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Network-RealizedModelPredictiveControl

Part I:NRF-EnabledClosed-loop Decomposition
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Abstract

A two-layer control architecture is proposed, which promotes scalable implementations for model predictive controllers. The
bottom layer is based upon a distributed feedback-feedforward scheme, which directs the controlled network’s information flow
according to a pre-specified communication infrastructure. Explicit expressions of the resulting closed-loop maps are obtained
and an offline model-matching procedure is proposed for the design of the first layer. The obtained control laws are deployed
via distributed state-space-based implementations, and the resulting closed-loop models enable predictive control design for
the constraint management procedure described in our companion paper.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Context and Motivation

In recent years, distributed control has received signif-
icant attention in system-theoretic literature. While a
number of techniques have emerged in this field (see
[14] for a discussion on the most prominent approaches),
the problem of implementing Model Predictive Control
(MPC) in a distributed manner (in which separate sub-
controllers exchange local information) is still an actively
investigated topic. Notably, the procedure formalized in
[1] and [2], which is based upon one of the approaches
discussed in [14], proposes a solution in which MPC-like
policies are built using a parametrized distributed con-
trol architecture (see [13]). With the idea of employing
layered control schemes rapidly gaining traction [7], the
need for a theoretical framework which takes into ac-
count the interplay between the different layers of the
control algorithm becomes apparent.

1.2 Scope of Work

The problem being tackled in this manuscript, and in
its companion paper [11], is that of employing a class of
distributed controllers (see [14] for a general overview)
based upon the celebrated Youla Parametrization to fa-
cilitate the design of scalable and computationally ef-
ficient MPC-based policies for networks of widely dis-
tributed systems. In particular, the control framework
which uses the Network Realization Functions (NRF)
formalized in [10] and [12] will be employed as an inter-
face between a physical network and a number of high-
level predictive strategies. The latter act as reference
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governors for the lower-level implementations and, by
leveraging the powerful disturbance-decoupling proper-
ties of NRF-based control (see [9] for a relevant exam-
ple), the problem of designing these MPC-based strate-
gies can be broken down into local subproblems, whose
solutions yield global theoretical guarantees.

1.3 Contributions

This paper focuses on the NRF layer of our proposed
architecture while also incorporating the features of the
MPC design formalism, which privileges discrete-time
state-feedback formulations over all other alternatives.
Consequently, we present a state-oriented perspective of
NRF-based control, which has proven to be effective in
the input-output setting investigated in [10]. The aim
is to highlight the advantages of state-feedback in our
chosen framework, by showing that the resulting closed-
loop maps are highly amenable to model-matching pro-
cedures. This allows for the convenient tuning of closed-
loop response, in order to prevent the propagation of
disturbance throughout the network. We propose a flex-
ible design algorithm based upon the convex optimiza-
tion procedures used in [12] and, for the resulting control
laws, we formulate a particular state-space-based imple-
mentation which can be implemented in a distributed
manner. Moreover, these implementations are used in
our companion paper [11], in order to greatly simplify
the design of a model-based predictive control layer.

1.4 Paper Structure

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2
contains a set of preliminary notions, while Section 3
discusses our two-layer architecture and its overarching
objectives, with a particular focus on the NRF layer.
Section 4 holds the main theoretical results, Section 5
describes the design procedure of our architecture’s NRF
layer, and Section 6 presents a set of concluding remarks.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2502.13042v1


2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notation and Definitions

Let N, R and C denote, respectively, the set of natural,
real and complex numbers. The set S := {z ∈ C | |z| < 1}
stands for the domain of stability, whereas we denote by
∂S := {z ∈ C | |z| = 1} the frontier of stability. Let
Mp×m be the set of all p × m matrices whose entries
are scalar elements that part of a set denoted by M.
Similarly, Mp denotes the set of vectors with dimen-
sion m and entries in M. For any matrix M , rowi(M)
is its ith row, colj(M) stands for its jth column and
elmij(M) := rowi(colj(M)). Moreover, the transpose
of an arbitrary matrix M is denoted by M⊤. For an
A ∈ Cp×m and an E ∈ Cp×m, the matrix polynomial
A−zE of indeterminate z ∈ C is called a (matrix) pencil.

The vector ei stands for the ith term in the canonical ba-
sis of Rm, for some m ∈ N\{0}. We denote by R(z) the
set of real-rational functions of indeterminate z ∈ C. A
matrix with entries in R(z) is termed a Transfer Func-
tion Matrix (TFM), and all such TFMs will be denoted
using boldface letters. We point out that the system-
theoretical concepts employed in this paper are, for the
most part, standard to control theory literature (see, for
example, [6]). For any particular definitions or concepts,
we refer the reader to Appendix A.

2.2 System Representations

The class of systems considered in this paper are repre-
sented in the time domain by the set of equations

x[k + 1] = Ax[k] +Bu u[k] +Bd d[k], (1a)

y[k] = Cx[k] +Du u[k] +Dd d[k], (1b)

for any k ∈ N with k ≥ k0 ∈ N, where k0 represents the
initial time instant. For the representations of type (1a)-
(1b), which are commonly referred to as state-space re-
alizations, u is the realization’s controlled input vector, d
its uncontrolled input vector or, alternatively, its distur-
bance vector, y its output vector and x its state vector.

For such systems, we proceed to denote by xc ∈ R
nx the

initial condition of the state vector and we also consider
A ∈ Rnx×nx , Bu ∈ Rnx×nu , Bd ∈ Rnx×nd , C ∈ Rny×nx ,
while Du ∈ R

ny×nu and Dd ∈ R
ny×nd . The positive in-

teger nx appearing in (1a)-(1b) is called the order of
the realization, and we also denote any such realiza-
tion in compact form via a matrix quadruplet of type(
A,

[
Bu Bd

]
, C,

[
Du Dd

])
. For every system which is

represented via (1a)-(1b), the pencil A − zInx
is regu-

lar and is referred to as the realization’s pole pencil, and
the connection between a system which is described by
(1a)-(1b) and its TFM is given by

G(z) =

[
A− zInx Bu Bd

C Du Dd

]
:=

:= C(zInx
−A)−1

[
Bu Bd

]
+
[
Du Dd

]
. (2)

Finally, given any proper H ∈ R(z)ny×nu , the notation
y[k] = H(z) ⋆ u[k] denotes the time-response of H(z) to
an input signal vector u[k], which can be computed as

y[k] = H(z) ⋆ u[k] = DHu[k] +

∞∑

i=1

CHAi−1
H BHu[k − i],

(3)
for any realization (AH , BH , CH , DH) of H(z).

2.3 Distributed Networks

Given that our overarching objective is to control the
state evolution of the system under full state measure-
ment availability, the type of networks our procedure is
catered towards are described by a more particular class
of realizations than the ones from (1a)-(1b), namely

x[k + 1] = Ax[k] +Buu[k] +Bd d[k], (4a)

y[k] = x[k]. (4b)

Although we consider that x and u are completely ac-
cessible to us, in terms of measurement and actuation
respectively, we do not assume that manipulating all of
this variables is possible from any one location in our
physical network. Indeed, a particular feature of dis-
tributed networks is the fact that its controlled inputs
and measurable state variables are often spatially dis-
tributed. This naturally separates the network into a
number of N ∈ N distinct areas, with N > 1.

To each of the network’s N areas we now assign two
sets of indices, which denote the entries of x and u that
are (uniquely) accessible for measurement or actuation
in that area. Without loss of generality, we assume that
these indices are assigned to the sets in ascending order,
since the rows and columns of the matrices expressed in
(4a)-(4b) may be permuted at will. Therefore, each area
will be represented by the pair

Ai := (Axi,Aui), ∀ i ∈ {1 : N}, (5)

which collects the two aforementioned index sets.

