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Abstract— We consider direct policy optimization for the
linear-quadratic Gaussian (LQG) setting. Over the past few
years, it has been recognized that the landscape of dynamic
output-feedback controllers of relevance to LQG has an intri-
cate geometry, particularly pertaining to the existence of degen-
erate stationary points, that hinders gradient methods. In order
to address these challenges, in this paper, we adopt a system-
theoretic coordinate-invariant Riemannian metric for the space
of dynamic output-feedback controllers and develop a Rieman-
nian gradient descent for direct LQG policy optimization. We
then proceed to prove that the orbit space of such controllers,
modulo the coordinate transformation, admits a Riemannian
quotient manifold structure. This geometric structure–that is of
independent interest–provides an effective approach to derive
direct policy optimization algorithms for LQG with a local
linear rate convergence guarantee. Subsequently, we show that
the proposed approach exhibits significantly faster and more
robust numerical performance as compared with ordinary
gradient descent.

I. INTRODUCTION

Direct policy optimization (PO) synthesizes controllers by
formalizing optimization problems over controller parame-
ters rather than first solving for value functions or Lyapunov
certificates, say using matrix inequalities. In recent years, PO
has been shown to be an effective first-order procedure for a
number of feedback synthesis problems, while also providing
a natural bridge between control synthesis and reinforcement
learning with stabilization guarantees [1].

In the PO setting, design problems such as the linear-
quadratic regulator (LQR), linear-quadratic Gaussian (LQG),
and mixed H2/H∞, are directly parameterized in terms
of the corresponding stabilizing feedback parameters; sub-
sequently, a first-order method is adopted to update these
parameters with the goal of local convergence guarantees
to the optimum. Such a “direct” synthesis procedure has
necessitated a deeper understanding of the interplay between
analytic properties of various control design objectives in
relation to the geometry of the space of stabilizing con-
trollers [2]–[5].

In the context of PO–as it turns out–LQG and the domain
of dynamic output-feedback controllers has a more intricate
landscape as compared with LQR and the domain of static
state-feedback controllers, hindering a straightforward adop-
tion of first order methods. This includes spurious non-strict
saddle points [6] and no coercivity. In fact, to the best of
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our knowledge, there are no local convergence guarantees
for LQG PO. There are a number of reasons for this.
First, the coordinate-invariance of LQG implies that each
stationary point lies within an “orbit” of stationary points.
This observation implies that the LQG cost admits stationary
points with singular Hessians. Next, certain systems can
admit degenerate LQG controllers, greatly impacting the
convergence rate of optimization algorithms. In fact, LQG
controllers can be non-minimal and have small stability mar-
gins. Lastly, the search space of full-order LQG controllers is
large with n2+nm+np dimensions, where n, m, and p are
the dimensions of the state, control, and output, respectively.

In this paper, we present a geometric framework to address
the aforementioned issues; the key ingredient of our approach
is framing PO for LQG over the Riemannian quotient man-
ifold of full-order minimal dynamic output-feedback con-
trollers modulo coordinate transformation. Specifically, we
prove that this setup is well-defined and leads to a Rieman-
nian gradient descent (RGD) algorithm for LQG. Note that
equipping a search space of an optimization problem with
a Riemannian metric for the purpose of developing efficient
algorithms for its solution is an active area of research in
systems theory, optimization, and statistical learning [7]–[9].
We show that our technique is far faster than gradient descent
(GD) by invoking [10, Thm. 4.19] for a proof of guaranteed
local linear convergence under a reasonable assumption on
the degeneracy of the LQG controller.

Although PO for control synthesis with implicit or explicit
requirements on stabilization is a relatively recent research
direction in control theory, our work benefits from tools
historically developed in geometric system theory pertaining
to orbit spaces of linear systems. In fact, examining such
orbits was initiated by Kalman and Hazewinkel in the early
1970s [11]–[15] in the context of system identification and
realization theory. In this paper, we show that these tools are
rather powerful for PO and data driven control since the set
of output-feedback controllers is in fact a family of linear
systems. In the meantime, optimization over the geometry
induced by orbits of linear (dynamic) controllers comes hand
in hand with a number of technical issues that are addressed
in this work.

