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Constrained Multi-Modal Density Control of Linear
Systems via Covariance Steering Theory

Isin M. Balci, Efstathios Bakolas

Abstract—In this paper, we investigate finite-horizon optimal
density steering problems for discrete-time stochastic linear
dynamical systems whose state probability densities can be
represented as Gaussian Mixture Models (GMMs). Our goal is
to compute optimal controllers that can ensure that the terminal
state distribution will match the desired distribution exactly
(hard-constrained version) or closely (soft-constrained version)
where in the latter case we employ a Wasserstein like metric
that can measure the distance between different GMMs. Our
approach relies on a class of randomized control policies which
allow us to reformulate the proposed density steering problems
as finite-dimensional optimization problems, and in particular,
linear and bilinear programs. Additionally, we explore more
general density steering problems based on the approximation
of general distributions by GMMs and characterize bounds for
the error between the terminal distribution under our policy and
the approximated GMM terminal state distribution. Finally, we
demonstrate the effectiveness of our approach through non-trivial
numerical experiments.

Index Terms—Stochastic Optimal Control, Uncertain Systems,
Convex Optimization

I. INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we address a class of optimal multi-modal
density steering problems for discrete-time linear dynamical
systems, in which the probability density of the state process
is represented by Gaussian Mixture Models (GMMs), owing
to their universal approximation property [1, Chapter 3]. Such
problems fall under the umbrella of “optimal mass transport”
(OMT) [2]. Throughout the paper, we explore various versions
of the density steering problem, including those with input and
state constraints, and cost functions designed as convex combi-
nations of Wasserstein-like distance functions for GMMs [3]
and quadratic cost functions (in terms of state and control
inputs).

Typically, three different approaches can be employed to
solve density steering problems. The goal in the first approach,
which considers continuous-time state space models, is to
control the evolution of the Fokker-Planck partial differential
equation (PDE) describing the evolution of the probability
density function (PDF) of the state [4]–[6]. The second ap-
proach, which considers discrete state space models, employs
Markov chain-based methods along with convex optimization
tools to design a transition matrix for the Markov chain that
will realize the transfer of the probability distribution to the
desired one [7], [8]. Lastly, the third approach treats the
density steering problem as a static mass transport problem
which can be addressed by well-known optimal mass transport
(OMT) algorithms [2], [9]–[11].

Our approach is primarily aligned with OMT methods.
However, instead of seeking the optimal transport map in a
general discretized state-space, we utilize GMM along with
covariance steering theory [12]–[14] for a gridless approach.
This enables us to formulate and solve a lower-dimensional
linear program (LP) in the unconstrained case and a bilinear

x0 ∼ GMM({p0i , µ0
i ,Σ

0
i }2i=0)

xN ∼ GMM({pNi , µN
i ,ΣN

i }1i=0)

Fig. 1: Graphical illustration of the multi-modal density con-
trol problem. In this problem, a feedback control policy is
sought to steer the uncertain initial state x0 drawn from a
(blue) GMM distribution to a terminal state xN drawn from
another (red) GMM distribution in finite time.

program for the constrained case, providing a computationally
efficient method.
Literature Review: Density steering problems have received
significant attention in the relevant literature. In [9], the authors
consider a density steering problem with linear dynamics and a
convex quadratic cost, recasting it as an optimal mass transport
problem. The authors of [15] address the density steering prob-
lem treating it as a dynamic program over probability spaces.
It is worth noting, however, that both of these approaches
involve discretizing the continuous state-space, as computing
the optimal transport map and solving recursively the Bellman
equation requires a discrete state-space.

A special class of density steering problems is the so-
called covariance steering (CS) problems [12], [16] whose
main objective is to steer the first two moments of the
uncertain state of a dynamical system to desired quantities. CS
problems have been studied extensively for both continuous-
time [12] and discrete-time [13], [16] settings. Constrained
CS problems have been studied in [16]–[18]. Moreover, the
squared Wasserstein distance has been used to formulate a
soft constrained version of the CS problem in [14], [19]. For
computational efficiency, truncated affine disturbance feedback
policies are used in CS problems in [18]. Both closed-form
solutions [12], [13] and optimization-based approaches [14],
[16], [17] to CS problems avoid state-space discretization and
extensive sampling. However, the main limitation of the CS
methods is their inability to steer multi-modal distributions.

Density steering problems can be formulated over discrete
state-spaces as Markov chain synthesis problems. The problem
of characterizing a Markov chain that will realize the transfer
to the desired probability distribution in the infinite horizon
case can be cast as a convex semi-definite program (SDP)
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[7], whereas in the finite horizon case, the problem is not
necessarily convex and should be addressed as a general
nonlinear program (NLP) [8], [20].

In [21], the authors address the density steering prob-
lem with nonlinear drift, deriving optimality conditions ex-
pressed through coupled PDEs which are solved by using the
Feynman-Kac lemma and point cloud sampling. Meanwhile,
[22] explores the distribution steering problem for linear
systems under the influence of non-Gaussian noise, leveraging
characteristic functions. Another approach, detailed in [23],
employs power moments to formulate convex optimization
problems for steering general probability densities in one-
dimensional settings. Furthermore, [24] presents a PDE-based
optimal robotic swarm coverage control policy, while [25]
focuses on deriving the optimal density steering laws for
systems with multiplicative noise for the infinite horizon case.
Lastly, [26] introduces a hierarchical clustering-based density
steering algorithm tailored for applications of distributed large-
scale robotic networks.

The density steering problem using Gaussian mixture mod-
els has been investigated in [27]–[29]. However, a notable
limitation of [27]–[29] is that their proposed density steering
methods do not explicitly account for the system’s dynamics.
Moreover, their approach relies on spatial discretization which
results in high computational cost. Finally, it should be men-
tioned that a preliminary version of this paper [30] studied
the hard-constrained GMM steering problem in the absence
of input/state constraints. In this extended version, we study
constrained problem formulations and also present theoretical
error bounds for the GMM approximations of the PDF of the
(uncertain) state of linear systems.
Main Contributions: All the aforementioned methods for
density steering, besides CS methods, involve state-space dis-
cretization, solving partial differential equations, or extensive
sampling. In contrast, our approach offers a computationally
efficient solution to the optimal multi-modal density steering
problem without these complexities. Furthermore, except from
[10], none of the referenced papers consider control input or
state constraints jointly with system dynamics. By contrast,
the problem formulations in this paper address both constraints
while explicitly accounting for system dynamics.

In this paper, we employ convex optimization techniques
and covariance steering theory to tackle the proposed density
steering problems. Initially, we revisit the unimodal density
steering problem (covariance steering) and derive in closed-
form the optimal state feedback policy that steers an initial
state (Gaussian) distribution to a desired terminal state (Gaus-
sian) distribution while minimizing a quadratic cost. Secondly,
we introduce a class of randomized state feedback policies
to reduce the primary problem into a finite-dimensional NLP.
These policies ensure that the state density can be represented
as a Gaussian mixture model throughout the time horizon.
Lastly, we show that the finite-dimensional optimization prob-
lem obtained by utilizing the proposed policy corresponds to
an LP for the hard-constrained problem whereas the other
formulations give rise to bilinear programs. To solve these
bilinear programs, we propose a block coordinate descent
(BCD) solution technique.

Furthermore, we showcase the effectiveness of our method-
ology in steering arbitrary probability state distributions of
linear dynamical systems approximated by GMMs computed
by the expectation-maximization algorithm [31]. We demon-
strate that the error in the GMM approximation remains

bounded after applying the proposed policy and provide the
aforementioned bounds. Finally, we present the results of
numerical experiments along with their computation times to
demonstrate the efficacy of our approach.
Organization of the Paper: Preliminary definitions, problem
setup and formulations are given in Section II. In Section III,
we revisit the optimal covariance steering for linear dynamical
systems. In Section IV, we define a class of randomized
policies under which the state distribution will remain a GMM
at all future time steps. In Section V, we demonstrate how the
proposed density steering problems can be reduced to their
corresponding NLPs which are subsequently solved by using
BCD-based algorithms that are introduced in Section VI. Error
bounds for GMM approximations for arbitrary probability
distributions are discussed in Section VII. Results of our
numerical simulations are presented and discussed in Section
VIII. Finally, the paper concludes with remarks in Section IX.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Notation: Rn (Rn×m) denotes the space of n-dimensional real
vectors (n × m matrices). Z+ represents the set of positive
integers. The convex cone of positive definite (semi-definite)
n× n matrices is denoted by S++

n (S+n ). For any x ∈ Rn and
Q ∈ S+n , ∥x∥Q :=

√
xTQx. In denotes the identity matrix

of size n. 1n denotes the n-dimensional vector of ones. 0
denotes the zero matrix. Vertical concatenation of vectors or
matrices x0, . . . , xN is denoted as vertcat(x0, . . . , xN ). The
trace and determinant of a matrix A ∈ Rn×n are denoted
by tr (A) and det(A), respectively. ∥A∥∗ denotes the nuclear
norm of a matrix A ∈ Rn×m. A ≥ (≤)0 denotes element-wise
comparison for matrices A ∈ Rn×m. For symmetric matrices
A,B ∈ Rn×n, A ⪰ (≻)B means that A − B ∈ S+n (S++

n ).
bdiag(A1, . . . , AN ) denotes the block diagonal matrix with
diagonal blocks A1, . . . , AN . The expectation and covariance
of a random variable x are denoted as E [x] and Cov (x),
respectively. The notation x ∼ N (µ,Σ) means that x is
a Gaussian random variable with mean µ and covariance
matrix Σ. ∆n denotes the probability simplex in Rn, where
∆n := {[p1, . . . , pn]T ∈ Rn :

∑n
i=1 pi = 1 and pi ≥ 0 ∀i}.

When x follows a Gaussian mixture model, we write x ∼
GMM({pi, µi,Σi}n−1

i=0 ) where pn := [p0, . . . , pn−1]
T ∈ ∆n.

The PDF of a random variable x ∈ Rn evaluated at x′ ∈ Rn

is Px(x
′). If x ∼ N (µ,Σ), we write PN (x′;µ,Σ) instead of

Px(x
′). For random variables x ∈ Rn and y ∈ Rm, we denote

by x|y = ŷ the conditional random variable x given y = ŷ.
P(A) denotes the set of all random variables over A ⊆ Rn.
Preliminaries: Next, we provide some basic definitions from
the OMT literature [3] that will be used throughout this paper.

Definition 1. Let ρx, ρy : Rn → R+ be PDFs of random vari-
ables x,y ∈ Rn. The squared Wasserstein distance between
ρx and ρy is denoted as W 2

2 (ρx, ρy) and defined as:

W 2
2 (ρx, ρy) = inf

σ∈H(ρx,ρy)

∫∫
∥x− y∥22 σ(x, y)dxdy (1)

where H(ρx, ρy) denotes the set of all PDFs over R2n with
finite second moments and marginals over ρx and ρy , that is,

H(ρx, ρy) :=
{
σ(x, y) :

∫∫
∥[xT, yT]T∥22σ(x, y)dxdy < ∞,∫

σ(x, y)dx = ρy(y),

∫
σ(x, y)dy = ρx(x)

}
.
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To compute W 2
2 (ρx, ρy), one needs to solve the functional

optimization problem in (1), which is generally intractable
except from a few special cases. One such case occurs when
ρx(x) = PN (x;µx,Σx) and ρy(y) := PN (y;µy,Σy), in
which case

W 2
N (µx,Σx, µy,Σy) :=∥µx − µy∥22 + tr (Σx +Σy)

− 2tr
(
(Σ1/2

y ΣxΣ
1/2
y )1/2

)
. (2)

For arbitrary distributions over Rn with n > 1, W 2
2 (ρx, ρy)

must be computed numerically. For instance, one can represent
the continuous PDFs ρx and ρy by finite sets of samples
{xi}Ni=1 and {yi}Mi=1, respectively. Additionally, let {pxi }Ni=1
and {pyi }Mi=1 represent the probability mass assigned to each
xi and yi, such that px = [px1 , . . . , p

x
N ]T ∈ ∆N and

py = [py1, . . . , p
y
M ]T ∈ ∆N , respectively. Then, W 2

2 (ρx, ρy)
can be calculated by solving the following OMT problem:

min
M∈M

N∑
i=1

M∑
j=1

Mi,jCi,j (3)

where Ci,j = ∥xi − yj∥22 and M := {M = [Mi,j ] ∈
RN×M : M ≥ 0, M1 = px,MT1 = py}. Inspired by
the discrete OMT problem (3), the authors of [3] proposed
a GMM-Wasserstein distance as a distance metric between
GMMs.

