also reaches the
output agreement at 60Hz guaranteed by Controller Design 1. However, the marginal cost converges
at different levels for different nodes because of the lack of communication. Linear-Comm in
Figure 10(c) is also stable and converges to the solution with identical marginal cost, but it has slower
convergence compared with neural network-based approaches. Even through DenseNN-Comm
achieves finite loss both in training and testing, Figure 10(d) exhibits unstable behavior with large
oscillations. Hence, the proposed Controller Design 1 and Controller Design 2 guarantee the stability
criteria robust to parameter changes. Controller Design 2 further realizes economic dispatch of
generators under different load levels distributedly.
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(a) StableNN-Comm: dynamics of x (left) , ∇C(r(s)) (middle) and w (right) for StableNN with communication

(b) StableNN-WoComm: dynamics of x (left) , ∇C(r(s)) (middle) and w (right) for StableNN without
communication

(c) Linear-Comm: dynamics of x (left) , ∇C(r(s)) (middle) and w(right) for Linear with communication

(d) DenseNN-Comm: dynamics of x (left) , ∇C(r(s)) (middle) and w(right) for DenseNN with communication

Figure 10: Dynamics of the system under four methods on 8 nodes with the required output agreement
ȳ = 60. (a) StableNN-Comm achieves the output agreement at 60Hz and identical marginal cost. (b)
StableNN-WoComm achieves the output agreement but fail to converge to the identical-marginal-cost
solution. (c) Linear-Comm is stable but has slower convergence compared with neural network-based
approaches. (d) DenseNN-Comm leads to large frequency deviations and oscillations .
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