To streamline the definition of the sets given in (5), we
will provide generic expressions via the placeholder sub-
script •, which stands for one of the subscripts {x, u}.
Let each set contain a number of n•i ∈ N indices, where
n•i > 0, ∀ i ∈ {1 : N}, such that we define
{

A•i := {α•i + j | j ∈ 1 : n•i}, ∀ i ∈ {1 : N},

α•1 := 0, α•ℓ := α•(ℓ−1) + n•(ℓ−1), ∀ ℓ ∈ {2 : N}.
(6)

To each partition 1 in (6), we attach the selection matrix

S•i :=
[
eα•i+1 . . . eα•i+n•i

]
, ∀ i ∈ {1 : N}, (7)

with which we define xi[k] := S⊤
xix[k], xci := S⊤

xixc and
ui[k] := S⊤

uiu[k]. Once the network is partitioned, the
design of our control scheme can begin.

1 As an example, a network with 12 states and 7 inputs could
be partitioned as in (5)-(6) via the following collection of sets

{({1 : 2}, {1}), ({3 : 5}, {2 : 3}), ({6 : 11}, {4 : 5}), ({12}, {6 : 7})}
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Interconnected Dynamical System

NRF 1

Area 1

MPC 1

x1uf1

{x1, w1}us11

us21

uf1

{xj∈N1,j 6=1, uf(j∈N1,j 6=1), us1(j∈N1,j 6=1)}

{x1, w1, us11}

{xj∈N1,j 6=1, wj∈N1,j 6=1}

· · ·

NRF i

Area i

MPC i

xiufi

{xi, wi}us1i

us2i

ufi

{xj∈Ni,j 6=i, uf(j∈Ni,j 6=i), us1(j∈Ni,j 6=i)}

{xi, wi, us1i}

{xj∈Ni,j 6=i, wj∈Ni,j 6=i}

· · ·

· · ·

Figure 1. High-level implementation scheme depicting the proposed distributed control strategy

3 The Control Architecture

3.1 Global Perspective and Objectives

The aim of this paper and of its companion paper [11] is
to formalize the design framework of the two-layer con-
trol architecture for the interconnected dynamical sys-
tem depicted in Figure 1. By identifying the subset of
areas Ni ⊆ {1 : N} which are able to transmit informa-
tion to the network’s ith area (and which trivially satisfy
i ∈ Ni), for all i ∈ {1 : N}, the communication graph is
clearly designated and the fundamental operating prin-
ciple of our control scheme is the following:

a) the state-space implemented NRF subcontrollers
receive network state information along with the
command signals of other first layer subcontrollers
from their areas’ neighbourhoods, and use these val-
ues to compute the signals denoted ufi in Figure 1;

b) the MPC subcontrollers also receive network state
information along with the state variables of the
NRF subcontroller implementations, denoted wi in
Figure 1, from their areas’ neighbours to compute:

b1) the command signals denoted by us1i in Fig-
ure 1, which are broadcast and combined addi-
tively with the state vectors xi, before the later
are fed to the NRF subcontrollers;

b2) the command signals denoted by us2i in Fig-
ure 1, which remain local and are combined ad-
ditively with the NRF outputs ufi, to obtain
the control signals being sent to the actuators.

Remark 3.1 In terms of control architecture design, it
should be clear that both the first and the second layer
employ feedback and feedforward components. However,
their goals and their communication-based mechanisms
are completely different. Where the first layer focuses
on dynamical decoupling and disturbance rejection, the
second layer concerns itself with constraint satisfaction
and feasibility, in terms of robust control invariance.

Since the MPC layer is built upon the closed-loop inter-
connection between the NRF layer and the network, it
is natural to commence our discussion with the architec-
ture and the requirements of the first layer, along with
the way in which the latter interfaces with the network.
Therefore, we defer all procedural discussions regarding
the second layer (such as the standalone design proce-
dure and the way in which the latter interfaces with the
NRF subcontrollers) to our companion paper [11].

+
βx

KD +
uf u

•

βf
+

βu

G
x •

d

Figure 2. Feedback loop of a network’s model G(z) with the
NRF-based implementation KD(z)

3.2 Architecture of the NRF Layer

Given some subset of the complex plane Cg ⊆ C with
desirable properties, the control architecture’s first layer
is based upon a so-called Cg-allocating NRF pair, de-
scribed in Appendix A. Such a pair is formed by two
proper TFMs, Φ ∈ R(z)nu×nu and Γ ∈ R(z)nu×nx , and
we also refer to Appendix A for details on the pair’s
structure and computation. Crucially, the NRF-based
controllers developed in [10] are implemented as in Fig-
ure 2, where the distributed controller is represented by

KD(z) :=
[
Φ(z) Γ(z)

]
. (8)

Alongside the signals introduced in Section 2.2, we take
into account a number of exogenous signals. These are:

a) the state-feedback disturbance βx[k], which in-
cludes state measurement noise and the us1i[k] sig-
nals discussed in Section 3.1, along with encoding
errors associated with the latter;

b) the plant-input disturbance βu[k], which includes
the us2i[k] signals discussed in Section 3.1 and var-
ious encoding errors associated with them;

c) the NRF-feedforward disturbance βf [k], which
arises in the context of the communication between
neighbouring first layer subcontrollers.

We concatenate all of these exogenous (with respect to
the first layer) signals, along with d from (4a), into the

signal vector ds[k] :=
[
β⊤
x [k] β⊤

u [k] β⊤
f [k] d⊤[k]

]⊤
.

Remark 3.2 We assume that the communication in-
frastructure of our control architecture is endowed error-
detecting/correcting transmission mechanisms. There-
fore, all communication errors affecting transmitted in-
formation are modelled as disturbance which originates
at the source of transmission, not on the receiving ends.
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KDi(z) =

[
Awi − zInwi

Bwi

Cwi Dwi

]
:=




Ar(αui+1) − zInr(αui+1)
Br(αui+1)

.

.

.

.

.

.

Ar(αui+nui)
− zInr(αui+nui)

Br(αui+nui)

Cr(αui+1) Dr(αui+1)

.

.

.

.

.

.

Cr(αui+nui)
Dr(αui+nui)




. (16)

3.3 Objectives of the NRF Layer

Although the ultimate goal of our endeavour is repre-
sented by a distributed constraint management policy,
a "brute force" MPC-based approach may prove highly
conservative, as a consequence of failing to grasp the
structured dynamics of the controlled network. As shown
in Figure 1, the subcontrollers of the second layer do not
exchange information regarding the values of the com-
mand signals us1i[k] and us2i[k]. They must, therefore,
compensate any cross-coupling induced by the control
action of other subcontrollers from their layer, while also
being restricted to exchanging information via the net-
work’s available communication infrastructure.

All of the aforementioned challenges have to be success-
fully alleviated by our architecture’s first layer, which
must simultaneously achieve the following objectives:

I) it must be implementable in a distributed manner,
using sparse state-space models that are computa-
tionally inexpensive to deploy (Section 4.1);

II) it must render the closed-loop maps of its intercon-
nection as simple expressions, by means of a rich
and highly tractable parametrization (Section 4.2);

III) it must enable the dynamical decoupling of the net-
work areas discussed in Sections 2.3 and 3.1, for
the benefit of the MPC layer, through numerically
sound procedures available in literature (Section 5);

The remainder of this paper is dedicated to presenting
the solutions to these design challenges.

