
Stabilization of singularly perturbed networked control systems
over a single channel ⋆

Weixuan Wang a, Alejandro I. Maass b, Dragan Nešić a, Ying Tan a,
Romain Postoyan c, W.P.M.H. Heemels d

aSchool of Electrical, Mechanical and Infrastructure Engineering, The University of Melbourne, Parkville, 3010, Victoria,
Australia

bDepartment of Electrical Engineering, Pontificia Universidad Católica de Chile, Santiago, 7820436, Chile

cUniversité de Lorraine, CNRS, CRAN, F-54000 Nancy, France

dDepartment of Mechanical Engineering, Eindhoven University of Technology, The Netherlands

Abstract

This paper studies the emulation-based stabilization of nonlinear networked control systems with two time scales. We address
the challenge of using a single communication channel for transmitting both fast and slow variables between the plant and
the controller. A novel dual clock mechanism is proposed to schedule transmissions for this purpose. The system is modeled
as a hybrid singularly perturbed dynamical system, and singular perturbation analysis is employed to determine individual
maximum allowable transmission intervals for both fast and slow variables, ensuring semi-global practical asymptotic stability.
Enhanced stability guarantees are also provided under stronger assumptions. The efficacy of the proposed method is illustrated
through a numerical example.

Key words: Networked control systems; Singular perturbation; Hybrid systems; Stabilization.

1 Introduction

Networked control systems (NCSs) integrate feedback
control loops with real-time communication networks
[29]. The rapid evolution of network technologies has ex-
panded the applications of NCSs across various sectors,
such as industrial automation, smart transportation,
telemedicine, and both space and terrestrial exploration
[27]. These applications often involve dynamic variables
evolving in multiple time scales [11]. Most state-of-
the-art research in NCSs, e.g., [15,3,9], overlook this
multi-scale structure, leading to designs demanding
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high data transmission rates to maintain system sta-
bility or robustness. This is especially problematic for
Internet of Things devices, which are generally wire-
less, battery-powered, and have limited bandwidth,
processing power, and data storage capacity. A relevant
approach in this context is to extend the singularly
perturbed method [10] to NCS, thereby introducing the
concept of singularly perturbed NCS (SPNCS).

SPNCSs have gained substantial attention for their
applicability in various engineering disciplines. For in-
stance, [21,19,12] have introduced a range of control
and analysis techniques for linear SPNCSs. For nonlin-
ear SPNCSs, [1] formulated stabilizing event-triggered
feedback laws based on the reduced model (also known
as the quasi-steady-state model), assuming stable fast
dynamics. Meanwhile, [8] established sufficient con-
ditions for stability in time-triggered, two-time-scale
nonlinear SPNCSs under the scenario that the con-
troller is co-located with the actuators, as well as slow
and fast plant states are transmitted over two separate
channels, which is not always possible or desirable in
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practice. More precisely, [12], [1] and [8] adopted an
emulation-based approach for NCS design [15], i.e., the
controller is designed to stabilize the plant in absence
of communication constraints, and subsequently the
event- or time-triggered conditions are determined to
maintain stability over networks. Furthermore, SPNCSs
have been framed within the framework of a hybrid
singularly perturbed dynamical system using the for-
malisms outlined in [6], with stability tools available in
[18] and [24]. We highlight that, the existing literature
on SPNCSs often assumes either stable slow or fast
subsystems, perfect transmission of some signals, and
dedicated channels for slow and fast signals.

In this paper, we consider a two-time scale nonlinear
system stabilized by a dynamical output feedback con-
troller, inspired by both linear [17], [28], [13] and non-
linear [4] research on dynamic controllers for singularly
perturbed dynamical systems (SPSs) [10] without net-
work constraints. Unlike previous work [8] that assumes
only the transmission of plant states, we address scenar-
ios where both plant output and control input are trans-
mitted via the network. Additionally, instead of requir-
ing dedicated channels for slow and fast variables as in
[8], which is not always practical, we consider a single-
channel scenario, which presents significant challenges
in allocating access for slow and fast signals. Therefore,
our objective is to provide a general methodology for the
design of the controller and transmission mechanism to
ensure stability properties for the SPNCS.

We first design a dual clock mechanism to govern the
data transmissions. Then we represent the SPNCS as
a hybrid SPS, incorporating jump sets specifically de-
signed to comply with the previously mentioned clock
mechanism. The obtained SPS is more general compared
to those in the literature [18,24], as its flow and jump sets
depend on the time scale separation parameter, which is
commonly denoted by ϵ. Following an emulation-based
approach, we demonstrate that the if the reduced sys-
tem and boundary-layer system are uniformly globally
asymptotically stable (UGAS) or uniformly globally ex-
ponentially stable (UGES), and an interconnection con-
dition and some mild conditions are met, the stability
properties can be approximately preserved by transmit-
ting both slow and fast variables sufficiently fast. Specif-
ically, we employ a Lyapunov-based analysis to deter-
mine individual maximum allowable transmission inter-
val (MATI) [15,3] of the slow and fast dynamics. Finally,
we illustrate the benefits of our approach through a nu-
merical case study.

Compared to our preliminary work [26], we relax a re-
strictive condition on the minimum allowable transmis-
sion interval (MIATI). Additionally, we present condi-
tions that guarantee stronger stability properties: UGAS
and UGES. Furthermore, while many works, such as [1],
assume that either the slow or fast subsystem is stable
without the need of control, our methodology does not

rely on this assumption. Nevertheless, our framework ac-
commodates scenarios involving stable slow or fast sub-
systems as special cases.

The results are novel even for linear time-invariant (LTI)
systems. While [21,19,12] assumed periodic transmis-
sions, we allow transmissions to be aperiodic. Compared
to [19,12] that assumed the sampled-data structure, we
consider SPNCSs with scheduling protocols. Moreover,
we take into account the inter-event continuous behav-
ior, which was ignored by [21,19].

Notation: Let R := (−∞,∞), R≥0 := [0,∞), Z≥0 :=
{0, 1, 2, · · · } and Z≥1 := {1, 2, · · · }. For vectors vi ∈ Rn,
i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , N}, we denote the vector [v⊤1 v⊤2 · · · v⊤N ]⊤

by (v1, v2, · · · , vN ), and inner product by ⟨·, ·⟩. Given a
vector x ∈ Rnx and a non-empty closed set A ⊆ Rnx , the
distance from x to A is denoted by |x|A := miny∈A |x−
y|. We use U◦(x; v) to denote the Clarke generalized
derivative [20, Eqn. (20)] of a locally Lipschitz function
U at x in the direction of v. For a real symmetric matrix
P , we denote its maximum and minimum eigenvalues
by λmax(P ) and λmin(P ) respectively. The logic AND
operator is denoted by ∧.

2 Problem setting

We consider a two-time-scale nonlinear NCS as depicted
in Figure 1, designed using emulation techniques [15].
Specifically, a dynamic continuous output-feedback con-
troller is developed to ensure robustness for both the re-
duced (slow) system and the boundary-layer (fast) sys-
tem, initially without considering the network. Subse-
quently, the network is designed by establishing bounds
on transmission intervals and selecting an appropriate
scheduling protocol [15]. The resulting continuous-time
controller is then deployed over the network, with the
objective of providing conditions under which the sta-
bility of the SPNCS is guaranteed. Details on the emu-
lation design framework are provided in Section 5. Next,
we introduce the model of Figure 1.

C PN
us

uf ûf

ûs

ys

yf

ŷs

ŷf

Clock

Fig. 1. NCS Block Diagram
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2.1 Plant (P) and Controller (C)

We model the plant as the following SPS,

P :


ẋp = fp(xp, zp, û)

ϵżp = gp(xp, zp, û)

yp = (ys, yf ) =
(
kps(xp), kpf (xp, zp)

)
,

(1)

where 0 < ϵ ≪ 1, xp ∈ Rnxp , zp ∈ Rnzp , ys ∈ Rnys ,
yf ∈ Rnyf and nxp , nzp , nys , nyf ∈ Z≥0. Here, xp and
zp denote the slow and fast plant states, respectively,
while ys and yf represent the slow and fast output, re-
spectively. Additionally, û = (ûs, ûf ) refers to the lat-
est received control input u in (2) from the network. It
is assumed that kps and kpf are continuously differen-
tiable, and fp and gp are locally Lipschitz. Similarly, the
dynamic controller has the following form,

C :


ẋc = fc(xc, zc, ŷp)

ϵżc = gc(xc, zc, ŷp)

u = (us, uf ) =
(
kcs(xc), kcf (xc, zc)

)
,

(2)

where ϵ comes from (1), xc ∈ Rnxc , zc ∈ Rnzc , us ∈
Rnus , uf ∈ Rnuf and nxc , nzc , nus , nuf ∈ Z≥0. More-
over, ŷp = (ŷs, ŷf ) refers to the most recently received
output of the plant transmitted via the network. It is as-
sumed that kcs and kcf are continuously differentiable,
fc and gc are locally Lipschitz, and us, uf , ys, yf have
the dimension as ûs, ûf , ŷs, ŷf , respectively.

