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A robust consensus + innovations-based distributed
parameter estimator

Nicolai Lorenz-Meyer, Juan G. Rueda-Escobedo, Jaime A. Moreno, and Johannes Schiffer

Abstract—While distributed parameter estimation has been
extensively studied in the literature, little has been achieved in
terms of robust analysis and tuning methods in the presence of
disturbances. However, disturbances such as measurement noise
and model mismatches occur in any real-world setting. Therefore,
providing tuning methods with specific robustness guarantees
would greatly benefit the practical application. To address these
issues, we recast the error dynamics of a continuous-time version
of the widely used consensus + innovations-based distributed
parameter estimator to reflect the error dynamics induced by
the classical gradient descent algorithm. This paves the way for
the construction of a strong Lyapunov function. Based on this
result, we derive linear matrix inequality-based tools for tuning
the algorithm gains such that a guaranteed upper bound on the
L2-gain with respect to parameter variations, measurement noise,
and disturbances in the communication channels is achieved. An
application example illustrates the efficiency of the method.

Index Terms—Distributed parameter estimation, Sensor net-
works, System identification, Time-varying systems

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Motivation and literature review

Distributed parameter estimation plays a major role in
many modern engineering and scientific applications due to
the large and increasing amount of sensors deployed in the
field. Centralized processing, e.g., via a fusion center, has the
drawback of introducing a single point of failure and potential
congestion at certain communication links, which channel data
to the fusion center, or violation of privacy considerations. This
is especially the case for large and geographically dispersed
networks [1], [2]. Consequently, distributed architectures for
collaborative parameter estimation without a central entity
have received an increasing amount of attention in the litera-
ture (see, e.g., [1], [2], [3], [4]). One promising approach for
solving this problem is widely called consensus + innovations
(C+I) [1]. It is based on combining distributed consensus to
reach global parameter agreement with local innovation uti-
lizing measurements to update the local parameter estimation.
Various extensions to this method have been proposed, many
coming from a stochastic systems background [5], [6], [7]. In
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these works, stationary system signals, i.e., constant regressors
disturbed by noise and typically denoted as random mea-
surement matrices, are assumed. This hinders the application
to many cyber-physical and feedback systems, in which the
system signals are not constant [8]. In a stream of papers by
Xie et al., this assumption is dropped, and the algorithm is
extended to the case of time-varying regressors [8], [2], [9].
In [2], tracking error bounds are established, a performance
analysis for the tracking error covariance matrix is performed,
and recommendations for gain selection are given for the case
of scalar outputs.

Starting with the papers [3], [4], C+I-type algorithms
have been studied in a deterministic, continuous-time frame-
work, naturally incorporating time-varying regressors. In those
works, the notion of cooperative Persistency of Excitation
(cPE), an extension of the classical Persistency of Excitation
(PE) condition [10], is introduced. Recently, efforts have been
made to extend the method to directed graphs. Results for
strongly and weakly connected directed graphs are proposed
in [11] and [12], respectively. In [12], the notion of Uniform
Complete Observability (UCO) and the observability conser-
vation under output feedback [13] is utilized to establish the
estimator’s convergence.

Although extensive research has been conducted on C+I-
based distributed parameter estimation and several interesting
extensions have been proposed in the literature, a notable gap
remains regarding robust analysis and tuning conditions to
robustify the algorithm in the presence of disturbances. Yet, in
any real-world parameter estimation problem, disturbances in
the form of measurement noise, perturbations in the commu-
nication channels, and model mismatches appear. As a result,
tuning techniques with specific robustness guarantees would
greatly benefit the practical application.

A key obstacle is that — to the best of the author’s
knowledge — no strong Lyapunov function (LF) is avail-
able thus far for a C+I-type distributed parameter estimator.
Strong LFs provide means for calculating the convergence
velocity and conducting robust analysis, including the study
of input/output properties, such as input-to-state stability (ISS)
[14]. Moreover, a strong LF can facilitate the derivation of
tuning criteria for the algorithm’s gains in the presence of
disturbances [15]. Recently, methods of constructing strong
LFs have been proposed for the classical gradient descent
algorithm in [14] and the consensus problem with single and
double integrator dynamics in [16].
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B. Contributions

Motivated by the aforementioned challenges and develop-
ments, we derive a strong LF for a continuous-time C+I-
based distributed parameter estimator. Based on this result,
we provide an L2-gain tuning method for the algorithm’s
gains in the presence of disturbances. More precisely, our main
contributions are four-fold:

• We recast the error dynamics of a C+I-based distributed
parameter estimator in the form as induced by the clas-
sical gradient descent algorithm, paving the way for the
subsequent robustness analysis.

• By employing a scaled version of the observability
Gramian as a strictifying term, we present a strong
LF for the C+I-type distributed parameter estimator. To
exemplify the application of this strong LF, we derive
a convergence bound for the error dynamics and the
ISS-gain w.r.t. an affine disturbance acting on the error
dynamics.

• By utilizing the derived strong LF, we provide linear
matrix inequality (LMI) conditions for the upper and
lower bounds on the algorithm’s gradient descent gain.
Those guarantee a maximum L2-gain of the global error
dynamics w.r.t. a specified performance output. Building
on this result, we provide an optimization routine to
obtain the algorithm gains by minimizing the upper bound
on the L2-gain, which we recall as the counterpart to the
H∞-norm for linear time-varying (LTV) and nonlinear
systems.

• Finally, we illustrate the tuning method with an applica-
tion example.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
Section II, a C+I-based distributed parameter estimator is
introduced and recast as a classical gradient descent algorithm
for a nominal and a disturbed case. The main results of this
paper are presented in Section III. An application example is
given in Section IV. Final remarks are given in Section V.
The proofs of our results are provided in Section VI.

Notation

The set of real numbers is denoted by R, the n-dimensional
Euclidean space by Rn, and the set of real n×m matrices by
Rn×m. Furthermore, we define the set R>0 := {x ∈ R|x >
0}. The symbol e represents the Euler number. The vectors
of ones and zeros with dimension n are denoted by 1n and
0n, respectively. The n×n identity matrix is indicated by In.
Whenever the dimensions are clear from the context, by 0, we
mean a matrix of zeros. Otherwise, we denote a n×m matrix
of zeros by 0n×m. The Kronecker product is represented
by ⊗, diag(A1, · · · , Ak) is used in a non-standard way and
means a k n× km matrix with diagonal entries Ai ∈ Rn×m,
i = {1, · · · , k}, and col(a1, · · · , ak) denotes a vector obtained
by stacking the vectors ai ∈ Rq , i = {1, · · · , k}. For
A ∈ Rn×n symmetric, A > 0 (A ≥ 0) means that A is
symmetric positive (semi-)definite, with its largest and smallest
eigenvalues denoted by λmax(A) and λmin(A), respectively.
For v ∈ Rn, ∥v∥ means (v⊤v)

1
2 , and for B ∈ Rn×m,

∥B∥ denotes the induced matrix norm of B, defined as

sup∥v∥=1∥Bv∥. The space of vector-valued functions with
n components that are square-integrable are represented by
L2(n, [0,∞)). When there is no risk of misunderstanding, we
use the notation L2 to represent this space. The L2-norm of
u(t) is defined as ∥u(t)∥2L2

= lim
t→∞

∫ t
0
u⊤(s)u(s)ds. A system

H : L2(n, [0,∞)) → L2(m, [0,∞)) is considered to have a
finite L2-gain if there exist non-negative constants γ and b,
such that [17]

∥H(u(t))∥L2
≤ γ∥u(t)∥L2

+ b, ∀ u(t) ∈ L2(n, [0,∞)). (1)

Moreover, the L2-gain of H is defined as

γ∗ := inf {γ|∃b such that (1) holds}.

