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Abstract—When a system’s constraints change abruptly, the
system’s reachability safety does no longer sustain. Thus, the
system can reach a forbidden/dangerous value. Conventional
remedy practically involves online controller redesign (OCR)
to re-establish the reachability’s compliance with the new con-
straints, which, however, is usually too slow. There is a need
for an online strategy capable of managing runtime changes in
reachability constraints. However, to the best of the authors’
knowledge, this topic has not been addressed in the existing
literature. In this paper, we propose a fast fault tolerance strategy
to recover the system’s reachability safety in runtime. Instead of
redesigning the system’s controller, we propose to change the
system’s reference state to modify the system’s reachability to
comply with the new constraints. We frame the reference state
search as an optimization problem and employ the Karush-Kuhn-
Tucker (KKT) method as well as the Interior Point Method (IPM)
based Newton’s method (as a fallback for the KKT method)
for fast solution derivation. The optimization also allows more
future fault tolerance. Numerical simulations demonstrate that
our method outperforms the conventional OCR method in terms
of computational efficiency and success rate. Specifically, the
results show that the proposed method finds a solution 102

(with the IPM based Newton’s method) ∼ 104 (with the KKT
method) times faster than the OCR method. Additionally, the
improvement rate of the success rate of our method over the OCR
method is 40.81% without considering the deadline of run time.
The success rate remains at 49.44% for the proposed method,
while it becomes 0% for the OCR method when a deadline of
1.5 seconds is imposed.

Index Terms—Abrupt constraint changes, KKT, Newton’s
method, Optimization, Reachability Safety, Lyapunov

I. Introduction

One of the major requirements for Control Cyber-Physical
Systems (Control-CPSs) is safety in terms of reachability.
That is, whether the state of the physical subsystem (aka the
“plant”) can reach certain forbidden values. Mathematically,
the plant’s state (aka the “plant state” or simply the “state”)
at any given time t is represented as an n-dimensional vector,
aka the “state vector.” Reachability safety therefore means the
trajectory of the state vector shall never reach some forbidden
regions (defined by a set of reachability constraints) in the
n-dimensional vector space (aka the “state space”).

In conventional Control-CPS system engineering, the reach-
ability constraints (hence the forbidden regions) are given at
the design stage.

When we design linear controllers (which is empirically
the most widely used controller in the modern control theory
[1]), there are well-established procedures (using the seminal

Lyapunov stability theory [2]) to design a controller, so that
(starting from the given set of allowed initial states) the
state vector trajectories are confined within a hyper ellipsoid
(referred to as the “Lyapunov ellipsoid” in the following) in
the n-dimensional state space. Such a controller is said to be
Lyapunov stable.

For a Lyapunov stable controller, as long as the Lyapunov
ellipsoid does not overlap1 with the forbidden regions, the
reachability safety is guaranteed. Therefore, it seems that
ensuring reachability safety is equivalent to designing a Lya-
punov stable controller.

However, in practice, reachability constraint(s) can change
in runtime, reshaping the forbidden regions to overlap with the
Lyapunov ellipsoid. If this happens, the designed Lyapunov
controller can no longer guarantee reachability safety.

One remedy is to carry out online redesign of the con-
troller (referred to as the Online-Controller-Redesign (OCR)
method), using the same design-stage procedures. However,
such procedures are usually slow, and hence cannot give
a redesigned Lyapunov stable controller in time. Therefore,
we need a fast enough alternative to cope with the runtime
reachability constraint changes.

We propose not to redesign the Lyapunov stable controller.
Instead, based on the present state, we change the reference
state (i.e. the target state of the control) of the controller. This
will immediately resize/move the Lyapunov ellipsoid in the
state space, to avoid the changed reachability constraints.

Specifically, we make the following contributions.
1) We formulated the problem of dealing with runtime

reachability constraint change as an Online Reference
State Optimization Problem (ORSOP).

2) We derived conditions under which the ORSOP has
analytical solutions, which can be calculated in O(1) time.

3) When the analytical solution conditions do not sustain, we
propose an Interior Point Method (IPM) based numerical
solution, which can be calculated in O(n) time.

4) We compare the performance of our ORSOP method with
the OCR method under different computation time limits
on our testbed. The ORSOP method can achieve a much
higher success rate than the OCR method. Statistically,
the ORSOP method can also achieve a much bigger safety
margin than the OCR method.

II. RelatedWork
The problem of preserving system safety in runtime has

been studied in the fault-tolerant CPS literature. In what
1In this paper, for narrative simplicity, unless otherwise denoted, when we

say “ellipsoid,” we refer to both the surface and the interior of the ellipsoid.
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follows, we briefly review some closely relevant works and
explain the differences.

Model Checking: Reachability has been a core concern
in model checking that decides (during the design stage or
runtime) if (starting from a given set of initial states) a
forbidden region in the state space will be reached [3] [4]
[5]. Thus, the focus of model checking is on finding proper
approximations of a reachable set [6]–[9]. While this paper
focuses on how to remedy the system in runtime, in case the
runtime model checking alarms us that the forbidden region
becomes reachable (due to runtime reachability constraint
change).

Fallback Controller: The Simplex architecture [10]–[12]
proposes to switch to a fallback high assurance controller in
case of runtime (front end) controller failures. These works,
however, do not cover runtime reachability constraint changes.
In case of runtime reachability constraint changes, our paper’s
solution can complement the Simplex architecture by provid-
ing the needed high assurance controller.

Plant Modification: Another way to deal with runtime
reachability constraint changes is to modify other parts of the
system (typically, the plant) instead of the controller [13]
[14] (for example, discarding parts of the plant to change its
physics). But this is not always feasible, and is not the focus
of this paper.

Path Re-Planning: Some works on smart vehicles propose
path re-planning in case of runtime reachability constraint
changes [15]–[17]. However, these works focus on simulat-
ing/analyzing one or a countable set of trajectories. While this
paper focuses on the bound of all the possible trajectories.
In addition, the literature of [15]–[17] assumes the plants are
vehicles, while this paper assumes generic linear state-space
models.

III. Background

A. Control Theory

In this paper, we focus on linear control systems, where
the plant state at time t is denoted as an n-dimensional
vector2 x⃗(t) = (x1(t), x2(t), · · · , xn(t))T ∈ Rn (where T means
transpose). For simplicity, we also denote x⃗(t) as x⃗, and denote
the time derivative of x⃗(t) as ˙⃗x.