2.2 Network (N )

A channel may consist of multiple network nodes, each
representing a group of sensors and/or actuators, see [23]
for more information. In this paper, we consider that
each node can only contain either slow (i.e., ys, us) or
fast (i.e., yf , uf ) signals, but not both. Only one node
can transmit data at any given transmission time, reg-
ulated by the channel scheduling protocol. This implies
that slow signals are never transmitted simultaneously
with fast signals. In particular, at each transmission time
allocated to a slow (resp. fast) node, a group of elements
in ys (resp. yf ) and us (resp. uf ) accessible to that node
is sampled and transmitted.

In this context, we define T := {t1, t2, t3, · · · } as the set
of all transmission instants. Let T s := {ts1, ts2, ts3, · · · } be
the subsequence of T consisting of the instances that a
slow node gains access to the network. We then define
the set of instances that a fast node gets access to the
network as T f := T \ T s = {tf1 , tf2 , tf3 , · · · }. We impose
that for any k ∈ Z≥1, the transmission times satisfy

τsmiati ≤ tsk+1 − tsk ≤ τsmati, ∀tsk, tsk+1 ∈ T s, (3a)

τfmiati ≤ tfk+1 − tfk ≤ τfmati, ∀tfk , t
f
k+1 ∈ T f , (3b)

τfmiati ≤ tk+1 − tk, ∀tk, tk+1 ∈ T , (3c)

where 0 < τfmiati ≤ τfmati denote, respectively, the
MIATI and MATI between any two consecutive fast
transmissions. Similarly, τsmiati and τsmati are the MIATI
and MATI between two consecutive slow updates. We
note that since there might be a slow transmission
between two consecutive fast transmissions,

τfmiati ≤ 1
2τ

f
mati (4)

must hold to satisfy (3b) and (3c), as in [7].

Let the network-induced errors be eys := ŷs − ys, eyf :=
ŷf−yf , eus := ûs−us and euf := ûf−uf . For simplicity,
(ŷs, ŷf , ûs, ûf ) are assumed to be constant between any
two successive transmission times, i.e., zero-order hold
devices are used. Before we present the behaviour of the
system at transmission times, we introduce some useful
notation regarding the variables: x := (xp, xc) ∈ Rnx ,
z := (zp, zc) ∈ Rnz , es := (eys , eus) ∈ Rnes and ef :=
(eyf , euf ) ∈ Rnef , with nx := nxp+nxc , nz := nzp+nzc ,
nes := nys + nus and nef := nyf + nuf .

At each transmission time tsk ∈ T s for slow updates,
the values (ŷs, ŷf , ûs, ûf ) are updated according to(
ŷs(t

s
k
+), ûs(t

s
k
+)

)
=

(
ys(t

s
k), us(t

s
k)
)
+hs(k, es(t

s
k)) and(

ŷf (t
s
k
+), ûf (t

s
k
+)

)
= (ŷf (t

s
k), ûf (t

s
k)), where the func-

tion hs : Z≥0×Rnes → Rnes models the scheduling pro-
tocol [15] for the slow updates. Similarly, for each tfk ∈
T f , we have

(
ŷs(t

f
k

+
), ûs(t

f
k

+
)
)
=

(
ŷs(t

f
k), ûs(t

f
k)
)

and(
ŷf (t

f
k

+
), ûf (t

f
k

+
)
)
=

(
yf (t

f
k), uf (t

f
k)
)
+ hf

(
k, ef (t

f
k)
)
,

where the function hf : Z≥0 × Rnef → Rnef is the
scheduling protocol for the update of fast components.
If a SPNCS has ℓ slow nodes, then es can be partitioned
as es = [e⊤s,1 e

⊤
s,2 · · · e⊤s,ℓ]. If the slow scheduling pro-

tocol hs grants the ith slow node access to the network
at a transmission instance tsk ∈ T s, then es,i experi-
ences a jump. For protocols such as round robin (RR)
and try-one-discard (TOD) [15], es,i(tsk

+) = 0 and
es,j(t

s
k
+) = es,j(t

s
k) for all j ̸= i, although this assump-

tion is not generally necessary. The same rule applies to
the fast nodes.

3 A hybrid model for the SPNCS

In this section, we present a hybrid system model for
the SPNCS described in Section 2 in the formalism of
[6], and it is more general than the hybrid SPSs in the
literature such as [18] and [24], as its flow and jump sets
depend on ϵ. Firstly, we design a clock mechanism to
satisfy (3a)-(3c), and then we present the model of the
overall SPNCS.

3.1 Clock Mechanism

We introduce two clocks and two counters, namely
τs, τf ∈ R≥0 and κs, κf ∈ Z≥0. In particular, τs and

3



ϵτf record the time elapsed since the last slow and fast
transmission, respectively. Meanwhile, κs and κf count
the number of slow and fast transmissions, respectively,
and are useful for implementing some commonly used
protocols, such as RR.

Let ξ := (x, es, τs, κs, z, ef , τf , κf ) ∈ X, with X := Rnx×
Rnes × R≥0 × Z≥0 × Rnz × Rnef × R≥0 × Z≥0, denote
the full state of the hybrid system. We define the jump
sets Dϵ

s, Dϵ
f and the flow set Cϵ1 as Dϵ

s := {ξ ∈ X | τs ∈
[τsmiati, τ

s
mati] ∧ ϵτf ∈ [τfmiati, τ

f
mati − τfmiati]}, Dϵ

f := {ξ ∈
X | τs ∈ [τfmiati, τ

s
mati−τfmiati]∧ ϵτf ∈ [τfmiati, τ

f
mati]}, and

Cϵ1 := Dϵ
s ∪ Dϵ

f ∪ Cϵ1,a ∪ Cϵ1,b, with Cϵ1,a := {ξ ∈ X | τs ∈
[0, τfmiati]∧ ϵτf ∈ [0, τs+ τ

f
mati − τfmiati]} and Cϵ1,b := {ξ ∈

X | τs ∈ [τfmiati, ϵτf + τsmati − τfmiati] ∧ ϵτf ∈ [0, τfmiati]}.
A transmission of slow (resp. fast) signals is allowed in
the set Dϵ

s (resp. Dϵ
f ), and at the transmission instance,

τs (resp. τf ) is reset to zero. The sets Cϵ1, Dϵ
s and Dϵ

f are
defined to ensure the satisfaction of (3), which can be
deduced by visual inspection from Fig. 2. The jump sets
Dϵ
s andDϵ

f are indicated by the orange and green regions,
respectively. Additionally, Cϵ1,a and Cϵ1,b are the regions
where a jump is not allowed due to a recent transmission
of slow and fast signals, respectively.

Fig. 2. Flow set and jump set

3.2 Hybrid model

Let fx, gz, fes and gef be defined in (6) in the next page,
where we use fx,ι and gz,ι, ι ∈ {1, 2}, to denote the ι–th
component of fx and gz, respectively. Then the SPNCS
can now be expressed as the following hybrid model

H1 :

{
ξ̇ = F (ξ, ϵ), ξ ∈ Cϵ1,

ξ+ ∈ G(ξ), ξ ∈ Dϵ
s ∪ Dϵ

f ,
(5)

where F (ξ, ϵ) :=
(
fx(x, z, es, ef ), fes(x, z, es, ef ), 1, 0,

1
ϵ gz(x, z, es, ef ),

1
ϵ gef (x, z, es, ef , ϵ),

1
ϵ , 0

)
, and

G(ξ) :=


Gs(ξ), ξ ∈ Dϵ

s \ Dϵ
f ,

Gf (ξ), ξ ∈ Dϵ
f \ Dϵ

s,

{Gs(ξ), Gf (ξ)}, ξ ∈ Dϵ
s ∩ Dϵ

f .

The jump maps are defined as Gs(ξ) := (x, hs(κs, es), 0,
κs+1, z, ef , τf , κf ) and Gf (ξ) := (x, es, τs, κs, z, hf (κf ,
ef ), 0, κf+1), whereGs andGf corresponds to the trans-
mission of slow and fast signals, respectively. The set-
valued map in the definition of G is introduced to ensure
that H1 satisfies the hybrid basic conditions [6, Assump-
tion 6.5], providing well-posedness of the system. This
approach is commonly used when modeling the NCS as
hybrid dynamical systems, see [2,22] for more details.

4 Auxiliary systems

We adopt a similar approach to the standard singularly
perturbed method [10, Section 11.5] to establish stability
properties for H1, but generalised to hybrid systems.
Particularly, we first derive a system Hy

1 by changing the
z–coordinate of H1 to y–coordinate, where y is defined
in (8), and determine its stability through a boundary
layer and reduced system.