II. C+I-BASED DISTRIBUTED PARAMETER ESTIMATION

In this paper, we consider a sensor network with n sensors,
where each one is taken as a node in a multi-agent system. We
represent the communication structure among the agents by
an undirected, time-dependent graph G(t) = (V, E(t)), where
V = {1, 2, ..., n} is the set of nodes, and E(t) ⊆ V ×V is the
set of edges at time t, and the cardinality of E(t) is denoted
by ne(t). Thus, we allow the relationship between neighbors
to change over time, e.g., to model communication failures.
By assigning an arbitrary orientation to the graph G(t) at time
t, the oriented incidence matrix D(t) ∈ Rn×ne(t) is defined
element-wise as Dij(t) = 1, if i is the source of the lth egde,
Dij(t) = 1, if i is the sink of the lth egde, and Dij(t) = 0
otherwise. The Laplacian matrix L(t) ∈ Rn×n of the graph
G(t) at time t is defined as L(t) = D(t)D⊤(t).

A. Nominal system

At each agent, we consider the following measurement
model in the form of a linear regression equation (LRE) [18]

yi(t) = Ci(t)θ, (2)

where i ∈ V , yi ∈ RNy denotes the local output of the
ith agent, Ci(t) ∈ RNy×N the local regressor of the ith
agent, and θ ∈ RN the global parameter vector. To estimate
consistent parameters θ at all agents and building on the
algorithms proposed in, e.g., [3], [4], we utilize the following
C+I-type algorithm for each agent to update the local estimate
θ̂i(t) ∈ RN of θ at agent i

˙̂
θi(t) =− αΓi

∑
j∈Ni(t)

(θ̂i(t)− θ̂j(t))

− ΓiC
⊤
i (t)(Ci(t)θ̂i(t)− yi(t)),

(3)

where the subscript i denotes the variables associated to the
ith agent, Ni(t) denotes the set of neighbors of the agent at
time t, Γi ∈ RN×N is the gradient descent gain matrix, α ∈ R
is the additional consensus gain,.

Remark 1. By choosing α = 1 and Γi = γpIN with γp > 0
in (3), we recover the algorithm of [3], [4].

To write the C+I-type algorithm in a compact form, we
stack each agent’s estimate as

x̂(t) = col
(
θ̂⊤1 (t), · · · , θ̂⊤n (t)

)
,



3

and write the dynamics of x̂ as

˙̂x(t) =− αΓ̄ L̄(t)x̂(t)− Γ̄ C̄⊤(t)
(
C̄(t)x̂(t)− ȳ1(t)

)
, (4)

where Γ̄ = diag(Γ1, · · · ,Γn), L̄(t) = L(t)⊗ IN , and

C̄(t) = diag(C⊤
1 (t), · · · , C⊤

n (t)),

ȳ1(t) = col(y1(t), ..., yn(t)).

We recall that L(t) ∈ Rn×n is the Laplacian matrix of the
graph G(t) at time t.

We make the following assumption on the algorithm gains,
which can always be fulfilled by proper design.

Assumption 1. For each agent, its gradient descent gain
matrix Γi in (3) is symmetric and positive definite, so that Γ̄
in (4) is symmetric and positive definite, with norm r1 := ∥Γ̄∥.
Moreover, the additional consensus gain α in (3) is chosen to
be strictly positive.

Additionally, we define the estimated output generated by
the system (4) as

ŷ(t) =

[
ŷa(t)
ŷb(t)

]
= Λ̄(t)x̂(t),

Λ̄(t) =

[
C̄(t)√

αD⊤(t)⊗ IN

]
∈ R(nNy+Nne(t))×nN ,

(5)

where D(t) ∈ Rn×ne(t) denotes the oriented incidence matrix
of the graph G(t) at time t. Here, ŷa(t) ∈ RNyn corresponds to
the stacked estimated measurements of each agent, and ŷb(t) ∈
RNne(t) to the difference of the estimations across each edge
scaled by

√
α. By defining the estimated output in this way,

we preserve the linear regression structure introduced in (2),
i.e., ŷ(t) = Λ̄(t)x̂(t), for the network setting. This allows us to
recast the error dynamics of a C+I-based distributed parameter
estimator to reflect the error dynamics induced by the classical
gradient descent algorithm in the following.

The true parameter vector of the global system is

x = 1n ⊗ θ.

Thus, to recast the error dynamics, we introduce the output

y(t) = Λ̄(t)x(t) =

[
ȳa(t)
0Nne(t)

]
, (6)

where ȳb(t) = 0Nne(t) follows from the relation

(D⊤(t)⊗ IN )(1n ⊗ θ) = (D⊤(t)1n)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0ne(t)

⊗(INθ).

To derive the relation above, we used the mixed product
property of the Kronecker product and the fact that there is
one element equal to +1, one element equal to −1, and all
other zeros in each row of D⊤(t) [19]. Hence, we can rewrite
(4) in the form of a classical gradient descent algorithm, i.e.,

˙̂x(t) = −Γ̄Λ̄⊤(t)
(
Λ̄(t)x̂(t)− y(t)

)
. (7)

Remark 2. As (7) resembles the form of a gradient descent
algorithm, it is immanent to assert that it minimizes the
instantaneous quadratic cost function

J(x̂(t)) =
1

2
(y(t)− ŷ(t))

⊤
(y(t)− ŷ(t)) .

Hence, (7) can be recovered from the gradient flow (cf. [3],
[12]), i.e.,

˙̂x(t) = −Γ̄
∂

∂x̂(t)
J(x̂(t)).

By defining the estimation error as x̃(t) := x̂(t) − x, and
the output error as ỹ(t) := ŷ(t) − y(t), the error system
corresponding to (7) can be rewritten as

˙̃x(t) = −Γ̄Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)x̃(t),

ỹ(t) = Λ̄(t)x̃(t).
(8)

This error system is the foundation for deriving the strong LF
in Section III-A and, hence, proving Global Uniform Asymp-
totic Stability (GUAS) (or equivalently Uniform Exponential
Stability) of the origin. It also facilitates further analysis, such
as calculating the convergence velocity and the ISS-gain with
respect to an affine disturbance.

III. MAIN RESULTS

To present our main results, we make the following as-
sumptions on the LRE (2) and the graph G(t) representing
the communication structure among agents.

Assumption 2.
(A2.1) The cPE condition is fulfilled, i.e., there exist positive

constants T , ῑ1 ≥ ι1 > 0, all independent of t, such
that for all t ≥ T it holds that

ῑ1IN ≥
∫ t

t−T

n∑
i=1

Ci
⊤(s)Ci(s)ds ≥ ι1IN . (9)

(A2.2) All the local regressors are uniformly upper-bounded
in the norm, with upper bound given by r2 > 0, i.e.,

∥Ci(t)⊤Ci(t)∥ ≤ r2 ∀ t ≥ 0 ∀i = 1, · · · , n.

(A2.3) The graph G(t) is connected on average, meaning that∫ t
t−T L(s)ds, with T as in A2.1, has only one zero

eigenvalue λ1, and all remaining ones are positive and
accept a lower bound denoted by the constant 0 <
λ ≤ λi(t), ∀i ≥ 2. Furthermore, the time-varying
Laplacian L(t) in (4) is uniformly upper-bounded in
the norm, with upper bound r3 > 0, i.e.,

∥L(t)∥ ≤ r3 ∀ t ≥ 0.

Assumption 2 follows standard practice and is commonly
imposed in the literature (see, e.g., [10], [14] for A2.2 and [3],
[4] for A2.1 and A2.3). Furthermore, the assumption on the
required excitation A2.1 is the same for a distributed and a
centralized algorithm. This is recognized by stacking the local
LREs (2), to obtain a global LRE in the form

yc(t) = col (C1(t), · · · , Cn(t)) θ = Cc(t)θ.