Besides, the targeted plant state of the control, aka the
reference state, is denoted as x⃗o ∈ R

n. We call the set of all
feasible values for x⃗o as the feasible region of the reference
state, denoted as Ro. In this paper, we assume the following.

Assumption 1. Ro is closed, and is defined by a set of linear
constraints, aka reference state constraints, denoted by

g j(x⃗o) def
= ω⃗ j · x⃗o + b j ⩽ 0, j = 1, 2, . . . , r. (1)

Assumption 2. Unless otherwise denoted (e.g. when switching
the reference state), we assume x⃗o is constant.

2Unless otherwise specified, in this paper, a vector variable is denoted by
a lower-case letter with an overhead arrow, while a scalar variable is denoted
by a lower case letter without overhead arrow. A matrix variable is denoted
by an upper-case letter.

With the above notations, the dynamics of a linear time-
invariant control system (simplified as “linear control system”
in the following) is described by ˙⃗x = A(x⃗ − x⃗o) + Bu⃗,

u⃗ = −K(x⃗ − x⃗o),
(2)

where A ∈ Rn×n and B ∈ Rn×m are constant matrices; u⃗ ∈ Rm

is the control signal outputted by the linear controller u⃗ =
−K(x⃗ − x⃗o); and K ∈ Rm×n is the constant controller matrix.

Definition 1. The linear control system (2) is Globally Asymp-
topitcally Stable (GAS) iff starting from any x⃗(t0) ∈ Rn (where
t0 is the initial time instance), the trajectory of x⃗(t) → x⃗o as
t → +∞.

We have the following well-known lemma [18].

Lemma 1. Given the linear control system (2) (where x⃗o is a
given constant). Suppose the following condition C1 sustains.

(C1): There exist constant symmetric positive definite ma-
trices Q ∈ Rn×n and P ∈ Rn×n, such that P solves the
Lyapunov equation

AT
clP + PAcl = −Q, (3)

where Acl
def
= (A − BK) ∈ Rn×n.

Then we have the following.
1) Denote Lyapunov function

Vx⃗o,P(x⃗) def
= (x⃗ − x⃗o)TP(x⃗ − x⃗o), (4)

we have ∀x⃗ ∈ Rn, Vx⃗o,P(x⃗) ⩾ 0; and Vx⃗o,P(x⃗) = 0 iff
x⃗ = x⃗o.

2) The linear control system (2) is GAS.
3) ∀x⃗ ∈ Rn, V̇x⃗o,P(x⃗) ⩽ 0; and V̇x⃗o,P(x⃗) = 0 iff x⃗ = x⃗o.

If condition C1 in Lemma 1 sustains, given the initial plant
state of x⃗(t0), then Lemma 1 basically says that the future
trajectory of x⃗(t) (t ⩾ t0) is confined by the hyper ellipsoid,
aka Lyapunov ellipsoid, of

E
(
x⃗(t0), x⃗o, P

) def
=
{
ξ⃗
∣∣∣ ξ⃗ ∈ Rn and Vx⃗o,P(ξ⃗) ⩽ Vx⃗o,P(x⃗(t0))

}
, (5)

where intuitively, x⃗o decides the center of the hyper ellipsoid,
P decides the shape and orientation of the hyper ellipsoid,
and x⃗(t0), as a point on the surface, decides (together with x⃗o

and P) the size of the hyper ellipsoid. The Lyapunov ellipsoid
E
(
x⃗(t0), x⃗o, P

)
bounds the reachable region of the plant state

x⃗ of the linear control system (2), given the initial plant state
x⃗(t0).

Meanwhile, a linear control system (2) usually faces the
requirement that the plant state x⃗ can never enter a set
of forbidden region(s), collectively denoted as F ⊆ Rn,
which are determined by safety concerns and plant’s physical
constraints. Mathematically, these constraints are specified by
a set of linear/non-linear inequalities, collectively called the
“reachability constraints.” For narrative simplicity, we call
F̄

def
= Rn −F the operational region(s), and the corresponding

linear/non-linear inequalities that define F̄ the “operational
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constraints.” In this paper, we focus on the cases where all
operational constraints are linear, and F̄ is compact (i.e. closed
and bounded) and convex (see Assumption 3). Meanwhile,
as F̄ and F imply each other, operational constraints and
reachability constraints also imply each other. For narrative
simplicity, in the following, we may either use “operational
constraints” or “reachability constraints” depending on the
context.

Fig. 1 illustrates the concepts of Lyapunov ellipsoid, for-
bidden region, operational region, initial plant state, state
trajectory, and reference state.

Forbidden Region

Operational Region

Reference State

Initial Plant State

State Trajectory

Lyapunov Ellipsoid

Fig. 1: Illustration of Lyapunov ellipsoid, forbidden region,
operational region, initial state, state trajectory, and reference
state.

B. KKT Method

In convex optimization, the KKT conditions [19] are a set
of necessary conditions for the optimal solution(s), which is
described as follows:

Lemma 2. Given a convex optimization problem of the form:

minx⃗ f (x⃗), (6)
s.t. fi(x⃗) ⩽ 0, i = 1, 2, . . . , h, (7)

x⃗ ∈ Rn. (8)

Assume that f (x⃗) and fi(x⃗) (i = 1, 2, . . ., h) are convex and
differentiable. Then the corresponding Lagrangian function is
defined as

L(x⃗, µ⃗) def
= f (x⃗) +

h∑
i=1

µi fi(x⃗), (9)

where µ⃗ def
= (µ1, µ2, . . ., µh)T ∈ Rh is the so-called Lagrange

multiplier vector. Denote the optimal solution to (6) as x⃗∗. If
x⃗∗ exists, then there exists µ⃗∗ = (µ∗1, µ∗2, . . . , µ∗h)T ∈ Rh such
that the following conditions (aka KKT conditions) sustain:

1) Stationarity: ∂L(x⃗∗,µ⃗∗)
∂x⃗ = 0, i.e. ∂ f (x⃗∗)

∂x⃗ +
∑h

i=1 µ
∗
i
∂ fi(x⃗∗)
∂x⃗ = 0;

2) Primal Feasibility: x⃗∗ ∈ Rn, and fi(x⃗∗) ⩽ 0 (i = 1, 2, . . .,
h);

3) Dual Feasibility: µ∗i ⩾ 0 (i = 1, 2, . . ., h);
4) Complementary Slackness: µ∗i fi(x⃗∗) = 0, (i = 1, 2, . . ., h).