II. PRELIMINARIES AND NOTATION

Consider the continuous-time linear system,

ẋ(t) = Ax(t) +Bu(t) + w(t), y(t) = Cx(t) + v(t), (1)
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as the plant model, where A ∈ Rn×n, B ∈ Rn×m, and
C ∈ Rp×n.

The process w(·) and measurement v(·) noise terms are
zero-mean Gaussian with covariance matrices W ∈ Sn+
(positive semidefinite) and V ∈ Sp++ (positive definite),
respectively. We also assume that (A,B) and (A,W 1/2) are
controllable and (A,C) is observable. An output-feedback
(dynamic) controller of order 1 ≤ q ≤ n for the plant (1) is
now parameterized as,

ξ̇(t) = AKξ(t) +BKy(t), u(t) = CKξ(t), (2)

where AK ∈ Rq×q , BK ∈ Rq×p and CK ∈ Rm×q . Let C̃q
be the set of all such qth-order output-feedback controllers,
represented as

K =

[
0m×p CK

BK AK

]
∈ R(m+q)×(p+q). (3)

Now, let Jq : C̃q → R be the LQG cost [5, Eq. 2] of
qth-order controllers, with Q ∈ Sn+ and R ∈ Sm++ as the
state and control cost matrices. We assume that (A,Q1/2) is
observable. Our goal is to minimize Jn over C̃n via a first
order procedure.

In order to examine output-feedback synthesis, we first
consider the combined plant/controller closed loop as,[

ẋ

ξ̇

]
=

[
A BCK

BKC AK

] [
x
ξ

]
+

[
In 0n×p

0q×n BK

] [
w
v

]
(4a)[

y
u

]
=

[
C 0p×q

0m×n CK

] [
x
ξ

]
+

[
0p×n Ip
0m×n 0m×p

] [
w
v

]
. (4b)

The realized closed-loop system and observation matrices
are now, respectively,

Acl(K) ∈ R(n+q)×(n+q), Bcl(K) ∈ R(n+q)×(n+p),

Ccl(K) ∈ R(m+p)×(n+q), Dcl(K) ∈ R(m+p)×(n+p).

Hence, (2) a is stabilizing feedback when Acl(K) ∈ Hn+q ,
where Hk denotes the set of k× k Hurwitz stable matrices.

Let C̃min
q be the set of minimal (i.e., controllable and

observable) qth-order output-feedback controllers. Our first
observation is as follows.

Lemma 2.1: The subset C̃min
q ⊂ C̃q is an open, dense

subset with a measure zero complement.
Proof: This follows from the openness of C̃q [5, Lem.

2.1] and the genericity of controllability and observability
for linear systems [16, Thm. 1.3].

A key construct for our geometric approach is the Lya-
punov operator L(A,Q) ∈ Sk+, mapping A ∈ Hk and
Q ∈ Sk+ to the unique solution of AP + PAT = −Q. In
fact, defining the maps

Qcl(K) :=

[
Q 0n×q

0q×n CT
KRCK

]
, (5a)

Wcl(K) :=

[
W 0n×q

0q×n BKV BT
K

]
, (5b)

X(K) := L (Acl(K),Wcl(K)) , (5c)

on C̃q , facilitates recognizing that Jq(K) = tr (Qcl(K)X(K))
is the LQG cost. We note that the Euclidean gradient and
Hessian of Jq have been characterized in [5].