Definition 2. Let x ∼ GMM({pxi , µx
i ,Σ

x
i }

N−1
i=0 ) and y ∼

GMM({pyj , µ
y
j ,Σ

y
j}

M−1
j=0 ) and let ρx, ρy : Rn → R+

be their corresponding PDFs. The GMM-Wasserstein dis-
tance between ρx and ρy is given as WGMM(ρx, ρy) :=√∑N

i=1

∑M
j=1 Ci,jM⋆

i,j where M⋆
i,j is the optimal solution

of the problem in (3) with Ci,j = W 2
N (µx

i ,Σ
x
i , µ

y
j ,Σ

y
j ).

Throughout the paper, we use the squared GMM-
Wasserstein distance, given in Definition 2, to measure the
distance between the PDFs of GMMs.
Problem Setup: We consider a discrete-time linear system:

xk+1 = Akxk +Bkuk (4)

where xk ∈ Rn and uk ∈ Rm are the state and input processes,
respectively. We assume that x0 ∼ GMM({p0i , µ0

i ,Σ
0
i }

r−1
i=0 )

such that [p0, . . . , pr−1]
T ∈ ∆r, µ0

i ∈ Rn and Σ0
i ∈ S++

n for
all i ∈ {0, . . . , n− 1}.

Assumption 1. The system dynamics given in (4) is control-
lable over a given problem horizon N ∈ Z+. In other words,
the controllability Grammian, GN :0, which is defined as:

GN :0 =

N−1∑
k=0

ΦN,k+1BkB
T
k Φ

T
N,k+1 (5)

is non-singular with Φk2,k1
:= Ak2−1Ak2−2 . . . Ak1

, Φk,k =
In for all k2, k1 ∈ Z+ such that k2 ≥ k1.

A control policy with an horizon N ∈ Z+ for the system (4)
is defined as a sequence of control laws π = {πi}N−1

i=0 where
each πi : Rn → P(Rm) is a function that maps the state xk

to a random variable representing control inputs. The set of
randomized control policies is denoted by Π. Throughout the
paper, we consider cost functions of the following form:

J(X0:N , U0:N−1) = JN (xN ) +

N−1∑
k=0

Jk(xk, uk) (6)

where Jk(xk, uk) := ∥uk∥2Rk
+ ∥xk − x′

k∥2Qk
for all k ∈

{0, . . . , N − 1}, JN (xN ) := ∥xN − x′
k∥2QN

, Rk ∈ S++
m

and Qk ∈ S+n for all k. Furthermore, X0:N = {xk}Nk=0 and
U0:N−1 = {uk}N−1

k=0 . Next, we formulate the first problem
considered in this paper:

Problem 1 (Hard-Constrained GMM Density Steering). Let
N ∈ Z+, Ak ∈ Rn×n, Bk ∈ Rn×m, Rk ∈ S++

m , Qk ∈ S+n
be given for all k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1} and QN ∈ S+n . Also,
let r, t ∈ Z+, [p00, . . . , p

0
r−1] ∈ ∆r, [pd0, . . . , p

d
t−1] ∈ ∆t,

{µ0
i }

r−1
i=0 , {µd

i }
t−1
i=0 , {Σ0

i }
r−1
i=0 , {Σd

i }
t−1
i=0 such that µ0

i , µ
d
i ∈ Rn

and Σ0
i ,Σ

d
i ∈ S++

n be given. Find an admissible control policy
π⋆ ∈ Π that solves the following problem:

min
π∈Π

E [J(X0:N , U0:N−1)] (7a)

s.t. (4)

x0 ∼ GMM
(
{p0i , µ0

i ,Σ
0
i }r−1

i=0

)
(7b)

xN ∼ GMM
(
{pdi , µd

i ,Σ
d
i }t−1

i=0

)
(7c)

uk = πk(xk) (7d)

In the presence of state and/or input constraints, the fea-
sibility of Problem 1 is not guaranteed. For this reason, we
also formulate a soft constrained version of the GMM density
steering problem in which the main objective is to minimize
the weighted sum of the quadratic cost given in (6) and the
squared GMM-Wasserstein distance (Definition 2) between the
terminal state distribution and the desired distribution.

Problem 2 (Soft-Constrained GMM Density Steering). Let
N ∈ Z+, κ > 0, Ak ∈ Rn×n, Bk ∈ Rn×m, Rk ∈ S++

m ,
Qk ∈ S+n be given for all k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1} and QN ∈ S+n .
Also, let r, t ∈ Z+, [p00, . . . , p

0
r−1] ∈ ∆r, [pd0, . . . , p

d
t−1] ∈ ∆t,

{µ0
i }

r−1
i=0 , {µd

i }
t−1
i=0 , {Σ0

i }
r−1
i=0 , {Σd

i }
t−1
i=0 such that µ0

i , µ
d
i ∈ Rn

and Σ0
i ,Σ

d
i ∈ S++

n be given. Find an admissible control policy
π⋆ ∈ Π that solves the following problem:

min
π∈Π

E [J(X0:N , U0:N−1)] + κW 2
GMM(ρN , ρd) (8a)

s.t. (4), (7b), (7d)

xd ∼ GMM({pdi , µd
i ,Σ

d
i }t−1

i=0) (8b)

where ρN , ρd are the PDFs of xN and xd, respectively.

Problem 2 can be solved to find a control policy such
that constraints of the form E [J(X0:N,, U0:N−1)] ≤ c, for
some c ≥ 0, are satisfied by adjusting appropriately the value
of the parameter κ. However, the optimal value of the term
E [J(X0:N,, U0:N−1)] might be much smaller than c, if κ is
not large enough.

Next, we formulate another constrained density steering
problem whose main objective is to minimize the squared
GMM-Wasserstein distance between the terminal state dis-
tribution and the desired state distribution subject to a total
quadratic cost constraint.

Problem 3 (Total Cost Constrained GMM-Density Steering).
Let N ∈ Z+, κ > 0, Ak ∈ Rn×n, Bk ∈ Rn×m, Rk ∈ S++

m ,
Qk ∈ S+n be given for all k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1} and QN ∈ S+n .
Also, let r, t ∈ Z+, [p00, . . . , p

0
r−1] ∈ ∆r, [pd0, . . . , p

d
t−1] ∈ ∆t,

{µ0
i }

r−1
i=0 , {µd

i }
t−1
i=0 , {Σ0

i }
r−1
i=0 , {Σd

i }
t−1
i=0 such that µ0

i , µ
d
i ∈ Rn
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and Σ0
i ,Σ

d
i ∈ S++

n be given. Find an admissible control policy
π⋆ ∈ Π that solves the following problem:

min
π∈Π

W 2
GMM(ρN , ρd), s.t. (4), (7b), (8b), (7d) (9a)

E [J(X0:N , U0:N−1)] ≤ κ (9b)

where ρN , ρd are the PDFs of xN and xd, respectively.

The last problem that we will study in this paper is similar
to Problem 3 but in contrast with the latter, the state and input
constraints are enforced separately for each time step.

Problem 4 (Step Cost Constrained GMM-Density Steering).
Let N ∈ Z+, κk ∈ R+, Ak ∈ Rn×n, Bk ∈ Rn×m, Rk ∈ S++

m ,
Qk ∈ S+n be given for all k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1} and QN ∈ S+n .
Also, let r, t ∈ Z+, [p00, . . . , p

0
r−1] ∈ ∆r, [pd0, . . . , p

d
t−1] ∈ ∆t

{µ0
i }

r−1
i=0 , {µd

i }
t−1
i=0 , {Σ0

i }
r−1
i=0 , {Σd

i }
t−1
i=0 such that µ0

i , µ
d
i ∈ Rn

and Σ0
i ,Σ

d
i ∈ S++

n be given. Find an admissible control policy
π⋆ ∈ Π that solves the following problem:

min
π∈Π

W 2
GMM(ρN , ρd) s.t. (4), (7b), (8b), (7d) (10a)

E [Jk(xk, uk)] ≤ κk, ∀k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1} (10b)

where ρN , ρd are the PDFs of xN and xd, respectively.

Remark 1. It is worth mentioning that the solutions to
Problems 2-4, which may appear similar to each other, require
different techniques, as will be shown in Section V.

III. OPTIMAL COVARIANCE STEERING FOR LINEAR
SYSTEMS

Optimal covariance steering problems for linear dynamical
systems with quadratic cost functions have been extensively
studied in the literature [12], [13]. In this section, we expand
upon the results of [13] and derive a closed-form solution to
the covariance steering problem, considering quadratic cost
functions (in terms of the state and the control input). This
results will be subsequently used to formulate the Problems
defined in Section II as finite-dimensional optimization prob-
lems. To begin, we revisit the formal definition of the Gaussian
covariance steering problem:

Problem 5 (Gaussian Covariance Steering). Let µ0, µd ∈ Rn,
Σ0,Σd ∈ S++

n , Rk ∈ S++
m , Qk ∈ S+n for all k ∈ {0, . . . , N −

1} and QN ∈ S+n be given. Find an admissible control policy
π⋆ ∈ Π that solves the following problem:

min
π∈Π

E [J(X0:N , U0:N−1)] (11)

s.t. (4), x0 ∼ N (µ0,Σ0), xN ∼ N (µd,Σd).

In [14], it is demonstrated that the optimal policy for the
Gaussian covariance steering problem given in (11) takes the
form of a deterministic affine state feedback policy, expressed
as πk(xk) = ūk + Kk(xk − µk) where µk = E [xk].
Furthermore, for deterministic linear systems, this affine state
feedback policy can be equivalently expressed in terms of
the initial state as πk(x0) = ūk + Lk(x0 − µ0) [13]. Con-
sequently, the optimal Gaussian covariance steering problem

can be rewritten equivalently in terms of decision variables
{ūk, Lk}N−1

k=0 as follows:

min
Ū,L

ŪTRŪ+ tr
(
RLΣ0L

T
)
+ X̃TQX̃

+ tr
(
Q(Γ+HuL)Σ0(Γ+HuL)

T
)

(12a)
s.t. µd = ΦN,0µ0 +BNŪ, (12b)

Σd = (ΦN,0 +BNL)Σ0(ΦN,0 +BNL)T, (12c)

where Φk1,k0
:= Ak1−1Ak1−2 . . . Ak0

for all k1 >
k0, Φk0,k0 = In for all k0 ∈ Z+. X :=
vertcat(x0, . . . , xN ), X̄ := E [X], X̃ := X̄ − X′, X′ :=
vertcat(x′

0, . . . , x
′
N ), U := vertcat(u0, . . . , uN−1), Ū :=

E [U] = vertcat(ū0, . . . , ūN−1), Q := bdiag(Q0, . . . , QN ),
R := bdiag(R0, . . . , RN−1), L := vertcat(L0, . . . , LN−1),
BN := [ΦN,1B0,ΦN,2B1, . . . ,ΦN,NBN−1]. Note that
BNBT

N = GN :0 where GN :0 is defined in (5). Furthermore,
Γ := vertcat(Φ0,0,Φ1,0, . . . ,ΦN,0) and Hu is given as:

Hu =


0 0 ··· 0

Φ1,1B0 0 ··· 0
Φ2,1B0 Φ2,2B1 ··· 0

...
...