Lemma 2 establishes a set of necessary conditions (aka KKT
conditions) for any optimal solution x⃗∗ to (6). Often we can
analytically derive the set of all solutions S that meet these
necessary conditions. Any optimal solution x⃗∗ to (6) should
then belong to S. In case S is enumerable, then by checking
S’s elements individually, we can find x⃗∗.

C. Newton’s Method

The KKT method mentioned in Section III-B to find x⃗∗ is
analytical. However, this analytical method is not guaranteed
to work in all situations, especially when the constraint (7)
is highly nonlinear. Alternatively, we can try the numerical
unconstrained Newton’s method (simplified as the “Newton’s
method” in the following), which iteratively searches for a
solution for a given unconstrained optimization problem:

minx⃗ F(x⃗), where x⃗ ∈ Rn. (10)

The iteration formula is

x⃗(ı+1) = x⃗(ı) − η(ı)[∇2F(x⃗(ı))]
−1
∇F(x⃗(ı)), (11)

where ı indexes the iteration; ∇F(x⃗) is the gradient of F(x⃗);
and ∇2F(x⃗) is the Hessian matrix of F(x⃗). The step size at
ıth iteration is denoted by η(ı) > 0, which can be fixed or
adaptive [20]. The iteration of (11) repeats until one of the
following ending conditions sustains:

(E1): The error ∥x⃗(ı+1) − x⃗(ı)∥2 (where ∥ · ∥2 is the Euclidean
norm) converges within a predefined small enough bound
ε > 0, and |F(x⃗(ı+1))| < +∞.
(E2): A maximum iteration count nmax is hit.
In the case of E1, we claim the solution to the optimization

problem (10) is found: x⃗∗ = x⃗(ı+1). Otherwise, we claim
“failure.”

To convert the constrained optimization problem (6)(7)(8)
to an unconstrained optimization problem of form (10), the
“Barrier Method,” aka “Interior-Point Method (IPM),” is com-
monly used [21].

IPM needs an indicator function

I(ξ) def
=

 0, if ξ ⩽ 0;
+∞, if ξ > 0.

(12)

However, the above I(ξ) is not differentiable, hence is inconve-
nient to use. A popular solution is to use the natural logarithm
function ln(·) to approximate the indicator function as follows:

I(ξ) ≈ −
1
λ

ln(−ξ), (13)

where λ > 0 is a large number (e.g., λ = 106 [22]) and larger λ
allows for a more accurate approximation [23, pp.563]. Then,
the constrained optimization problem (6)(7)(8) is converted to
the following unconstrained form:

minx⃗

F(x⃗) def
= f (x⃗) −

1
λ

h∑
i=1

ln(− fi(x⃗))

 , where x⃗ ∈ Rn, (14)

which can be solved using the unconstrained Newton’s method
described by (11).
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Fig. 2: Illustration of an original Lyapunov ellipsoid E (delin-
eated by the black dash-dot line) violating the new reachability
constraints (delineated by the black solid lines) in 2D space.
We intend to find a new reference state x⃗′o (marked by the
red star) in the feasible region of the reference state Ro (the
red area delineated by the red solid lines), so that the new
Lyapunov ellipsoid E′′ (delineated by the red dash-dot line)
does not overlap with the new forbidden region F ′ (the gray
area delineated by the black solid lines).

IV. Problem Formulation

Given a linear control system (2) and its forbidden region F
(defined by a set of reachability constraints), where A and B
are known, there are mature routines (e.g. the seminal LMI
method [24]) to numerically find K, P, and Q, such that
(C1) of Lemma 1 sustains, which also results in a Lyapunov
ellipsoid E = E(x⃗(t0), x⃗o, P) (see (5)), such that E ∩ F = ∅.
That is, the linear control system (2) is safe in terms of
reachability.

However, the above assumes the forbidden region F never
changes. As illustrated in Fig. 2 (in 2D space as an example),
if F changes to F ′ at time instance t1 (t1 > t0), then E
(delineated by the black dash-dot line) may overlap with F ′,
i.e. E ∩ F ′ , ∅, breaking the reachability constraints.

As described in Section I, the conventional remedy is
to carry out the Online-Controller-Redesign (OCR), i.e. to
redesign the controller online, to derive the new K′, P′, Q′,
and E′ = E(x⃗(t1), x⃗o, P′), so that (C1) of Lemma 1 sustains,
and E′ ∩ F ′ = ∅.

However, usually safety guarantee needs to be recovered
in real-time. OCR incurs controller redesign, which costs too
much time. To meet the real-time demand, we propose to
keep the original controller, and find a new reference state
x⃗′o instead (see the red star in Fig. 2). Thus, as per (5), the
new Lyapunov ellipsoid E′′ (see the shape delineated by the
red dash-dot line in Fig. 2) will become

E′′ = E(x⃗(t1), x⃗′o, P) =
{
ξ⃗
∣∣∣Vx⃗′o,P(ξ⃗) ⩽ Vx⃗′o,P(x⃗(t1)), ξ⃗ ∈ Rn

}
, (15)

where

Vx⃗′o,P(ξ⃗) = (ξ⃗ − x⃗′o)TP(ξ⃗ − x⃗′o). (16)

We demand x⃗′o to satisfy the following requirements.
(R1): (Obligatory) Confine E′′ within the new operational
region F̄ ′ = Rn−F ′, i.e. ensure E′′∩F ′ = ∅. For example,
in Fig. 2, E′′ (the shape delineated by the red dash-dot line)

should not overlap with the new forbidden region F ′ (the
gray area delineated by the black solid lines).
(R2): (Obligatory) Confine x⃗′o within the feasible region of
the reference state (see (1)), i.e. x⃗′o ∈ Ro. For example, in
Fig. 2, the new reference state x⃗′o (marked by the red star)
should reside in the feasible region of the reference state
Ro (the red area delineated by the red solid lines).
(R3): (Optional and Heuristic) Minimize the volume of E′′.
Requirement R1 and R2 are obligatory. As long as they are

satisfied, the plant state’s reachability safety under the new
reachability constraints is already guaranteed. Requirement
R3 is optional and heuristic: minimizing the volume of E′′

makes E′′ more tolerant to further changes of the reachability
constraints.

To find x⃗′o meeting the above requirements, let us clarify
some more assumptions.