4 Theoretical Results

4.1 State-space Implementations for NRF Control

The main feature of the NRF framework is the fact that
the command signal vector uf can be computed in a
distributed manner, by enforcing an appropriate sparsity
structures upon the controller’s NRF pair (see [10]).

For the particular setting described in Section 2.3, in
which the network is partitioned into N distinct areas
as in (6), it is possible to employ the TFM from (8) in
order to independently compute

ufi[k] := S⊤
uiuf [k] = KDi(z) ⋆

[
uf [k] + βf [k]

x[k] + βx[k]

]
, (9)

for all i ∈ {1 : N}, with the TFMs KDi(z) := S⊤
uiKD(z)

denoting each area’s NRF-based subcontroller. Al-
though the subcontrollers KDi(z) from (9) can always
be implemented separately in the control scheme from
Figure 2, this does not immediately lead to tractable
formulations for distributed constraint management.

In order to be effective, these subcontrollers must be ac-
companied by state-space representation which mirror
the sparsity patterns of their TFMs. The next construc-
tive result addresses precisely this issue.

Proposition 4.1 Let the rows of the TFM from (8) be
described by the minimal realizations

rowℓ (KD(z)) =

[
Âℓ − zInrℓ

B̂ℓ

Ĉℓ D̂ℓ

]
, ∀ ℓ ∈ {1 : nu}, (10)

for which we define the polynomials

χℓ(z) := det(zInrℓ
− Âℓ) = znrℓ +

nrℓ∑

j=1

ajℓz
(nrℓ−j). (11)

Then, by expressing the aforementioned row TFMs as

rowℓ (KD(z)) = D̂ℓ +
1

χℓ(z)

nrℓ∑

j=1

Kjℓz
(nrℓ−j), (12)

we have that:

i) The following identities hold

rowℓ (KD(z)) =

[
Arℓ − zInrℓ

Brℓ

Crℓ Drℓ

]
, (13)

for all ℓ ∈ {1 : nu}, where



Ãrℓ :=
[
−a1ℓ . . . −a(nrℓ−1)ℓ

]⊤
,

Arℓ :=

[
Ãrℓ Inrℓ−1

−anrℓℓ
O

]
,

Brℓ :=
[
K⊤

1i . . . K⊤

nrℓi

]⊤
,

Crℓ :=
[
1 0 . . . 0

]
,

Drℓ := D̂ℓ = lim
|z|→∞

rowℓ (KD(z)) ;

(14)

ii) The realizations given in (13) are minimal;

iii) The columns of Brℓ and Drℓ have the same sparsity
structure as rowℓ (KD(z)), which is to say that

elmℓj (KD(z)) ≡ 0 =⇒

{
colj(Brℓ) = O,

colj(Drℓ) = 0,
(15)

for all j ∈ {1 : nx + nu};

iv) The subcontrollers KDi(z) can be implemented, for
all i ∈ {1 : N}, via the structured realizations given
in (16), which are located at the top of the page.

PROOF. See Appendix B.
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FQ(z) :=


 N(z)X̃Q(z) N(z)ỸQ(z) N(z)

(
Ỹ

diag
Q (z)− ỸQ(z)

)
(N(z)X̃Q(z) + Inx

)Gd(z)

M(z)X̃Q(z) M(z)ỸQ(z)− Inu
M(z)

(
Ỹ

diag
Q (z)− ỸQ(z)

)
M(z)X̃Q(z)Gd(z)


 , (17a)

IQ(z) :=


 Y(z)J1(z) +N(z)Q(z)J1(z) N(z)J2(z)

X(z)J1(z) +M(z)Q(z)J1(z) M(z)J2(z)


 ,

J1(z) := M̃(z)(zInx
−A)−1z,

J2(z) := Ỹ
diag
Q (z)Cw(zInw

−Aw)
−1z.

(17b)

Remark 4.1 The polynomials χℓ(z) can be computed in
a numerically reliable manner by first effecting a change
of coordinates in the realization from (13) which brings

Âℓ to Real Schur Form. This representation can then be
used to also compute the constant real row vectors Kjℓ.

The realizations given in (16) are precisely the sought-
after representations mentioned in objective I) from Sec-
tion 3.3, and we point out that the particular structure
of the matrices expressed in (14) plays a key role in fa-
cilitating the design of a MPC-based second layer (see
our companion paper [11] for more details).

It now becomes relevant to investigate the expressions
of the closed-loop maps obtained by implementing the
state-space-based subcontrollers from (16). Before do-
ing so, however, we must introduce some additional no-
tation. We denote the orders of the aforementioned re-
alizations as nwi :=

∑nui

ℓ=1 nrℓ and let nw :=
∑N

i=1 nwi.
Additionally, we denote the initial conditions of the sub-
controllers given in (16) aswci ∈ Rnwi , ∀ i ∈ {1 : N} and

we define wc :=
[
w⊤

c1 . . . w⊤
cN

]⊤
. With this notation at

hand, we may now tackle objective II) from Section 3.3.

4.2 Theoretical Guarantees of NRF-based Control

Yet another benefit of NRF-based control is the fact
that, even in the distributed setting, all closed-loop maps
from exogenous disturbance and initial conditions de-
pend upon a freely tunable parameter (see Appendix A).
This flexibility is showcased through the following result,
which offers the theoretical framework for the complete
tuning of closed-loop response presented in the sequel.

Theorem 4.1 Let Cg ⊆ C and let Cb := C\Cg. Let a
network described by (1a)-(1b) be split into a number ofN
areas, as in (5)-(6), and let it be connected, as in Figure 2,
to a set of NRF subcontrollers of type (9). Assume that:

A1) The subrealization (A,Bu, Inx
, O) from (4a)-(4b) is

Cb-controllable;

A2) The collection (N(z),M(z),X(z),Y(z), Ñ(z), M̃(z),

X̃(z), Ỹ(z)) is a doubly coprime factorization over
Cg of Gu(z) := (zInx

−A)−1Bu, as in Appendix A;

A3) The pair (Φ,Γ) is a Cg-allocating NRF pair (see
Appendix A), based upon the aforementioned fac-
torization of Gu(z);

A4) The control laws from (9) are based upon (Φ,Γ), and
are implemented via the realizations given in (16);

Then, by using (16) to defineAw := diag(Aw1, . . . , AwN )
along with Cw := diag(Cw1, . . . , CwN ), the closed-loop
dynamics of the network’s states and the NRF subcon-
trollers’ outputs in Figure 2 are given by

[
x[k]

uf [k]

]
= FQ(z) ⋆ ds[k] + IQ[k]

[
xc

wc

]
, (18)

where we have that:

i) The TFM denotedFQ(z) is expressed in (17a) at the

top of this page, with ỸQ(z), ỸQ(z) and Ỹ
diag
Q (z)

being defined in (A.2) within Appendix A, and where

Gd(z) := (zInx
−A)−1Bd;

ii) The matrix IQ[k] is the inverse Z-transform of the
TFM defined in (17b) at the top of this page;

iii) The TFM Q(z) appearing in (17a)-(17b) is the Q-
parameter which designates the employed NRF pair;

iv) All the TFMs defined in (17a)-(17b) are proper and
Cb-bounded.

PROOF. See Appendix B.

Remark 4.2 We highlight the fact that assumptions A1)
through A4) in Theorem 4.1 are in no way restrictive,
from a practical standpoint. The closed-loop dynamics of
the network cannot be tuned with respect to Cg unless
A1) holds, while the factorization and the NRF pair from
assumptions A2) through A4) can be reliably obtained via
classical system-theoretical results (see [10] and [12]).