. . .
...

ΦN,1B0 ΦN,2B1 ··· ΦN,NBN−1

 (13)

Moreover, the concatenated vectors X and U satisfy

X = Γx0 +HuU, U = L(x0 − µ0) + Ū. (14a)

The constraints in (12b) and (12c) correspond to the mean
and covariance steering constraints. Since the state mean
depends on Ū, the state covariance depends on L, and the
objective function is separable in Ū and L, we conclude that
the mean and covariance steering problems can be decoupled.
In particular, the mean steering problem is formulated as:

min
Ū

Jmean(Ū;µ0) := ŪTRŪ

+ (Γµ0 +HuŪ−X′)TQ
(
Γµ0 +HuŪ−X′) (15)

s.t. (12b).

Note that the problem in (15) is a strictly convex quadratic
program with affine equality constraints (since Rk ∈ S++

m ),
whose closed-form solution can be obtained using the KKT
conditions [32]. The following proposition provides the op-
timal feed-forward control input Ū for the mean steering
problem in (15).

Proposition 1. Under Assumption 1, the optimal control
sequence Ū⋆ that solves problem (15) is given by:

Λ⋆ =2(BNM−1BT
N)−1×

(BNM−1Hu
TQY + (µd − ΦN,0µ0)), (16)

Ū⋆ =(1/2)M−1(BN
TΛ⋆ − 2Hu

TQY ), (17)

where M = R + HuQHu
T, Y = Γµ0 − X′. Furthermore,

the optimal value of the objective function is given as:

J⋆
mean(µ0, µd) := Jmean(Ū

⋆;µ0) (18)

Next, we formulate the covariance steering problem:

min
L

Jcov(L; Σ0) := tr
(
RLΣ0L

T
)

+ tr
(
Q(Γ+HuL)Σ0(Γ+HuL)

T
)

(19)
s.t. (12c),
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The objective function Jcov(L; Σ0) of the covariance steering
problem given in (19) is a convex quadratic function of the de-
cision variable L. However, the terminal covariance constraint
in (12c) is a non-convex quadratic equality constraint. The
next proposition provides the closed-form solution to problem
given in (19) in terms of the problem parameters.

Proposition 2. Under Assumption 1, the optimal sequence of
the feedback controller gains L⋆ that solves the problem in
(19) is given by:

L⋆ = h+DZ, (20a)

h = BT
NG−1

N :0

(
Σ

1/2
d TΣ

−1/2
0 − ΦN,0

)
, (20b)

Z = −
(
DTMD

)−1
DT

(
Mh+HT

uQΓ
)
, (20c)

T = −VΩU
T
Ω , (20d)

Ω = Σ
1/2
0

(
ΘT

5 QHu −ΘT
4 R

)
Θ1BN

TG−1
N :0Σ

1/2
d , (20e)

where D ∈ RmN×mN−n is an arbitrary full-rank matrix
whose columns are orthogonal to the range space of BT

N (i.e.,
BND = 0). M = R + HT

uQHu, Ω = UΩΛΩV
T
Ω is the

singular value decomposition of matrix Ω, Θ1 := INm −
D(DTMD)−1DTM , Θ2 := D(DTMD)−1DTHT

uQΓ,
Θ3 := BT

NG−1
N :0ΦN :0, Θ4 := Θ1Θ3 +Θ2, Θ5 := Γ−HuΘ4.

Furthermore, the optimal value of the objective function is
given as:

J⋆
cov(Σ0,Σd) = tr

(
R

(
Θ1ZΘT

1 +Θ4Σ0Θ
T
4

))
+ tr

(
Q

(
HuΘ1ZΘT

1 H
T
u +Θ5Σ0Θ

T
5

))
− 2∥Ω∥∗, (21)

where Z := BT
NG−1

N :0ΣdG−1
N :0BN.

Proof. Observe that (12c) can be equivalently written as

T = Σ
−1/2
d (ΦN :0 +BNL)Σ

1/2
0 , TTT = In. (22a)

Also, let D ∈ RmN×mN−n be a full-rank matrix such that
BND = 0. Using D, we can write L = BT

NY +DZ where
Y ∈ Rn×n and Z ∈ RNm−n×n. Note that there is a one-to-
one mapping between L and the pair Y, Z since both BN and
D are full-rank and have orthogonal columns. Thus, we can
rewrite (22a) as T = Σ

−1/2
d (ΦN :0 + GN :0Y )Σ0. Hence,

L = BT
NG−1

N :0

(
Σ

1/2
d TΣ

−1/2
0 − ΦN :0

)
+DZ. (22b)

and thus, the problem in (19) can be written as follows:

min
T∈T,Z

J1(T,Z) (22c)

where J1(T,Z) = Jcov
(
BT

NG−1
N :0

(
Σ

1/2
d TΣ

−1/2
0 − ΦN :0

)
+

DZ
)
, T := {T | TTT = In}. Note that the objective

function J1(T,Z) is jointly convex in (T,Z). For a fixed T ,
minZ J1(T,Z) is an unconstrained convex quadratic program
whose (global) minimizer Z⋆(T ) is given by:

Z⋆(T ) = −(DTMD)−1DT(Mh(T ) +HT
uQΓ), (22d)

where h(T ) = BNG−1
N :0(Σ

1/2
d TΣ

−1/2
0 − ΦN,0). By plugging

the expression of Z⋆(T ) back into J1(T,Z), we obtain the
following optimization problem:

min
T∈T

J2(T ) = J1(T,Z
⋆(T )). (22e)

Expanding J2(T ), we obtain that J2(T ) = C + 2tr (ΩT )
where the constant term C = tr

(
R

(
Θ1ZΘT

1 +Θ4Σ0Θ
T
4

))
+

tr
(
Q

(
HuΘ1ZΘT

1 H
T
u +Θ5Σ0Θ

T
5

))
. Finally, from Von Neu-

man trace inequality [33], we obtain that T ⋆ =
argminTTT=In tr (ΩT ) = −VΩU

T
Ω and tr (ΩT ⋆) =

tr (ΛΩ) =
∑

i σi(Ω) = ∥Ω∥∗. ■
The optimal value of the performance index of the covari-

ance steering problem in (19), J⋆
cov(Σ0,Σd), can be alter-

natively computed by solving an associated SDP. Before we
proceed, we will introduce the following lemmas:

Lemma 1. Let Ω ∈ Rn×n be a non-singular matrix. Then,
−∥Ω∥∗ is equal to the optimal value of the following SDP:
minL∈Rn×n tr (L) s.t.

[
ΩΩT L
LT In

]
⪰ 0.

Proof. The constraint of the SDP given in Lemma 1 can be
equivalently written as ΩΩT − LLT ⪰ 0 using the Schur’s
complement lemma. By multiplying Ω−1 from the left and
Ω−T from the right, we obtain In−Ω−1LLTΩ−T ⪰ 0. Then,
applying variable transformation Y = Ω−1L, the SDP given
in Lemma 1 can be rewritten as minY tr (ΩY ) s.t. In ⪰ Y Y T.
Finally, from Von Neumann trace inequality [33], the (global)
minimizer of the latter SDP is given as Y ⋆ = −VΩU

T
Ω where

UT
ΩDΩVΩ is the SVD decomposition of Ω and tr (ΩY ⋆) =

−∥Ω∥∗. ■

Lemma 2. Let A ∈ Rn×n be non-singular and M ∈ S++
n .

Then, the SDP: minL∈Rn×n tr (L) s.t.
[
AMAT L

LT In

]
⪰ 0 is

equivalent to the SDP: minL∈Rn×n tr (L) s.t.
[

M L
LT AAT

]
⪰ 0.

Proof. By applying Schur’s complement lemma and multiply-
ing the resulting inequality with A−1 from the left and A−T

from the right, we obtain M − A−1LLTA−T ⪰ 0. Then,
by applying the variable transformation L := AY A−1 and
Schur’s complement lemma, we obtain the SDP constraint[

M L
LT AAT

]
⪰ 0. By the cyclic permutation property of the

trace operator, the objective function can be rewritten as
tr
(
AY A−1

)
= tr (Y ) which concludes the proof. ■

The following result follows readily from Lemmas 1 and 2.

Corollary 1. The optimal covariance steering cost
J⋆
cov(Σ0,Σd) defined in (21) for Problem 5 from initial

covariance matrix Σ0 ∈ S++
n to Σd ∈ S++

n for the linear
dynamical system (4) is equal to the optimal value of the
following SDP:

min
L∈Rn×n

tr (Θ6Σd) + tr (Θ7Σ0) + tr
(
L+ LT

)
(23a)

s.t.
[
Θ8ΣdΘ

T
8 L

LT Σ0

]
⪰ 0. (23b)

where L ∈ Rn×n, Θ6 := G−1
N :0BNΘT

1 MΘ1BN
TG−T

N :0,
M = R + HuQHu

T, Θ7 := ΘT
4 RΘ4 + ΘT

5 QΘ5 and
Θ8 := (Θ5QHu −ΘT

4 R)Θ1BN
TG−1

0:N .

Proof. First, expand the term Z which is defined in Proposition
2. By using the cyclic permutation property of the trace
operator, we obtain the first two terms in the objective function
in (23a). Then, observe that Ω = Σ

1/2
0 Θ8Ω

1/2
d where Ω is

defined in (20e). Lemma 1 implies that the third term −2∥Ω∥∗
is equal to the optimal value of the optimization problem:
minL 2tr (L) s.t.

[
Θ8ΣdΘ

T
8 L

LT In

]
⪰ 0. Finally, applying Lemma

2 to the obtained SDP and using the equality tr (L) = tr
(
LT

)
,

we obtain (23). ■
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The SDP in Corollary 1 will be used to formulate Problems
2-4 as finite-dimensional optimization problems in Section V.

Remark 2. In the special case in which Q = 0, the problem
in (19) is equivalent to the covariance steering problem studied
in [13]. Thus, the optimal policy derived in Proposition 2 is
the same optimal policy defined in [13, Eq. (20)].

IV. GMM STEERING POLICIES

To reduce Problems 1-4 into tractable finite-dimensional
optimization problems, we propose an admissible set of control
policies Πr ⊂ Π consisting of randomized control poli-
cies, where each π ∈ Πr is a sequence of control laws,
{π0, π1, . . . , πN−1}, such that each πk : Rn → P(Rm), with

πk(x0) = Li,j
k (x0 − µ̄i

0) + ūi,j
k w.p. γi,j(x0) (24)

where Li,j
k ∈ Rm×n, ūi,j

k ∈ Rm for all k ∈ {0, . . . , N −
1}, i ∈ {0, . . . , r − 1} and j ∈ {0, . . . , t − 1}. Furthermore,
γi,j : Rn → R is given by:

γi,j(x0) = λi,jℓi(x0), (25)

where ℓi(x0) :=
piPN (x0;µ̄

i
0,Σ̄

i
0)∑r−1

i=0 piPN (x0;µ̄i
0,Σ̄

i
0)

,
∑

j λi,j = 1 ∀i and
λi,j ,≥ 0 ∀(i, j). Note that

∑
i,j γi,j = 1 and γi,j ≥ 0

∀(i, j), and in addition, the policy π determines a probability
distribution over the control sequences for a given x0.

The policy defined in (24) is based on the intuition that
under affine state feedback control policies, the state dis-
tribution xk will remain Gaussian, provided that the initial
state distribution is also Gaussian. The term ℓi(x0) in (25)
represents the likelihood that the initial state x0 will be
drawn from the ith component of the GMM with components
({pi, µ̄i, Σ̄i}r−1

i=0 ). Consequently, the control policy in (24) is
a valid choice for steering probability distributions described
by GMMs. The following proposition states that if a policy
π ∈ Πr is applied to the dynamical system in (4) whose
initial state is sampled from GMM({pi, µ0

i ,Σ
0
i }

r−1
i=0 ), then

the terminal state xN ∼ GMM({qi, µf
i ,Σ

f
i }

t−1
i=0) whose

parameters are determined by the policy π ∈ Πr.