First, in this paper, we focus on linear operational con-
straints, which define compact and convex operational regions.
Formally, we have

Assumption 3. The new operational region F̄ ′ is compact
(i.e. closed and bounded) and convex, and is defined by a set
of linear operational constraints:

v⃗k · x⃗ + βk ⩽ 0, k = 1, 2, . . . , s. (17)

Second, the present plant state x⃗(t1) must be in the opera-
tional region F̄ ′; for otherwise, there is no way to rescue the
plant. Formally, we have

Assumption 4. The present plant state x⃗(t1) ∈ F̄ ′.

Third, for the time being, we further assume the following
(note we will remove Assumption 5 in Section V-E):

Assumption 5. The original Lyapunov ellipsoid E =

E(x⃗(t0), x⃗o, P) of the original controller u⃗ = −K(x⃗ − x⃗o) has
equal principal axes lengths (i.e. E is a hyper sphere). In other
words, all the eigenvalues of P have a same positive real value.

Also, for narrative convenience, in the following, we denote
the present plant state x⃗(t1) as x⃗p = (xp1, xp2, . . . , xpn)T ∈ Rn.

With the above assumptions and notations, the search for a
new reference state x⃗′o satisfying requirement R1 ∼ R3 can be
formulated by the following optimization problem.

Problem 1 (ORSOP).

minx⃗′o

(
f (x⃗′o) def

= ∥x⃗′o − x⃗p∥
2
2

)
, (18)

s.t. g j(x⃗′o) def
= ω⃗ j · x⃗′o + b j ⩽ 0, j = 1, 2, . . . , r; (19)

qk(x⃗′o) def
= ∥x⃗′o − x⃗p∥

2
2 − (⃗νk · x⃗′o + βk)2 ⩽ 0,

k = 1, 2, . . . , s; (20)

where ∥ · ∥2 denotes the Euclidean 2-norm.

We call Problem 1 the Online Reference State Optimization
Problem (ORSOP).

Note, as the context of Problem 1, we do not change the
controller design of the original linear control system, which
satisfies (C1) of Lemma 1. Given the new reference state
x⃗′o, and the present plant state x⃗p, according to Lemma 1,
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the future trajectory of the plant state is then confined by
Lyapunov ellipsoid E′′ = E(x⃗p, x⃗′o, P). Due to Assumption 5,
E′′ is a hyper sphere centered at x⃗′o, and has a radius of
||x⃗′o − x⃗p||2. Meanwhile, according to analytical geometry, the
distance between x⃗′o to hyper plane v⃗k · x⃗ + βk = 0 (i.e. the
boundary of the linear operational constraint v⃗k · x⃗ + βk ⩽ 0)
is
√

(⃗vk · x⃗′o + βk)2. Combined with Assumption 4, (20) means
E′′ ⊆ F̄ ′, hence R1 sustains.

Meanwhile, (19) means R2 sustains.
Thirdly, due to Assumption 5, the objective function (18)

means R3 sustains.

V. Proposed Solution

In this section, we propose our solution to Problem 1 (aka
the ORSOP).

To meet the real-time demand, ideally, we want the solution
to be analytical.

Before we proceed, note constraint (19) of Problem 1,
defines the compact (i.e. closed and bounded) feasible region
of the reference state Ro. For ease of narration, let us denote
the boundary of Ro as ∂Ro. Note as Ro is compact, ∂Ro ⊆ Ro.

Meanwhile, the objective function (18) of Problem 1 implies
that the solution x⃗′∗o is affected by the present plant state x⃗p.
Therefore, we can analyze x⃗′∗o case by case depending on x⃗p.

Case 1: x⃗p ∈ Ro.
Case 2: x⃗p < Ro.

A. Optimal Solution for Case 1

Case 1 is trivial. The solution is analytical and is x⃗′∗o = x⃗p,
as this sets the objective function (18) to the global minimum:
f (x⃗′∗o ) = ∥x⃗′∗o − x⃗p∥

2
2 = 0. Meanwhile, the solution x⃗′∗o = x⃗p

satisfies both constraint (19) and (20). Specifically,
1) as x⃗p ∈ Ro, and Ro is defined by (19), x⃗′∗o (= x⃗p) hence

complies with (19).
2) When x⃗′∗o = x⃗p, qk(x⃗′∗o ) = −(⃗νk · x⃗′∗o + βk)2 ⩽ 0 (k =

1, 2, · · · , s), i.e. (20) sustains.

B. Optimal Solution for Case 2

Because x⃗′∗o must reside in3 the feasible region of the
reference state Ro, we cannot assign x⃗′∗o = x⃗p since x⃗p < Ro in
Case 2.

In addition, it is trivial that x⃗′∗o cannot exist inside Ro,
because we can always find another reference state (denoted as
x⃗′∗∗o ) that is along the direction from x⃗′∗o to x⃗p and on the bound-
ary of Ro (i.e., x⃗′∗∗o ∈ ∂Ro), so that ∥x⃗′∗∗o − x⃗p∥2 < ∥x⃗′∗o − x⃗p∥2.

Remark 1. In Case 2, the optimal solution x⃗′∗o , if exists, must
reside on some boundaries of Ro (i.e., x⃗′∗o ∈ ∂Ro).

To find the optimal solution x⃗′∗o for Case 2, we notice the
nonlinear constraint (20) complicates our analysis. To simply,
we propose the following 3-step procedure.

3For clarification, in this paper, a plant state is said to be “inside” a region
when the plant state resides in the interior of the region excluding the region
boundaries. On the other hand, a plant state is said to be “in” the region when
the plant state resides in the interior or on the boundaries.

1) Step 1: Simplify Problem 1 to the below Problem 2 by
removing the nonlinear constraint (20). Problem 2 is a
classical optimization problem that can be analytically
solved via the KKT method (see Section III-B). Denote
the thus derived analytical optimal solution to Problem 2
as x⃗′⋆o .

Problem 2.

minx⃗′o

(
f (x⃗′o) = ∥x⃗′o − x⃗p∥

2
2

)
, (21)

s.t. g j(x⃗′o) = ω⃗ j · x⃗′o + b j ⩽ 0, j = 1, 2, . . . , r. (22)

2) Step 2: Check if the x⃗′⋆o from Step 1 complies with the
nonlinear constraint (20) of Problem 1. If so, return x⃗′⋆o
for Problem 2 as the optimal solution x⃗′∗o for Problem 1.
Otherwise, proceed to Step 3.