A. Geometry of Riemannian gradient descent

The algorithmic framework examined in this paper for PO
synthesis requires basic notions from Riemannian geometry;
these are briefly reviewed in this section. Let M ⊂ RN be
a smooth manifold. A smooth curve is a smooth function
c : R → M. The tangent space at x ∈ M, denoted as TxM,
is the set of the tangent vectors ċ(0) of all smooth curves
c(·) with c(0) = x. For example, as an Euclidean open set,
the tangent spaces of C̃q identifies as

Vq :=

{[
0m×p G
F E

]
∈ R(m+q)×(p+q)

}
= TKC̃q.

For matrix manifolds, tangent vectors are matrices; such
vectors are denoted by boldface letters, e.g., V. The disjoint
union of tangent spaces is called the tangent bundle, denoted
as TM.

Let F : M → N be a smooth function between two
smooth manifolds M and N . The differential dFx : TxM →
TF (x)N of F at x along v ∈ TxM is the linear mapping
defined as

dFx(v) :=
d

dt

∣∣∣
t=0

(F ◦ c)(t),

where c(·) is any smooth curve satisfying c(0) = x and
ċ(0) = v. For example, the differential of the Lyapunov
operator L is,

dL(A,Q)(V,W) = L(A,VL(A,Q) + L(A,Q)VT +W).

When the differential dFx(·) is independent of x, we simply
write dF (·).

A Riemannian metric is a smooth “state-dependent” inner
product ⟨., .⟩x : TxM× TxM → R. This metric induces a
state-dependent norm ∥v∥x :=

√
⟨v, v⟩x. Given the open set

U ⊂ M, a local frame is a set of linearly independent vector
fields (Ei : U → TM)dimM

i=1 . The coordinates G(x) ∈ Sn++

of the metric at x ∈ U with respect to (Ei) are

Gij(x) = ⟨Ei|x, Ej |x⟩x. (6)

With Gij := (G−1)ij , the gradient of f : M → R at x is
then,

∇f(x) =

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

Gij(x)dfx(Ei|x)Ej |x. (7)

We will denote the Euclidean gradient as gradf and the
Riemannian gradient as ∇f ; similarly, Hessf and ∇2f for
the corresponding Hessians.

A retraction is a smooth mapping R : S ⊂ TM → M
where S is open, (x, 0x) ∈ S for all x, and the curve
c(t) := Rx(tv) ≡ R(x, tv) satisfies c(0) = x and ċ(0) = v
for each (x, v) ∈ S. We define R-balls as Bx(ρ) :=
{Rx(ξ) : ∥ξ∥x < ρ}. Retractions are the central constructs
in Riemannian optimization. When M ⊂ Vn, one can use
the Euclidean metric and retraction,

⟨V,W⟩ := tr(VTW), RK(V) := K+V. (8)

With these basic ingredients of Riemannian optimization
in place, the Riemannian Gradient Descent (RGD) of f under



x1

x2
−∇f(x1)−∇f(x2)

Tx1
M

Tx2
M

M

Fig. 1. Visualization of RGD; here, x2 = Rx1 (−s1∇f(x1)).

(⟨., .⟩,R) is defined as,

xt+1 := Rxt(−st∇f(xt)), (9)

where st ≥ 0 is a chosen step-size. Figure 1 is a visual de-
piction of the RGD procedure. We recommend [10], [17] for
optimization-oriented references on Riemannian manifolds;
see also [18], [19].

For S ∈ GLq (invertible q × q matrices), define the
diffeomorphism TS : C̃q → C̃q ,

TS(K) =
[
0m×p CKS

−1

SBK SAKS
−1

]
. (10)

We call (10) a coordinate transformation due to the change
of coordinates of the controller state: ξ = Sη (2). Abusing
the notation, we have dTS(V) = TS(V) since (10) is linear.
A function F on C̃q×Vq is called coordinate-invariant when
F (K,V) = F (TS(K), dTS(V)).