By inspecting the expressions obtained in (17a)-(17b), it
becomes clear that the distributed implementations pro-
posed in Proposition 4.1 fully address objective II) from
Section 3.3. Indeed, the Q-parameter which character-
izes all of these expressions represents the main tuning
parameter of our control architecture’s first layer, and
the freedom in choosing it provides fertile grounds for
the development of NRF-based design procedures. This
endeavour represents the focus of our next section, in
which we tackle the final objective stated in Section 3.3.

Remark 4.3 Since the NRF pair used in Theorem 4.1 is
Cg-allocating, then its corresponding Q-parameter must
be Cb-bounded (see Appendix A and [10]), which consti-
tutes the only real restriction placed upon Q(z). We also
point out that certain choices of Cg are preferable, from a
practical point of view. For example, by choosing Cg ⊆ S,
it follows (see Appendix A) that the the state variables
of the plant and those of the NRF subcontrollers will be
bounded at all times, for any initial conditions of these
systems and for any bounded exogenous signals.

5



5 NRF Layer Design

5.1 The Decoupling-based Approach

In order to formulate the design procedure of our ar-
chitecture’s first layer, we need to account for the state
variables of the implementations from (16). Thus, aside
from the x and u subscripts appearing in (6)-(7), we in-
troduce the additional subscript w, in order to refer to
the state vector of each area’s NRF subcontroller, and
we extend the index collection defined originally in (5)
to Ai := (Axi,Aui,Awi), ∀ i ∈ {1 : N}.

We may now rewrite the closed-loop dynamics obtained
in Theorem 4.1 and then partition them into the net-
work areas discussed in Section 2.3. As previously men-
tioned in Section 3.2, the MPC commands us1i[k] and
us2i[k], depicted in Figure 1, are folded into βx[k] and
βu[k]. Thus, we will refer to the following quadruplet
{S⊤

xiβx[k], S
⊤
uiβu[k], xci, wci} as the ith area’s variables,

from the point of view of that area’s local MPC.

All of these new terms enable us to express the dynamics
of the ith area as a combination between the effect of
exogenous disturbance, given by a TFM’s input-output
response in (3), and that of area cross-coupling, given by
[

xi[k]

ufi[k]

]
= Z⊤

i FQ(z)

[
O

I(nu+nd)

]
⋆

[
βf [k]

d[k]

]
+

N∑

j=1

Eij [k],

(19)

whereZi := diag(Sxi, Sui). Moreover, the cross-coupling
may be represented as the input-output response of an-
other TFM and a free response term which depends upon
the initial conditions of the coupled area, thus yielding

Eij [k] := Z⊤
i FQ(z)

[
Zj

O

]
⋆

[
S⊤

xjβx[k]

S⊤

ujβu[k]

]
+ Z⊤

i IQ[k]Zcj

[
xcj

wcj

]
,

(20)

which is the effect of the jth area’s variables on the ith

area, and in which the time-domain expression from the
right-hand term depends upon Zci := diag(Sxi, Swi).

Remark 5.1 The particular formulations obtained in
this section facilitate the construction of the prediction
models, which are then employed in the distributed syn-
thesis of our top layer constraint management policies.

In light of (19)-(20), the final objective of the NRF layer,
meant to facilitate the second layer’s implementation,
now becomes apparent. With respect to the communi-
cation neighbourhoods introduced in Section 3.1, the ith

area’s NRF subcontroller must:

a) only employ information originating in Ni;

b) handle the effect of βf [k] and d[k] according to some
pre-specified design objective.

c) minimize the effect of S⊤
xjβx[k] and of S⊤

ujβu[k], for
all indices j ∈ {1 : N}\{i};

d) minimize the effect of xcj and of wcj , for all indices
j ∈ {1 : N}\Ni.

We now proceed to formalize all of these requirements.

5.2 Formulating the Model Matching Problem

The most straightforward of the aforementioned require-
ments is the first one, which places restrictions upon the
sparsity structure of the pair (Φ(z),Γ(z)). This commu-
nication constraint is formalized via the conditions

S⊤
uiΦ(z)Suj ≡ O, ∀ i ∈ {1 : N}, j ∈ {1 : N}\Ni, (21a)

S⊤
uiΓ(z)Sxj ≡ O, ∀ i ∈ {1 : N}, j ∈ {1 : N}\Ni, (21b)

which form an exact model matching problem (see [12]).

The last three requirements stated in Section 5.1 can be
tackled by first selecting, for each area of the network, a
triplet of TFMs which describes its closed-loop response.
These separate naturally into those which concern the
exogenous disturbance vectors βf [k] and d[k], namely

Tdi ∈ R(z)(nxi+nui)×(nu+nd), ∀ i ∈ {1 : N}, (22a)

Tdi(z) proper and Cb-bounded, ∀ i ∈ {1 : N}, (22b)

those concerning the disturbance channels associated
with the command signals computed by the MPC layer

Tui ∈ R(z)(nxi+nui)×(nx+nu), ∀ i ∈ {1 : N}, (23a)

Tui(z) proper and Cb-bounded, ∀ i ∈ {1 : N}, (23b)

Tuij(z) := Tui(z)Zi, ∀ i, j ∈ {1 : N}, (23c)

Tuij(z) ≡ O, ∀ i ∈ {1 : N}, ∀ j ∈ {1 : N}\{i}, (23d)

and those concerning the initial conditions of the areas

Tci ∈ R(z)(nxi+nui)×(nx+nw), ∀ i ∈ {1 : N}, (24a)

Tci(z) proper and Cb-bounded, ∀ i ∈ {1 : N}, (24b)

Tcij(z) := Tci(z)Zcj, ∀ i, j ∈ {1 : N}, (24c)

Tcij(z) ≡ O, ∀ i ∈ {1 : N}, ∀ j ∈ {1 : N}\Ni. (24d)

Once the closed-loop response TFMs are selected, the
design problem reduces to minimizing the difference be-
tween the TFMs appearing in (19)-(20) (along with the
Z-transforms of the Z⊤

i IQ[k]Zcj terms) and those from
(22a)-(24d), in terms of a suitable system norm.

Remark 5.2 In order to provide a flexible design frame-
work, we will formulate our model matching expressions
in terms of a generic system norm. Certain norms admit
particularly tractable formulations for affine expressions
of our design parameter Q(z), which include most of the
terms that appear in (17a)-(17b). A relevant example of
this design choice is the H2-based approach given in [8].

We introduce scalar upper bounds γdi , γuij and γcij ,
where i, j ∈ {1 : N}, for each individual model matching
subproblem such that∥∥∥∥Z

⊤
i FQ(z)

[
O

I(nu+nd)

]
−Tdi(z)

∥∥∥∥ ≤ γdi, (25a)

∥∥∥∥Z
⊤
i FQ(z)

[
Zj

O

]
−Tuij(z)

∥∥∥∥ ≤ γuij , ∀ j ∈ {1 : N}, (25b)

∥∥Z⊤
i IQ(z)Zcj −Tcij(z)

∥∥ ≤ γcij , ∀ j ∈ {1 : N}, (25c)

for each area index i ∈ {1 : N}. As shown in the sequel,
the NRF layer design problem boils down to a generic
optimization problem, whose aim consists in the simul-
taneous minimization of all the upper bounds which are
located in the right-hand terms of (25a)-(25c).
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min
Q(z),γdi,γuij ,γcij

∑N
i=1

(
τdiγdi +

∑N
j=1(τuijγuij + τcijγcij)

)
,

subject to

{
(21a)-(21b), (25a)-(25c) and (26),

Q ∈ R(z)nu×nx strictly proper and Cb-bounded.