3) Step 3: Apply the IPM based Newton’s method (see
Section III-C) to numerically search for the solution for
Problem 1. If the search finds a solution x⃗′∗o , return this
x⃗′∗o as the optimal solution for Problem 1. Return “failure”
otherwise.

Note, due to Step 3, the above 3-step procedure uses the
well-known IPM based Newton’s method as its fall-back plan
in the search for x⃗′∗o . Therefore, we have the following trivial
proposition.

Proposition 1. If the optimal solution x⃗′∗o for Case 2 can be
found by the IPM based Newton’s method alone, then x⃗′∗o can
be found by the proposed 3-step procedure for Case 2.

However, there are still two details of the 3-step procedure
that need further clarification: how to conduct the “KKT
method” in Step 1, and how to conduct the “IPM based
Newton’s method” in Step 3. These will be elaborated in the
following respectively by Section V-C and V-D.

C. Step 1 of the 3-Step Procedure

In this sub-section, we shall elaborate the “KKT method”
in Step 1 of the proposed 3-step procedure in Section V-B.

In Step 1, the Lagrange function for Problem 2 is given as
following (see Lemma 2):

L(x⃗′o) = f (x⃗′o) +
r∑

j=1

µ jg j(x⃗′o). (23)

The partial derivatives (w.r.t x⃗′o) of the involved functions in
(23) are given as follows:

∂ f (x⃗′o)
∂x⃗′o

= 2(x⃗′o − x⃗p); ∈ Rn (24)

∂g j(x⃗′o)
∂x⃗′o

= ω⃗ j ∈ R
n, j = 1, 2, . . . , r. (25)

Based on Remark 1, we can assume that the optimal solution
x⃗′⋆o resides on the intersection of exactly l (l ∈ {1, . . ., r})
boundaries, i.e.

x⃗′⋆o ∈
{
ξ
∣∣∣ g j(ξ) = 0 (∀ j ∈ {[1], [2], . . . , [l]}) and

g j(ξ) < 0 (∀ j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , r} − {[1], [2], . . . , [l]})
}
, (26)
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where ∀i < j (i, j ∈ {1, . . . , l}), we have [i] < [ j] and [i], [ j] ∈
{1, . . . , r}. Furthermore, assume {[1], [2], . . . , [l]} is the ℓth (ℓ ∈{
1, . . . ,

(
r
l

)}
) distinct combination of l indices from the index

set {1, 2, . . . , r}.
Let d⃗l,ℓ and Wl,ℓ represent the following vector and matrix:

d⃗l,ℓ
def
=


ω⃗[1] · x⃗p + b[1]
ω⃗[2] · x⃗p + b[2]

...
ω⃗[l] · x⃗p + b[l]

 ∈ Rl, (27)

and

Wl,ℓ
def
=


ω⃗[1] · ω⃗[1] ω⃗[1] · ω⃗[2] · · · ω⃗[1] · ω⃗[l]
ω⃗[2] · ω⃗[1] ω⃗[2] · ω⃗[2] · · · ω⃗[2] · ω⃗[l]
...

... · · ·
...

ω⃗[l] · ω⃗[1] ω⃗[l] · ω⃗[2] · · · ω⃗[l] · ω⃗[l]

 ∈ Rl×l. (28)

Then, we have the following important theorem for finding
the candidate solutions in Case 2:

Theorem 1. Given x⃗p < Ro, if (26) sustains and Wl,ℓ is
invertible, then the candidate optimal solution to Problem 2 is

x⃗′⋆o = x⃗p −
1
2

l∑
j=1

µ⋆[ j]ω⃗[ j], (29)

where

µ⃗⋆l,ℓ
def
= (µ⋆[1], µ

⋆
[2], . . . , µ

⋆
[l])

T = 2W−1
l,ℓ d⃗l,ℓ. (30)

Proof. If (26) sustains, the KKT conditions listed in Lemma 2
shall manifest in the following form.

First, due to the complementary slackness, ∀ j ∈

{1, 2, . . . , r} − {[1], [2], . . . , [l]}, we have µ⋆j = 0. (∗)
Second, due to the stationarity, the Lagrange function of

(23) should satisfy

∂L(x⃗′⋆o )
∂x⃗′o

=
∂ f (x⃗′⋆o )
∂x⃗′o

+

r∑
j=1

µ⋆j
∂g j(x⃗′⋆o )
∂x⃗′o

=
∂ f (x⃗′⋆o )
∂x⃗′o

+

l∑
j=1

µ⋆[ j]
∂g[ j](x⃗′⋆o )
∂x⃗′o

(due to (∗))

= 2(x⃗′⋆o − x⃗p) +
l∑

j=1

µ⋆[ j]ω⃗[ j] (due to (24) and (25))

= 0 (due to the stationarity of the KKT conditions).
(31)

Then, from (31), we have the following solution:

x⃗′⋆o = x⃗p −
1
2

l∑
j=1

µ⋆[ j]ω⃗[ j]. (32)

However, the Lagrange multipliers, i.e. µ⃗⋆l,ℓ
def
=

(µ⋆[1], µ
⋆
[2], · · · , µ

⋆
[l])

T, are still unknown. This can be solved by
the following conditions included in (26):

g[1](x⃗′⋆o ) = ω⃗[1] · x⃗′⋆o + b[1] = 0;
g[2](x⃗′⋆o ) = ω⃗[2] · x⃗′⋆o + b[2] = 0;

...

g[l](x⃗′⋆o ) = ω⃗[l] · x⃗′⋆o + b[l] = 0. (33)

Substituting (32) into (33) leads to the following set of
equations:

ω⃗[1] · x⃗p −
1
2

(µ⋆[1]ω⃗[1] · ω⃗[1] + µ
⋆
[2]ω⃗[1] · ω⃗[2] + · · · + µ

⋆
[l]ω⃗[1] · ω⃗[l])

+b[1] = 0;

ω⃗[2] · x⃗p −
1
2

(µ⋆[1]ω⃗[2] · ω⃗[1] + µ
⋆
[2]ω⃗[2] · ω⃗[2] + · · · + µ

⋆
[l]ω⃗[2] · ω⃗[l])

+b[2] = 0;
...