4.1 Change of coordinates

We first derive the quasi-steady-state of H1, under the
following assumption.

Standing Assumption 1 (SA1) For any x ∈ Rnx ,
es ∈ Rnes and z ∈ Rnz , equation 0 = gz (x̄, z̄, ēs, 0) has
a unique real solution z̄ = H(x̄, ēs), where H is continu-
ously differentiable and 0 = H(0, 0).

The quasi-steady-states z̄ and ēf , referring to the equilib-
rium of the fast states as ϵ approaches zero, are obtained
as follows: ēf is equal to zero, as for sufficiently high
frequency of fast-output transmissions, ef converges to
zero; and z̄ corresponds to the unique solution z̄ =
H(x̄, ēs) as per SA1. We define the variable y as

y := z −H(x, es). (8)

Then similar to the assumptions in the continuous-time
SPSs literature such as [10,5], SA1 guarantees the map
(8) to be stability preserving, which means the origin of
the x-z coordinate is asymptotically stable if and only if
the origin of the x-y system is asymptotically stable, see
[10, Section 11.5] for more detail. Next, to derive Hy

1 , we
define the full state of Hy

1 , namely

ξy := (ξs, ξf ) :=
(
(x, es, τs, κs), (y, ef , τf , κf )

)
, (9)

where ξy ∈ X, ξs ∈ Xs := Rnx × Rnes × R≥0 × Z≥0

and ξf ∈ Xf := Rnz × Rnef × R≥0 × Z≥0. When a slow
variable is transmitted at tsk ∈ T s, es updates according
to hs, then by the definition of y in (8), we know at each

4



fx(x, z, es, ef ) :=
(
fp(xp, zp, (kcs (xc) + eus , kcf (xc, zc) + euf )), fc(xc, zc, (kps (xp) + eys , kpf (xp, zp) + eyf ))

)
gz(x, z, es, ef ) :=

(
gp(xp, zp, (kcs (xc) + eus , kcf (xc, zc) + euf )), gc(xc, zc, (kps (xp) + eys , kpf (xp, zp) + eyf ))

)
fes (x, z, es, ef ) :=

(
− ∂kps (xp)

∂xp
fx,1(x, z, es, ef ),−

∂kcs (xc)

∂xc
fx,2(x, z, es, ef )

)
gef (x, z, es, ef , ϵ) :=

(
− ϵ

∂kpf (xp,zp)

∂xp
fx,1(x, z, es, ef )−

∂kpf (xp,zp)

∂zp
gz,1(x, z, es, ef ),

− ϵ
∂kcf (xc,zc)

∂xc
fx,2(x, z, es, ef )−

∂kcf (xc,zc)

∂zc
gz,2(x, z, es, ef )

)
.

(6)

F y
s (x, y, es, ef ) :=

(
fx(x, y +H(x, es), es, ef ), fes (x, y +H(x, es), es, ef ), 1, 0

)
F y
f (x, y, es, ef , ϵ) :=

(
gz(x, y +H(x, es), es, ef )− ϵ ∂H

∂ξs
F y
s (x, y, es, ef ), gef (x, y +H(x, es), es, ef , ϵ), 1, 0

) (7)

slow transmission, the value of y updates according to

y+ = z+ −H(x+, e+s ) = z −H(x, hs(κs, es))

= y +H(x, es)−H(x, hs(κs, es))

=: hy(κs, x, es, y).

(10)

Then, Hy
1 is given by

Hy
1 :

{
ξ̇y = F y(ξy, ϵ), ξy ∈ Cy,ϵ2 ,

ξy+ ∈ Gy(ξy), ξy ∈ Dy,ϵ
s ∪ Dy,ϵ

f ,
(11)

where F y(ξy, ϵ) =
(
F ys (x, y, es, ef ),

1
ϵF

y
f (x, y, es, ef , ϵ)

)
,

with F ys and F yf from (7). The jump map Gy is given by

Gy(ξy) :=


Gys(ξ

y), ξy ∈ Dy,ϵ
s \ Dy,ϵ

f ,

Gyf (ξ
y), ξy ∈ Dy,ϵ

f \ Dy,ϵ
s ,

{Gys(ξy), Gyf (ξy)}, ξy ∈ Dy,ϵ
s ∩ Dy,ϵ

f ,

(12)

withGys(ξy) :=
(
x, hs(κs, es), 0, κs+1, hy(κs, x, es, y), ef ,

τf , κf
)
; Gyf (ξy) :=

(
x, es, τs, κs, y, hf (κf , ef ), 0, κf + 1

)
.

For analysis purposes, we write τfmati = ϵT ∗ with T ∗ ∈
R>0 independent of ϵ. We also write τfmiati = aτfmati
for some a ∈ (0, 12 ], which satisfies the inequality (4).
Since ϵ > 0, ϵτf ∈ [τfmiati, τ

f
mati] is equivalent to τf ∈

[aT ∗, T ∗]. Then the jump and flow sets in (11) are defined
by Dy,ϵ

s := {ξy ∈ X | τs ∈ [τsmiati, τ
s
mati]∧ τf ∈ [aT ∗, (1−

a)T ∗]}, Dy,ϵ
f := {ξy ∈ X | τs ∈ [ϵaT ∗, τsmati−ϵaT ∗]∧τf ∈

[aT ∗, T ∗]} and Cy,ϵ1 := Dy,ϵ
s ∪ Dy,ϵ

f ∪ Cy,ϵ1,a ∪ Cy,ϵ1,b , with
Cy,ϵ1,a := {ξy ∈ X | τs ∈ [0, ϵaT ∗] ∧ ϵτf ∈ [0, τs + ϵT ∗ −
ϵaT ∗]} and Cy,ϵ1,b := {ξy ∈ X | τs ∈ [ϵaT ∗, ϵτf + τsmati −
ϵaT ∗] ∧ ϵτf ∈ [0, ϵaT ∗]}.

We have changed the coordinate from z to y, and we are
now ready to derive the reduced system Hr and bound-
ary layer system Hbl associated with Hy

1 .

4.2 Boundary layer system and reduced system of H1

We define the fast time scale σ := t−t0
ϵ , where we can

assume t0 = 0 as the system is time invariant. Then we

have ∂
∂σ = ϵ ∂∂t . We set ϵ = 0 for system (11), then Cy,01 ,

which corresponds to Cy,ϵ1 with ϵ = 0, is given by Cy,01 :=

{ξy ∈ X | τs ∈ [0, τsmati]∧τf ∈ [0, T ∗]}, andDy,0
s ,Dy,0

f are
derived accordingly. In the perspective of fast dynamics,
the slow dynamics are now frozen. Meanwhile, the jump
and flow sets of Hbl contain the condition τs ∈ [0, τsmati],
which is always satisfied. Therefore, the jumps and flows
of Hbl are only determined by τf . We thus write

Hbl :

{
(∂ξs∂σ ,

∂ξf
∂σ ) = (0nξs×1, F

y
f (x, y, es, ef , 0)), ξ

y∈ Cy,01,bl,

ξy+ = Gyf (ξ
y), ξy∈ Dy,0

f ,

(13)
where Cy,02,bl := {ξy ∈ X | τf ∈ [0, T ∗]} and Dy,0

f := {ξy ∈
X | τf ∈ [aT ∗, T ∗]}.

From the perspective of Hr (i.e., slow dynamics), the
fast dynamics evolve infinitely fast. Therefore, for any
τs ∈ [0, τsmati], the waiting time for the condition τf ∈
[aT ∗, T ∗] in the jump set to be satisfied approaches to
zero, and the flows and jumps of Hr are essentially deter-
mined only by τs. Moreover, we have y = 0 and ef = 0
in Hr, that is

Hr :

{
ξ̇s = F ys (x, 0, es, 0), ξy ∈ Cy,01,r ,

ξ+s = (x, hs(κs, es), 0, κs + 1), ξy ∈ Dy,0
s ,

(14)

where Cy,01,r := {ξy ∈ X | τs ∈ [0, τsmati]} and Dy,0
s :=

{ξy ∈ X | τs ∈ [τsmiati, τ
s
mati]}.

5 Emulation design framework

This section presents the main results that provide the
framework for emulation design. The first step is to de-
sign a controller that making the reduced system and
boundary-layer system robust with respect to network
induced error by satisfying (18) and (23) in Assumptions
1 and 2, respectively. Next, we select UGAS protocols
for slow and fast transmissions and verify the growth
conditions on error dynamics, i.e., (17) and (21) in As-
sumptions 1 and 2. Then, by checking interconnection
condition during flow (Assumption 4) and at slow trans-
missions (Assumption 5), as well as a mild assumption,
we guarantee semi-global practical asymptotic stability
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given τsmati, τ
f
mati and ϵ are sufficiently small. Finally, we

present additional conditions that guarantee UGAS and
UGES of H1 in section 5.2.