(27)

Before moving on to the computational details of our
proposed procedure, we point out that our approach
showcases a series of important similarities with the SLS-
based procedure from [1]-[2]. In both instances, the fo-
cus rests with designing the closed-loop response of the
network in accordance with a number of structural re-
strictions. Additionally, the d-locality constraints from
[1]-[2] closely match our own area-based sparsity struc-
tures from (22a)-(24d), while the feasibilities of these
two approaches are also closely intertwined, since both
SLS [13] and the Youla Parametrization (upon which our
technique is based, see [10]) yield the set of all achiev-
able Cb-bounded closed-loop maps (see also [14]). On
the other hand, our procedure leverages the fact that the
NRF layer can always be designed and implemented of-
fline, thus relegating all online computation to the signif-
icantly less resource-demanding MPC layer. This stands
in stark contrast to the approach from [1]-[2], in which
sparsity constraints must be factored into the online
computation, alongside all of the MPC-like constraints.

5.3 Solving the Model Matching Problem

By choosing a set of constant weights τdi, τuij , τcij ≥ 0,
∀ i, j ∈ {1 : N} and by imposing a set of admissible
upper bounds on all of the closed-loop norm values




0 ≤ γdi ≤ γdi,

0 ≤ γuij ≤ γuij , ∀ j ∈ {1 : N},

0 ≤ γcij ≤ γcij , ∀ j ∈ {1 : N},

(26)

for each i ∈ {1 : N}, the full design of our architecture’s
NRF layer can be expressed via the model matching
problem in (27), which is located at the top of this page.

Remark 5.3 The upper bounds from (26) are, in fact,
critical to the proposed procedure. Indeed, if the attenua-
tion of area cross-coupling, as represented by (23d) and
(24d) in conjunction with (25b)-(25c), is not successful
to within some sufficiently small tolerance, then the en-
tire mechanism upon which the MPC layer hinges will be
compromised. The bounds from (26) allow us to check the
feasibility of the problem from (27) by choosing arbitrar-
ily large values for the ones which are not associated with
area decoupling, i.e., by setting γdi, γuii, γcij −→ ∞ for
all i ∈ {1 : N} along with their respective j ∈ Ni. This
particular choice amounts to checking whether the NRF-
based control laws can satisfy (21a)-(21b), while enforc-
ing the desired decoupling between the network’s areas.

Aside from the H2-based approach mentioned in Re-
mark 5.2, problems of type (27) have been successfully
tackled in [12] for the continuous-time context, with a fo-
cus on the case in whichCg ⊆ S and the system norm em-
ployed in (25a)-(25c) is the H∞ norm (see Appendix A).

By employing a reverse Tustin mapping (see, for exam-
ple, Section 8.2 in [3]), the discrete-time problem from
(27) transforms into its continuous-time equivalent, due
to the H∞ norm- and stability-preserving properties of
the mapping. Therefore, once the latter is applied, we re-
fer the reader to Sections III and IV in [12] for procedural
and computational details. The solution of the original
problem is retrieved by applying the direct Tustin map-
ping on the results given by the procedures from [12].

To conclude, we summarize the design workflow of our
control architecture’s NRF layer, we conclude by provid-
ing the following high-level algorithm, which concisely
describes the procedure presented in this section.

Algorithm 1 NRF layer design procedure

Data: A network described by (1a)-(1b)

Result: NRF-based control laws of type (8)-(9)

Initialization: Partition the network into areas as de-
scribed in (5)-(6);

Step 1: Impose NRF communication constraints from
(21a)-(21b) in accordance with the area partition;

Step 2: Choose closed-loop response TFMs (22a)-(24d);

Step 3: Formulate the norm-based expressions of the
model matching problem as in (25a)-(25c);

Step 4a: Check the feasibility of (27) as in Remark 5.3;

if the problem is feasible then
go to Step 4b;

else
go to Initialization and choose a more compact
area distribution, by grouping up previously inde-
pendent areas;

end
Step 4b: Solve the problem described in (27);

if a suitable solution is found then
use Q(z) to form the NRF pair as in Appendix A;

else
go to Step 2 and adjust the closed-loop TFMs;

end

6 Conclusions

Through judicious choices in (22a)-(24d) and (26), the
design procedure proposed in this paper produces a set of
NRF-based control laws which facilitate the design and
implementation of distributed MPC policies, character-
ized by strong theoretical guarantees (see [11]). Particu-
lar to our approach, the configuration and implementa-
tion of these NRF-based control laws can be done offline,
and also independently of the MPC design procedure.
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A System-Theoretical Notions

A.1 Matrix Pencils

A matrix pencil A− zE which is square and which sat-
isfies det(A− zE) 6≡ 0 is called regular. Note, moreover,
that when E equals the identity matrix, the aforemen-
tioned pencil is guaranteed to be regular. With respect
to a set Cg ⊆ C, we say that A− zE is Cg-admissible if
E is invertible and if all of the pencil’s (generalized, see
[5]) eigenvalues are located in Cg.

A.2 Stability of State-Space Systems

We briefly discuss here the stability properties of net-
works described by (1a)-(1b). A crucial property is
the fact that the pole pencils of such systems are S-
admissible if and only if the aforementioned systems are
asymptotically stable, i.e., its state variables tend to 0
and from all finite initial conditions and remain bounded
at all times, when u ≡ 0 and d ≡ 0. For such systems,
another remarkable property is the fact that, given any
finite initial condition and any bounded u and d, both
x and y in (1a)-(1b) remain bounded at all times.

A.3 Structural Properties of State-Space Systems

We now refer to the structural properties of a generic
realization (A,B,C,D) of type (1a)-(1b) and we do so
from a purely algebraic standpoint, and our treatment
of the subject is meant as a discrete-time counterpart
of the continuous-time case presented in Section 3.2 of
[15] (see also Chapter 21 of [15]). A system of type
(1a)-(1b) is called controllable at z ∈ C if it satisfies

rank
[
A− zInx B

]
= n. With respect to a set Cb ⊆ C, a

system (1a)-(1b) is called Cb-controllable if it is control-
lable at every z ∈ Cb. Such a system is called observable

at z if rank
[
A⊤ − zInx C⊤

]
= n, it is calledCb-observable

if it is observable at all z ∈ Cb. Finally, a system that
is both Cb-controllable and Cb-observable will be called
Cb-irreducible in this paper, whereas one that is both
controllable and observable is called minimal (see [6]).

A.4 Matrices of Rational Functions

A TFM G ∈ R(z)ny×nu for which lim|z|→∞ G(z) con-
tains only finite entries is called proper. In addition to
this, when lim|z|→∞ G(z) = O, the TFM si called strictly
proper. We now introduce a similar property, with re-
spect to a set Cb ⊆ C. A TFM G ∈ R(z)ny×nu that is
Cb-bounded is one for which limz→µ G(z) contains only
finite entries, ∀µ ∈ Cb. The set of all proper TFMs which
are bounded on C\S is denoted by RH∞(z). For a TFM
G ∈ RH∞(z), G(z) is called stable and its H∞ norm
can be computed (see Chapter 1 of [4] for more details)
as ‖G‖∞ = supz∈∂S σ(G(z)).