The parameters can be estimated, e.g., by a centralized gra-
dient descent algorithm. In such case, the error dynamics is
given by

d

dt
(θ̂(t)− θ) = −Γc(Cc)⊤(t)Cc(t)

(
θ̂(t)− θ

)
, (10)
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where Γc ∈ RN×N denotes the centralized gradient descent
gain. A necessary and sufficient condition for GUAS of the
origin of (10) is PE of the global regressor Cc [10], i.e.,

ῑc1IN ≥
∫ t

t−T c

(Cc)⊤Ccds ≥ ιc1IN ∀t ≥ T c,

where ῑc1 ≥ ιc1 > 0 and T c > 0 are constants independent of
t. This condition is evidently equivalent to cPE (9).

For ease of presentation, we present the proofs of all the
following results in Section VI. Furthermore, we define r4 :=
r2 + αr3, with r2 and r3 defined in Assumption 2.

A. Strong Lyapunov function for C+I-based distributed pa-
rameter estimation

To streamline our results, we define the system

˙̃xOI(t) = 0nN ,

ỹOI(t) = Λ̄(t)x̃OI(t),
(11)

with output as in (6) and obtained from the error system (8)
by a linear output injection. To construct a strong LF for the
error system (8), we first establish the UCO of the system
(11). Using the observability conservation by output injection
[20], we would later prove the UCO of the error system (8).
Finally, this allows us to present a strong LF.

To proceed, we denote the observability Gramian of the
system (11) as

MOI(t, t− T ) =

∫ t

t−T
Λ̄⊤(s)Λ̄(s)ds. (12)

We have the following result about the UCO of the system
(11).

Lemma 1. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, cPE (9) implies the
UCO of the system (11), with the bounds on MOI in (12) as
follows:

ῑ2InN ≥ MOI(t, t− T ) ≥ ι2InN ,

with

ῑ2 = Tr4,

ι2 = min
∀∥a(t)∥2≤1

max

{
αλ(1− ∥a(t)∥2),

ι1
n
∥a(t)∥2 − 2r2T

√
∥a(t)∥2 (1− ∥a(t)∥2)

}
> 0,

and where a(t) := [a1(t), ..., aN (t)]⊤ ∈ RN is a vector with
components ai(t) ≥ 0, ∀t ∈ R, ∀i ∈ V defined in (40).

Moreover, the observability Gramian of the system (8)
corresponds to

M(t, t− T ) =

∫ t

t−T
Φ̄⊤(s, t)Λ̄⊤(s)Λ̄(s)Φ̄(s, t)ds, (13)

where Φ̄(s, t) is the state transition matrix of the system (8).
Adapting [20, Lemma 2] to the systems (11) and (8), we
present the following result.

Lemma 2. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, the system (8) is
UCO and its observability Gramian (13) accepts the following
bounds:

ῑ3InN ≥ M(t, t− T ) ≥ ι3InN ,

with

ῑ3 =
(√

ῑ2 − ι2 + φ2ι2 +
√
ῑ2
)2

,

ι3 =


(√

ῑ2−ι2+φ1ι2−
√
ῑ2

φ1−1

)2

> 0 if φ1 ̸= 1,

ι2
4ῑ2

> 0 if φ1 = 1,

(14)

where

φ1 =
1

2
r21 ῑ

2
2 and φ2 =

1

4

(
e2r1 ῑ2 − 1

)
− 1

2
r1ῑ2. (15)

Remark 3. To obtain sharper bounds, the results of [20,
Lemma 4] can be used with φ1 and φ2 as given in (15).

Knowing that (8) is UCO, we use a scaled version of its
observability Gramian as a strictifying term in the strong LF
presented in the following theorem.

Theorem 1. Consider the error system (8) of the C+I-based
distributed parameter estimator (3) together with Assump-
tions 1 and 2. Then, the origin of (8) is globally uniformly
asymptotically stable, and the quadratic function

V (x̃, t) = x̃⊤(t)P (t)x̃(t), (16)

with

P (t) =
T

2
Γ̄−1+

∫ t

t−T
(s− t+T )Φ̄⊤(s, t)Λ̄⊤(s)Λ̄(s)Φ̄(s, t)ds

is a strong LF for the system (8).

Remark 4. Extending the result of [14] for the classical
gradient descent parameter estimator for the system (8), it is
possible to use a scaled version of the observability Gramian
of the system (11) as a strictifying term for the construction
of a strong LF. The reason to use (16) instead in this work is
that stricter bounds can be obtained.

This strong LF (16) can be used to compute bounds on the
rate of convergence of the error dynamics of the system (8)
as is shown in the following corollary.

Corollary 1. Consider the error system (8) of the C+I-based
distributed parameter estimator (3) together with Assump-
tions 1 and 2. Under these conditions, the trajectories of the
error system (8) are bounded by

∥x̃(t)∥ ≤
√

κ1

κ2
∥x̃(t0)∥ e−

ι3
2κ1

(t−t0), (17)

with

κ1 =

(
T

2
λmax(Γ̄

−1) + T ῑ3

)
, κ2 =

T

2
λmin(Γ̄

−1). (18)

The applicability of the strong LF in (16) does not end here
since it can be used to investigate the ISS-gains of the system
(8) (see [21, Chapter 4.9]). For this, we consider an affine
disturbance δISS(t) acting on the error dynamics as

˙̃xISS(t) = −Γ̄Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)x̃ISS(t) + δISS(t). (19)
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Corollary 2. Consider the error dynamics (19) of the C+I-
based distributed parameter estimator (3) under the affine
disturbance δISS(t) and assume that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold.
Then, an upper bound for the ISS-gain from the disturbance
δISS(t) to the state x̃ISS(t) is

γISS ≤ 2κ1

ι3

√
κ1

κ2
, (20)

with κ1 and κ2 given in (18).

As seen from Corollaries 1 and 2, the chosen gains α and
Γ̄ directly influence the convergence velocity, the ISS-gain
and, thus, the performance of the algorithm. This observation
motivates the development of a robust tuning method in the
next section.

B. L2-gain tuning in the presence of disturbances

The GUAS of the origin of (8) is independent of the choice
of the gains Γ̄ > 0 and α > 0, as shown in Theorem 1,
and only depends on Assumptions 1 and 2 However, the
performance of the C+I-based distributed parameter estimator
(3) is strongly affected by those gains. For different condi-
tions, depending on the signals excitation level, measurement
noise, communication disturbances, and possible parameter
variations, an intelligent choice of gains should improve the
performance. Under these conditions, a trade-off between
convergence speed and disturbance attenuation is desirable.

To derive tuning conditions for the gains Γ̄ and α, which
guarantee an upper bound for the L2-gain of the global error
dynamics w.r.t. a specified performance output, we introduce
a (deterministic) disturbance δ(t) ∈ Rr that models parameter
variation, measurement noise, and disturbances in the com-
munication among agents. This disturbance is projected in the
parameter dynamics with the aid of the matrix ∆1 ∈ RN×r

and in the following manner:

θ̇d(t) = ∆1δ(t).

The true parameter vector of the global system, hence, shows
the following dynamics

ẋd(t) = 1n ⊗ θ̇d(t) = ∆̄1 δ(t), ∆̄1 = 1n ⊗∆1.

In the case of the output, δ(t) is projected as follows:

yd(t) = Λ̄(t)xd(t) + ∆̄2δ(t),

with ∆̄2 ∈ R(Nyn+Nne(t))×r. Recall that the output defined
in (6) stacks the measurements of each agent and a scaled
version of the difference of the estimations across each edge
(see (5)). Thus, ∆̄2 may project different parts of δ(t) to
these two output components. By defining the disturbed global
estimation error as x̃d(t) := x̂d(t) − xd(t), the disturbed
estimation error dynamics results in

˙̃xd(t) = ˙̂xd(t)− ẋd(t)

= −Γ̄Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)x̃d(t) +
(
Γ̄Λ̄⊤(t)∆̄2 − ∆̄1

)
δ(t),

(21)

where ˙̂xd(t) is obtained from (7) using the disturbed output
yd(t) instead of the nominal output y(t). The system (21) is

a perturbed version of the nominal estimation error dynamics
(8). To investigate the robustness of (8) in terms of its L2-gain
w.r.t. the perturbations, i.e., parameter variations, measurement
noise, and disturbances in the communication among agents,
we define the performance output

z(t) = Qx̃d(t) +Wδ(t), (22)

with z(t) ∈ Rp, Q ∈ Rp×nN and W ∈ Rp×r. We assume the
standard restrictions W⊤W = Ir and Q⊤W = 0. Hence, we
have

z⊤(t)z(t) = (x̃d)⊤(t)Q⊤Qx̃d(t) + δ(t)⊤δ(t). (23)

Inspired by the methodology introduced in [15], we present
the following result to quantify the effect of the disturbance
δ(t) on the performance output z(t) as defined in (22) via the
L2-norm. For this, we formulate the following problem.