ω⃗[l] · x⃗p −
1
2

(µ⋆[1]ω⃗[l] · ω⃗[1] + µ
⋆
[2]ω⃗[l] · ω⃗[2] + · · · + µ

⋆
[l]ω⃗[l] · ω⃗[l])

+b[l] = 0,

which can be concatenated as
ω⃗[1] · ω⃗[1] ω⃗[1] · ω⃗[2] · · · ω⃗[1] · ω⃗[l]
ω⃗[2] · ω⃗[1] ω⃗[2] · ω⃗[2] · · · ω⃗[2] · ω⃗[l]
...

... · · ·
...

ω⃗[l] · ω⃗[1] ω⃗[l] · ω⃗[2] · · · ω⃗[l] · ω⃗[l]



µ⋆[1]
µ⋆[2]
...
µ⋆[l]


= 2


ω⃗[1] · x⃗p + b[1]
ω⃗[2] · x⃗p + b[2]

...
ω⃗[l] · x⃗p + b[l]

 . (34)

Using (27) and (28), (34) can be expressed by

Wl,ℓµ⃗
⋆
l,ℓ = 2d⃗l,ℓ.

As Wl,ℓ is invertible, we have

µ⃗⋆l,ℓ = 2W−1
l,ℓ d⃗l,ℓ.

This concludes the proof. □

Based on Theorem 1, the KKT method used in Step 1 can
be formally defined by Algorithm 1.

D. Step 3 of the 3-Step Procedure

In this sub-section, we shall elaborate the “IPM based
Newton’s method” in Step 3 of the proposed 3-step procedure
in Section V-B.

Based on Section III-C, we adopt the natural logarithmic
approximation form of the indicator function (see (13)), so as
to re-write Problem 1 into an unconstrained form (see (14)):

minx⃗′o
(
F(x⃗′o)

)
,

where F(x⃗′o) = f (x⃗′o) − 1
λ

∑r
j=1 ln
(
− g j(x⃗′o)

)
− 1
λ

∑s
k=1 ln

(
− qk(x⃗′o)

)
. (35)

The Newton’s method needs the gradient ∇F(x⃗′o) and Hessian
matrix ∇2F(x⃗′o) of F(x⃗′o). They are derived as follows.

1) Gradient ∇F(x⃗′o):

∇F(x⃗′o) =
∂F(x⃗′o)
∂x⃗′o

= 2(x⃗′o − x⃗p) −
1
λ

r∑
j=1

(g j(x⃗′o))−1 ∂g j(x⃗′o)
∂x⃗′o

−
1
λ

s∑
k=1

(qk(x⃗′o))−1 ∂qk(x⃗′o)
∂x⃗′o

, (36)
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Algorithm 1: KKT method used in Step 1
function KktMethodUsedInStep1 (

input: Problem 2;
output: x⃗′⋆o , i.e. the solution to Problem 2

):
1. Set of candidate solutions X := ∅;
2. for l in {1, . . . , r} do
3. for ℓ in

{
1, . . . ,

(
r
l

)}
do

4. Create the ℓth distinct combination of l indices
from the index set {1, . . . , r}, and denote this
indices combination as set {[1], . . . , [l]};

5. x⃗′⋆o,l,ℓ := NaN; //NaN: Not a Number
6. if Wl,ℓ is invertible then
7. µ⃗⋆l,ℓ := 2W−1

l,ℓ d⃗l,ℓ; //see (30) of Theorem 1
8. x⃗′⋆o,l,ℓ := x⃗p −

1
2
∑l

j=1 µ
⋆
[ j]ω⃗[ j];

//see (29) of Theorem 1
9. //check if x⃗′⋆o,l,ℓ satisfies presumption (26):
10. if ∃[ j] ∈ {[1], . . . , [l]} s.t. g[ j](x⃗′⋆o,l,ℓ) , 0

then x⃗′⋆o,l,ℓ := NaN; endif;
11. if ∃ j ∈ {1, . . . , r} − {[1], . . . , [l]} s.t. g j(x⃗′⋆o,l,ℓ) ⩾ 0

then x⃗′⋆o,l,ℓ := NaN; endif;
12. endif;
13. if x⃗′⋆o,l,ℓ , NaN then X := X ∪ {x⃗′⋆o,l,ℓ}; endif;
14. endfor;
15. endfor;
16. if X , ∅ then
17. enumerate all the elements in X to find x⃗′⋆o ∈ X that

minimizes f (x⃗′o) def
= (||x⃗′o − x⃗p||2)2;

//see (21) of Problem 2
18. return x⃗′⋆o ;
19. else return NaN; endif;

where

∂g j(x⃗′o)
∂x⃗′o

=
∂(ω⃗ j · x⃗′o + b j)

∂x⃗′o
= ω⃗ j ∈ R

n, (37)

and

∂qk(x⃗′o)
∂x⃗′o

=
∂
(
(x⃗′o − x⃗p)2 − (⃗νk · x⃗′o + βk)2

)
∂x⃗′o

= 2(x⃗′o − x⃗p) − 2(⃗νk · x⃗′o + βk )⃗νk
= 2(x⃗′o − x⃗p) − 2ν⃗kν⃗Tk x⃗′o − 2βkν⃗k ∈ R

n. (38)

2) Hessian matrix ∇2F(x⃗′o): Using (37) and (38), we can
respectively derive

∂2g j(x⃗′o)

∂x⃗′2o
= 0n, (39)

∂2qk(x⃗′o)
∂x⃗′2o

= 2In − 2ν⃗kν⃗Tk ∈ R
n×n, (40)

where In ∈ R
n×n is the identity matrix, and 0n ∈ R

n×n is the
zero matrix. With (39) and (40), we have

∇2F(x⃗′o) = ∂
2F(x⃗′o)
∂x⃗′2o

= 2In −
1
λ

∑r
j=1

[
− (g j(x⃗′o))−2

(
∂g j(x⃗′o)
∂x⃗′o

)2
+ (g j(x⃗′o))−1 ∂

2g j(x⃗′o)
∂x⃗′2o

]
− 1
λ

∑s
k=1

[
− (qk(x⃗′o))−2

(
∂qk(x⃗′o)
∂x⃗′o

)2
+ (qk(x⃗′o))−1 ∂2qk(x⃗′o)

∂x⃗′2o

]
. (41)

With (36) and (41), the optimal solution for (35) can be
searched iteratively by (see (11)):

x⃗(ı+1)
o = x⃗(ı)

o − η[∇
2F(x⃗(ı)

o )]−1∇F(x⃗(ı)
o ), (42)

where η is the iteration step size (which is fixed in this paper).
The iteration ending conditions/operations are described by E1
and E2 in Section III-C, which will not be repeated here.