Proposition 3. Let x0 ∈ Rn be the initial state of the
system given in (4) such that x0 ∼ GMM({pi, µ0

i ,Σ
0
i }

r−1
i=0 )

and π ∈ Πr with parameters ({µ̄i, Σ̄i}r−1
i=0 , {λi,j}r−1,t−1

i=0,j=0 ,

{ūi,j
k , Li,j

k }r−1,t−1,N−1
i=0,j=0,k=0 ) and µ0

i = µ̄i, Σ0
i = Σ̄i ∀i ∈

{0, . . . , r − 1}. Furthermore, let uk = πk(x0) ∀k ∈
{0, . . . , N − 1}, then xN ∼ GMM({qj , µf

j ,Σ
f
j }) such that

qj =

r−1∑
i=0

piλi,j , (26a)

µf
j = ΦN :0µ

0
i +BNŪi,j , (26b)

Σf
j = (ΦN :0 +BNLi,j)Σ

0
i (ΦN :0 +BNLi,j)

T, (26c)

where (26a)-(26c) hold for all j ∈ {0, . . . , t − 1}, Li,j =
vertcat(Li,j

0 , . . . Li,j
N−1) and Ūi,j = vertcat(ūi,j

0 , . . . , ūi,j
N−1).

Proof. By virtue of Bayes’ Theorem on conditional probability
densities, the PDF of xN can be written as follows:

PxN
(x̂) =

∫
Rn

∫
RmN

PxN |x0=x̂0,U=Û (x̂) PU |x0=x̂(Û)

× Px0(x̂0) dÛ dx̂0. (27)

Furthermore, the conditional PDFs in (27) are given by:

PxN |x0=x̂0,U=Û (x̂) = δ(x̂ = ΦN :0x̂0 +BNÛ) (28)

PU |x0=x̂0
(Û) =

r−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0

γi,j(x̂0)δ(Û = Li,j(x̂0 − µ0
i ) + Ūi,j) (29)

where δ(·) denotes the Dirac delta function. Eq. (28) can be
derived readily from the system dynamics (4) whereas (29)
is a direct consequence of the definition of the policy set Πr

given in (24). Let us now analyze the inner integral in (27).
We observe that Px0(x̂0) does not depend on Û and thus can
be factored out of the inner integral, which can be written as:

l(x̂0) :=

∫
RmN

PxN |x0=x̂0,U=Û (x̂)PU |x0=x̂(Û)dÛ (30)

Now, plug the expressions in (28) and (29) into (30) to obtain:

l(x̂0) =

∫
RmN

δ(x̂ = ΦN :0x̂0 +BNÛ)×

r−1,t−1∑
i=0,j=0

γi,j(x̂0)δ(Û = Li,j(x̂0 − µ0
i ) + Ūi,j) dÛ (31)

=

r−1,t−1∑
i=0,j=0

γi,j(x̂0)δ
(
x̂ = ΦN :0x̂0

+BN(Li,j(x̂0 − µ0
i ) + Ūi,j)

)
. (32)

Equation (32) is obtained by using the linearity of the integral
operator and the properties of the Dirac delta function. The
expression in (32) can be rewritten as

∑
i,j γi,j(x̂0)δ(Hi,j x̂0−

hi,j = x̂) for brevity, where

Hi,j := ΦN :0 +BNLi,j , (33)
hi,j := BN(Li,jµ

0
i − Ūi,j). (34)

Observe that the denominator of γi,j(x̂0) defined in (25) is
equal to Px0(x̂0). By using this fact, it follows that

PxN
(x̂) =

r−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0

piλi,jgi,j(x̂), (35)

where

gi,j(x̂) :=

∫
Rn

PN (x̂0; µ̄
i
0, Σ̄

i
0)δ(Hi,j x̂0 − hi,j = x̂)dx̂0, (36)

=

∫
Rn

PN (H−1
i,j (zi,j + hi,j); µ̄

i
0, Σ̄

i
0)

× det(H−1
i,j )δ(zi,j = x̂)dzi,j , (37)

= PN (H−1
i,j (x̂+ hi,j); µ̄

i
0, Σ̄

i
0) det(H

−1
i,j ), (38)

= PN (x̂;Hi,jµ
0
i − hi,j ,Hi,jΣ

0
iH

T
i,j), (39)

Equation (37) is obtained by applying the variable transfor-
mation zi,j = Hi,j x̂0 − hi,j to (36). Then, the standard
property of the Dirac delta function yields (38). Expanding
PN (H−1

i,j (x̂ + hi,j); µ̄
i
0, Σ̄

i
0) leads to (39). Consequently, we

expand Hi,j in (33), hi,j in (34) and define (26b) and (26c)
to obtain gi,j(x̂) := PN (x̂;µf

j ,Σ
f
j ). Finally, plugging gi,j(x̂)

into (35) and defining (26a) concludes the proof. ■

Remark 3. In the statement of Proposition 3, it is given
that for each j ∈ {0, . . . , t − 1} every Ūi,j should satisfy
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(26b) and every Li,j should satisfy (26c). This seems like
an extra condition for the policy to satisfy and limits the
applicability of the policy proposed in (24). However, the
number of terminal Gaussian components t is actually de-
termined by the parameters Ūi,j and Li,j . To see this, take
an arbitrary set {Ūℓ,Lℓ}sℓ=0 for each i ∈ {0, . . . , r − 1}
and ℓ ∈ {0, . . . , s}, define µf

i×s+ℓ = ΦN :0µ
0
i + BNŪℓ and

Σf
i×s+ℓ = (ΦN :0+BNLℓ)Σ

0
i (ΦN :0+BNLℓ)

T. Thus, we can
set t = s× r to obtain (26b) and (26c).

V. FINITE-DIMENSIONAL OPTIMIZATION PROBLEM
FORMULATIONS OF GMM STEERING PROBLEMS

Since we have demonstrated that, within the set of policies
Πr defined in (24), the initial GMM state distribution is
transformed into another GMM, and these policies in Πr are
parameterized by a finite number of decision variables, we can
utilize the set of policies Πr to formulate finite-dimensional
optimization problems whose solutions will allow us to solve
Problems 1-4. A graphical illustration of Problems 2-4 under
the class of policies defined in (24) is given in Figure 2.

A. Reduction of Unconstrained Problem to a Linear Program
Problem 1 under the admissible randomized control policies

defined in (24) corresponds to the following finite-dimensional
NLP with decision variables S1 := {λ, {Ūi,j ,Li,j}r−1,t−1

i=0,j=0}:

min
S1

J1(S1) (40a)

s.t. λi,: ∈ ∆t (40b)
r−1∑
i=0

p0iλi,j = pdj , (40c)

µd
j = ΦN :0µ

0
i +BNŪi,j , Σd

j = Hi,jΣ
0
iH

T
i,j , (40d)

where λ ∈ Rr×t, Ūi,j ∈ RmN , Li,j ∈ RmN×n, λi,: =
vertcat(λi,0, . . . , λi,t−1) for all i ∈ {0, . . . , r − 1}, and λi,j

is the (i, j) entry of λ. Furthermore, Hi,j is given in (33),
J1(S1) = E [J(X0:N , U0:N−1)]. The constraint in (40b) is
due to the parametrization of the control policy in (24).
The constraints in (40c) and (40d) are obtained by making
the right hand side of (26a), (26b) and (26c) equal to pdj ,
µd
j and Σd

j , respectively. Furthermore, constraints (40b) and
(40c) are enforced for all i ∈ {0, . . . , r − 1} and for all
j ∈ {0, . . . , t−1}, respectively. Constraints (40d) are enforced
for all i, j in {0, . . . , r−1}×{0, . . . , t−1}. By using the law
of iterated expectations, the objective function J1(S1) can be
written as:

J1(S1) :=

r−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0

p0iλi,j(J
i
mean(Ūi,j) + J i

cov(Li,j)) (41)

where J i
mean(Ūi,j) := Jmean(Ūi,j ;µ

i
0) and J i

cov(Li,j) :=
Jcov(Li,j ; Σ

i
0), where Jmean(·) and Jcov(·) are defined as in

(15) and (19), respectively. The parameters {µ̄i
0, Σ̄

i
0}r−1

i=0 are
also decision variables for the randomized policy in (24).
However, we take them to be constant and equal to {µ0

i ,Σ
0
i }

to invoke Proposition 3 and formulate the NLP in (40).
The non-convexity of the NLP in (40) is due to the non-

convexity of the objective function J1(S1) and the equality
constraint (40d). We observe that when λ is fixed, the objec-
tive function in (41) becomes separable for each (i, j) pair.

These separated optimization problems for all (i, j) are linear
Gaussian covariance steering problems, and optimal policies
for each one of them can be found by invoking Propositions
1 and 2. The following theorem summarizes the main result
of this section and describes how the optimal policy can be
extracted from the solution to the LP in (42).

Theorem 1. The optimal parameters of the policy π ∈ Πr

given in (24) that solves Problem 1 can be obtained by solving
the following LP:

min
λ̃∈Rr×t

tr
(
CTλ̃

)
(42a)

s.t. λ̃1t = p0, λ̃T1r = pd, λ̃ ≥ 0, (42b)

where Ci,j := J⋆
mean(µ

0
i , µ

d
j )+J⋆

cov(Σ
0
i ,Σ

d
j ), is the (i, j) entry

of C, J⋆
mean(µ

0
i , µ

d
j ) and J⋆

cov(Σ
0
i ,Σ

d
j ) denote the optimal

values of the optimal mean and covariance steering problems
with x0 ∼ N (µ0

i ,Σ
0
i ) and xN ∼ N (µd

j ,Σ
d
j ). Furthermore, the

optimal mixing weights λ⋆
i,j of the policy π ∈ Πr are given

by: λ⋆
i,j =

λ̃i,j

p0
i

, where λ̃⋆
i,j is the optimal solution of the LP

in (42).

The formal proof of Theorem 1 is omitted since the reduc-
tion of Problem 1 to the LP defined in (42) has already been
described in detail in Section V-A.

B. Reduction of the Soft Constrained Problem to an NLP

Solving Problem 2 over randomized policies defined in (24)
can be done similarly to the NLP formulation presented in
(40). The set of decision variables for this minimization prob-
lem is denoted by S2 :=

(
{pNi , µN

i ,ΣN
i }q−1

i=0 , β, {λi,j , Ūi,j ,

Li,j}r−1,q−1
i=0,j=0

)
. The resulting NLP is presented as follows:

min
S2

J2(S2) s.t. (40b) (43a)

r−1∑
i=0

p0iλi,j = pNj , (43b)

µN
j = ΦN :0µ

0
i +BNŪi,j , (43c)

ΣN
j = Hi,jΣ

0
iH

T
i,j , (43d)

β1t = pN , βT1q = pd, β ≥ 0, (43e)

where Hi,j is given in (33), pN := [pN0 , . . . , pNq−1], and
pd := [pd0 , . . . , p

d
t−1]. The constraints in (43b), (43c) and (43d)

are obtained from the relationship between the terminal state
GMM distribution and the policy parameters. The constraint
in (43e) is due to the expression of the Wasserstein-GMM
distance given in Definition 2. In this formulation, the number
of mixture components of the GMM corresponding to the
terminal state distribution is fixed and equal to q ∈ Z+. Thus,
the constraint (40b) is imposed for all i ∈ {0, . . . , r − 1}.
Furthermore, constraints (43c), (43d) are imposed for all
(i, j) ∈ {0, . . . , r − 1} × {0, . . . , q − 1} pairs. Additionally,
the objective function J2(S2) is written as follows:

J2(S2) :=

r−1∑
i=0

q−1∑
j=0

p0iλi,j(J
i
mean(Ūi,j) + J i

cov(Li,j))

+ κ

q−1∑
i=0

r−1∑
j=0

βi,jW
2
N (µ0

i ,Σ
0
i , µ

N
j ,ΣN

j ) (44)
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where W 2
N (µ0

i ,Σ
0
i , µ

N
j ,ΣN

j ) denotes the squared Wasser-
stein distance between the PDFs ρ0i (x) := PN (x;µ0

i ,Σ
0
i ),

ρNj (x) := PN (x;µN
j ,ΣN

j ) whose closed-form expression is
given in (2). We were able to use the latter expression in (2)
since the state distribution remains GMM under the policy
given in (24). Note that the βi,j variables appear in the
objective function since they are used to evaluate the squared
GMM-Wasserstein distance given in Definition 2.