Problem 1. Fix the constants γ > 0, α > 0, and c2 > 0 and
find parameters c1 > 0, γ1 > 0, and γ2 > 0, such that

γ1 − γ2 ≥ 0,[
Φ11 Φ12

Φ⊤
12 −γ2InN

]
≤ 0,

(24)

where Φ11 and Φ12 are defined in (27).

The chosen parameters γ, γ1, γ2, α, c1, and c2, as well as the
excitation parameters ῑ3, ι3, r4 and T , influence the feasibility
of the LMI (24). However, by choosing large enough values
for the parameters γ, γ2, c1, and c2 it is possible to obtain a
solution that renders the LMI (24) feasible. With the known
parameters γ1 and γ2, the gain Γ̄ can be selected as given in
the following theorem.

Theorem 2. Consider the system (21) together with Assump-
tion 2, as well as input δ(t) and output z(t) given in (22). Fix
the constants γ > 0 and α > 0, and choose c2 > 0, such that[ c2ι3

2 −Q⊤

−Q Ip

]
> 0. (25)

Suppose that Problem 1 is feasible for γ > 0, γ1 > 0, γ2 > 0,
α > 0, c1 > 0, and c2 > 0. Choose Γ̄, such that

√
γ1InN ≥ Γ̄ ≥ √

γ2InN , (26)

then the system (21) with output (22) has an L2-gain of at
most

√
γ.

By leaving γ > 0 as a decision variable and combining
the LMI (24) with a minimization over γ, we can formulate a
semi-definite program (SDP). From the solution of the SDP,
we can determine the gain Γ̄ utilizing (26). This solution
depends on the chosen additional consensus gain α. Thus, we
combine the SDP with a nonlinear optimization routine in the
scalar decision variable α. This idea gives rise to the following
corollary.

Corollary 3. Consider the system (21) together with Assump-
tion 2 and input δ(t) and output z(t) given in (22). Choose
α > 0 as

arg max
α∈R>0

ι3(α)

ῑ3(α)
,
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Φ11 =


ϕ11 0 0 0

0 − c2ι3
2 InN Q⊤ 0

0 Q −Ip W

0 0 W⊤ ϕ44

 , Φ
OE
11 =


ϕ11 0 (QOE)⊤ 0
0 − c2ι3

2 InN 0 0

QOE 0 −Ip WOE

0 0 (WOE)⊤ ϕ44

 , Φ12 =


0
0
0

− 2c1√
c2ι3

∆̄⊤
1

 ,

ϕ11 = (−c1 + c2T ) I(
nNy+Nne(t)

) , ϕ44 =
8c2 ῑ

2
3

ι3
∆̄

⊤
1 ∆̄1 +

(
c1 +

8c2 ῑ
2
3r4γ1

ι3

)
∆̄

⊤
2 ∆̄2 − γIr.

(27)

with ι3, and ῑ3 defined in (14). Choose c2 > 0, such that (25)
is satisfied. Solve the following SDP in the scalar decision
variables (c1, γ1, γ2, γ):

minimize γ

subject to : γ > 0, γ1 − γ2 ≥ 0,[
Φ11 Φ12

Φ⊤
12 −γ2InN

]
≤ 0,

(28)

where Φ11 and Φ12 are defined in (27). If the SDP (28) is
feasible, choose Γ̄, such that

√
γ1InN ≥ Γ̄ ≥ √

γ2InN .

In such case, the system (21) with output (22) has an L2-gain
of at most

√
γ.

Following [15, Corollary 2], it is straightforward to extend
the result of Corollary 3 to the modified output

zOE(t) = QOEΛ̄(t)x̃d(t) +WOEδ(t), (29)

with QOE ∈ Rp×(nNy+Nne(t)), WOE ∈ Rp×r, and restrictions
(WOE)⊤WOE = Ir and (QOE)⊤WOE = 0. Here, only
the states reflected in the output error ỹ(t) given in (8) are
considered in the performance output zOE(t). This improves
the feasibility of the method as the choice of c2 > 0 is no
longer constrained by the size of Q⊤Q. Following this idea,
we have the next result.

Corollary 4. Consider the system (21) together with Assump-
tion 2, input δ(t) and output zOE(t) given in (29). Choose
α > 0 as

arg max
α

ι3(α)

ῑ3(α)
, (30)

with ι3, and ῑ3 defined in (14). Fix the constant c2 > 0 and
solve the following SDP (31) in the scalar decision variables
(c1, γ1, γ2, γ):

minimize γ

subject to : γ > 0, γ1 − γ2 ≥ 0,[
ΦOE

11 Φ12

Φ⊤
12 −γ2InN

]
≤ 0,

(31)

where ΦOE
11 and Φ12 are defined in (27). If the SDP (31) is

feasible, choose Γ̄, such that
√
γ1InN ≥ Γ̄ ≥ √

γ2InN . (32)

In such case, the system (21) with output (29) has an L2-gain
of at most

√
γ.

In view of the results in Corollaries 1 to 4, we propose a
two-step tuning process. First, α satisfying (30) is chosen in a
way that the convergence time (see (17)) and the ISS-gain (see

(20)) are minimized. This requires an initial guess of Γ̄0, since
the convergence time and the ISS-gain depend on Γ̄. Then, Γ̄
is updated by solving the SDP (31). Hence, guaranteeing an
L2-gain of at most

√
γ.

In a practical setting, the excitation parameters ῑ3, ι3, r4,
and T are typically not known exactly but rather upper and
lower bounds for them, e.g., obtained by analyzing previous
measurement data. The following proposition is a direct ex-
tension of [15, Proposition 1] to the tuning method presented
in this work. It shows that exact knowledge of the excitation
parameters is not required, but upper and lower bounds are
sufficient to guarantee robust performance.

Proposition 1. Assume that (24) is satisfied with constants
γ∗ > 0, γ∗

1 ≥ γ∗
2 > 0, α∗ > 0, c∗1 > 0, c∗2 > 0, ῑ∗3 ≥ ι∗3 > 0,

r∗4 > 0, and T ∗ > 0. Then, (24) remains valid for any ῑ3, ι3,
r4, and T ∗ > 0 that satisfy

ῑ∗3 ≥ ῑ3 ≥ ι3 ≥ ι∗3 > 0, r∗4 ≥ r4 > 0, T ∗ ≥ T > 0. (33)

It is straightforward to extend this proposition to the results
of Corollary 3 and 4. Hence, these additions are not stated here
explicitly. Moreover, as as seen from Lemmas 1 and 2, ῑ3 and
ι3 depend on the choice of gains α and Γ̄. For the application
of Theorem 2 as well as Corollaries 3 and 4, an admissible
range of possible gains should be decided on a priori. Hence,
ῑ∗3 and ι∗3 can be calculated using the limit cases of the selected
range.