III. DIRECT PO FOR LQG

In this section, we introduce our proposed first-order
optimizer for LQG. Algorithm 1 is RGD over the domain
of C̃min

n . The optimizer uses the Euclidean retraction and the
Riemannian metric defined in §III-A. We optimize over C̃min

n

instead of C̃n for two reasons. First, the orbit space of C̃min
n

modulo coordinate transformation admits a quotient manifold
structure. This is not the case for C̃n, whose quotient space
is non-Hausdorff [13]. Second, the metric is coordinate-
invariant, and hence

TS(K− s∇Jn(K)) = TS(K)− s∇Jn(TS(K)). (11)

This also implies RGD over the (n2+nm+np)-dimensional
Riemannian manifold C̃min

n coincides with RGD over the
much smaller (nm + np)-dimensional Riemannian quotient
manifold. This will be explained in detail in §IV.

Algorithm 1 Riemannian Gradient Descent

Require: K0 ∈ C̃min
n , ϵ > 0, T ∈ N, st ≥ 0

K← K0, t← 0
while t ≤ T and ∥∇Jn(K)∥K ≥ ϵ do

K← K− st∇Jn(K)
t← t+ 1

end while
return K

A few remarks are in order. In the case where K+ =
RK(−s∇Jn(K)) is non-stabilizing, one has to choose a small
enough positive st in Algorithm 1; analogously, when K+

is stabilizing yet non-minimal, one can perturb the step
direction since the set difference C̃n − C̃min

n is measure
zero (Lemma 2.1). Second, ∥.∥K is the Riemannian norm
to be defined. Next, ∇Jn(K) is computed via (6) and (7)
in each iteration. It should be noted that given gradJ(K),
computing ∇J(K) is an O((n2 + nm + np)3) operation;
Cholesky decomposition can significantly reduce the per-
iteration complexity. In this context, the global frame (Ei)
is simply a fixed basis of Vn.

Lastly, the differential of the LQG cost is,

dJn|K(V) = tr (dQcl|K(V)X(K) +Qcl(K)dXK(V)) ,

where,

dQcl|K(V) =

[
0n×n 0n×n

0n×n GTRCK + CT
KRG

]
,

dWcl|K(V) =

[
0n×n 0n×n

0n×n FV BT
K +BKV F T

]
,

dXK(V) = dL(Acl(K),Wcl(K))(dAcl(V), dWcl|K(V)).

A. Krishnaprasad-Martin Metric

Let K ∈ C̃min
n and V ∈ Vn be a tangent vector. Define,

E(V) :=

[
0n×n BG
FC E

]
, F(V) :=

[
0n×n 0n×p

0n×n F

]
G(V) :=

[
0p×n 0p×n

0m×n G

]
.

Next, let Wc(K) and Wo(K) denote the controllability and
observability Grammians of (Acl(K), Bcl(K), Ccl(K)). Con-
sider now the following Riemannian metric,

⟨V1,V2⟩KM
K :=c1 tr[Wo(K)E(V1)Wc(K)E(V2)

T] (12a)

+ c2 tr[F(V1)
T Wo(K)F(V2)] (12b)

+ c3 tr[G(V1)Wc(K)G(V2)
T], (12c)

where c1 > 0, c2, c3 ≥ 0 are constants.
This metric was derived from a similar setup in [20], [21]

for stable linear systems. In literature, the original metric is
called the Krishnaprasad-Martin (KM) metric [15]. Although
we have slightly augmented the KM metric in this work, we
will keep the original name.

B. Coordinate-invariance of the KM Metric

In this section, we will prove that the above mentioned
properties of the KM metric.

Lemma 3.1: For the system (A,B,C) in (1) and K ∈
C̃min
q , the triplet (Acl(K), Bcl(K), Ccl(K)) is minimal.

Proof: This follows from the Popov-Belevitch-Hautus
test and is omitted for brevity; see also [5, Lem. 4.5].

Theorem 3.2: The mapping defined in (12) is a Rieman-
nian metric and coordinate-invariant.