Similar to the problem given in (40), the problem in (43) is
non-convex due to the non-convexity of the objective function
in (44) and the terminal covariance assignment constraints in
(43d). We observe, however, that by fixing the variables λi,j ,
βi,j , µN

j , and ΣN
j , the second term in the objective function

becomes constant. Consequently, the problem in (43) can be
decoupled into a mean steering problem and a covariance
steering problem for each pair (i, j) ∈ {0, . . . , r − 1} ×
{0, . . . , q−1}. By solving each of these individual covariance
steering problems, we can eliminate constraints (43d) and
(43e), along with the decision variables {Ūi,j ,Li,j}r−1,q−1

i=0,j=0 .
We denote the new decision variable as S ′

2. Thus, the objective
function in (44) can be rewritten in terms of S ′

2 as follows:

J3(S ′
2) :=

r−1∑
i=0

q−1∑
j=0

p0iλi,j

(
J⋆
mean(µ

0
i , µ

N
j ) + J⋆

cov(Σ
0
i ,Σ

N
j )

)
+ κ

q−1∑
i=0

t−1∑
j=0

βi,jW
2
N (µN

i ,ΣN
i , µd

j ,Σ
d
j ). (45)

Note that J⋆
mean(µx, µy) is a convex quadratic func-

tion and J⋆
cov(Σx,Σy) is a convex function. Furthermore,

W 2
N (µx,Σx, µy,Σy) is also a convex function. Then, to isolate

the non-convex terms in the objective function, we define addi-
tional decision variables {Ci,j}r−1,q−1

i=0,j=0 and {Ti,j}q−1,t−1
i=0,j=0 and

enforce the constraints Ci,j = J⋆
mean(µ

0
i , µ

N
j )+J⋆

cov(Σ
0
i ,Σ

N
j )

and Ti,j = W 2
N (µN

i ,ΣN
i , µd

j ,Σ
d
j ). Finally, relaxing these

equality constraints into inequality constraints yields an op-
timization problem with convex constraints and a bilinear
objective function. The following theorem presents the final
form of the optimization problem.

Theorem 2. The optimal parameters of the policy π ∈ Πr

given in (24) that solves Problem 2 can be obtained
by solving the following bilinear program over Ssoft =
(λ̃,C,β,T,pN , {Li,j}r−1,q−1

i=0,j=0 , {Yi,j}q−1,t−1
i=0,j=0 , {µN

i ,ΣN
i }q−1

i=0 ):

min
Ssoft

tr
(
CTλ̃

)
+ κtr

(
TTβ

)
(46a)

s.t. λ̃1q = p0, λ̃T1r = pN , λ̃ ≥ 0, (46b)

β1t = pN , βT1q = pd, β ≥ 0, (46c)

Ci,j ≥ J⋆
mean(µ

0
i , µ

N
j ) + tr

(
Θ6Σ

0
i

)
+ tr

(
Θ7Σ

N
j

)
+ tr

(
Li,j + LT

i,j

)
, (46d)[

Θ8Σ
N
j ΘT

8 Li,j

LT
i,j Σ0

i

]
⪰ 0, (46e)

Ti,j ≥ ∥µd
j − µN

i ∥22 + tr
(
ΣN

i

)
+ tr

(
Σd

j

)
+ tr

(
Yi,j + Y T

i,j

)
, (46f)[

ΣN
i Yi,j

Y T
i,j Σd

j

]
⪰ 0, (46g)

where J⋆
mean(µx, µy) is a convex quadratic function defined

in Proposition 1. In addition, λ̃,C ∈ Rr×q , β,T ∈ Rq×t,

Li,j , Yi,j ∈ Rn×n. p0 := [p00, . . . , p
0
r−1] ∈ ∆r, pN :=

[pN0 , . . . , pNq−1] ∈ ∆q and pd := [pd0, . . . , p
d
t−1] ∈ ∆t. Ci,j and

Ti,j denote the (i, j) entry of matrices C and T, respectively.
The constraints specified in (46d) and (46e) are imposed for
all pairs (i, j) ∈ {0, . . . , r − 1} × {0, . . . , q − 1}, while (46f)
and (46g) are enforced for all pairs (i, j) ∈ {0, . . . , q − 1} ×
{0, . . . , t− 1}. Furthermore, the optimal mixing weights λ⋆

i,j

of the policy π ∈ Πr are given by λ⋆
i,j =

λ̃i,j

p0
i

, where λ̃⋆
i,j is

the optimal solution of the optimization problem in (46).

Proof. First, we show that the inequality constraints in (46d)
and (46f) are tight at optimality. To see that, let all decision
variables except C and T be fixed. Since λi,j ≥ 0, the objec-
tive function in (46a) is minimized if Ci,j is equal to the right
hand side of (46d). Thus, for any fixed λ̃ ≥ 0, the objective
function is minimized, if the right hand side of (46d) is mini-
mized with respect to Li,j subject to (46e). From Corollary 1,
the optimal value of this minimization problem is an alterna-
tive representation of J⋆

mean(µ
0
i , µ

N
j ) + J⋆

cov(Σ
0
i ,Σ

N
j ). Thus,

we have shown that Ci,j = J⋆
mean(µ

0
i , µ

N
j )+J⋆

cov(Σ
0
i ,Σ

N
j ) at

optimality. The same arguments can be applied to (46f) and
(46g) along with Lemmas 1 and 2 to show that Ti,j is equal
to the right hand side of (2). Therefore, the objective function
is equal to J3(S ′

2) given in (45) and the proof is complete. ■

Remark 4. The number of mixture components for the
terminal state GMM distribution is not considered a decision
variable in the optimization problem presented in (46). Instead,
it is taken to be a parameter that is determined prior to solving
the problem and remains fixed throughout the optimization
process. Typically, choosing q = max(r, t) yields satisfactory
results in numerical simulations.

C. Reduction of Total Cost Constrained Problem to an NLP
Solving Problem 3 over the set of policies given in (24) is

similar to solving Problem 2. Both problems have the same
set of decision variables and share most of the constraints. An
NLP formulation for Problem 3 is given as follows:

min
S2

J4(S2) s.t. (40b), (43b)-(43e), (47a)

r−1∑
i=0

q−1∑
j=0

p0iλi,j

(
J i
mean(Ūi,j) + J i

cov(Li,j)
)
≤ κ (47b)

where J4(S2) :=
∑q−1

i=0

∑t−1
j=0 βi,jW

2
2 (µ

N
i ,ΣN

i , µd
j ,Σ

d
j ).

Similar to the NLPs in (40) and (43), the NLP in (47) is
not convex. To eliminate variables Ūi,j and Li,j in (47), we
use Propositions 1, 2 and Corollary 1 as described in Section
V-C. The final form of the optimization problem is given in
the following theorem.

Theorem 3. The optimal parameters of the optimal policy
π ∈ Πr that solves Problem 3 can be obtained by solving the
following bilinear program:

min
Stotal

tr
(
TTβ

)
s.t. (46b)-(46g) (48a)

tr
(
CTλ̃

)
≤ κ, (48b)

where λ̃,C ∈ Rr×q , β,T ∈ Rq×t and the set of decision
variables Stotal is equal to Ssoft from Theorem 2.

The proof of Theorem 3 is similar to the proof of Theorem
2 and is thus omitted. The optimization problem presented in
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(48) has a bilinear objective function and a bilinear constraint
given in (48b). Furthermore, all other constraints yield a
convex set of decision variables.

D. Reduction of Step Cost Constrained Problem to NLP
The presence of the constraint given in (10b) prevents us

from using the results derived in Propositions 1 and 2 to
address Problem 4. This is because the constraints in (10b)
are functions of the mean and covariance of both the state and
the control processes at time step k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1}. Since
the other constraints of Problem 4 are shared with Problem 3,
we will focus on (10b) and write E [Jk(xk, uk)] in terms of the
decision variables λi,j , Ūi,j , and Li,j . To do so, we will use
the law of iterated expectations and obtain E [Jk(xk, uk)] =∑r−1

i=0

∑q−1
j=0 p

0
iλi,jhk(Ūi,j ,Li,j ;µ

0
i ,Σ

0
i ), where

hk(Ūi,j ,Li,j ;µ
0
i ,Σ

0
i ) := ∥Pu

kŪi,j∥2Rk

+ tr
(
RkP

u
kLi,jΣ

0
iL

T
i,jP

uT
k

)
+ ∥Px

k(Γµ
0
i +HuŪi,j)− x′

k∥2Qk

+ tr
(
QkP

x
kGi,jΣ

0
iGi,jP

xT
k

)
, (49)

Gi,j := Γ + HuLi,j , Px
k ∈ Rn×n(N+1) and Pu

k ∈ Rm×mN

are block matrices whose kth block is equal to In and Im,
respectively, such that xk = Px

kX and uk = Pu
kU. Now, we

can formulate the NLP associated with Problem 4 as follows:

min
S2

J4(S2) s.t. (40c), (43b)-(43e), (50a)

r−1∑
i=0

q−1∑
j=0

p0iλi,jhk(Ūi,j ,Li,j ;µ
0
i ,Σ

0
i ) ≤ κk, (50b)

where the constraint in (50b) is enforced for all k ∈
{0, . . . , N −1}. Note that the functions hk(Ūi,j ,Li,j ;µ

0
i ,Σ

0
i )

are jointly convex in (Ūi,j ,Li,j). However, the constraint
given in (43d) is non-convex. The constraint in (43d) will be
convexified in the final form of the associated optimization
problem given in the following theorem (the convexification
procedure is described in its proof).

Theorem 4. The optimal parameters of the policy
π ∈ Πr given in (24) that solve Problem 4 can
be obtained by solving the following NLP with de-
cision variables Sstep :=

(
λ̃,β,T,pN ,{µN

i ,ΣN
i }q−1

i=0 ,

{Ūi,j ,Mi,j ,Yi,j ,Σi,j}r−1,q−1
i=0,j=0 , {Yi,j}q−1,t−1

i=0,j=0

)
:

min
Sstep

tr
(
βTT

)
s.t. (43c), (46b), (46c), (46f), (46g), (51a)

ΣN
j = ΦN :0Σ

0
iΦ

T
N :0 +ΦN :0Y

T
i,jBN

T

+BNYi,jΦ
T
0:N +BNMi,jBN

T, (51b)

Σi,j = ΓΣ0
iΓ

T + ΓYT
i,jHu

T +HuYi,jΓ
T

+HuMi,jHu
T, (51c)[

Mi,j Yi,j

YT
i,j Σ0

i

]
⪰ 0, (51d)

r−1∑
i=0

q−1∑
j=0

λ̃i,j

(
∥Pu

kŪi,j∥2R̃k
+ tr

(
R̃kP

u
kMi,jP

uT
k

)
+ ∥Px

k(Γµ
0
i +HuŪi,j)− x′

k∥2Q̃k

+ tr
(
Q̃kP

x
kΣi,jP

xT
k

))
≤ 1, (51e)

where Mi,j ∈ S+mN , Yi,j ∈ RmN×n, R̃k = (1/κk)Rk,
Q̃k = (1/κk)Qk. The constraints in (51b)-(51d) are imposed
for all (i, j) ∈ {0, . . . , r − 1} × {0, . . . , q − 1} and the
constraint in (51e) is imposed for all k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1}.
Furthermore, the optimal feedback policy parameters Li,j =
vertcat(Li,j

0 , . . . , Li,j
N−1) for each (i, j, k) ∈ {0, . . . , r− 1}×

{0, . . . , q − 1} × {0, . . . , N − 1} are given by

Li,j
k = Ki,j

k Ãi,j
k−1Ã

i,j
k−2 . . . Ã

i,j
0 , (52a)

Ãi,j
k = (Ak +BkK

i,j
k ), (52b)

Kk
i,j = Ȳ i,j

k (Σk
i )

−1, (52c)

where Ȳ i,j
k is the respective component of the global minimizer

of the following SDP:

min
Si,j,k
aux

tr
(
RkM

i,j
k

)
(53a)

s.t. Σk+1
i,j = AkΣ

k
i,jA

T
k +AkY

i,j T
k BT

k

+BkY
i,j
k AT

k +BkM
i,j
k BT

k , (53b)[
M i,j

k Y i,j
k

Y i,j
kT Σk

i,j

]
⪰ 0, (53c)

where Si,j,k
aux := {M i,j

k ∈ Sm, Y i,j
k ∈ Rm×n}, Σk+1

i,j =

Px
k+1Σ̄i,jP

xT
k+1, Σk

i,j = Px
kΣ̄i,jP

xT
k , and Σ̄i,j is the optimal

value of Σi,j obtained by solving the problem in (51).