5.1 Semi-global practical asymptotic stability

Assumptions 1 and 2 below provide sufficient conditions
to guarantee asymptotic stability properties for Hr and
Hbl, respectively, which align with those commonly en-
countered in the NCS literature, see [3,8].

Assumption 1 There exist a function Ws : Z≥0 ×
Rnes → R≥0 that is locally Lipschitz in its second argu-
ment uniformly in its first argument, a continuous func-
tion Hs : Rnx × Rnes → R≥0, K∞-functions αWs

, αWs ,
constants λs ∈ [0, 1) and Ls ≥ 0 such that, for all
κs ∈ Z≥0 and es ∈ Rnes , the following properties hold:

αWs
(|es|) ≤Ws(ks, es) ≤ αWs

(|es|) , (15)
Ws(κs + 1, hs(κs, es)) ≤ λsWs(κs, es). (16)

For all x ∈ Rnx , κs ∈ Z≥0 and almost all es ∈ Rnes ,〈
∂Ws(κs,es)

∂es
, fes(x,H(x, es), es, 0)

〉
≤ LsWs(κs, es) +Hs(x, es). (17)

Moreover, there exist a locally Lipschitz, positive defi-
nite and radially unbounded function Vs : Rnx → R≥0,
positive definite function ρs, and real number γs > 0,
such that for all es ∈ Rnes , all κs ∈ Z≥0, and almost all
x ∈ Rnx , the following inequality holds〈

∂Vs(x)
∂x , fx(x,H(x, es), es, 0)

〉
≤ −ρs(|x|)

− ρs (Ws(κs, es))−H2
s (x, es) + γ2sW

2
s (κs, es). (18)

Assumption 2 There exist a function Wf : Z≥0 ×
Rnef → R≥0 that is locally Lipschitz in its second argu-
ment uniformly in its first argument, a continuous func-
tion Hf : Rnx × Rnef → R≥0, K∞-functions αWf

, αWf
,

constants λf ∈ [0, 1) and Lf ≥ 0 such that, for all
κf ∈ Z≥0 and ef ∈ Rnef , the following properties hold:

αWf
(|ef |) ≤Wf (kf , ef ) ≤ αWf

(|ef |) , (19)
Wf (κf + 1, hf (κf , ef )) ≤ λfWf (κf , ef ). (20)

For all x ∈ Rnx , κf ∈ Z≥0 and almost all ef ∈ Rnef ,〈
∂Wf (κf ,ef )

∂ef
, gef (x, y +H(x, es), es, ef , 0)

〉
≤ LfWf (κf , ef ) +Hf (y, ef ). (21)

Moreover, there exist a locally Lipschitz function Vf :
Rnx×Rnz → R≥0, K∞-functions αVf , αVf , such that for

all x ∈ Rnx and y ∈ Rnz , the following inequality holds.

αVf (|y|) ≤ Vf (x, y) ≤ αVf (|y|) . (22)

At the same time, there exist positive definite function
ρf , and real number γf > 0 such that for all es ∈ Rnes ,
ef ∈ Rnef , all κf ∈ Z≥0, all x ∈ Rnx , and almost all
y ∈ Rnz , the following inequality holds.〈

∂Vf (x,y)
∂y , gz(x, y +H(x, es), es, ef )

〉
≤ −ρf (|y|)

− ρf (Wf (κf , ef ))−H2
f (y, ef ) + γ2fW

2
f (κf , ef ). (23)

In Assumption 1 (similarly with Assumption 2), condi-
tions (15) and (16) relate to UGAS protocols and are
satisfied by sampled-data systems and NCSs with RR,
TOD, etc; for more details, see [15]. Inequality (17)
bounds the growth of es during flow, and (18) relates to
the L2-stability of Hr from Ws to Hs, which is typically
ensured at the first stage of emulation. According to [3],
Assumption 1 implies there exists a τs,∗mati > 0 such that
for all 0 < τsmati ≤ τs,∗mati, the set {ξy ∈ X|x = 0∧es = 0}
is UGAS for Hr. See [15] for more details on finding
Lyapunov functions to satisfy Assumptions 1 and 2.
We next provide a lemma as a preliminary to the main
result.

Recalling that ξs = (x, es, τs, κs) and ξf = (y, ef , τf , κf ),
we define Lyapunov functions Us : Xs → R≥0 and
Uf : Xs × Xf → R≥0 as [3, Eqn. (25)]

Us(ξs) = Vs(x) + γsϕs(τs)W
2
s (κs, es), (24a)

Uf (ξs, ξf ) = Vf (x, y) + γfϕf (τf )W
2
f (κf , ef ), (24b)

where ϕ̇⋆ = −2L⋆ϕ⋆ − γ⋆(ϕ
2
⋆ + 1), ϕ⋆(0) = 1/λ∗⋆, λ∗⋆ ∈

(λ⋆, 1), ⋆ ∈ {s, f}. Note that by abuse of notation, we
write ϕ̇s = dϕs

dτs
, ϕ̇f =

dϕf
dτf

and Uf (ξy) = Uf (ξs, ξf ).

We define the nonlinear mapping T : R≥0 × (0, 1) ×
R>0 → R for the upcoming lemma. For any L > 0,
λ ∈ (0, 1) and γ > 0,

T (L, γ, λ) :=


1
Lr tan

−1

(
r(1−λ)

2
λ

1+λ

(
γ
L−1

)
+1+λ

)
, γ > L

1
L

1−λ
1+λ , γ = L

1
Lr tanh

−1

(
r(1−λ)

2
λ

1+λ

( γ
L−1

)
+1+λ

)
, γ < L,

where r :=

√
|
(
γ
L

)2 − 1|. For L = 0 and any λ ∈ (0, 1)

and γ > 0, this nonlinear mapping becomes

T (0, γ, λ) = 1
γ

(
tan−1( 1λ )− tan−1(λ)

)
.

Lemma 3 Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let
(Ls, γs, λs) and (Lf , γf , λf ) come from Assumption 1
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and 2, respectively, and Us and Uf come from (24)
with some λ∗s ∈ (λs, 1) and λ∗f ∈ (λf , 1). For all
τsmati ≤ T (Ls, γs, λ

∗
s) and T ∗ ≤ T (Lf , γf , λ

∗
f ), there

exist K∞-functions αUs , αUs , αUf , αUf , continuous pos-
itive definite functions ψs, ψf and positive constants
as, af such that (25a) holds for all ξs ∈ Cy,02,r ∪Dy,0

s , (25b)
holds for all ξs ∈ Cy,02,r , (25c) holds for all ξs ∈ Dy,0

s ,
(26a) holds for all ξf ∈ Cy,02,bl ∪ Dy,0

f , (26b) holds for all
ξf ∈ Cy,02,bl and (26c) holds for all ξf ∈ Dy,0

f ,

αUs (|(x, es)|) ≤ Us(ξs) ≤ αUs (|(x, es)|) , (25a)
U◦
s (ξs;F

y
s (x, 0, es, 0)) ≤ −asψ2

s (|(x, es)|) , (25b)
Us((x, hs(κs, es), 0,κs + 1)) ≤ Us(ξs), (25c)

αUf (|(y, ef )|) ≤ Uf (ξs, ξf ) ≤ αUf (|(y, ef )|) , (26a)

U◦
f

(
(ξs, ξf ); (0nξs×1

, F yf (x,y, es, ef , 0))
)

≤ −afψ2
f (|(y, ef )|) ,

(26b)

Uf (G
y
f (ξ

y)) ≤ Uf (ξs, ξf ). (26c)

Proof: The proof of Lemma 3 follows similarly to [16,
Theorem 1] and is therefore omitted.

Lemma 3 asserts that, under Assumptions 1 and 2, we
can establish upper bounds on τsmati and T ∗ in a manner
such that, when both bounds are met, we can construct
Lyapunov functions Us and Uf that guarantee stability
properties for Hr and Hbl, respectively. These Lyapunov
functions will play a crucial role in the proof of our main
result (namely Theorem 7 below), since we will conclude
stability property of Hy

1 by considering Hr, Hbl, and
their interconnection induced by nonzero ϵ.

Assumption 4 specifies the interconnection condition be-
tween the slow and fast dynamics during flow, analogous
to the continuous-time case as described in [10, pp. 451].

Assumption 4 Given a set C̃ ∈ X, for any ∆1, ν1 > 0,
there exist b1, b2, b3 ≥ 0, such that |ξy|Ey ≤ ∆1 implies〈
∂Us
∂ξs

, F ys (x, y, es, ef )− F ys (x, 0, es, 0)
〉
≤

b1ψs (|(x, es)|)ψf (|(y, ef )|) + ν1,〈
∂Uf
∂ξs

− ∂Uf
∂y

∂H
∂ξs

− ∂Uf
∂ef

∂k̃
∂ξs

, F ys (x, y, es, ef )
〉
≤

b2ψs (|(x, es)|)ψf (|(y, ef )|) + b3ψ
2
f (|(y, ef )|) + ν1

hold for almost all ξy ∈ C̃, where k̃(x, z) = (kpf (xp, zp),
kcf (xc, zc)).