IV. APPLICATION EXAMPLE

To illustrate our results, we consider six identical mass-
spring-damper systems (cf. [4]). The ith system model is given
by

ξ̇1,i(t) = ξ2,i(t),

ξ̇2,i(t) =
1

k1
(ui(t)− k2ξ1,i(t)− k3(t)ξ2,i(t)) ,

(34)

with ξ̇2,i(t), ξ2,i(t), ξ1,i(t), and ui(t) denoting the known local
acceleration, velocity, displacement, and input, respectively.
The unknown and constant global spring coefficient and mass
are denoted by k2 and k1, respectively. The damper coeffi-
cient k3(t) is considered slowly time-varying and modeled
as k̇3(t) = d1 sin(0.5t), with the amplitude d1. The inputs
are defined as u1(t) = sin(t), u2(t) = 2 cos(0.5t), u3(t) =
3 sin(3t), u4(t) = 3 cos(2t), u5(t) = sin(t) + 0.5 cos(t), and
u6(t) = 2 sin(3t) + cos(0.4t). The communication structure
among the agents is depicted in Figure 1.

We simulate the system (34) for 50 seconds us-
ing the programming language Julia and the package
DifferentialEquations.jl [22]. The results for d1 = 0 and
d1 = 1 are shown in Figure 2.
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Fig. 1: Communication structure among the six agents.
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ẋ 2ex

-2

-1

0

1

2

x1,1
ex x1,2

ex

x1,3
ex x1,4

ex

x1,5
ex x1,6

ex

x2,1
ex x2,2

ex

x2,3
ex x2,4

ex

x2,5
ex x2,6

ex

x3,1
ex x3,2

ex

x3,3
ex x3,4

ex

x3,5
ex x3,6

ex

(a) Constant parameters:
d1 = 0

0 20 40
x 1ex

-0.5

0.0

0.5

0 20 40

x 2ex

-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

t [s]
0 20 40
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(b) Time-varying parameters:
d1 = 1

Fig. 2: Simulation results of the system (34).

We facilitate the application of the distributed parameter
estimator (3) by recasting the system (34) as a LRE (2) with

yexi (t) = ξ̇2,i(t), Cex
i (t) =

[
ui(t) −ξ1,i(t) −ξ2,i(t)

]
,

θex(t) =
[
1/k1 k2/k1 k3(t)/k1

]⊤
.

(35)

Furthermore, we consider the disturbance δ(t) ∈ R3

δ(t) =
[
d1 sin(0.5t) d2 sin(50t) d3 sin(50t)

]⊤
, (36)

where the first component models the parameter variation,
the second one local measurement noise, and the third one
disturbances in the communication channels. This is reflected
in the disturbed error dynamics (21) by defining

∆̄1 = 16 ⊗

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 1

 , ∆̄2 =

[
06 16 06

018 018 118

]
.

To employ the tuning method as specified in Corollary 4, we
define the performance output z ∈ R5 as in (29) and choose

QOE =

[
16 06 06×3

018 118 018×3

]⊤
, WOE =

[
02×3

I3

]
.

For applying Corollary 4, lower and upper bounds on the
observability Gramian (13) are required (see Proposition 1).
Although the existence of these bounds is proven in Lemma 2,
the exact values provided are conservative. This makes it
more difficult to solve the optimization problem formulated in
Corollary 4. We obtain less conservative values by approximat-
ing these bounds by numerical calculation of the observability

Scenario d1 d2 d3 Description

1 0 1 1
2

No parameter variation, high noise level,
high communication disturbances

2 1
2

1 1
2

Slow parameter variation, high noise level,
high communication disturbances

3 2 1
4

1
8

Fast parameter variation, low noise level,
low communication disturbances

4 2 0 0
Fast parameter variation, no noise level,
no communication disturbances

5 2 1 1
2

Fast parameter variation, high noise level,
high communication disturbances

TABLE I: Considered scenarios with the corresponding dis-
turbance amplitudes.

Gramian (13). For this, we differentiate the observability
Gramian w.r.t. time to obtain its differential equation

Ṁ(t) = Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)Γ̄M(t) +M(t)Γ̄Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)

+ Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t) , M(t0) = 0.
(37)

As Λ̄(t) depends on the simulation results of the system (34),
the oriented incidence matrix D(t), and the gain α (see (5)),
we can calculate M(t) for different initial times t0, integration
intervals T , and gains Γ̄ and α. The lower and upper bounds on
the resulting Gramian M(t = T ) are obtained by calculating
its smallest and largest eigenvalue, respectively.

After simulating the mass-spring-damper systems (34), we
numerically approximate these bounds by solving (37) with a
fixed integration interval T = 0.01 for 1000 different initial
times. The results are searched for the worst case. We estimate
the lower bound ι3 using the smallest values of the gains
that we expect to be reasonable for the system setup. For an
estimate of the upper bound ῑ3, we use the largest expected
values of the gains.

After obtaining ι3 and ῑ3 as explained above, we derive
gains Γ̄ and α, which minimize the L2-gain by following
Corollary 4. We solve the optimization problem utilizing the
Julia package JuMP [23] and solve the SDP with MOSEK
[24]. The optimal gains found by this procedure are Γ̄∗ =
1.93InN and α∗ = 1.05.

To investigate the performance of the algorithm using the
optimized gains, we define five scenarios with varying distur-
bances acting on the system, modeled by different amplitudes
d1, d2, and d3 of the disturbance components (36). The
considered scenarios are detailed in Table I. We illustrate the
trajectories of the estimation errors for a nominal scenario
without perturbations and Scenario 2 according to Table I in
Figure 3. The initial conditions of the parameter estimators
are chosen randomly. The estimation errors of the six agents
shown in Figure 3 are defined as

θ̃exi,j(t) = θ̂exi,j(t)− θexi,j(t),

where i = {1, 2, 3} denotes the considered parameter and
j = {1, 2, ..., 6} denotes the agent estimating the parameter.
We obtain θ̂exi,j(t) by solving (3) and θexi,j(t) is defined in (35).
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(b) Scenario 2:
d1 = 0.5, d2 = 1, d3 = 0.5

Fig. 3: Estimation errors of the six agents.

The results of all scenarios are evaluated using the L2-gain
as a metric

√
γ =

√∫ 50

0
(zOE)

⊤
(s)zOE(s)ds√∫ 50

0
δ⊤(s)δ(s)ds

. (38)

For each of the five scenarios, we simulate the disturbed
estimation error dynamics (21) with zero initial conditions
and the optimized gains as well as six additional gains chosen
smaller and larger than the optimal ones. The values of the
metric

√
γ as defined in (38) for the different scenarios and

gains, as well as the average value of
√
γ for each gain over

the five scenarios are shown in Figure 4.
As seen from Figure 4, the optimized gains α∗ and Γ̄∗

provide a good trade-off between fast convergence speed,
measurement noise, and communication disturbance attenu-
ation and perform well in all scenarios. The optimized gains
show the smallest average value of

√
γ over all five scenarios

of all the gains. In Scenario 1, with high noise levels and
high communication disturbances but no parameter variations,
low gains perform better. However, once parameter variations
are considered, the performance deteriorates. Without noise
and communication disturbances (Scenario 4), higher gains
improve the performance, whereas they perform poorly in
the presence of noise and communication disturbances. In
Scenario 5, with fast parameter variations, high noise levels,
and high communication disturbances, the optimized gains
show the smallest value of

√
γ, demonstrating the effectiveness

of the proposed tuning method.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we recast the error dynamics of a C+I-based
distributed parameter estimator to reflect the error dynamics
induced by the classical gradient descent algorithm. Proving
the UCO of this system paved the way to obtain a strong LF
by using a scaled version of the observability Gramian as a
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Fig. 4: The calculated values of the metric
√
γ as defined in

(38) for the five scenarios given in Table I using different
gains, as well as the average value of

√
γ for each gain over

the five scenarios.

strictifying term. This strong LF was utilized to derive conver-
gence bounds for the error dynamics and the ISS-gain w.r.t. an
affine disturbance. Also, it allowed us to provide LMI-based
tools to tune the algorithm’s gains such that a guaranteed upper
bound on the L2-gain with respect to parameter variations,
measurement noise, and disturbances in the communication
channels is achieved. Finally, an application example demon-
strated the advantages of the derived method. It was shown
that the optimized gains provide a good trade-off between
fast convergence speed and the attenuation of measurement
noise and communication disturbances. The derived tuning
criteria greatly benefit the practical application of C+I-based
distributed parameter estimators, and it is ongoing work to
apply this method to power system applications.