Proof: We first note that for any K, the mapping
⟨., .⟩KM

K is smooth, bi-linear, and symmetric. Therefore, it
suffices to show its positive-definiteness. By Lemma 3.1 and
[22, Thm. 12.4], the Grammians satisfy,

Wc(K) = L(Acl(K), Bcl(K)Bcl(K)
T) ∈ S2n++,

Wo(K) = L(Acl(K)
T, Ccl(K)

TCcl(K)) ∈ S2n++.
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x2 x3

x4
x5

x6

[x1] [x2] [x3] [x4] [x5] [x6]

π : M̃ → M

M̃
[x1] [x2] [x3] [x4] [x5] [x6]

M

Fig. 2. Illustration of a manifold and its orbit space.

Hence, (12) is positive-definite.
Now, we will show that the KM metric is coordinate-

invariant. Let S ∈ GLn and L := TS(K). Then

(Acl(L), Bcl(L), Ccl(L)) = TŜ(Acl(K), Bcl(K), Ccl(K)),

where Ŝ := diag(In, S). It follows that,

Acl(L) = ŜAcl(K)Ŝ
−1,

Bcl(L)Bcl(L)
T = ŜBcl(K)Bcl(K)

TŜT,

Ccl(L)
TCcl(L) = Ŝ−TCcl(K)

TCcl(K)Ŝ
−1

Wc(L) = ŜWc(K)Ŝ
T

Wo(L) = Ŝ−TWo(K)Ŝ
−1

We also have,

E(dTS(V)) = ŜE(V)Ŝ−1

F(dTS(V)) = ŜF(V)

G(dTS(V)) = G(V)Ŝ−1;

Plug the above into (12) to conclude the proof.

IV. ORBIT SPACE OF OUTPUT-FEEDBACK CONTROLLERS

In this section, we go over key features of Riemannian
quotient manifolds in order to set the machinery necessary
for the proof of local linear convergence of the proposed PO
for LQG in §V. We suggest referring to [10], [17] for the
salient features of such a construction.

Let M̃ be a smooth manifold with group action G. For
example, the family of coordinate transformations {TS(·) :
S ∈ GLq} ≡ GLq is a group action over C̃q . The orbit space
of M̃ modulo G is the collection of all orbits [x] := {y ∈
M̃ : ∃g ∈ G, g(x) = y} under the quotient topology:

M ≡ M̃/G := {[x] : x ∈ M̃}.
See Figure 2 for a visual depiction. We say U ⊂ M
is G-stable if x ∈ U implies [x] ⊂ U . In this context,
dim(M) = dim(M̃)−dim(G); this is particularly desirable
for optimization due to the reduced search space dimension.

Let Vx := ker dπx be the tangent space of [x] at x. Here,
dπx is the differential of the quotient map π(x) := [x]. Next,
let Hx := V⊥

x . Since dπx|Hx : Hx → T[x]M is a bijection,
we identify ξ ∈ T[x]M with liftx(ξ) := (dπx|Hx)

−1(ξ) ∈
Hx.

Convergence analysis for the proposed RGD procedure
involves showing that Cmin

n := C̃min
n /GLn is a smooth

quotient manifold and inherits a Riemannian metric and
retraction from the KM metric and Euclidean retraction. We
state these results and omit their proofs for brevity.

The quotient manifold structure of Cmin
n follows from

the remarkable theorem that the quotient space of minimal
system realizations with p inputs and m outputs forms a
smooth quotient manifold [13]. Since C̃min

n is open and GLn-
stable, our claim is a consequence of the following result.

Lemma 4.1: If M̃/G is a quotient manifold and Ñ ⊂ M̃
is open and G-stable, then Ñ/G is a quotient manifold.

The inherited Riemannian structure on Cmin
n is a result of

the invariance properties of the KM metric and retraction:

⟨ξ, η⟩KM
[K] := ⟨liftK(ξ), liftK(η)⟩KM

K , R[K](ξ) := [RK(liftK(ξ))],

where K ∈ C̃min
n and ξ, η ∈ T[K]Cmin

n ; see also [10, Eq. 9.27,
9.31]. This is the result of the following result for more
general settings.