At each slow transmission, there is a potential increase
in Vf due to (10), we bound this jump of Vf using the fol-
lowing assumption, which is adapted from [1, Assump-
tion 5].

Assumption 5 There exist λ1, λ2 ≥ 0 such that for
all ξy ∈ X, we have Vf (x, hy(x, es, y)) ≤ Vf (x, y) +

λ1W
2
s (κs, es) + λ2

√
W 2
s (κs, es)Vf (x, y).

Finally, we introduce the next assumption, which is re-
quired to guarantee the exponential decay of the com-
posite Lyapunov functionU defined in (A.5) during flow,
and naturally holds for linear-time-invariant (LTI) SP-
NCSs as we will see in section 7.

Assumption 6 Let ψs and ψf come from Assumption
4. There exist aψs , aψf > 0 such that ψs(|(x, es)|) ≤
aψs

√
Us(ξs) and ψf (|(y, ef )|) ≤ aψf

√
Uf (ξs, ξf ).

We note that ξs and ξf are defined in (9), and contain
(x, es) and (y, ef ), respectively. Assumption 6 naturally
holds in LTI systems with UGES protocols [15].

By introducing the attractor E := {ξ ∈ X | x = 0∧ es =
0 ∧ z = 0 ∧ ef = 0}, we can now state our main results,
whose proofs are postponed to the appendix.

Theorem 7 Consider systemH1 in (5) and suppose As-
sumptions 1, 2, 5 and 6 hold, and Assumption 4 holds with
C̃ = Cy,ϵ2 . Let Ls and γs come from Assumption 1, Lf and
γf come from Assumption 2, and λ∗s and λ∗f come from
Lemma 3. Then for any τsmiati ≤ τsmati ≤ T (Ls, γs, λ

∗
s)

and 2τfmiati ≤ τfmati ≤ ϵT (Lf , γf , λ
∗
f ), the following state-

ment holds:

There exists a KL-function β, such that for all ∆, ν > 0,
there exists an ϵ∗ > 0 such that for all 0 < ϵ < ϵ∗,
any solution ξ with |ξ(0, 0)|E < ∆ satisfies |ξ(t, j)|E ≤
β(|ξ(0, 0)|E , t+ j) + ν for any (t, j) ∈ dom ξ.

Theorem 7 establishes that for any bounded initial con-
dition and ultimate bound, if the condition in Theo-
rem 7 is satisfied, and τsmati, τ

f
mati and ϵ are sufficiently

small, then the trajectory of system (5) asymptotically
approach the ultimate bound. In the proof of Theorem
7, it is observed that ϵ∗ approaches zero when τsmiati de-
creases. This is because the Lyapunov function needs to
decrease during flow for some time to compensate the
potential increase at slow transmissions. From the per-
spective of the fast time scale, the transmission inter-
val of slow signals is lower bounded by τsmiati/ϵ. Thus, a
smaller ϵ is required for smaller τsmiati to ensure sufficient
flow between any two consecutive slow transmissions.

5.2 Uniform global asymptotic/exponential stability

Next we are going to present global results such as UGAS
and UGES. In order to obtain global stability, we need
global assumptions. Therefore, we state a global version
of Assumption 4, which is Assumption 8 below.
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Assumption 8 There exist b1, b2, b3 ≥ 0, such that〈
∂Us
∂ξs

, F ys (x, y, es, ef )− F ys (x, 0, es, 0)
〉
≤

b1ψs (|(x, es)|)ψf (|(y, ef )|) ,
(27a)〈

∂Uf
∂ξs

− ∂Uf
∂y

∂H
∂ξs

− ∂Uf
∂ef

∂k̃
∂ξs

, F ys (x, y, es, ef )
〉
≤

b2ψs (|(x, es)|)ψf (|(y, ef )|) + b3ψ
2
f (|(y, ef )|)

(27b)

hold for almost all ξy ∈ Cy,ϵ2 , where k̃(x, z) =
(kpf (xp, zp), kcf (xc, zc)).

Corollary 9 Considering system H1 in (5) and suppose
Assumptions 1, 2, 5, 6 and 8 hold. Let Ls and γs come
from Assumption 1, and Lf and γf come from Assump-
tion 2. Let b1, b2, and b3 come from Assumption 8 and
as, af , λ∗s and λ∗f come from Lemma 3. Then for any
τsmiati ≤ τsmati ≤ T (Ls, γs, λ

∗
s) and 2τfmiati ≤ τfmati ≤

ϵT (Lf , γf , λ
∗
f ), there exists ϵ∗ > 0 and β ∈ KL, such

that for all 0 < ϵ < ϵ∗ and |ξ(0, 0)|E ∈ R, we have
|ξ(t, j)|E ≤ β(|ξ(0, 0)|E , t+ j) for any (t, j) ∈ dom ξ.

Corollary 9 is proved similarly to Theorem 7 by setting
∆ and ν to infinity and zero, respectively, so its proof is
omitted. We can also state UGES of H1 if Hbl and Hr

are UGES, and if hs and hf are UGES protocols. The
following assumption guarantees these conditions when
combined with Assumptions 1 and 2.

Assumption 10 Let Ws,Wf , Vs, Vf , ρs and ρf come
from Assumptions 1 and 2. There exist positive real
numbers aWs

, aWs
, aVs , aVs , aWf

, aWf
, aVf , aVf , aρs

and aρf such that

aWs
|es| ≤Ws(κs, es) ≤ aWs

|es|, (28a)
aWf

|ef | ≤Wf (κf , ef ) ≤ aWf
|ef |, (28b)

aVs |x|2 ≤Vs(x) ≤ aVs |x|2, (28c)
aVf |y|2 ≤Vf (x, y) ≤ aVf |y|2, (28d)

and
aρss

2 ≤ ρs(s), (29a)
aρf s

2 ≤ ρf (s) (29b)

for all s ∈ R. Additionally,H is globally Lipschitz in both
arguments.

We note that Assumption 10 implies Assumption 6
holds, this can be see in the proof of Theorem 11. Addi-
tionally, (28a) and (16) imply Ws is an UGES protocol,
and the similar statement holds for Wf .

Theorem 11 Consider system H1 in (5) and sup-
pose Assumptions 1, 2, 5, 8 and 10 hold. Let Ls
and γs come from Assumption 1, and Lf and γf
come from Assumption 2. Let λ∗s and λ∗f come from

Lemma 3. Then for any τsmiati ≤ τsmati ≤ T (Ls, γs, λ
∗
s)

and 2τfmiati ≤ τfmati ≤ ϵT (Lf , γf , λ
∗
f ), there exist

ϵ∗, c1, c2 > 0 such that for all 0 < ϵ < ϵ∗, the solution ξ
satisfies |ξ(t, j)|E ≤ c1|ξ(0, 0)|Eexp(−c2(t + j)) for any
(t, j) ∈ dom ξ.

Remark 12 We state only global assumptions and re-
sults (i.e., UGAS and UGES) to simplify the presenta-
tion. However, for local results, all assumptions can be
rephrased. For example, the requirement for a unique real
solution in SA1 can be relaxed to isolated real solutions,
and the interconnection condition in Assumption 8 needs
to hold only on a compact set of ξ containing the set E.

6 Further stability results

In this section, we consider the scenario when the plant
P has a stable fast subsystem (i.e., boundary layer sys-
tem) and the controller is designed to stabilise the slow
subsystem. Due to the stable fast subsystem, the plant
only needs to transmit ys and the controller only gener-
ates us. The plant and controller below are in the form
of (1) and (2), where kpf and kcf are removed, that is,
yp = ys = kps(xp) and u = us = kcs(xc). Given the ex-
clusive presence of slow transmissions within the com-
munication channel, a simpler version of clock mecha-
nism (3) is used to govern the system dynamics, that
is τsmiati ≤ tsk+1 − tsk ≤ τsmati for all tsk, t

s
k+1 ∈ T s and

k ∈ Z≥1. Moreover, the networked induced error be-
comes es = (ŷs − ys, ûs − us), and ef no longer exist.
We define the state ξ2 := (x, es, τs, κs, z) ∈ X2, with
X2 := Rnx ×Rnes ×R≥0×Z≥0×Rnz , and we define our
system by the hybrid model H2, and we omit its expres-
sion here.