VI. PROOF OF THE MAIN RESULTS

A. Proof of Lemma 1

For establishing the result of Lemma 1, we need to de-
rive a lower and upper bound on the observability Gramian
MOI(t, t− T ) as defined in (12), which can be expanded as

MOI(t, t− T ) = H̄(t) + K̄(t), (39)

H̄(t) =

∫ t

t−T
C̄⊤(s)C̄(s)ds, K̄(t) =

∫ t

t−T
αL̄(s)ds.

The existence of a lower bound is proven in [4], and a lower
bound for time-invariant graphs is provided in [3]. Building
on these results, we extend the result to time-varying graphs.
Following Assumption 2,

∫ t
t−T L(s)ds has only one zero

eigenvalue λ1 with the corresponding constant unit eigenvector
νsp1 = 1√

n
1n. From the spectrum property of the Kronecker

product [19, Chaper 8.2], it follows that
∫ t
t−T L̄(s)ds has N

zero eigenvalues λ1, ...λN , whose N constant eigenvectors can
be written as νi = 1√

n
1n ⊗ ei, where ei ∈ RN denotes

a standard Cartesian unit vector. The remaining nN − N
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a
⊤
(t)V

⊤
H̄(t)V a(t) =

1

n
a
⊤
(t)


e⊤1 ... e⊤1

...
. . .

...
e⊤N ... e⊤N



H1(t) 0 ... 0

0 H2(t) ... 0

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 ... Hn(t)



e1 ... eN
...

. . .
...

e1 ... eN

 a(t)

=
1

n
a
⊤
(t)


e⊤1
∑n

i=1Hi(t)e1 e⊤1
∑n

i=1Hi(t)e2 ... e⊤1
∑n

i=1Hi(t)eN
e⊤2
∑n

i=1Hi(t)e1 e⊤2
∑n

i=1Hi(t)e2 ... e⊤2
∑n

i=1Hi(t)eN
...

...
. . .

...
e⊤N
∑n

i=1Hi(t)e1 e⊤N
∑n

i=1Hi(t)e2 ... e⊤N
∑n

i=1Hi(t)eN

 a(t) =
1

n
a
⊤
(t)

∫ t

t−T

n∑
i=1

Ci
⊤
(s)Ci(s)dsa(t) ≥

ι1
n

∥a(t)∥2
.

(41)

∣∣∣∣∣∣2
N∑

i=0

ai(t)ν
⊤
i H̄(t)

nN∑
j=N+1

bj(t)µj(t)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2
∥∥∥a⊤(t)V

⊤
∥∥∥ ∥∥H̄(t)

∥∥ ∥U(t)b(t)∥ ≤ 2 ∥a(t)∥ ∥V ∥︸︷︷︸
=1

∥U(t)∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
=1

∥b(t)∥

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥


H1(t) 0 ... 0

0 H2(t) ... 0

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 ... Hn(t)


∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

≤ 2 ∥a(t)∥ ∥b(t)∥max
∀t,i

∥Hi(t)∥ = 2 ∥a(t)∥ ∥b(t)∥max
∀t,i

∥∥∥∥∫ t

t−T

C
⊤
i (s)Ci(s)ds

∥∥∥∥ ≤ 2 ∥a(t)∥ ∥b(t)∥max
∀t,i

∫ t

t−T

∥∥∥C⊤
i (s)Ci(s)

∥∥∥ ds
≤ 2r2T ∥a(t)∥ ∥b(t)∥ = 2r2T

√
∥a(t)∥2 (1 − ∥a(t)∥2).

(42)

time-varying unit eigenvectors µi(t) have associated positive
time-varying eigenvalues, which can be lower bounded by the
constant λ ≤ λi(t), ∀i ≥ N+1. Consequently, we can express
any unit vector w as a linear combination of these eigenvectors
as

w =

N∑
i=1

ai(t)νi +

nN∑
i=N+1

bi(t)µi(t), (40)

with a(t) := [a1(t), ..., aN (t)]⊤, b(t) = [bN+1(t), ..., bnN ]⊤,
and ∥a(t)∥2 + ∥b(t)∥2 = 1.
Defining V := [ν1, ..., νN ], we can express the first term of
(39) as

w⊤H̄(t)w = a⊤(t)V ⊤H̄(t)V a(t)

+ 2

N∑
i=0

ai(t)ν
⊤
i H̄(t)

nN∑
j=N+1

bj(t)µj(t)

+

nN∑
i=N+1

bi(t)µi(t)
⊤H̄(t)

nN∑
j=N+1

bj(t)µj(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
≥0

,

where the third term is non negative since C̄⊤(t)C̄(t) ≥ 0.
The first term can be bounded employing the cPE (9) and
defining Hi(t) :=

∫ t
t−T C⊤

i (s)Ci(s)ds as

a⊤(t)V ⊤H̄(t)V a(t) ≥ ι1
n
∥(t)∥2,

where the derivation is provided in (41). The second, indef-
inite term can be bounded by defining the orthogonal matrix
U(t) := [µN+1(t), ..., µnN (t)], recalling Assumption 2, and
by using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality [25, Equation B7]

∣∣2a⊤(t)V ⊤H̄(t)U(t)b(t)
∣∣ = 2r2T

√
∥a(t)∥2 (1− ∥a(t)∥2).

The derivation is provided in (42). Hence, we have

w⊤H̄(t)w ≥ ι1
n
∥a(t)∥2 − 2r2T

√
∥a(t)∥2 (1− ∥a(t)∥2).

For the second term of (39), we derive the following bound

w⊤K̄(t)w = α

N∑
i=0

ai(t)ν
⊤
i

∫ t

t−T
L̄(s)ds

N∑
j=0

ajνj︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0nN

+ 2α

nN∑
i=N+1

bi(t)µi(t)
⊤
∫ t

t−T
L̄(s)ds

N∑
j=1

aj(t)νj︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0nN

+ α

nN∑
i=N+1

bi(t)µi(t)
⊤
∫ t

t−T
L̄(s)ds

nN∑
j=N+1

bj(t)µj(t)

= +α

nN∑
i=N+1

nN∑
j=N+1

bi(t)bj(t)λj(t)µi(t)
⊤µj(t)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=1, if i=j,
=0, else.

= α

nN∑
i=N+1

b2i (t)λi(t) ≥ αλ∥b(t)∥2 = αλ(1− ∥a(t)∥2),

and consequently, we establish the following strictly positive
lower bound

MOI(t, t− T ) ≥ min
∀∥a(t)∥2≤1

max

{
αλ(1− ∥a(t)∥2),

ι1
n
∥a(t)∥2 − 2r2T

√
∥a(t)∥2 (1− ∥a(t)∥2)

}
=: ι2,

as H̄(t) and K̄(t) are positive semi-definite.
To establish a upper bound of MOI(t, t − T ), we recall As-
sumption 2 and bound the block-diagonal matrix C̄(t)⊤C̄(t)
with blocks Ci(t)

⊤Ci(t) as

∥C̄(t)⊤C̄(t)∥ ≤ max
∀t,i

λmax(Ci(t)
⊤Ci(t)) = r2.

Moreover, from the spectrum property of the Kronecker prod-
uct, we have that

∥L̄(t)∥ = ∥L(t)∥ ≤ max
∀t

λmax(L(t)) = r3.
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Hence, we have that

MOI(t, t− T ) ≤
∫ t

t−T
r4ds = Tr4 =: ῑ2,

which concludes the proof.

B. Proof of Lemma 2

We first establish a bound on the output matrix Λ̄(t) as

∥Λ̄(t)∥ = ∥Λ̄⊤(t)∥ = ∥Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)∥ 1
2

= ∥C̄⊤(t)C̄(t) + αL̄(t)∥ 1
2 ≤

√
r4.