Lemma 4.2: Suppose M̃ is equipped with a G-invariant
Riemannian metric. Pick x ∈ M̃, g ∈ G, and ξ ∈ T[x]M.
Then dgx(liftx(ξ)) = liftg(x)(ξ).

Intuitively, this also implies (11) and that performing
RGD over the higher-dimensional C̃min

n coincides with its
performance over the lower-dimensional Cmin

n [10, Sect. 9.9].

V. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

In this section, we present a convergence analysis for our
algorithm. Let Jn and J̃n denote the LQG cost over Cmin

n

and C̃n, respectively. We make the following assumption on
the plant (1).1

Assumption 5.1: The LQG cost admits an optimal con-
troller K∗ that is minimal and kerHessJ̃n(K∗) = VK∗ .

Theorem 5.2: Consider the LQG PO of plant (1) under
A5.1. Then, there exists a neighborhood U ⊂ Cmin

n of
[K∗] and L > 0 such that given [K0] ∈ U , the resulting
sequence ([Kt])t≥0 via K+ = RK(− 1

L∇J̃n(K)) stays in U
and converges to [K∗] with a linear rate.2

The key idea for this analysis is to build up two conditions
in order to invoke [10, Thm. 4.19]. We proceed to derive the
results needed for realizing this strategy. The first condition
requires [K∗] to have positive-definite Riemannian Hessian.
A5.1 ensures this via the following result.

Lemma 5.3: Let ∇J̃(K′) = 0 and (s−, s0, s+) be the
signature of HessJ̃n(K′). Then ∇Jn([K

′]) = 0 and the
signature of ∇2Jn([K

′]) is (s−, s0 − n2, s+).
Proof: At stationary points, the signature of the Hessian

is invariant of the Riemannian metric [10, Prop. 8.71.].
Thereby, ∇2J̃n(K

∗) and HessJ̃n(K∗) share the same sig-
nature. By [10, Ex. 9.46.], the eigenvalues of ∇2J̃n(K

∗) are
identical to the eigenvalues of ∇2Jn([K

∗]) with n2 additional
zeros, thus completing the proof.
We note that in the ordinary GD setup, all stationary points of
J̃n have singular Hessians; as such, the above proof is unique
for the proposed Riemannian quotient manifold setup.

1A5.1 states that if we perturb K∗ along V, then the 2nd-order approx-
imation of J̃ is unchanged if and only if V ∈ VK∗ . We have found that
this assumption empirically holds for randomly generated plants (1).

2Explicitly, limt→∞ ∥ξt+1∥/∥ξt∥ < 1, where R[K∗](ξt) = [Kt].



The second condition requires constructing a domain
L0 ⊂ Cmin

n on which our RGD procedure F (·) is well-
defined and F (L0) ⊂ L0. For the former, we rely on a step-
size bound (Lemma 5.5) and proceed to choose our domain
L0 sufficiently small so that F (·) is well-defined. In order
to show F (L0) ⊂ L0, we present convexity-like (Lemma
5.4) and Lipschitz-like (Lemma 5.6) inequalities, useful for
analysis of first-order methods on smooth manifolds.

Let us first demonstrate that R-balls about [K∗] satisfy a
strong convexity-like inequality.

Lemma 5.4: Let (M, ⟨., .⟩,R) be a Riemannian manifold.
Let f : M → R be smooth with ∇f(x∗) = 0 and
∇2f(x∗) > 0 for some x∗ ∈ M. Then there exists ρ > 0
for which ∇2f > 0 on D := Bx∗(ρ), and M > 0 such
that D contains the unique connected component L0 of the
sublevel set L(f,M) := {y ∈ M : f(y) ≤ M} containing
x∗.

Proof: Choose small enough ρ > 0 so that D ⊂
dom(Rx∗) and ∇2f > 0 on D. By [10, Prop. 5.44],

f(Rx∗(v)) = f(x∗) +
1

2
⟨∇2f(x∗)v, v⟩x∗ +O(∥v∥3x∗).