We again define y as in (8). Let ξy2 := (x, es, τs, κs, y) ∈
X2, then we can define Hy

2 , which is H2 after changing
the coordinates. Since H2 is a special case of H1, the
functions we used to define Hy

2 have the same form as
Hy

1 (e.g., (6)), but no longer depend on the state ef ,
nor functions kpf and kcf . For example, we will have
that ẋ equals to fx

(
x, y + H(x, es), es

)
, not fx

(
x, y +

H(x, es), es, ef
)
. Then we can write

Hy
2 :

{
ξ̇y2 = F y2 (ξ

y
2 , ϵ), ξ

y
2 ∈ Cy2 ,

ξy2
+
= G2,s(ξ

y
2 ), ξ

y
2 ∈ Dy

2,s,

where F y2 (ξ
y
2 , ϵ) :=

(
F ys (x, y, es),

1
ϵ (ϵ

∂y
∂t )

)
, with F ys

and ϵ∂y∂t come from system (11), Cy2 := {ξy2 ∈
X2|τs ∈ [0, τsmati]}, Gy2,s(ξy2 ) :=

(
x, hs(κs, es), 0, κs +

1, hy(x, es, y)
)

andDy
2,s := {ξy2 ∈ Xy2|τs ∈ [τsmiati, τ

s
mati]}.

Furthermore, we can derive a continuous time boundary-
layer system H2,bl : { ∂y∂σ = gz(x, y +H(x, es), es), and a
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NCS H2,r

H2,r :

{
ξ̇s = F ys (ξs), ξ

y
2 ∈ Cy2 ,

ξ+s =
(
x, hs(κs, es), 0, κs + 1

)
, ξy2 ∈ Dy

2,s,

where we recall that ξs := (x, es, τs, κs). We note that
only H2,r is a hybrid system, while H2,bl is not, as it is
already stable and does not need to be stabilized through
network transmissions. Consequently, we need to modify
relevant assumptions. In this case, we adjust Assumption
2, resulting in Assumption 13 below.

Assumption 13 Consider Hy
2, there exist locally Lip-

schitz function Vf : Rnx × Rnz → R≥0, class K∞
functions αVf and αVf , af > 0 and positive defi-
nite function ψf such that for all ξ2 ∈ X2, we have
αVf (|y|) ≤ Vf (x, y) ≤ αVf (|y|) and

〈∂Vf (x,y)
∂y , gz(x, y +

H(x, es), es)
〉
≤ −afψ2

f (|y|).

Assumptions 1, 4 and 6 are written for a more general
model (i.e., Hy

1), when we apply them to a specialized
model with a lower dimension, we ignore the states that
do not exist in the specialized model. At the same time,
Lemma 3 is applicable to any reduced and boundary
layer system in the form of NCS. Since H2,r is a NCS
and Assumption 1 holds, we can conclude inequalities in
(25) hold, with Cy,02,r and Dy,0

2,r replaced by Cy2 and Dy
2,s,

respectively. Since there is no fast transmission, we only
have Vf but not Uf , and all Uf in Assumption 4 and 6
should be replace by Vf . We define the set E2 := {ξ2 ∈
X2|x = 0 ∧ es = 0 ∧ z = 0}.

Corollary 14 Consider system H2 and suppose As-
sumptions 1, 5, 6 and 13 hold, and Assumption 4 holds
with C̃ = Cy2 . Let b1, b2, and b3 come from Assumption
4, as comes from Lemma 3 and af comes from Assump-
tion 13. Then for any τsmiati ≤ τsmati ≤ T (Ls, γs, λ

∗
s), the

following statement holds:

There exists a KL-function β, such that for all ∆, ν > 0,
there exist ϵ∗ > 0 such that for all 0 < ϵ < ϵ∗, any
solution ξ2 with |ξ2(0, 0)|E2

< ∆ satisfies |ξ2(t, j)|E2
≤

β(|ξ2(0, 0)|E2
, t+ j) + ν for any (t, j) ∈ dom ξ2.

Corollary 14 is proved similarly to Theorem 7 by defining
the composite Lyapunov function as U2(ξ

y
2 ) := Us(ξs)+

dVf (x, y). Its proof is therefore omitted.

Remark 15 The stability analysis for system with a sta-
ble slow subsystem can be conducted similarly.

7 Special case: linear time invariant systems

We show in this section how to apply the result seen so
far to a LTI plant and a LTI controller with RR or TOD

protocols. Consider systems (1) and (2) as[
ẋp
ϵżp

]
=

[
Ap11 A

p
12

Ap21 A
p
22

] [ xp
zp

]
+
[
Ap13 A

p
14

Ap23 A
p
24

] [
ûs
ûf

]
,

[
ys
yf ] =

[
Apsx 0

A
pf
x A

pf
z

] [ xp
zp

]
,[

ẋc
ϵżc

]
=

[
Ac11 A

c
12

Ac21 A
c
22

]
[ xczc ] +

[
Ac13 A

c
14

Ac23 A
c
24

] [
ŷs
ŷf

]
,

[
us
uf ] =

[
Acsx 0

A
cf
x A

cf
z

]
[ xczc ] .

(30)

The hybrid model that describes our SPNCS is given by
(5), with F (ξ, ϵ) =

(
fx, fes , 1, 0,

1
ϵ gz,

1
ϵ gef ,

1
ϵ , 0

)
, where[

fx
fes
gz
gef

]
=

[
A11 A12 A13 A14

A21 A22 A23 A24

A31 A32 A33 A34

ϵAϵ41+A41 ϵA
ϵ
42+A42 ϵA

ϵ
43+A43 ϵA

ϵ
44+A44

] [ x
es
z
ef

]
,

A11 =

[
Ap11 Ap13A

cs
x +Ap14A

cf
x

Ac13A
ps
x +Ac14A

pf
x Ac11

]
,A12 =

[
0 Ap13
Ac13 0

]
,

A13 =

[
Ap12 Ap14A

cf
z

Ac14A
pf
z Ac12

]
, A14 =

[
0 Ap14
Ac14 0

]
, A21 =

AsxA11, A22 = AsxA12, A23 = AsxA13, A24 = AsxA14,

A31 =

[
Ap21 Ap23A

cs
x +Ap24A

cf
x

Ac23A
ps
x +Ac24A

pf
x Ac21

]
,A32 =

[
0 Ap23
Ac23 0

]
,

A33 =

[
Ap22 Ap24A

cf
z

Ac24A
pf
z Ac22

]
, A34 =

[
0 Ap24
Ac24 0

]
, Aϵ41 =

AfxA11, Aϵ42 = AfxA12, Aϵ43 = AfxA13, Aϵ44 = AfxA14,
A41 = AfzA31, A42 = AfzA32, A43 = AfzA33, A44 =

AfzA34, Asx =
[
−Apsx 0

0 −Acsx

]
, Afx =

[
−A

pf
x 0

0 −A
cf
x

]
and

Afz =
[
−A

pf
z 0

0 −A
cf
z

]
.

The quasi-steady state of z, which is denoted by
H(x, es), is given by

H(x, es) = −A−1
33 A31x−A−1

33 A32es. (31)

Recall that y is defined in (8), then by setting ϵ to zero,
the boundary-layer system Hbl is given by (13), where
F yf (x, y, es, ef , 0) is specified in (32). The reduced system
Hr is given by (14), where F ys (x, 0, es, 0) is given in (32).

F yf (x, y, es, ef , 0) = (Af11y +Af12ef , A
f
21y +Af22ef , 1, 0),

F ys (x, 0, es, 0) = (As11x+As12es, A
s
21x+As22es, 1, 0),

Af11 = A33, A
f
12 = A34, A

f
21 = AfzA33, A

f
22 = AfzA34,

As11 = A11 −A13A
−1
33 A31, A

s
12 = A12 −A13A

−1
33 A32,

As21 = A21 −A23A
−1
33 A31, A

s
22 = A22 −A23A

−1
33 A32.

(32)

Claim 16 For LTI plant and controller given by (30),
with RR or TOD protocols, there exist positive definite
function Ws, positive constants aWs

, aWs
and λs ∈ [0, 1)

such that (15), (16) and (28a) hold. there exist Ls ≥ 0
and a matrix AHs , such that (17) holds with Hs(x, es) =

9



|AHsx|. Similarly, there exist a locally lipschitz function
Wf , positive constants aWf

, aWf
, λf ∈ [0, 1), Lf ≥ 0

and a matrix AHf , such that (19)-(21) and (28a) are
satisfied, with Hf (y, ef ) =

∣∣AHf y∣∣.
Proof: Claim 16 is obtained by inspecting Propositions
4 and 5, as well as Examples 3 and 4 in [15].

Proposition 17 Consider system (5), with the LTI
plant and controller specified in (30), as well as RR or
TOD protocols. Let aWs

, aWf
, AHs and AHf come from

Claim 16. Suppose there exist aρs , aρf , γs, γf > 0 and
positive definite symmetric real matrices Ps and Pf ,
such that the following LMI holds for ℓ ∈ {s, f}.[

Aℓ11Pℓ+PℓA
ℓ⊤
11 +aρℓI+A

⊤
Hℓ
AHℓ ⋆

Aℓ⊤12 Pℓ aρℓI−γ
2
ℓ a

2
Wℓ
I

]
≤ 0. (33)

Then conditions in Theorem 11 hold with Vs = x⊤Psx,
Vf = y⊤Pfy, γs and γf from (33), as well as λ∗s ∈ (λs, 1),
λ∗f ∈ (λf , 1) from Lemma 3, with λs and λf come from
Claim 16.