Then, we follow the proof of [20] until Equation 23. As the
system matrix of (11) is the zero matrix A(t) = 0, it has
the bound ∥A(t)∥ ≤ 0 (denoted as γ in [20]), making [20,
Equation 24] ill-conditioned. As the state-transition matrix of
(11) is the identity matrix, we rewrite [20, Equation 23] as∫ t

s

∥InN∥2dp = t− s.

Then, following the procedure of Zhang et al. and denoting
by w an arbitrary unit vector, [20, Equation 25] becomes

∫ t

t−T

∥∥∥∥Λ̄(s)∫ t

s

InN Γ̄Λ̄⊤(p)Λ̄(p)Φ̄(p, t)wdp

∥∥∥∥2 ds
≤ r21r

2
4

∫ t

t−T

∫ t

s

dp

∫ t

s

∥Λ̄(p)Φ̄(p, t)w∥2dpds

=
1

2
r21r

2
4T

2

∫ t

s

∥Λ̄(p)Φ̄(p, t)w∥2dp.

Hence, and differing from [20], we define

φ1 :=
1

2
r21r

2
4T

2,

which is denoted as φ in [20]. The rest of the proof remains
equivalent to [20].

C. Proof of Theorem 1

The first term of the LF candidate V (x̃, t) (16) can be bounded
as

T

2
λmax(Γ̄

−1)∥x̃(t)∥2 ≥ x̃⊤(t)
T

2
Γ̄−1x̃(t)

≥ T

2
λmin(Γ̄

−1)∥x̃(t)∥2.

For ease of notation, we define

f(s, t) := Φ̄⊤(s, t)Λ̄⊤(s)Λ̄(s)Φ̄(s, t).

As ῑ3InN ≥
∫ t
t−T f(s, t)ds (see Lemma 2), and

0 ≤ s− t+ T ≤ T in the time-interval s ∈ [t − T, T ], we
can bound the second term of V (x̃, t) as

T ῑ3∥x̃(t)∥2 ≥ x̃⊤(t)

∫ t

t−T
(s− t+ T )f(s, t)dsx̃(t) ≥ 0.

Thus, the LF candidate (16) is positive definite with the
following bounds(

T

2
λmax(Γ̄

−1) + T ῑ3

)
∥x̃(t)∥2 ≥ V (x̃, t)

≥ T

2
λmin(Γ̄

−1)∥x̃(t)∥2 > 0.

(43)

The time derivative of V (x̃, t) along the solutions of (8) is
obtained from

V̇ (x̃, t) = x̃⊤(t)

(
−
(
Γ̄Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)

)⊤
P (t)

− P (t)Γ̄Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t) + Ṗ (t)

)
x̃(t).

(44)

Recall the following properties of the state-transition matrix
of the system (8) (see, e.g., [26, Theorem 1.1.1])

Φ̄(t, t) = InN ,
∂Φ̄(s, t)

∂t
= Φ̄(s, t)Γ̄Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t),

∂Φ̄⊤(s, t)

∂t
= Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)Γ̄Φ̄⊤(s, t),

then Ṗ (t) can be expressed using the Leibniz integral rule as

Ṗ (t) =

∫ t

t−T

∂

∂t
(s− t+ T )f(s, t)ds+ T Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)

= −
∫ t

t−T
f(s, t)ds+ T Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)

+ Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)Γ̄

∫ t

t−T
(s− t+ T )f(s, t)ds

+

∫ t

t−T
(s− t+ T )f(s, t)dsΓ̄Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)

Consequently, V̇ (x̃, t) can be upper-bounded by substitution
of Ṗ (t) in (44)

V̇ (x̃, t) = x̃⊤(t)

(
− Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)Γ̄

∫ t

t−T
(s− t+ T )f(s, t)ds

−
∫ t

t−T
(s− t+ T )f(s, t)dsΓ̄Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)− T Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)

+ Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)Γ̄

∫ t

t−T
(s− t+ T )f(s, t)ds

+

∫ t

t−T
(s− t+ T )f(s, t)dsΓ̄Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t) + T Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)

−
∫ t

t−T
f(s, t)ds

)
x̃(t)

= −x̃⊤(t)

∫ t

t−T
f(s, t)dsx̃(t) ≤ −ι3∥x̃(t)∥2 < 0.

(45)

Hence, V (x̃, t) defined in (16) is a strong LF for the system
(8). Utilizing Lyapunov’s stability theorem (see, e.g., [21,
Theorem 4.1]), we can conclude GUAS of the zero equilibrium
solution of (8).
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D. Proof of Corollary 1

As seen from (43) and (45), the LF given in Theorem 1
satisfies

κ1∥x̃(t)∥2 ≥ V (x̃, t) ≥ κ2∥x̃(t)∥2,
V̇ (x̃, t) ≤ −ι3∥x̃(t)∥2,

(46)

with

κ1 =

(
T

2
λmax(Γ̄

−1) + T ῑ3

)
, κ2 =

T

2
λmin(Γ̄

−1).

From (46) it follows that

V̇ (x̃, t) ≤ − ι3
κ1

V (x̃, t),

and hence, from the Comparison Lemma [21, Chap. 3], we
have ∫ V (x̃,t)

V (x̃,t0)

1

v(x̃, τ)
dv(x̃, τ) ≤

∫ t

t0

− ι3
κ1

dτ.

Solving the integrals provides

V (x̃, t) ≤ V (x̃, t0)e
− ι3

κ1
(t−t0).

Now, by substituting the right-hand side by the lower and the
left-hand side by the upper bound provided in (46), we get

κ2∥x̃(t)∥2 ≤ κ1∥x̃(t0)∥2e−
ι3
κ1

(t−t0).

The proof is completed by taking the square root and rear-
ranging the terms to obtain

∥x̃(t)∥ ≤
√

κ1

κ2
∥x̃(t0)∥e−

ι3
2κ1

(t−t0).

E. Proof of Corollary 2

The time derivative of V (x̃, t) (16) along the solutions of (19)
is obtained from

V̇ (x̃, t) = x̃⊤(t)

(
− Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)Γ̄P (t)− P (t)Γ̄Λ̄⊤(t)Λ̄(t)

+ Ṗ (t)

)
x̃(t) + x̃⊤(t)P (t)δISS(t) + δ⊤ISS(t)P (t)x̃(t)

≤ −ι3∥x̃(t)∥2 + 2κ1∥x̃(t)∥∥δISS(t)∥.

We use the term −ι3∥x̃(t)∥2 to dominate 2κ1∥x̃(t)∥∥δISS(t)∥
for sufficiently large ∥x̃(t)∥

V̇ (x̃, t) ≤− ι3(1− β)∥x̃(t)∥2 +
(
− ι3β∥x̃(t)∥

+ 2κ1∥δISS(t)∥
)
∥x̃(t)∥,

where we introduced 0 < β < 1. Hence, we have

V̇ (x̃, t) ≤ −ι3(1− β)∥x̃(t)∥2, ∀ ∥x̃(t)∥ ≥ 2κ1

ι3β
∥∥δISS(t)∥,

fulfilling the conditions of [21, Theorem 4.19] with

α1

(
∥x̃(t)∥2

)
= κ2∥x̃(t)∥2, α2

(
∥x̃(t)∥2

)
= κ1∥x̃(t)∥2,

ρ (∥δISS(t)∥) =
2κ1

ι3β
∥∥δISS(t)∥.

According to [21, Theorem 4.19], the ISS-gain from the
disturbance δISS(t) to the state x̃(t) is

γISS (∥δISS(t)∥) = α−1
1 ◦ α2 ◦ ρ (∥δISS(t)∥)

=
2κ1

ι3β

√
κ1

κ2
(∥δISS(t)∥) ,

where ◦ denotes the function composition operator. Hence,
the upper bound of the ISS gain is obtained as denoted in
(20).

F. Proof of Theorem 2

We modify the strong LF from Theorem 1, by introducing the
scalar weighing factors c1 > 0 and c2 > 0

V d(x̃d, t) = (x̃d)⊤(t)P d(t)x̃d(t),

with

P d(t) = c1Γ̄
−1 + c2Π̄(t),

Π̄(t) =

∫ t

t−T
(s− t+ T )Φ̄⊤(s, t)Λ̄⊤(s)Λ̄(s)Φ̄(s, t)ds.