Since ∇2f(x∗) > 0, then f(Rx∗(v)) > f(x∗) for all
∥v∥x∗ ≤ ρ for a small enough ρ > 0. It the follows that
f(x∗) < f(y) for all y ∈ D−{x∗}. Pick ϵ > 0 small enough
such that M := min f(∂D) − ϵ > f(x∗). Let y ∈ L0 and
c : [0, 1] → L0 be any curve from x∗ to y in L0. If c(t) ∈ D
for only 0 ≤ t ≤ tmax < 1, then f(c(tmax)) ≥ M + ϵ > M ,
a contradiction. Hence, y ∈ D.

Let ρ > 0 be small enough so that D̃ := BK∗(ρ) ⊂ C̃min
n .

Since D := B[K∗](ρ) ⊊ π(D̃), ensure that ρ > 0 is small
enough such that D satisfies the constraints in Lemma 5.4.
This lemma grants us M > 0 and L0 ⊂ D ⊂ Cn.

Next, we construct a lower bound on the stability radius
for C̃min

n [9].
Lemma 5.5: Define the stability certificate,

s(K,V) := (2∥Acl(V)∥2 λ(L(Acl(K), I2n)))
−1 > 0,

where λ(·) denotes the largest eigenvalue of its (symmetric)
matrix argument. Then RK(tV) ∈ C̃n for t ∈ [0, s(K,V)).

Proof: Set P := L(Acl(K), I2n). Then

t λ(Acl(V)P + PAT
cl(V)) ≤ 2t ∥Acl(V)∥2 λ(P ) < 1,

and hence t (Acl(V)P + PAcl(V)T) ≺ I2n.3 Since Acl(·)
is linear and Acl(K)P + PAcl(K)

T = −I2n, we have
Acl(K

+)P + PAcl(K
+)T ≺ 0, where K+ = K+ tV.

Now, we will guarantee a Lipschitz-like inequality. Define
r(K) := 1

2∥∇J̃n(K)∥−1
K min∥V∥K=1 s(K,V).

Lemma 5.6: Let K ⊂ C̃min
n be compact. Define S :=

{(K,V) ∈ T C̃min
n : K ∈ K, ∥V∥K ≤ r(K)}. Next, define

S∗ := {(TS(K), dTS(V)) : (K,V) ∈ S, S ∈ GLn}. Then
there exists L > 0 where for all (K,V) ∈ S∗,

J̃n(RK(V)) ≤ J̃n(K) + ⟨∇J̃n(K),V⟩K +
L

2
∥V∥2K. (13)

3For a pair of symmetric matrices, the notation A ≺ B denotes the
positive-definiteness of B −A.

Proof: Remark that r(·) is continuous and S ⊂
T C̃min

n ⊂ T C̃n is compact. Since J̃n is also analytic over
C̃n, then J̃n ◦ R : S → R is well-defined and analytic over
compact S. As such its derivatives are bounded uniformly,
and hence satisfies (13) [10, Lemma 10.57].

Fix (K,V) ∈ S and S ∈ GLn. Since K + V ∈ C̃n, so
is TS(K) + dTS(V). Due to the invariance properties, (13)
holds for (TS(K), dTS(V)).

Let L > 0 be the Lipschitz constant from Lemma 5.6 with
K := D̃. Ensure L sufficiently large so that 1

L ≤ min r(D̃).
The Lipschitz-like inequality holds for all (K,V) ∈ S∗. Take
note that D̃∗ := π1(S∗) =

⋃
S∈GLn

TS(D̃) = π−1(π(D̃)).
Set L̃0 := π−1(L0); then L̃0 ⊂ D̃∗.

The above analysis now leads to the following key result.
Lemma 5.7: The set L̃0 in invariant under the map F̃ , that

is, for K ∈ L̃0, F̃ (K) := RK(− 1
L∇J̃n(K)) ∈ L̃0.