A.5 Doubly Coprime Factorizations

We first choose a partition of the complex plane via
Cg ⊆ C along with its complement Cb := C\Cg and
we consider a network described by a realization of
type (4a)-(4b). We denote the TFM of this system

as G(z) :=
[
Gu(z) Gd(z)

]
, where the partition into

Gu ∈ R(z)nx×nu and Gd ∈ R(z)nx×nd is conformal
with the partition of the matrix pairs (Bu, Bd) appear-
ing in (4a)-(4b). We say that a collection of eight TFMs

(N(z), M(z),X(z),Y(z), Ñ(z), M̃(z), X̃(z), Ỹ(z)) is a
doubly coprime factorization (DCF) over Cg of Gu(z) if:

a) M(z) along with M̃(z) are invertible and they sat-

isfy Gu(z) = N(z)M−1(z) = M̃−1(z)Ñ(z);
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b) all eight TFMs are proper and Cb-bounded;
c) the eight TFMs satisfy the (Bézout-like) identity

[
Ỹ(z) −X̃(z)

−Ñ(z) M̃(z)

][
M(z) X(z)

N(z) Y(z)

]
=

[
Inu O

O Inx

]
. (A.1)

A.6 DCF-based NRF Pairs

We state here some of the most important results from
[10] and [12]. For a network described by (4a)-(4b) and
partitioned as in (5)-(6), the NRF pairs to which we refer
in this paper are obtained by first obtaining a DCF over
Cg of Gu(z), as previously described, and then forming




ỸQ(z) := Ỹ(z) +Q(z)Ñ(z),

X̃Q(z) := X̃(z) +Q(z)M̃(z),

Ỹ
diag
Q (z) :=




elm11

(
ỸQ(z)

)

. . .

elmnunu

(
ỸQ(z)

)


 ,

(A.2)
for a Q ∈ R(z)nu×nx that is proper, Cb-bounded and

ensures that both ỸQ(z) and Ỹ
diag
Q (z) have proper in-

verses. For such a Q(z), an NRF pair is given by
{
Φ(z) := Im −

(
Ỹ

diag
Q (z)

)−1
ỸQ(z),

Γ(z) :=
(
Ỹ

diag
Q (z)

)−1
X̃Q(z).

(A.3)

Notably, for all systems of type (4a)-(4b), it follows that

N(z) and Ñ(z) are both strictly proper. When also con-
sidering a partitioning of type (5)-(6), it is always pos-
sible to obtain a DCF over Cg for the system modelled
by (4a)-(4b) in which

lim
|z|→∞

Ỹ(z) = Inu
and lim

|z|→∞
X̃(z) = O. (A.4)

If this is the case, it is straightforward to show that any

strictly proper Q(z) ensures that ỸQ(z) and Ỹ
diag
Q (z)

have proper inverses and that the resulting NRF pair
is strictly proper. In this paper, we consider only DCFs
over Cg which satisfy (A.4) and we point out that there
is no loss of generality in doing so, since our method is
based upon the Youla Parametrization, whose theoreti-
cal guarantees hold when using any DCF over Cg of our
network (see [10] and also [12] for state-space formulas).

Additionally, we will impose that lim|z|→∞ Q(z) = O,
since having a strictly proper NRF pair greatly aids in
implementing the first layer of our proposed control ar-
chitecture. We refer the reader to Sections III and IV in
[12], for computational details on how to select a suitable
Q(z), and we attribute the name Cg-allocating to all of
the NRF pairs obtained in the manner presented above.

B Proofs and Auxiliary Results

We begin with the result given in Section 4.1, which
is based upon reinterpretations of classical state-space
theory, as given in [15], for the distributed setting. The
proof of the result will concentrate on the case in which

no row of KD(z) is constant (rowℓ (KD(z)) ≡ Drℓ , for
some ℓ ∈ {1 : nu}) since, for those constant rows, the
result’s theoretical guarantees become trivial.

Proof of Proposition 4.1

Point i) follows by direct application of the canonical
realizations discussed in Section 6.1 of [6]. More specifi-
cally, the rows of the TFM KD(z) can always be brought
to the forms given in (12) through numerically reliable
procedures (for more details, see Remark 4.1). By using
the row vectors Kjℓ ∈ R1×(nx+nu) from (12) along with
the scalars ajℓ from (11), we construct the state-space
realizations given in (13)-(14), which represent the so-
called observable canonical forms of rowℓ (KD(z)).

Point ii) follows by simply noticing that the realizations
obtained in (13) have the same orders as the ones from
(10), which are minimal by their very construction.

To prove point iii), notice first that, as per (13), the
following identity holds

elmℓj(KD(z)) =


Arℓ − zInrℓ

colj(Brℓ)

Crℓ colj(Drℓ)


 . (B.1)

If elmℓj(KD(z)) ≡ 0, then we directly obtain the fact
that colj(Drℓ) = lim|z|→∞ elmℓj(KD(z)) = 0. Addition-
ally, if elmℓj(KD(z)) ≡ 0, then we can also represent
this scalar TFM as follows

elmℓj(KD(z)) =


Arℓ − zInrℓ

O

Crℓ 0


 . (B.2)

Given that the realizations from (B.1) and from (B.2) are
state-space representations of the same TFM, it follows
thatCrℓA

k
rℓcolj(Brℓ) = O for all k ∈ N (see, for example,

the proof of Theorem 3.16 in [15]).

Denoting Oℓ :=
[
C⊤

rℓ (CrℓArℓ)
⊤ . . . (CrℓA

nrℓ−1
rℓ )⊤

]⊤
,

we have obtained that Oℓ colj(Brℓ) = O. To show that
colj(Brℓ) = O is the only solution to this system of equa-
tions, recall from point ii) of this result the minimality
of the realizations from (13). Thus, we must have that all
of these realizations are also observable or, equivalently
(see Theorem 3.3 in [15]), that Oℓ has full column rank
and, therefore, Oℓ colj(Brℓ) = O ⇐⇒ colj(Brℓ) = O.

Finally, point iv) follows by noticing that

KDi(z) =




rowαui+1(KD(z))
...

rowαui+nui
(KD(z))


 , ∀ i ∈ {1 : N}, (B.3)

and that, by applying (2) to the realizations located on
the right-hand side of (16) and by recalling the identities
from (13), we retrieve precisely the TFMs from the right-
hand side of (B.3). Indeed, since the realizations from
(16) inherit the sparsity structures showcased in point
iii) of the result, this concludes the latter’s proof.
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Ĝu(z) = T (zInx
−A)−1T−1TBuMu(z) =




A11 − zIn1 A12 A13 Bu1

O A22 − zIn2 A23 Bu2

O O A33 − zIn3 O

In1 O O O

O In2 O O

O O In3 O




[
AM − zInM

BM

CM DM

]
. (B.6)

C(zInx
−A)−1BuMu(z) =

[
A22 − zIn2 Bu2CM Bu2DM

O AM − zInM
BM

C2 O O

]
=

[
Â11 − zInh1

Â12 B̂1

O Â22 − zInh2
O

Ct1 Ct2 O

]
, (B.8)

Before moving on to the proof of Theorem 4.1, we state
the following auxiliary result which will prove instru-
mental in constructing the aforementioned proof.

Lemma B.1 Let Cb ⊆ C be a partition of the complex
plane and let a system be described by (1a)-(1b). For this
realization, let Gu(z) := C(zInx

−A)−1Bu+Du and let
Nu(z) ∈ R(z)ny×nu and Mu(z) ∈ R(z)nu×nu be a pair
of TFMs. Assume that the following statements hold:

A1) The subrealization (A,Bu, C,Du) from (1a)-(1b) is
Cb-irreducible;

A2) Both Nu(z) and Mu(z) are Cb-bounded and
proper, Mu(z) is invertible and the identity
Gu(z) = Nu(z)M

−1
u (z) holds.