Proof. The derivations of the expressions for the objective
function and constraints (46b), (46c), (46f) and (46g) are
similar to the derivation of (48). To convexify the constraint
in (43d), we expand the term Hi,j given in (33) and rewrite
the constraint as ΣN

j = ΦN :0Σ
0
iΦN :0 + ΦN :0Σ

0
iL

T
i,jBN

T +

BNLi,jΣ
0
iΦ

T
N :0+BNLi,jΣ

0
iL

T
i,jBN

T. Then, we introduce the
following variable transformations:

Yi,j = Li,jΣ
0
i , Mi,j = Yi,j(Σ

0
i )

−1YT
i,j (54)

for all (i, j) ∈ {0, . . . , r − 1} × {0, . . . , q − 1}. Applying
the variable transformation in (54) to constraint (43d), we
obtain (51b). For notational simplicity, we add the constraint
Σi,j = Gi,jΣ

0
iG

T
i,j , expand Gi,j and apply the variable

transformations (54) to obtain (51e) after dividing both sides
by κk. Lastly, by relaxing the second equality in (54) to an
inequality and applying Schur’s complement, we obtain (51d).

Note that we need the second equality in (54) to
hold at optimality. This condition is satisfied, if the ma-
trix Vi,j =

[
Mi,j Yi,j

YT
i,j Σ0

i

]
has rank n. Otherwise, Mi,j −

Yi,j(Σ
0
i )

−1YT
i,j = Wi,j ∈ S+mN with Wi,j ̸= 0. Thus,

(ΦN :0 + BNLi,j)Σ
0
i (ΦN :0 + BNLi,j)

T will not be equal
to ΣN

j , since the feedback policy matrix is obtained as
Li,j = Yi,j(Σ

0
i )

−1. However, even if Wi,j ̸= 0, there still
exists a randomized policy πh that steers the state covariance
of system (4) from Σ0

i at k = 0 to ΣN
j at k = N , where

πh(x0) = Li,j
k (x0 − µ0

i ) + ūi,j
k + wi,j

k , (55)

where wi,j
k = Pu

kϖi,j , ϖi,j ∼ N (0,Wi,j). Now, observe that
the policy in (55) satisfies the constraints (51b), (51c) and thus,
the constraint in (51e) is trivially satisfied. From [14, Lemma
1], there exists a state feedback policy of the form:

πs(xk) = Ki,j
k (xk − µ0

i ) + ui,j
k + vi,jk (56)
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µ0
0,Σ

0
0

µ0
1,Σ

0
1

µN
0 ,ΣN

0

µN
1 ,ΣN

1

µd
0 ,Σ

d
0

µd
1 ,Σ

d
1

µd
2 ,Σ

d
2

λ0,0

λ0,1

λ1,0

λ1,1

β0,0

β0,1

β0,2

β1,0 β1,1

β1,2

Fig. 2: 2-σ confidence ellipses corresponding to the Gaussian
components of the GMM representing the PDF of the initial,
terminal and desired states, respectively. The opacity of the
ellipses reflects the weights of the GMMs whereas the thick-
ness of the black and blue arrows reflects the values of policy
weight parameters λi,j and Wasserstein-GMM parameters βi,j ,
respectively.

where vi,jk ∼ N (0, V i,j
k ) such that the first two moments

of the state process xk and control process uk under policy
πh are identical with the respective processes under policy
πs, ∀k. Finally, [14, Theorem 3] implies that the constraint
in (53c) is tight at optimality and thus, there exists a state
feedback policy that enforces the constraint (51e), ∀k. Lastly,
the initial state parametrized feedback matrices Li,j

k can be
obtained from (52a)-(52c). This completes the proof. ■

Remark 5. Note that the optimization problems presented in
(46), (48), and (51) are non-convex because of the bilinear
objective functions and constraints. However, when one set
of variables is fixed, the objective function and constraints
become linear in the remaining decision variables. Leveraging
this property enables us to address these problems using block
coordinate descent schemes [34], as elaborated in Section VI.

Remark 6. The expectation-type constraints outlined in (10b)
offer a means to approximate chance constraints that are of
the form P(∥uk∥22 ≤ umax) ≥ 1− δ for δ ∈ (0, 1) through the
application of Markov’s inequality. However, a comprehensive
discussion on this matter falls beyond the scope of this paper.

VI. BLOCK COORDINATE DESCENT SOLUTION
PROCEDURE

In Section V, we showed how Problems 2-4 can be reduced
to NLPs. However, unlike Problem 1, they cannot be directly
reduced to an LP or any other standard form of convex
optimization problems. Nevertheless, we observed that when
one set of variables is fixed, the remaining ones yield a
convex optimization problem for each of these problems. This
observation allows us to design a BCD-based [34] method to
solve these problems by using convex optimization techniques.
This section details the algorithmic solution procedure to
achieve this goal.

The BCD algorithms are used to solve problems of the form:

min
x∈Rn,y∈Rm

f0(x, y) (57a)

s.t. fi(x, y) ≤ 0, ∀i ∈ {1, . . . , Nc} (57b)

where the function fi(x, y) is convex with respect to x ∈ Rn

when y ∈ Rm is fixed and convex with respect to y ∈ Rm

when x ∈ Rn is fixed, for all i ∈ {0, . . . , Nc}. Note that this
does not mean that fi(x, y) is jointly convex in x, y. To see
this, consider the function f(x, y) = xy where x, y ∈ R. For
each fixed x or y, the function f(x, y) is a linear function of
the other variable. However, its Hessian Hf (x̄, ȳ) = [ 0 1

1 0 ] is
constant for all (x̄, ȳ) and Hf (x̄, ȳ) /∈ S+2 .

The BCD schemes operate by fixing one set of variables
and solving for the other, iterating this process over each block
variable in a cyclic manner until convergence. For the example
problem provided in (57), the iterations proceed as follows,
starting from an initial guess (x0, y0):

xk+1 = argmin
x

f0(x, yk) s.t. fi(x, yk) ≤ 0 (58a)

yk+1 = argmin
y

f0(xk+1, y) s.t. fi(xk+1, y) ≤ 0 (58b)

Iterations in (58) continue until a convergence criterion, such
as f0(xk, yk)−f0(xk+1, yk+1) ≤ ϵ or ∥xk+1−xk∥+∥yk+1−
yk∥ ≤ ϵ, is satisfied. Assuming each sub-problem (58a) and
(58b) has a unique global minimizer, the BCD scheme outlined
in (58) is guaranteed to converge to a local minimizer as shown
in [35, Theorem 2.3]. However, since the problem in (57) can
be non-convex, the procedure described in (58) cannot ensure
convergence to a global minimizer.

Our BCD scheme operates by isolating the variables re-
sponsible for bilinearity. To address the problem in (46) using
BCD, we partition the decision variables into two blocks:
S1
soft :=

(
C,T, {Li,j}r−1,q−1

i=0,j=0 , {Yi,j}q−1,t−1
i=0,j=0 , {µN

i ,ΣN
i }q−1

i=0

)
and S2

soft = (λ̃,β,pN ). Initially, we set the variables in S2
soft

to fixed values λ̃ = λ̃k, β = βk, pN = pN,k and proceed to
solve for S1

soft. The optimization sub-problem associated with
updating S1

soft is given as follows:

min
S1
soft

tr(CTλ̃k) + κtr
(
TTβk

)
s.t. (46d)-(46g) hold (59)

Here, the subscript k denotes the values of the variables
obtained in the kth step of the BCD algorithm. Once the
problem in (59) is solved and the decision variables in S1

soft
are fixed, we proceed to solve the sub-problem associated with
updating S2

soft which is given as:

min
S2
soft

tr(CT
k+1λ̃) + κtr

(
TT

k+1β
)

s.t. (46b), (46c) hold (60)

By iteratively solving sub-problems (59) and (60), we can
solve problem (48). Note that sub-problem (59) is an SDP
whereas sub-problem (60) is an LP.

Furthermore, the partition of the decision variables to solve
the problem in (48) is given as S1

total := S1
soft and S2

total :=
S2
soft. In the BCD approach, the objective function in (59) is

replaced with tr
(
TTβk

)
and tr(CTλ̃k) ≤ κ is added to the

constraints in S1
total update step:

min
S1
total

tr
(
TTβk

)
, s.t. (46d)-(46g) hold (61a)

tr
(
CTλ̃k

)
≤ κ (61b)

Similarly, the objective function is replaced by tr
(
TT

k+1β
)

whereas tr(CT
k+1β) ≤ κ is added to the constraints for S2

total
update step:

min
S2
total

tr
(
TT

k+1β
)
, s.t. (46b), (46c) hold (62a)

tr(CT
k+1λ̃) ≤ κ (62b)



11

Lastly, the decision variables Sstep of the problem in
(51) are separated into blocks S1

step =
(
T, {µN

i ,ΣN
i }q−1

i=0 ,
{Yi,j}q−1,t−1

i=0,j=0 , {Ūi,j ,Mi,j ,Yi,j ,Σi,j}r−1,q−1
i=0,j=0

)
and S2

step =

(λ̃,β,pN ) to solve problem (51) using BCD. The S1
step update

step is given as follows:

min
S1
step

tr
(
TTβk

)
s.t. (43c), (46f), (46g), (51b)-(51e) (63)

After problem (63) is solved for S1
step, the update step for

S2
step with fixed values of S1

step is given as follows:

min
S2
step

tr
(
TT

k+1β
)

s.t. (46b), (46c) hold. (64)

In all three solution procedures for problems (46), (48) and
(51) described so far, one can use the following convergence
criterion: ((fk−1 − fk)/fk ≤ ϵ) ∨ (fk ≤ ϵ) , where fk is the
value of the objective function at the kth step of the BCD.

Our BCD scheme for solving problems (46), (48), and
(51) relies on the feasibility of their associated convex sub-
problems. While the sub-problems in (59) and (60) are always
feasible for all fixed values of S1

soft and S1
soft, respectively, this

is not the case for the sub-problems in (61) and (62) needed
to solve (48). Similarly, sub-problems (63) and (64) may not
be feasible for all fixed S2

step and S1
step, respectively.