Proof: Let K+ := F̃ (K). Define the curve c(t) =
RK(− t

L∇J̃n(K)). Plugging this into (13), it follows that
J̃n(K

+) ≤ J̃n(K). Furthermore, π◦c is continuous, contained
in L0, and connects [K] to [K+]. Since L0 is closed, we must
have [K+] ∈ L0. Hence, K+ ∈ L̃0.

This all implies that F : L0 → L0, F ([K]) := [F̃ (K)] is
well-defined and smooth. The local convergence guarantee
in Theorem 5.2 now follows from [10, Thm. 4.19].

A. Limitation of gradient descent on LQG landscape

The GD procedure lacks coordinate-equivariance (11), that
is, TS(K − s · gradJ̃n(K)) ̸= TS(K) − s · gradJ̃n(TS(K)).
This is due to the fact that the Euclidean metric, despite
its simplicity, is not coordinate-invariant. As such, GD has
to search through dim(GLn) = n2 redundant dimensions.
Furthermore, if we initialize K0 with particularly “bad”
coordinates, one ends up with a large value of ∥K0∥F ; in that
case, ∥gradJ̃n(K0)∥F will also be large. Such ill-conditioned
coordinates in turn generally result in numerical instabilities.
These two issues are resolved however when the metric is
coordinate-invariant and retraction is coordinate-equivariant.

VI. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

We will now compare RGD with ordinary gradient descent
(Figure 3). Our step size procedure is Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Backtracking Line-Search

Require: K ∈ C̃min
n , γ ∈ (0, 1), β ∈ (0, 1), s̄ > 0

s← s̄
K+ ← K − s∇Jn(K)
while K+ ̸∈ C̃min

n or Jn(K)− Jn(K
+) < γs∥∇Jn(K)∥2K do

s← βs
K+ ← K − s∇Jn(K)

end while
return s

The parameters in our algorithm were chosen as T = 104,
γ = 0.01, β = 0.5, ϵ = 10−6, and s̄ = 1. We halted the
simulation when Jn(K)− J∗

n < 10−5. We initialized K0 by
generating a gain and observer with random pole placement
in (−2,−1). For GD, we used the same parameters and
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Fig. 3. Comparison of RGD vs. GD for LQG PO for four distinct systems.

starting point. We compared GD against two KM metrics:
(1) c1 = c2 = c3 = 1 and (2) with c1 = 1, c2 = c3 = 0.

We ran our numerical experiments against four represen-
tative systems.4 The first system is Doyle’s counterexample
[23]. The second system is a plant whose LQG controller
is non-minimal, and the third system admits saddle points
with vanishing Hessians; these systems are found in [5]. The
fourth system has dimensions (n,m, p) = (4, 3, 3) and en-
tries either set to zero or sampled from the standard Gaussian
distribution with probability 0.8 to promote sparsity.

As we observe, in all four cases, Algorithm 1 significantly
outperforms GD. In fact, for the vanishing Hessian system,
GD gets stuck in the non-strict saddle point. The intuition
behind this behavior is that the Hessians for saddle points
in our setup have n2 less zero eigenvalues than in the
Euclidean case, granting RGD more leeway in avoiding the
corresponding directions.

VII. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

In this paper, we presented a novel coordinate-invariant
Riemannian metric for the space of full-order minimal dy-
namic output-feedback controllers. In this direction, we have
shown how to minimize the LQG cost over this domain
via RGD, a Riemannian gradient descent algorithm over the
Riemannian quotient manifold of such controllers modulo
coordinate transformation. Next, we presented the proof
of guaranteed local convergence of the proposed algorithm
with linear rate and computationally compared our algorithm
with ordinary GD for four representative systems. Future
directions include PO constrained synthesis, and exploring
other coordinate-invariant Riemannian metrics induced by
system-theoretic constructs.

4Our code is available at github.com/rainlabuw/riemannian-PO-for-LQG.
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