Proof: The proof of Proposition 17 is given in the Ap-
pendix.

Remark 18 Proposition 17 can be easily extended to
other UGES protocols as long as (17) and (21) hold with
Hs(x, es) = |AHsx| and Hf (y, ef ) =

∣∣AHf y∣∣. See illus-
trative example and [14] for more details.

Proposition 17 implies that for SPNCS with an LTI
plant, an LTI controller, and RR or TOD protocols,
the satisfaction of the LMI (33) guarantees that we can
always find sufficiently small τsmati, τ

f
mati and ϵ∗, such

that if ϵ < ϵ∗, system (5) considered in this section is
UGES. Two necessary conditions to guarantee feasibil-
ity of (33) are Aℓ11Pℓ + PℓA

ℓ⊤
11 + aρℓI + A⊤

Hℓ
AHℓ < 0

and aρℓI − γ2ℓ a2Wℓ
I < 0, where the first condition can be

satisfied if Aℓ11 is Hurwitz, and the second condition can
always be verified by selecting aρℓ sufficiently small and
γℓ sufficiently large.

8 An illustrative example

This section provides a numerical example of the result
of section 7. Consider system (30) with where Ap11 = a1,
Ap12 = [ a2 0 ], Ap21 =

[
0
a3

]
, Ap22 =

[−a2 0
−a2 −a4

]
, Ap13 =

n1, A
p
23 =

[−n2
−n2

]
, Apfx = 1, Apfz = [ 0 1 ], Ac11 = −a5,

Ac14 = a6, Acsx = −k, a1 = 10−4, a2 = 0.2, a3 = 0.6,
a4 = 0.73, a5 = 1.11, a6 = 0.37, k = 1.5, n1 = 0.02
and n2 = 0.0018 are designed such that the controller
stabilizes the plant under perfect communication.

The hybrid model H1 is given by (5). We note that our
plant and controller are simpler compared to (30), since

uf , ys and zc does not exist in the system, nor do matrices
such as Ap14, A

ps
x , Ac21, etc. Consequently, the flow map

F in H1 has to be modified accordingly. Specifically,
we have A11 =

[
Ap11 Ap13A

cs
x

Ac14A
pf
x Ac11

]
, A12 =

[
Ap13
0

]
, A13 =[

Ap12

Ac14A
pf
z

]
, A14 =

[
0
Ac14

]
, Asx = [ 0 −Acsx ], Afx = [−A

pf
x 0 ],

Afz = −Apfz ,A31 = [Ap21 A
p
23A

cs
x ],A32 = Ap23,A33 = Ap22,

A34 = 0. Then by (32) we have As11 =
[

a1 −nk
a6(1+

a3
a4

) −a5

]
,

As12 = [ n0 ], A
s
21 =

[
a6(1+

a3
a4

)k −a5k
]
, Af11 =

[−a2 0
−a2 −a4

]
and Af12 = [ 00 ], A

f
21 = [ a2 a4 ] where n := n1 − n2.

Next, we find Lyapunov functions Ws and Wf in Claim
16. Since both us and yf are scalars, the protocols are
given by hs(κs, es) = 0 and hf (κf , ef ) = 0, which are
UGES protocols. Let Ws(κs, es) := |es|, then (15) and
(28a) hold with aWs

(s) = aWs
(s) = s, (16) and (17) hold

for λs = 0, Ls = 0 and AHs = As21. Let Wf (κf , ef ) :=
|ef |, then (19) and (28b) hold with aWf

(s) = aWf
(s) =

s, (20) and (21) hold for λf = 0, Lf = 0 and AHf = Af21.

Since Ws(x, es) = |es|, we have
∣∣∣∂Ws(κs,es)

∂es

∣∣∣ ≤ L1

where L1 = 1. Then by (C.4), we have Λb1 =

2

[
a2|ps11| a6|p

s
12| 0

a2|ps12| 0 a6|ps22|
0

γs
λ∗
s
a6k

γs
λ∗
s
a6k

]
and b1 =

√
λmax(Λ⊤

b1
Λb1).

Similarly, we can show that b2 =
√
λmax(Λ⊤

b2
Λb2)

and b3 = λmax(Λb3) satisfy (C.5), where Λb2 =

2


a1
a3
a4

|pf12| a1
a3
a4

|pf22| a1
γf
λ∗
f

a3
a4
nk|pf12|

a3
a4
nk|pf12| nk

γf
λ∗
f

a3
a4
n|pf12|

a3
a4
n|pf22| n

γf
λ∗
f

 andΛb3 =

 2a2
a3
a4

|pf12| ⋆ ⋆

a2
a3
a4

|pf22| 0 ⋆

a2
γf
λ∗
f

0 0

 .
Finally, by (C.3), we show that Assumption 5 holds

with λ1 = n2

a2

2|pf11| and λ2 =
2
n2
a2

(|pf11|+|pf12|)√
λmin(Pf )

.

We want to satisfy the LMI (33) for all ℓ ∈ {s, f} and
maximize T (Ls, γs, λ∗s), T (Lf , γf , λ∗f ), ϵ

∗ under the fol-
lowing constraints: Ps > 0, γ⋆ > 0, aρ⋆ > 0, γ⋆ > 0, λ∗⋆ ∈
(0, 1) and Λ⋆ < 0 for ⋆ ∈ {s, f}. We note that ϵ∗ is given
by (A.15) with d = d∗ defined by (B.4). We pose this
problem as an optimisation problem with constraints
(see [25] for the problem fomulation and the code), we
get Ps =

[
54.91 −1.76
−1.76 1.81

]
, γs = 2.58, λ∗s = 0.33, aρs = 1.16,

Pf = [ 1.12 0.018
0.018 0.65 ], γf = 0.64, λ∗f = 0.46, aρf = 0.41,

T (Ls, γs, λ
∗
s) = 360.1ms and T (Lf , γf , λ∗f ) = 1.11 s

ϵ (in
fast time scale σ). By selecting τsmiati = 324.1 ms and
µ = 0.66asaUs , we have ϵ∗ = 0.0162, see the proof of
Theorem 11 and [25] for more detail. This implies H1 is
UGES if ϵ < ϵ∗, τsmiati = 324.1 ms, τsmati = 360.1 ms

and τfmati ≤ 18 ms. Finally, we have τfmiati ≤ 9 ms such
that (4) is satisfied.
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9 Conclusion

This paper provided conditions ensuring various sta-
bility properties of two-time-scale singularly perturbed
networked control systems (SPNCSs) under a single
communication channel, including semi-global practi-
cal asymptotic stability, uniformly globally asymptotic
stability, and uniformly globally exponential stabil-
ity. We introduce a framework for analyzing SPNCSs,
extendable to multiple channels and time scales, and
other stability properties. Additionally, we propose a
resource-aware strategy for stabilizing SPNCSs, laying
a foundation for further research.
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A Proof of Theorem 7

The conditions stated in Theorem 7 indicate Lemma 3
holds. In the proof, the following variables and functions
are used. Let

µ ∈ (0, asa
2
ψs), µ1 ∈ (0, µ), (A.1)

11



where as and aψs come from Lemma 3 and Assumption
6, respectively. Let

λ ∈ (exp(−µ1τ
s
miati), 1), (A.2)

where τsmiati comes from Theorem 7. We define

d := −b+
√
b2−4ac
2a , (A.3)

where a = λ1

γsλ∗
s
, b = 1

2 (
λ1

γsλ∗
s
+λ2) and c = 1−λeµ1τ

s
miati .

Note that by definition of λ in (A.2), we have c < 0,
which implies b2 − 4ac > b > 0.

Next we define the bound when we change between x−z
and x− y coordinate. Since the map H between (x, es)
and the quasi-steady state is continuously differentiable
and 0 = H(0, 0), by [10, Lemma 4.3], there exists a class
K function ζ1 such that |H(x, es)| ≤ ζ1(|(x, es)|) for all
x ∈ Rnx , es ∈ Rnes . We define a class K∞ function

ζ2(s) := s+ ζ1(s). (A.4)

Let Ey := {ξy ∈ X | x = 0 ∧ es = 0 ∧ y =
0 ∧ ef = 0}, and E be defined above Theorem 7.
As |ξy|Ey =

∣∣(x, es, y +H(x, es)−H(x, es), ef
)∣∣ ≤∣∣(x, es, y +H(x, es), ef

)∣∣ +
∣∣(0, 0,−H(x, es), 0

)∣∣ ≤
|ξ|E + ζ1(|ξ|E) = ζ2(|ξ|E), we have for any ∆ > 0,
there exists a ∆y = ζ2(∆) such that |ξ|E ≤ ∆ implies
|ξy|Ey ≤ ∆y. Similarly, we can show |ξ|E ≤ ζ2(|ξy|Ey ).
Let νy := ζ−1

2 (ν), then if |ξy|Ey ≤ νy, we have
|ξ|E ≤ ζ2(|ξy|Ey ) ≤ ζ2(ν

y) = ν.