To avoid artificial infeasibility resulting from fixed vari-
ables in the BCD scheme, we initially solve certain auxiliary
problems to find an initial feasible solution. These auxiliary
problems are created by relaxing constraints causing infeasi-
bility, introducing a slack variable sslack, and minimizing this
slack variable instead of the objective function. Subsequently,
BCD iterations proceed until a feasible solution is obtained.
Specifically, we replace the right-hand sides of (61b) and (62b)
with sslack and substitute sslack for the objective functions in
(61) and (62). A feasible solution is found when the optimal
value of sslack is less than κ. Analogously, auxiliary problems
for (63) and (64) are established by replacing the right-hand
side of constraint (51e) with sslack in problems (63) and (64).
The feasible point is determined when the optimal value of
sslack is less than 1.

Artificial infeasibility can also be observed in problems (48)
and (51), if the number of terminal GMM components, q,
is less than the number of initial GMM components, r. To
observe this, consider an instance of the problem in (48) with
r = 2 and q = 1. In this case, both components of the initial
state GMM must be steered to the same state mean µN

0 and
state covariance matrix ΣN

0 and thus, (48b) can be written as:

C0,0λ̃0,0 + C1,0λ̃1,0 ≤ κ (65)

where C0,0 = J⋆
mean(µ

0
0, µ

N
0 ) + J⋆

cov(Σ
0
0,Σ

N
0 ), C1,0 :=

J⋆
mean(µ

0
1, µ

N
0 ) + J⋆

cov(Σ
0
1,Σ

N
0 ) at optimality. Moreover,

λ̃0,0 = p00, λ̃1,0 = p10 due to the constraints in (46b). Thus,
the constraint in (65) is rewritten as:

p00
(
J⋆
mean(µ

0
0, µ

N
0 ) + J⋆

cov(Σ
0
0,Σ

N
0 )

)
+ p01

(
J⋆
mean(µ

0
1, µ

N
0 ) + J⋆

cov(Σ
0
1,Σ

N
0 )

)
≤ κ (66)

Thus, if ∥µ0
0 − µ0

1∥ is large enough, there may not be a pair
(µN

0 ,ΣN
0 ) such that (65) holds.

On the other hand, if q ≥ r the existence of the randomized
policies in the form of (24) is guaranteed under mild condi-
tions. The following proposition formally states the conditions
for feasibility of Problems 3 and 4 over policies π ∈ Πr.

Proposition 4. The problem given in (48) is feasible, if q ≥ r
and there exist {Ũi ∈ RmN , L̃i ∈ RmN×n}r−1

i=0 such that

Jmean(Ũi;µ
0
i ) + Jcov(L̃i; Σ

0
i ) ≤ κ, (67)

for all i ∈ {0, . . . , r − 1}, where Jmean(Ũi,j ;µ
0
i ) and

Jcov(L̃i,j ,Σ
0
i ) are defined in (15) and (19), respectively.

Furthermore, the problem in (51) is feasible if q ≥ r and
there exist {Ũi,Li}r−1

i=0 such that

hk(Ũi, L̃i;µ
0
i ,Σ

0
i ) ≤ κk (68)

for all (i, k) ∈ {0, r − 1} × {0, N − 1}, where
hk(Ũi, L̃i;µ

0
i ,Σ

0
i ) is defined as in (49).

Proof. The proof is constructive and is done by directly
setting the values of the decision variables in (48) and (51).
First, we prove the feasibility of the problem in (48). Let
λ̃i,j = p0i for all i ∈ {0, . . . , r − 1} with i = j, and
λ̃i,j = 0, otherwise. Then, by setting pN = λ̃T1r, the
constraint in (46b) is satisfied. Note that there exists β such
that the constraint in (46c) holds for any p0 and pN . Then,
let us define Gi = ΦN :0 + BNL̃i, ΣN

i = GiΣ
0
iG

T
i , and

µN
i = ΦN :0µ

0
i +BNŨi. Now, we set Ci,j = Jmean(Ũi;µ

0
i )+

Jcov(L̃i; Σ
0
i ) for all i ∈ {0, . . . , r − 1} with i = j. Since

the optimal value of the right hand side of (46d) over Li,j

subject to (46e) is equal J⋆
mean(µ

0
i , µ

N
i )+J⋆

cov(Σ
0
i ,Σ

N
i ), Ci,j

satisfy (46d) for all i = j. Furthermore, by setting the rest
of Ci,j = J⋆

mean(µ
0
i , µ

N
j ) + tr

(
Θ6Σ

0
i

)
+ tr

(
Θ7Σ

N
j

)
and

Li,j = 0, (46d) and (46e) will be satisfied. The constraints
in (46f) and (46g) are trivially satisfied, if Yi,j = 0 and
Ti,j = ∥µd

j − µN
i ∥22 + tr

(
ΣN

i +Σd
j

)
. Finally, the left hand

side of the constraint in (48b) is equal to
∑r−1

i=0 λ̃i,iCi,i since
λ̃i,j = 0 by definition for i ̸= j. Since Ci,i ≤ κ from (67)
and λ̃i,i = p0i , (48b) holds. The proof of the feasibility of
(51) follows similarly. λ̃i,j ,Ti,j ,pN ,β are set using the same
method, thus (46b), (46c), (46f) and (46g) hold. Furthermore,
we set ΣN

i for all i ∈ {0, . . . , r − 1} the same way. For all
i ∈ {0, . . . , r − 1} with i = j, we let Yi,j = L̃iΣ

0
i and

Mi,j = L̃iΣ
0
i L̃

T
i , and thus (51b) and (51d) hold for all i = j.

For all other pairs (i, j), Mi,j , L̃i,j can be chosen arbitrarily
such that (51b) and (51d) hold. (This can be done since we
assumed that the system in (4) is controllable.) Finally, the
constraint in (51e) reduces to

∑r−1
i=0 p0ihk(Ũi, L̃i;µ

0
i ,Σ

0
i ) ≤ 1

for all k. Thus, (51e) holds for all k due to (68). ■

Remark 7. Proposition 4 asserts that if there are affine feed-
back control policy parameters that render the linear quadratic
constrained optimal control problem feasible for each initial
GMM mixture component, then the constrained GMM mixture
steering problems will also be feasible.

VII. ERROR BOUNDS ON GMM APPROXIMATIONS

Throughout the paper, we focus on probability distributions
represented as GMMs. One appealing aspect of GMMs is their
universal approximation property [1, Chapter 3], which asserts
that any smooth PDF can be approximated to any desired level
of precision by a GMM with a sufficiently high number of
mixture components. In this section, we investigate how the
error in the GMM approximation of the initial state distribution
evolves over time when the policy defined in (24) is applied
to the linear system described in (4).
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First, let x0, x
a
0 , xN and xa

N be random variables repre-
senting the true and approximated initial states and the true
and approximated terminal states, respectively. In addition, the
associated PDFs evaluated at an arbitrary point x′ ∈ Rn are
denoted as Px0

(x′), Pxa
0
(x′), PxN

(x′) and Pxa
N
(x′), respec-

tively. Moreover, the approximation error for the initial and
terminal PDFs are denoted as e0(x

′), eN (x′), such that

Pxk
(x′) := Pxa

k
(x′) + ek(x

′), k ∈ {0, N}. (69)

To analyze the terminal state distribution approximation error
eN (x′), we need to derive the relationship between eN (x′)
and e0(x

′). First, we plug the expression of Px0
(x′) in (69)

into the expression of PxN
(x′) in (27) to obtain:

PxN
(x′) =

∫
Rn

∫
RmN

PxN |x0=x̂0,U=Û (x
′) PU |x0=x̂(Û)

×
(
Pxa

0
(x̂0) + e0(x̂0)

)
dÛ dx̂0, (70)

= Pxa
N
(x′) +

∫
Rn

∫
RmN

PxN |x0=x̂0,U=Û (x
′)

× PU |x0=x̂(Û)e0(x̂0) dÛdx̂0, (71)

The first term in (69) is equal to Pxa
N
(x′) in view of Propo-

sition 3. Then, it follows from the identity given in (69) that
eN (x′) = PxN

(x′)− Pxa
N
(x′) and thus,

eN (x′) =

∫
Rn

∫
RmN

PxN |x0=x̂0,U=Û (x
′)

× PU |x0=x̂(Û)e0(x̂0)dx̂0dÛ . (72)

To further simplify the expression of eN (x′) given in
(72), we plug the expressions of PxN |x0=x̂0,U=Û (x

′) and
PU |x0=x̂(Û) given in, respectively, (28) and (29), into (72).
Then, similarly to the proof of Proposition 3, it can be shown
that eN (x′) can be rewritten as:

eN (x′) :=
∑
i,j

∫
Rn

γi,j(x̂0)δ(x
′ = Hi,j x̂0 − hi,j)e0(x̂0)dx̂0,

where Hi,j = ΦN :0+BNLi,j , hi,j = BN(Li,jµ
0
i −Ūi,j) and

γ(x̂0) is given as in (25). Applying the variable transformation
zi,j := Hi,j x̂0−hi,j for all (i, j), expanding γ(x̂0) and using
the standard property of Dirac delta function, we obtain the
following expression for eN (x′):

eN (x′) :=

r−1,q−1∑
i=0,j=0

p0iλi,j

e0(H
−1
i,j (x

′ + hi,j))

Pxa
0
(H−1

i,j (x
′ + hi,j))

×PN (x′;µN
j ,ΣN

j ). (73)

For notational brevity, we can write (73) as eN (x′) =∑r−1,q−1
i=0,j=0 gi,j(x

′) where each gi,j(x
′) is a term in the sum-

mation in (73). The decomposed expression of eN (x′) given
in (73) will be used in the subsequent analysis.

To find a bound, we first assume that the absolute value
of the ratio of the initial error and the approximated GMM
mixture PDF is upper bounded by some ϵ > 0. Then, we
show that this upper bound holds for the terminal state error
term eN (x′). The following proposition formally states the
previous claim.

Proposition 5. If the GMM approximation error of the PDF
of the initial state, e0(x′), satisfy

∣∣e0(x′)/Pxa
0
(x′)

∣∣ ≤ ϵ, ∀x′,

then the GMM approximation error of the PDF of the terminal
state, eN (x′), will also satisfy

∣∣eN (x′)/Pxa
N
(x′)

∣∣ ≤ ϵ, ∀x′.

Proof. Let ḡi,j(x
′) := p0iλi,jPN (x′;µN

j ,ΣN
j )ϵ and g

i,j
:=

−ḡi,j(x
′). Observe that g

i,j
(x′) ≤ gi,j(x

′) ≤ ḡi,j(x
′), ∀x′ ∈

Rn and ∀(i, j) pairs since
∣∣e0(x′)/Pxa

0
(x′)

∣∣ ≤ ϵ, ∀x′ ∈ Rn.
Now, summing the terms ḡi,j(x

′) over all (i, j), we obtain:

r−1,q−1∑
i=0,j=0

ḡi,j(x
′) =

q−1∑
j=0

pNj PN (x′;µN
j ,ΣN

j )ϵ = Pxa
N
(x′)ϵ

Similarly, we have
∑

i,j gi,j(x
′) = −Pxa

N
(x′)ϵ. Thus, we have

that −Pxa
N
(x′)ϵ ≤ eN (x′) ≤ Pxa

N
(x′)ϵ. Furthermore, dividing

both sides of the latter inequality by Pxa
N
(x′), we obtain −ϵ ≤

eN (x′)/Pxa
N
(x′) ≤ ϵ which completes the proof. ■

Next, we assume that |e0(x′)| ≤ ϵ, ∀x′, where ϵ0 > 0, and
derive an upper bound for |eN (x′)| in terms of ϵ0 for all x′.