E. Relaxation of Assumption 5

So far, all the solutions discussed in Section V-A and V-B
assume Assumption 5. Simply put, the Lyapunov ellipsoid E
should be a hyper sphere. However, in practice, E usually is
not a hyper sphere, and usually is not parallel to the coordinate
axes. Formally, E usually has unequal principal axis lengths,
and the principal axes usually are not parallel to the coordinate
axes.

Fortunately, Assumption 5 can be removed by applying
linear transformations to the n-dimensional state space.

For narrative convenience, let us denote the original n-
dimensional state space as S1. In S1, let us denote the original
reference state as x⃗o,1, the feasible region of reference state as
Ro,1, the original Lyapunov ellipsoid as E1, and the original
forbidden region as F1.

For simplicity, let us relocate the origin point of S1’s
coordinate system C1 to x⃗o,1, and orient the axes of C1 in
parallel to the principal axes of E1. Suppose under the relo-
cated coordinate system C1, E1 is described by the following
formula:

E1 = E(x⃗1(t0), x⃗o,1, P), (43)

where x⃗1(t) is the plant state at time instance t, t0 is the initial
time instance, P is the solution to the Lyapunov equation (3)
assuming coordinate system (a.c.s.) C1, and E is defined in
(5).

Suppose at time instance t1, the original forbidden region
F1 abruptly changed to the new forbidden region F ′1 , while
the present plant state is x⃗1(t1) = x⃗p,1. As per our proposal, we
shall retain the original controller, and choose a new reference
state x⃗′o,1 at t1. Correspondingly, the new Lyapunov ellipsoid
should become

E′′1 = E(x⃗1(t1), x⃗′o,1, P) = E(x⃗p,1, x⃗′o,1, P). (44)

As per our proposal, we are not going to change P, and x⃗p,1
is given at t1, hence we can only change x⃗′o,1 to optimize E′′.
The optimization problem to search for x⃗′o,1 is a generalization
of Problem 1 as follows.
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Problem 3 (ORSOP-Generalized (in S1 a.c.s. C1)).

minx⃗′o,1
vol(E′′1 = E(x⃗p,1, x⃗′o,1, P)), (45)

s.t. g j,1(x⃗′o,1) = ω⃗ j,1 · x⃗′o,1 + b j,1 ⩽ 0, j = 1, 2, . . . , r; (46)

qk,1(x⃗′o,1) = ∥x⃗′o,1 − x⃗p,1∥
2
2 − (⃗νk,1 · x⃗′o,1 + βk,1)2 ⩽ 0,

k = 1, 2, . . . , s. (47)

In Problem 3, vol(E′′1 ) calculates the volume of E′′1 ; g j,1,
ω⃗ j,1, b j,1 ( j = 1, 2, . . . , r), qk,1, ν⃗k,1, βk,1 (k = 1, 2, . . . , s)
respectively correspond to g j, ω⃗ j, b j ( j = 1, 2, . . . , r), qk, ν⃗k,
βk (k = 1, 2, . . . , s) in Problem 1, except that we are now a.c.s.
C1 of state space S1.

Again for Case 1 (see Section V-A), i.e. x⃗p,1 ∈ Ro, the
solution for Problem 3 is trivial: x⃗′∗o,1 = x⃗p,1. The reason is the
same as that described in Section V-A (note when we take
x⃗′∗o,1 = x⃗p,1, vol(E′′1 ) = 0).

Therefore, in the rest of this subsection, we shall focus on
Case 2 (see Section V-B), i.e. x⃗p,1 < Ro.

To solve Case 2, we notice P ∈ Rn×n is a real symmetric
positive definite matrix (see Lemma 1 condition C1). Accord-
ing to linear algebra [23, pp.648], using the seminal Singular
Value Decomposition (SVD), P can always be decomposed to
the following form

P = UΛUT, (48)

where U ∈ Rn×n is an orthogonal matrix (i.e. UUT = UTU = I,
where I is the identity matrix), and Λ ∈ Rn×n is a diagonal
matrix with P’s eigen values as its diagonal elements. Note
P is positive definite, hence every diagonal element of Λ is
positive. Furthermore, SVD can be conducted in a way so that
the diagonal elements of Λ are sorted in descending order.

Let diag(e1, e2, . . . , en) represent a diagonal matrix whose
diagonal elements (respectively from row 1 to n) are e1, e2,
. . ., en. We can denote

Λ = diag(λ1, λ2, . . . , λn), where λ1 ⩾ λ2 ⩾ . . . ⩾ λn > 0; (49)

and denote

Λ−
1
2

def
= diag(

1
√
λ1
,

1
√
λ2
, . . . ,

1
√
λn

), (50)

Λ
1
2

def
= diag(

√
λ1,
√
λ2, . . . ,

√
λn).

Let us carry out the following linear transformation, denoted
as T1→2, of all vectors in state space S1 (a.c.s. C1) to state
space S2 (a.c.s. C2): ∀ξ⃗1 ∈ S1, ξ⃗1 is linearly transformed to
ξ⃗2 ∈ S2 as per

ξ⃗2 = T1→2(ξ⃗1) def
= Λ

1
2 UTξ⃗1. (51)

Obviously, the inverse transformation, denoted as T2→1, is
∀ξ⃗2 ∈ S2, ξ⃗2 is linearly transformed to ξ⃗1 ∈ S1 as per

ξ⃗1 = T2→1(ξ⃗2) def
= UΛ−

1
2 ξ⃗2. (52)

In S1 (a.c.s. C1),

E′′1 = E(x⃗p,1, x⃗′o,1, P) (due to (44))

=
{
ξ⃗1
∣∣∣Vx⃗′o,1,P

(ξ⃗1) ⩽ Vx⃗′o,1,P
(x⃗p,1), ξ⃗1 ∈ Rn

}
, (due to (5))

=
{
ξ⃗1
∣∣∣(ξ⃗1 − x⃗′o,1)TP(ξ⃗1 − x⃗′o,1)

⩽ (x⃗p,1 − x⃗′o,1)TP(x⃗p,1 − x⃗′o,1), ξ⃗1 ∈ Rn
}
. (due to (4))

(53)