Then, the TFM defined as

G̃u(z) := (zInx
−A)−1Bu Mu(z) (B.4)

is Cb-bounded.

PROOF. We begin by pointing out that if A − zInx

happens to be a Cg-admissible pencil, then the proof
is trivial. Similarly, if Mu(z) from Assumption A2) is
a constant matrix, then it follows that Gu(z) is a Cb-
bounded TFM. In combination with Assumption A1),
this implies (see, for example, the proof of Theorem III.6
in [10]) that A − zInx

is Cg-admissible, from which the
conclusion of our result’s statement follows directly.

We now consider the case in which Mu(z) is not a con-
stant matrix, and for which the proof boils down to ap-
plying coordinate transformations to the state-space sys-
tem which describes Gu(z). We do so in order to show
that the TFM from (B.4) can be described by a realiza-
tion with a Cg-admissible pole pencil, thus making the
latter TFM Cb-bounded. We begin by applying a trans-
formation (as described in Section 3.3 of [15]) given by
the nonsingular matrix T ∈ Rnx×nx , in order to bring
the realization mentioned in Assumption A1) to the form

Gu(z) =




A11 − zIn1 A12 A13 Bu1

O A22 − zIn2 A23 Bu2

O O A33 − zIn3 O

O C2 C3 Du


 , (B.5)

where the system

([
A22 A23

O A33

]
, [B⊤

u2 O]
⊤
, [C2 C3] , O

)
is

observable and (A22, Bu2, C2, O) is minimal, amd where
the matrix blocks A11 and A33 may vanish, depending
on the structural properties of the initial realization de-
scribingGu(z). Moving forward, let (AM , BM , CM , DM )
be a minimal realization, of order nM ≥ 1, for Mu(z).

We now proceed to define Ĝu(z) := T G̃u(z), which can
be expressed via the series connection between two state-
space systems showcased in the identities from (B.6).
The latter are located at the top of this page and, by
first eliminating the n3 uncontrollable modes in the left-
hand realization from the rightmost equality in (B.6),
followed by the computation of the resulting series in-
terconnection, we obtain that

Ĝu(z) =




A11 − zIn1 A12 Bu1CM Bu1DM

O A22 − zIn2 Bu2CM Bu2DM

O O AM − zInM
BM

In1 O O O

O In2 O O

O O O O



. (B.7)

Due to the invertibility of T , it follows by standard state-

space theory that G̃u(z) = T−1Ĝu(z) is Cb-bounded if

and only if so is Ĝu(z). To show that the TFM from (B.7)
is indeed Cb-bounded, note that the identity from As-
sumption A2) can be multiplied to the right by Mu(z),
in order to rewrite it as follows

C(zInx
−A)−1BuMu(z) = Nu(z)−DuMu(z), (B.8)

with the term located on the right-hand side of the equal-
ity from (B.8) being itself a Cb-bounded TFM. By em-
ploying C(zInx

−A)−1Bu = C2(zInx
−A22)

−1Bu2 along
with the minimal realization of Mu(z), and by repeating

the same procedure as the one applied for Ĝu(z), we ob-
tain the state-space representation given in the middle
term of (B.8), which is located at the top of this page.
For the aforementioned state-space system, we now com-
pute a coordinate transformation given by an invertible
matrix, which we denote Tc ∈ R(n2+nM )×(n2+nM ) and
which brings the respective realization to the form show-
cased in the right-hand term of (B.8), where the system

(Â11, B̂1, Ct1, O) is controllable.

Recall now that Mu(z) is a Cb-bounded TFM and
that the realization (AM , BM , CM , DM ) is minimal,
which implies that the matrix pencil AM − zInM

is
Cg-admissible. Since the realization (A22, Bu2, C2, O)
is minimal, it follows by direct application of the PBH
(Popov-Belevitch-Hautus; see, for example, Section 3.2
of [15]) test that both of the state-space systems from
(B.8) are Cb-observable. This, in turn, implies the fact

that (Â11, B̂1, Ct1, O) is a Cb-irreducible realization of
C(zInx

−A)−1BuMu(z). Recalling that the latter TFM
is Cb-bounded, it follows by standard state-space theory

that Â11 − zInh1
is a Cg-admissible pencil.
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{
Xs(z) := Z{x[n]}, U(z) := Z{u[n]}, D(z) := Z{d[n]}, Bu(z) := Z{βu[n]},

W(z) := Z{w[n]} Uf (z) := Z{uf [n]}, Bf (z) := Z{βf [n]}, Bx(z) := Z{βx[n]}.
(B.11)

Xs(z) = (zInx
−A)−1Bu(Uf (z) +Bu(z)) + (zInx

−A)−1Bd D(z) + z(zInx
−A)−1xc , (B.12a)

W(z) = (zInw
−Aw)

−1Bw

[
Inu

O

]
(Uf (z) +Bf (z)) + (zInw

−Aw)
−1Bw

[
O

Inx

]
(Xs(z) +Bx(z)) + z(zInw

−Aw)
−1wc ,

(B.12b)

Uf (z) = CwW(z) +Dw

[
Inu

O

]
(Uf (z) +Bf (z)) +Dw

[
O

Inx

]
(Xs(z) +Bx(z)), (B.12c)

(Inu
−Φ(z)− Γ(z)Gu(z))Uf (z) = Φ(z)Bf(z) + Γ(z)Bx(z) + Γ(z)Gu(z)Bu(z)+

+ Γ(z)Gd(z)D(z) + zΓ(z)(zInx
−A)−1xc + zCw(zInw

−Aw)
−1wc. (B.13)

(Inu
−Φ(z)− Γ(z)Gu(z))

−1 = M(z)
(
ỸQ(z)M(z)− X̃Q(z)N(z)

)−1

Ỹ
diag
Q (z) = M(z)Ỹdiag

Q (z). (B.14)

In order to conclude the proof, we now apply a coordi-

nate transformation given by the matrix T̂c :=

[
In1 O

O Tc

]

to the realization from (B.7), which yields the identity

Ĝu(z)=




A11 − zIn1 A12 Bu1CM Bu1DM

O Â11 − zInh1
Â12 B̂1

O O Â22 − zInh2
O

In1 O O O

O Ĉ1 Ĉ2 O

O O O O



. (B.9)

By removing the uncontrollable modes associated with

the matrix block Â22 from (B.9), we get that Ĝu(z) may
also be expressed as follows

Ĝu(z) =




A11 − zIn1 A12 Bu1DM

O Â11 − zInh1
B̂1

In1 O O

O Ĉ1 O

O O O


 . (B.10)

Recalling that, by Assumption A1), the realization from
(B.5) is Cb-observable, we get that the pencil A11−zIn1

must be Cg-admissible. Since the same property holds

for Â11−zInh1
, then the pole-pencil of the realization ex-

pressed in (B.10) is alsoCg-admissible. Thus we conclude

that both Ĝu(z) and G̃u(z) are Cb-bounded TFMs.

Using the above-stated lemma, we are now able to prove
the main result of our paper.

Proof of Theorem 4.1

The proof of this result boils down to a series of tedious,
yet straightforward, algebraic manipulations.

We begin by writing down the state dynamics of the net-
work and the first layer, in terms of their Z-transforms,
while taking into account the closed-loop interconnec-
tions depicted in Figure 2. Following this, we rearrange
the terms of the resulting algebraic expressions, and we
retrieve the sought-after identities by employing the no-
tions related to DCFs and NRF pairs from Appendix A.