Proposition 6. If the GMM approximation error of the PDF
of the initial state distribution e0(x

′) satisfy |e0(x′)| ≤ ϵ0,
then the GMM approximation error of the terminal state
distribution eN (x′) satisfies:

|eN (x′)| ≤
r−1,q−1∑
i=0,j=0

λi,j

√
det(Σ0

i )/ det(Σ
N
j )ϵ0 (74)

Proof. First, we observe that eN (x′), which is given in (73),
can be written alternatively as follows:

eN (x′) =

r−1,q−1∑
i=0,j=0

λi,j
p0iPN (zi,j(x

′);µ0
i ,Σ

0
i )

Pxa
0
(zi,j(x′))

×e0(zi,j(x
′)) det(H−1

i,j ), (75)

where zi,j(x
′) = H−1

i,j (x
′ +hi,j). Observe that eN (x′) can be

decomposed as
∑r−1,q−1

i=0,j=0 gi,j(x
′) where

gi,j(x
′) := λi,j

p0iPN (zi,j(x
′);µ0

i ,Σ
0
i )

Pxa
0
(zi,j(x′))

e0(zi,j(x
′))

det(Hi,j)
. (76)

We observe that p0
iPN (zi,j(x

′);µ0
i ,Σ

0
i )

Pxa
0
(zi,j(x′)) ∈ [0, 1] since the nu-

merator is a component of the Gaussian mixture in the
denominator. Moreover, we have |e0(zi,j(x′))| ≤ ϵ0 from
the initial assumption of Proposition 6. Thus, g

i,j
(x′) ≤

gi,j(x
′) ≤ ḡi,j(x

′) where ḡi,j := λi,jϵ0 det(H
−1
i,j ) and

g
i,j
(x′) = −ḡi,j(x

′). Summing gi,j(x
′), ∀(i, j), we obtain

that
∑

i,j gi,j(x
′) ≤ eN (x′) ≤

∑
i,j ḡi,j ; thus |eN (x′)| ≤∑

i,j ḡi,j(x
′). In addition, ΣN

j = Hi,jΣ
0
iH

T
i,j ∀(i, j). We ob-

tain det(Hi,j)
2 = det(ΣN

j )/det(Σ0
i ) and thus, det(H−1

i,j ) =√
det(Σ0

i )/det(Σ
N
j ), which completes the proof. ■

Remark 8. Proposition 5 guarantees that the ratio of the
approximation error magnitude to the PDF of the GMM
evaluated at x′ ∈ Rn remains constant for all x′ after the
policy in (24) is applied. In contrast, Proposition 6 provides
an expression for the absolute approximation error of the PDF
of the terminal state GMM in terms of the absolute value of
the initial state approximation error.
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VIII. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

In this section, we present the results of numerical ex-
periments which were conducted on a Mac M1 with 8 GB
of RAM. The first numerical experiment (Section VIII-A)
focuses on Problem 1, whereas the second set of numerical
experiments (Section VIII-B) correspond to Problems 2-3.
Lastly, the third set of numerical experiments (Section VIII-C)
correspond to Problem 4.

A. 2D Single Integrator - Problem 1
In this experiment, the system dynamics matrices are taken

as Ak = I2, Bk = ∆tI2, ∆t = 1.0, xk, uk ∈ R2 for all k ∈
{0, . . . , N} where N = 10. In addition, Rk = I2, Qk = 0 and
x′
k = 0. The initial state follows a uniform distribution over

the set Sinit := {px, py ∈ R | (px, py) ∈ [−1, 8] × [−1, 4]}.
The terminal state distribution is a uniform distribution over
a ‘UT’ shape set. The actual initial and desired distributions
are illustrated in Fig. 3, whereas the approximated initial and
desired distributions are shown in Fig. 4.

−4 −2 0 2 4 6 8 10
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4

(a) Initial
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(b) Desired

Fig. 3: Actual densities.
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Fig. 4: Approximated densities.

For the initial state PDF approximation, the number of
GMM components is chosen as 40, while for the desired state
PDF as 30 (Figs 3 and 4). The evolution of the PDF of xk

under the policy given in (24), obtained by solving the LP in
(42), is shown for time steps {2, 5, 8, 10} in Figure 5, from
left to right. For both the initial GMM approximation using the
EM algorithm and the illustration of the state PDF evolution,
10,000 samples are generated.

In Fig. 6, the PDF of the initial state distribution is approx-
imated by a GMM whose number of Gaussian components, r,
varies. Specifically, from left to right, r ∈ {2, 5, 15, 30}. The
top row (Figs. 6a–6d) illustrates the GMM approximations of
the PDF of the initial state shown in Fig. 3a for different values
of r. The bottom row (Figs. 6e–6h) shows the terminal PDFs
after the optimal policies are applied to the system.

We also investigated the effect of the number of components
in the GMM approximation of the initial state distribution on
the optimal value of Problem 1 and the computation time.
As observed in Figure 7a, the optimal value of the problem
decreases until r = 30, since the terminal distribution is
also approximated with a GMM with 30 components. On the
other hand, the computation time increases linearly, which is
expected since the problem size increases linearly with r as

shown in Figure 7b. Notably, solving the LP in (42) takes
only a fraction of a second by the solver; however, building
the problem and evaluating each Ci,j takes most of the time.

B. 2D Single Integrator - Problems 2 and 3
Furthermore, we solve Problems 2 and 3 for the 2D single

integrator system defined in Section VIII-A. In these numerical
experiments, we take Qk = I2. The initial state distribution
is represented as a GMM with 3 components, while the
desired distribution is a “C”-shaped uniform distribution over
2D Euclidean space. The desired distribution is approximated
using the EM algorithm as a GMM with 10 components. The
initial and approximated desired densities are shown in Fig. 8.

First, we solve Problem 2 for varying parameters κ ∈
{0.05, 0.2, 2.5, 50.0}. The terminal state PDFs obtained after
applying the optimal policy for each κ are shown in Fig. 9.
We observe therein that as κ increases, the discrepancy be-
tween the terminal and desired distributions is penalized more
heavily, resulting in a terminal state distribution that resembles
the desired distribution more closely. Furthermore, when κ is
small, the terminal distribution tends to be less dispersed.

Even with κ = 50.0, the terminal density shown in Fig. 9d
does not exactly match the desired distribution shown in
Fig. 8b. This is because the terminal GMM has 5 components
whereas the desired GMM has 10. The terminal distribution
shown in Figure 9d is the one that minimizes the GMM-
Wasserstein distance. This can be verified in Figure 10,
where the value of the GMM-Wasserstein distance between
the terminal and desired distributions is plotted against κ.
As κ increases, the GMM-Wasserstein distance between the
terminal state distribution and the desired one decreases but
converges to 1.09.

We also solve Problem 3 with varying parameter κ. The
terminal state distributions for κ ∈ {10.0, 25.0, 50.0, 100.0}
are shown in Figure 11. In Problem 3, parameter κ represents
the total quadratic cost that can be accumulated over problem
horizon. As κ is increased from 10.0 to 100.0, the total
cost constraint in (47b) is implicitly relaxed. This causes the
terminal state distribution to converge to the one in Figure 9d.

C. Control of Drone Swarm - Problem 4
In this section, we apply the GMM density steering tech-

niques we developed to the problem of drone swarm tra-
jectory optimization. We assume that practical constraints,
such as maximum speed and maximum thrust per propeller,
are enforced at all times during operation. Thus, the drone
swarm trajectory optimization problem can be formulated as
an instance of Problem 4.

To obtain smooth trajectories for the drones to follow,
we consider two dimensional double integrator dynamics:
Ak =

[
I2 ∆t
0 I2

]
, Bk =

[
(∆t)2/2I2

I2

]
xk = [pxk, p

y
k, v

x
k , v

y
k ]

T ∈
R4, uk = [axk, a

y
k]

T ∈ R2 for all k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1}
with N = 8. In this example, pk := [pxk, p

y
k]

T ∈ R2,
vk := [vxk , v

y
k ]

T ∈ R2 and ak := [axk, a
y
k]

T ∈ R2 represent the
position, velocity, and acceleration, respectively. Additionally,
two separate constraints are enforced for the state xk and
control input uk. Specifically, the acceleration and velocity
satisfy the following constraints: E

[
aTk ak

]
≤ a2max and

E
[
vTk vk

]
≤ v2max, respectively (whereas the position pk is

unbounded). To enforce these upper bound constraints, we
set Rk = a−2

maxI2, Qk = bdiag(0, v−1
maxI2), x′

k = 0 and
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Fig. 5: Evolution of state density (PDF).
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Fig. 6: Approximated initial and actual terminal densities for varying q (the number of terminal GMM components).
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Fig. 7: Optimal Value and Computation time vs the number
of components, r, of initial GMM

κk = 1 for all k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1} where amax = 0.2m/s2

and vmax = 1.0m/s. Both maximum speed and acceleration
constraints are enforced separately. Finally, ∆t is varied as
a parameter, with ∆t ∈ {1.0, 1.25, 1.5, 1.75, 2.0, 2.5, 3.0} to
control the total time horizon in the experiments. The initial
and desired PDFs of the drone positions are shown in Fig. 12.

For drone simulations, we used gym-pybullet-drones
[36]. The optimal policy obtained after solving the problem
in (51) returns a sequence of acceleration commands given
an initial state. The drones then follow this trajectory using
cascaded PID controllers. The maximum speed, vmax, and
acceleration, amax, are selected such that the underlying PID
controllers can easily track the output trajectory. In all of these
experiments, 20 drones are used. The drones’ initial positions
are sampled from the GMM distribution shown in Figure 12a.

In Figure 13, the trajectories of the drones in the x-y plane
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Fig. 8: Initial and desired PDFs

are depicted for ∆t ∈ {1.0, 1.5, 3.0}. The problem horizon
parameter N = 8 (fixed) whereas the varying ∆t determines
the time frame of the trajectories. The speed and acceleration
limits prevent the drones from reaching the desired distribution
within a given time, as shown in Fig. 13a for ∆t = 1.0s. When
∆t = 1.5s, the terminal positions of the drones are closer to
the desired distribution, as shown in Fig. 13b. With ∆t = 3.0s,
there is ample time to reach the desired positions (terminal
GMM matches the desired GMM). Consequently, there exist
multiple sets of optimal policy parameters that solve Problem
4 when ∆t = 3.0s. The optimal policy parameters returned by
the BCD procedure for ∆t = 3.0s is not as strict as the other
cases in maximizing the speed to reach the desired positions
of the drones. That is why the trajectories are more dispersed
and irregular in Figures 13c, 13f and 13i.

The terminal positions of the drones form an “X” shape, as
shown in Figure 12b. In this experiment, although the terminal
distribution matches the desired one exactly, the terminal
positions of the drones do not appear to precisely align with the
desired distribution because only 20 sampled drone positions
were used. Additionally, Table I shows the optimal value of
Problem 4 versus ∆t. Due to the maximum speed constraint,
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Fig. 9: Terminal State PDF vs κ for Problem 2
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Fig. 10: GMM-Wasserstein Distance vs κ for Problem 2

it is not possible to reach the desired distribution within a
finite time if ∆t = 1.0s, resulting in a large incurred cost.
As ∆t increases, the terminal GMM-Wasserstein cost function
decreases. With ∆t = 2.0s providing sufficient time for the
drones to reach the desired distribution, any ∆t greater than
2.0s will yield the same optimal cost of zero.

∆t 1.0 1.25 1.5 1.75 2.0 2.5 3.0
Opt. Val 17.74 7.04 3.20 1.84 0.0 0.0 0.0

TABLE I: Wasserstein-GMM vs ∆t for Problem 4

IX. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we studied the optimal multi-modal density
steering problem for linear dynamical systems by leveraging
GMMs and covariance steering theory. To achieve this, we
first formulated the hard-constrained density steering problem
as an LP and transformed other constrained problems into
bilinear optimization problems. Subsequently, we introduced
a block coordinate descent procedure to address these bilinear
programs effectively. Finally, we derived upper bounds for
the GMM approximation error concerning the terminal state
distribution. Possible future research directions include the
utilization and comparison of other GMM based distance
metrics (such as Cauchy-Schwarz Divergence [37]) in GMM
steering problems and the integration of chance-constraints
(e.g. chance-constrained obstacle avoidance) into GMM steer-
ing problems.
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