The time derivative of V d(x̃d, t) along the solutions of (21)
is obtained from1

V̇ d(x̃d, t) = (x̃d)⊤
(
(c2T − 2c1) Λ̄

⊤Λ̄− c2Π̄
)
x̃d

+ (x̃d)⊤
(
c1Λ̄

⊤∆̄2 + c2Π̄Γ̄Λ̄⊤∆̄2 − c1Γ̄
−1∆̄1 − c2Π̄∆̄1

)
δ

+ δ⊤
(
c1∆̄

⊤
2 Λ̄ + c2∆̄

⊤
2 Λ̄Γ̄Π̄− c1∆̄

⊤
1 Γ̄

−1 − c2∆̄
⊤
1 Π̄

)
x̃d.

We get the following set of inequalities by using Young’s
inequality

c1(x̃
d)⊤Λ̄⊤∆̄2δ + c1δ

⊤∆̄⊤
2 Λ̄x̃

d ≤
c1x̃

dΛ̄⊤Λ̄x̃d + c1δ
⊤∆̄⊤

2 ∆̄2δ ,

c1(x̃
d)⊤Γ̄−1∆̄1δ + c1δ

⊤∆̄⊤
1 Γ̄

−1x̃d ≤
c1
ϵ1
δ⊤∆̄⊤

1 ∆̄1δ + c1ϵ1(x̃
d)⊤

(
Γ̄−1

)2
x̃d ,

c2(x̃
d)⊤Π̄Γ̄Λ̄⊤∆̄2δ + c2δ

⊤∆̄⊤
2 Λ̄Γ̄Π̄x̃d ≤

c2
ϵ2
(x̃d)⊤Π̄Γ̄Λ̄⊤Λ̄Γ̄Π̄x̃d + c2ϵ2δ

⊤∆̄⊤
2 ∆̄2δ ,

c2(x̃
d)⊤Π̄∆̄1δ + c2δ

⊤∆̄1Π̄x̃d ≤
c2
ϵ3
δ⊤∆̄⊤

1 ∆̄1δ + c2ϵ3(x̃
d)⊤Π̄2x̃d.

Defining χ⊤ =
[
(x̃d)⊤Λ̄⊤ (x̃d)⊤ z⊤ δ⊤

]
and

ϵ1 =
λ2
min(Γ̄)c2ι3

4c1
, ϵ2 =

8ῑ23r4λ
2
max(Γ̄)

ι3
, ϵ3 =

ι3
8ῑ23

,

we bound the time derivative of V d(x̃d) as

V̇ d(x̃d) ≤ χ⊤Ψ1χ+
4c21

c2λ2
min(Γ̄)ι3

δ⊤∆̄⊤
1 ∆̄1δ, (47)

with Ψ1 defined in (48). To investigate the L2-gain of the
error system (21), we recall that if V̇ d(x̃d) ≤ −z⊤z + γδ⊤δ
holds the system (21) has an L2-gain of less or equal to

√
γ

1For the remainder of the notation, all signals’ time arguments are omitted.
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Ψ1 =


ψ11 0 0 0

0
−c2ι3

2 InN 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 ψ44

 , Ψ2 =


0 0 0 0

0 0 Q⊤ 0
0 Q −Ip W

0 0 W⊤ −γIr

 , Ψ
OE
2 =


0 0 Q⊤ 0
0 0 0 0

Q 0 −Ip WOE

0 0 (WOE)⊤ −γIr

 ,

ψ11 = (−c1 + c2T ) I(
nNy+Nne(t)

) , ψ44 =
8c2 ῑ

2
3

ι3
∆̄

⊤
1 ∆̄1 +

(
c1 +

8c2 ῑ
2
3r4λ

2
max(Γ̄)

ι3

)
∆̄

⊤
2 ∆̄2.

(48)

[17, Section 8.1]. Using (47) and (23), we can rewrite this
condition as

V̇ d(x̃d) + z⊤z − γδ⊤δ ≤ χ⊤Ψ1χ+
4c21

c2λ2
min(Γ̄)ι3

δ⊤∆̄⊤
1 ∆̄1δ

+ z⊤z − γδ⊤δ + z⊤z − z⊤z

= χ⊤
(
Ψ1 +Ψ2 +Φ12

(
λ2
min(Γ̄)InN

)−1
Φ⊤

12

)
χ ≤ 0,

(49)

with Ψ2 and Φ12 defined in (48) and (27), respectively.
Utilizing the Schur complement [27, Sec. 4.2.3], we can verify
that condition (49) is fulfilled for[

Ψ1 +Ψ2 Φ12

Φ⊤
12 −λ2

min(Γ̄)InN

]
≤ 0.

Defining γ1 := λ2
max(Γ̄) and γ2 := λ2

min(Γ̄) and noticing that
Φ11 = Ψ1 +Ψ2 completes the proof.

G. Proof of Corollary 4

We define

(χOE)⊤ =
[
(x̃d)⊤Λ̄⊤ (x̃d)⊤ (zOE)⊤ δ⊤

]
,

and follow the proof of Theorem 2 until (49), where we replace
z with the modified performance output zOE defined in (29)
and χ with χOE. This yields

V̇ d(x̃d) + (zOE)⊤zOE − γδ⊤δ ≤ (χOE)⊤Ψ1χ
OE

+
4c21

c2γ2ι3
δ⊤∆̄⊤

1 ∆̄1δ + (zOE)⊤zOE − γδ⊤δ

+ (zOE)⊤zOE − (zOE)⊤zOE

= (χOE)⊤
(
Ψ1 +ΨOE

2 +Φ12

(
λ2
min(Γ̄)InN

)−1
Φ⊤

12

)
χOE

≤ 0,
(50)

with Ψ1 and ΨOE
2 defined in (48) and Φ12 defined in (27).

Utilizing the Schur complement [27, Sec. 4.2.3], we can verify
that condition (50) is fulfilled for[

Ψ1 +ΨOE
2 Φ12

Φ⊤
12 −γ2InN

]
≤ 0.

Noticing that ΦOE
11 = Ψ1 +ΨOE

2 completes the proof.

H. Proof of Proposition 1

From (49), we define

Ω(γ, γ1, γ2,α, c2, c1, ῑ3, ι3, r4, T ) :=

χ⊤
(
Φ11 +Φ12 (γ2InN )

−1
Φ⊤

12

)
χ,

and Ω1 := Ω(γ∗, γ∗
1 , γ

∗
2 , α

∗, c∗1, c
∗
2, ῑ3, ι3, r4, T ). Replacing the

upper and lower bounds of the excitation parameters (33), we

have Ω∗ := Ω(γ∗, γ∗
1 , γ

∗
2 , α

∗, c∗1, c
∗
2, ῑ

∗
3, ι

∗
3, r

∗
4 , T

∗) ≤ 0, since
(24) is fulfilled as defined in Proposition 1 and (24) implies
(49). We evaluate the difference

Ω1 − Ω∗ = χ⊤
(
Φ̃11

)
χ+

4(c∗1)
2

c∗2γ
∗
2

(
1

ι3
− 1

ι∗3

)
δ⊤∆̄⊤

1 ∆̄1δ,

where Φ̃11 is defined in (51). From (33), we have

T ∗ ≥ T,
1

ι∗3
≥ 1

ι3
,
(ῑ∗3)

2r∗4
ι∗3

≥ ῑ23r4
ι3

,
(ῑ∗3)

2

ι∗3
≥ ῑ23

ι3
,

and, hence, Ω1 − Ω∗ ≤ 0. Consequently, we conclude that

V̇ d(x̃d) + z⊤z − γδ⊤δ ≤ Ω1 ≤ 0,

which implies (24) using the Schur complement.
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ῑ23
ι3

− (ῑ∗3)2
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