In order to express the closed-loop dynamics from Fig-
ure 2, we first employ the realizations from (16) to de-

note Bw := [B⊤

w1 . . . B⊤

wN ]
⊤

and Dw := [D⊤

w1 . . . D⊤

wN ]
⊤

,

along with w[k] := [w⊤

1 [k] . . . w⊤

N [k]]
⊤

, where the wi[k]
vectors denote the state variables of the NRF subcon-
trollers from (16). Moving on, we denote theZ-transform
of all the signals and state variables from Figure 2 and,
by adopting the notation given in (B.11) at the top
of this page, we are able to express the dynamics of
the closed-loop interconnection via the identities from
(B.12a)-(B.12c), also located at the top of this page.

By first embedding (B.12a) along with (B.12b) into
(B.12c), and then recalling the realizations of Gu(z),
Gd(z) and KDi(z), for all i ∈ {1 : N}, standard
algebraic substitutions in (B.12c) yield the identity
from (B.13), located at the top of this page. Note,
however, that when one left-multiplies (B.13) with
(Inu

− Φ(z) − Γ(z)Gu(z))
−1, the resulting expres-

sions do not immediately resemble the entries of either
[O Inu ]FQ(z) or [O Inu ] IQ(z). In order to retrieve these
TFMs, we must first rewrite the aforementioned in-
verse, by first recalling (A.2) and (A.3), along with the
fact that Gu(z) = N(z)M−1(z). Using these facts and
performing straightforward substitutions, we obtain the
identity from (B.14), located at the top of this page.
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(N(z)X̃Q(z) + In)Gd(z) = (Y(z) +N(z)Q(z))M̃(z)Gd(z) = (Y(z) +N(z)Q(z))M̃(z)(zInx
−A)−1Bd, (B.17a)

M(z)X̃Q(z)Gd(z) = (X(z) +M(z)Q(z))M̃(z)(zInx
−A)−1Bd. (B.17b)

By left-multiplying in (B.13) with the rightmost TFM
from (B.14) and by using the definitions given in (A.3),
we retrieve all of the entries of [O Inu ]FQ(z) in a straight-
forward manner, with the exception of the block corre-
sponding to the signal vector βu. The aforementioned
block is retrieved by employing (A.1)-(A.2) to get that

M(z)Ỹdiag
Q (z)Γ(z)Gu(z) = M(z)ỸQ(z)− Inu

.

Additionally, note that by left-multiplying (B.13) with

M(z)Ỹdiag
Q (z) also yields the terms which make up

[O Inu ] IQ(z)

[
O

Inw

]
, while enabling us to state that

[
O Inu

]
IQ(z)

[
Inx

O

]
= (X(z) +M(z)Q(z))M̃(z)(zInx − A)−1z,

which once again follows by employing (A.1)-(A.2), as
done previously. By performing now the aforementioned
left-multiplication in (B.13) and then taking the inverse
Z-transform of the resulting expression, we recover the
last nu rows of the identity from (18). To obtain the first
nx rows from (18), it suffices the plug the expression of
Uf (z) obtained from (B.13) into (B.12a). By performing
all of the required substitutions and by taking the inverse
Z-transform of the result yields the desired expression.

At this point in the proof, we have obtained the closed-
loop dynamics expressed in (18), while also validating
the statements made in points i)-iii) of the result. All
that remains is to show that point iv) holds, as well.

The fact that FQ(z) is proper follows directly from its
(block-)entries being obtained via the multiplication and
addition of proper TFMs. Notice, moreover, that we may
rewrite the following expression

(zInx
−A)−1z = Inx

+ (zInx
−A)−1A, (B.15)

along with its counterpart

(zInw
−Aw)

−1z = Inw
+ (zInw

−Aw)
−1Aw. (B.16)

The result of these computations is a pair of proper
TFMs, which enables us to employ the same arguments
with respect to J1(z) and J2(z), along with IQ(z), in or-
der to conclude that all three TFMs in (17b) are proper.

We now address to the property of Cb-boundedness. Di-
rect inspection of (17a) yields the fact that the TFM

FQ(z)

[
I(nx+2nu)

O

]
isCb-bounded due to it being obtained

via the multiplication and the addition of Cb-bounded
TFMs. With respect to the blocks corresponding to the
signal vector d, it suffices to employ the identities from
(A.1), in order to rewrite the expressions showcased in
(B.17a)-(B.17b) and located at the top of this page.

It is now straightforward to apply Lemma B.1 for the sys-
tem represented by the realization (A⊤, Inx

, B⊤
u , O) and

for the pair of proper, Cb-bounded TFMs Ñ⊤(z) along

with M̃⊤(z). We may do so since aforementioned realiza-
tion is (as per Assumption A1) in the result’s statement)
Cb-irreducible and since the following identity holds

G⊤
u (z) := B⊤

u

(
zInx

−A⊤
)−1

= Ñ⊤(z)
(
M̃⊤(z)

)−1

.

By applying this lemma, we get that M̃(z)(zInx
−A)−1

is a Cb-bounded TFM, akin to (X(z) +M(z)Q(z)) and

(Y(z)+N(z)Q(z)). Thus, (N(z)X̃Q(z)+Inx
)Gd(z) and

M(z)X̃Q(z)Gd(z) are Cb-bounded, since they are ob-
tained by multiplying and adding Cb-bounded TFMs.

Finally, we turn our attention to the TFMs defined in
(17b). Recalling (B.15), we rewrite J1(z) as

J1(z) = M̃(z) + M̃(z)(zInx
−A)−1A, (B.18)

and we point out that we have previously shown the

fact that M̃(z)(zInx
− A)−1 is a Cb-bounded TFM.

Since all of the sums and multiplications performed in
(B.18) involve Cb-bounded TFMs, it follows that the
same property extends to J1(z). The only remaining
obstacle is to show that the same property holds for
J2(z). In order to do so, notice first that the TFMs de-

fined as NK(z) :=
[
Ỹ

diag
Q

(z)− ỸQ X̃Q(z)

]⊤
along with

MK(z) :=
(
Ỹ

diag
Q (z)

)⊤

are proper and Cb-bounded,

and that the following identity holds

NK(z)M−1
K (z) = K⊤

D(z) = B⊤
w (zInw

−Aw)
−1C⊤

w +D⊤
w .

Recall now that each of the realizations from (13) is mini-
mal, as per point ii) of Proposition 4.1. Then, by employ-
ing the properties of NRF-based distributed controllers,
it is possible to show (see the proof of Theorem III.6 in
[10]) that the realization (Aw, Bw, Cw, Dw) is also Cb-
irreducible. Additionally, it is straightforward to show,
by employing standard PBH tests, that the latter prop-
erty also holds for the realization (A⊤

w , C
⊤
w , B⊤

w , D⊤
w ).

By applying now Lemma B.1, we get that the TFM
(zInw

−A⊤
w)

−1C⊤
wMK(z) is Cb-bounded (along with its

transpose) and, recalling (B.16), we rewrite J2(z) as

J2(z) = Ỹ
diag
Q (z)Cw + Ỹ

diag
Q (z)Cw(zInw

−Aw)
−1Aw,

which is a Cb-bounded TFM, by the same arguments
as those employed when investigating the same prop-
erty for J1(z). In conclusion, since the TFMs J1(z) and
J2(z), along with the TFM pair (X(z)+M(z)Q(z)) and
(Y(z) +N(z)Q(z)), are all Cb-bounded, we once again
employ the aforementioned arguments to deduce that
IQ(z) is Cb-bounded as well.
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