Let

ξ⃗2 = T1→2(ξ⃗1) = Λ
1
2 UTξ⃗1,

i.e. ξ⃗1 = T2→1(ξ⃗2) = UΛ−
1
2 ξ⃗2; (54)

x⃗′o,2 = T1→2(x⃗′o,1) = Λ
1
2 UT x⃗′o,1,

i.e. x⃗′o,1 = T2→1(x⃗′o,2) = UΛ−
1
2 x⃗′o,2; (55)

and x⃗p,2 = T1→2(x⃗p,1) = Λ
1
2 UT x⃗p,1,

i.e. x⃗p,1 = T2→1(x⃗p,2) = UΛ−
1
2 x⃗p,2. (56)

Combining (54)(55)(56) and (53), we derive the T1→2
transformed E′′1 in S2 (a.c.s. C2), denoted as E′′2 as follows:

E′′2

=
{
ξ⃗2
∣∣∣(UΛ− 1

2 ξ⃗2 − UΛ−
1
2 x⃗′o,2)TP(UΛ−

1
2 ξ⃗2 − UΛ−

1
2 x⃗′o,2)

⩽ (UΛ−
1
2 x⃗p,2 − UΛ−

1
2 x⃗′o,2)TP(UΛ−

1
2 x⃗p,2 − UΛ−

1
2 x⃗′o,2),

ξ⃗2 ∈ R
n
}

=
{
ξ⃗2
∣∣∣(ξ⃗2 − x⃗′o,2)TΛ−

1
2 UTPUΛ−

1
2 (ξ⃗2 − x⃗′o,2)

⩽ (x⃗p,2 − x⃗′o,2)TΛ−
1
2 UTPUΛ−

1
2 (x⃗p,2 − x⃗′o,2), ξ⃗2 ∈ Rn

}
=
{
ξ⃗2
∣∣∣(ξ⃗2 − x⃗′o,2)T(ξ⃗2 − x⃗′o,2)

⩽ (x⃗p,2 − x⃗′o,2)T(x⃗p,2 − x⃗′o,2), ξ⃗2 ∈ Rn
}
. (due to (48))

(57)

From (57), we see E′′2 is a hyper sphere centered at x⃗′o,2
with a radius length of ∥x⃗p,2 − x⃗′o,2∥2. Therefore, in state space
S2 (a.c.s. C2), vol(E′′2 ) strictly increases when ∥x⃗′o,2 − x⃗p,2∥

2
2

increases. (†)
Meanwhile, as E′′2 in S2 is the linear transformation of E′′1

in S1 (see (53)(54)(55)(56)(57)), as per [25, pp.250] and (54),
we have

vol(E′′1 ) =
∣∣∣det(UΛ−

1
2 )
∣∣∣ vol(E′′2 ), (58)

where det(UΛ−
1
2 ) is the determinant of matrix UΛ−

1
2 . Comb-

ning (58) and (†), we know vol(E′′1 ) also strictly increases
when ∥x⃗′o,2 − x⃗p,2∥

2
2 increases. Therefore, the objective of (45)

is equivalent to

minx⃗′o,2
f2(x⃗′o,2) def

= ∥x⃗′o,2 − x⃗p,2∥
2
2. (59)

On the other hand, combining (54)(55)(56) with constraints
(46) and (47), we derive the T1→2 transformed constraints in
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S2 (a.c.s. C2) as follows:

g j,1(x⃗′o,1)

= ω⃗ j,1 · UΛ−
1
2 x⃗′o,2 + b j,1

= Λ−
1
2 UTω⃗ j,1 · x⃗′o,2 + b j,1 ⩽ 0, j = 1, 2, . . . , r; (60)

qk,1(x⃗′o,1)

= ∥UΛ−
1
2 x⃗′o,2 − UΛ−

1
2 x⃗p,2∥

2
2 − (⃗νk,1 · UΛ−

1
2 x⃗′o,2 + βk,1)2

= ∥UΛ−
1
2 (x⃗′o,2 − x⃗p,2)∥22 − (Λ−

1
2 UTν⃗k,1 · x⃗′o,2 + βk,1)2

⩽ 0, k = 1, 2, . . . , s. (61)

Denote

ω⃗ j,2
def
= Λ−

1
2 UTω⃗ j,1, b j,2

def
= b j,1,

and g j,2(x⃗′o,2) def
= ω⃗ j,2 · x⃗′o,2 + b j,2 ⩽ 0, j = 1, 2, . . . , r. (62)

We can see any x⃗′o,2 satisfies (62) also satisfies (60), and vice
versa. Therefore constraint (62) and constraint (46) are the
same thing. (‡)

Denote

ν⃗k,2
def
= Λ−

1
2 UTν⃗k,1, βk,2

def
= βk,1, and

qk,2(x⃗′o,2) def
= ∥UΛ−

1
2 (x⃗′o,2 − x⃗p,2)∥22 − (⃗νk,2 · x⃗′o,2 + βk,2)2

⩽ 0, k = 1, 2, . . . , s. (63)

We can see any x⃗′o,2 satisfies (63) also satisfies (61), and vice
versa. Therefore constraint (63) and constraint (47) are the
same thing. (♣)

Combining (59), (‡), and (♣), we can re-write
Problem 3 in state space S2 (a.c.s. C2) as follows:

Problem 4 (ORSOP-Generalized (in S2 a.c.s. C2)).

minx⃗′o,2

(
f2(x⃗′o,2) def

= ∥x⃗′o,2 − x⃗p,2∥
2
2

)
, (64)

s.t. g j,2(x⃗′o,2) = ω⃗ j,2 · x⃗′o,2 + b j,2 ⩽ 0, j = 1, 2, . . . , r; (65)

qk,2(x⃗′o,2) = ∥UΛ−
1
2 (x⃗′o,2 − x⃗p,2)∥22 − (⃗νk,2 · x⃗′o,2 + βk,2)2

⩽ 0, k = 1, 2, . . . , s. (66)

Problem 4 has the same structure as Problem 1 except a
minor change: compared to (20), (66) added a multiplier of
UΛ−

1
2 inside the Euclidean norm ∥ · ∥2.

Therefore, we can re-use the 3-step procedure for Problem 1
to solve Problem 4, with a minor revision to Step 2 as follows:
instead of checking nonlinear constraint (20), we should check
nonlinear constraint (66).

In the end, if the above revised 3-step procedure for Prob-
lem 4 produces an optimal solution x⃗′∗o,2 in state space S2 (a.c.s.
C2), we need to transform it back to the state space S1 (a.c.s.
C1) as per (54).
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