For given d coming from (A.3), as well as Us and Uf com-
ing from (24), we define a composite Lyapunov function

U(ξy) := Us(ξs) + dUf (ξs, ξf ). (A.5)

From (25a) and (26a), we know there exist αU , αU ∈
K∞, such that for all ξy ∈ Cy,ϵ1 ∪ Dy,ϵ

s ∪ Dy,ϵ
f ,

αU (|ξy|Ey ) ≤ U(ξy) ≤ αU (|ξy|Ey ) , (A.6)

where the sets are defined in Sections 3 and 4.

We define the ν1 and ∆1 in Assumption 4 as follows. Let

ν1 := µ−µ1

2ad
αU (ζ

−1
2 (ν)), (A.7)

where

ad := 1 + λ1

γsλ∗
s
d+ 1

2

(
λ2

γsλ∗
s
+ λ2

)√
d. (A.8)

We define
ν2 := 2ν1

µ−µ1
, (A.9)

such that by (A.7) and (A.9), U(ξy) ≤ adν2 implies

U(ξy) ≤adν2 = ad
2ν1
µ−µ1

=ad
2

µ−µ1

µ−µ1

2ad
αU (ζ

−1
2 (ν))

=αU (ζ
−1
2 (ν)),

(A.10)

and |ξy|Ey ≤ ζ−1
2 (ν) = νy by (A.6), and |ξ|E ≤ ν.

We remind that ∆y = ζ2(∆), and for any |ξ|E ≤ ∆,
we have |ξy|Ey ≤ ∆y and U ≤ αU (∆

y). Let ∆U :=
adαU (∆

y) and ∆1 from Assumption 4 be

∆1 := α−1
U (∆U ), (A.11)

such thatU(ξy) ≤ ∆U implies |ξy|Ey ≤ ∆1. Next, we will
bound the system trajectories. We start by showing that
during flow, the derivative of the U is negative definite
when it is bounded within an interval. This is followed
by demonstrating the boundedness during jumps.

During flow: Let ξy ∈ Cy,ϵ1 , where Cy,ϵ1 is the flow
set of (11), by Lemma 3 and (23)-(24) in [20], we
have that U◦(ξy, F y(ξy, ϵ)) ≤

〈
∂Us
∂ξs

, F ys (x, y, es, ef )
〉
+

d
ϵ

〈
∂Uf
∂ξf

, F yf (x, y, es, ef , ϵ)
〉
+ d

〈
∂Uf
∂ξs

, F ys (x, y, es, ef )
〉

=〈
∂Us
∂ξs

, F ys (x, 0, es, 0)
〉

+ d
ϵ

〈
∂Uf
∂ξf

, F yf (x, y, es, ef , 0)
〉

+〈
∂Us
∂ξs

, F ys (x, y, es, ef ) − F ys (x, 0, es, 0)
〉

+ d
ϵ

〈
∂Uf
∂ξf

,

F yf (x, y, es, ef , ϵ)−F
y
f (x, y, es, ef , 0)

〉
+d

〈
∂Uf
∂ξs

, F ys (x, y,

es, ef )
〉
. We remind the definition of F yf is given by (7),

where the definition of gef is given in (6). Then we have

F yf (x, y, es, ef , ϵ)− F yf (x, y, es, ef , 0)

=

 −ϵ ∂H∂ξs F
y
s (x,y,es,ef )

−ϵ
∂kpf (xp,zp)

∂xp
fx,1(x,z,es,ef )−ϵ

∂kcf (xc,zc)

∂xc
fx,2(x,z,es,ef )

0
0


=− ϵ

(
∂H
∂ξs

F ys (x, y, es, ef ),
∂k̃
∂ξs

F ys (x, y, es, ef ), 0, 0
)
,

where k̃(x, z) =
(
kpf (xp, zp), kcf (xc, zc)

)
. Conse-

quently, d
ϵ

〈∂Uf
∂ξf

, F yf (x, y, es, ef , ϵ) − F yf (x, y, es, ef , 0)
〉

= −d
〈∂Uf
∂y

∂H
∂ξs

+
∂Uf
∂ef

∂k̃
∂ξs

, F ys (x, y, es, ef )
〉
. Then we have

U◦(ξy, F y(ξy, ϵ))

≤
〈
∂Us
∂ξs

, F y
s (x, 0, es, 0)

〉
+ d

ϵ

〈
∂Uf
∂ξf

, F y
f (x, y, es, ef , 0)

〉
+

〈
∂Us
∂ξs

, F y
s (x, y, es, ef )− F y

s (x, 0, es, 0)
〉

+ d
〈

∂Uf
∂ξs

− ∂Uf
∂y

∂H
∂ξs

− ∂Uf
∂ef

∂k̃
∂ξs

, F y
s (x, y, es, ef )

〉
.

(A.12)

By Assumption 4, (25b) and (26b), we know that for
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∆1 and ν1 defined in (A.11) and (A.7), there exist pos-
itive constants b1, b2 and b3 such that for all |ξy|Ey ≤
∆1, U◦(ξy, F y(ξy, ϵ)) ≤ −asψ2

s (|(x, es)|) − d(
af
ϵ −

b3)ψ
2
f (|(y, ef )|)+ (b1 + db2)ψs (|(x, es)|)ψf (|(y, ef )|)+

(1 + d)ν1 ≤ −
[
ψs(|(x,es)|)
ψf (|(y,ef )|)

]T
Λ̃
[
ψs(|(x,es)|)
ψf (|(y,ef )|)

]
+ 2ν1,

where Λ̃ :=

[
as − 1

2 b1−
1
2db2

− 1
2 b1−

1
2db2 d(

af
ϵ −b3)

]
. Then by Assump-

tion 6, we have U◦(ξy, F y(ξy, ϵ)) ≤ −
[ √

Us(ξs)√
Uf (ξs,ξf )

]⊤
Λ[ √

Us(ξs)√
Uf (ξs,ξf )

]
+ 2ν1, where

Λ :=

[
asa

2
ψs

− 1
2 (b1+db2)aψsaψf

− 1
2 (b1+db2)aψsaψf d(

af
ϵ −b3)a2ψf

]
. (A.13)

In order to satisfy Λ ≥ µ [ 1 0
0 d ], we need

asa
2
ψs

> µ (A.14a)
(asa

2
ψs

− µ)
(
d(
af
ϵ

− b3)a
2
ψf

− µd
)
≥ 1

4
(b1 + db2)

2
a
2
ψs

a
2
ψf

, (A.14b)

where the first inequality is satisfied by the definition of
µ in (A.1), and the second inequality can be satisfied by
all ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ∗), where

ϵ∗ =

(
aψf
afd

( (b1+db2)
2a2ψsa

2
ψf

4(asa2ψs
−µ) + µd

)
+

b3a
2
ψf

af

)−1

. (A.15)

Then we have that for all |ξy|Ey ≤ ∆1,U◦(ξy, F y(ξy, ϵ)) ≤
−µ(Us(ξs) + dUf (ξs, ξf )) + 2ν1 ≤ −µU(ξy) + 2ν1. By
definition of ∆1 in (A.11), we have U(ξy) ≤ ∆U implies
|ξy|Ey ≤ ∆1. Then by definition of µ1 in (A.1) and ν2 in
(A.9), we have

U◦(ξy, F y(ξy, ϵ)) ≤ −µ1U(ξy), ∀U(ξy) ∈ [ν2,∆
U ]. (A.16)

During jumps: When slow dynamics update, (25c) im-
plies that U(Gys(ξ

y)) = Us((x, hs(κs, es), 0, κs + 1)) +
dUf (G

y
s(ξ

y)) ≤ Us(ξs) + dUf (G
y
s(ξ

y)) for all ξy ∈ Dy,ϵ
s ,

whereDy,ϵ
s is the set that a slow transmission can be trig-

gered. By definitions ofUf andGys , we haveU(Gys(ξ
y)) ≤

Us(ξs)+d
(
Vf (x, hy(κs, x, es, y))+γfϕf (τ)W

2
f (κf , ef )

)
.

By adding and subtracting the term Uf (ξs, ξf ) and
in the view of Assumption 5, we have U(Gys(ξ

y)) ≤
U(ξy) + d

(
Vf

(
x, hy(κs, x, es, y)

)
− Vf (x, y)

)
≤ U(ξy) +

d
(
λ1W

2
s (κs, es) + λ2

√
W 2
s (κs, es)Vf (x, y)

)
. By com-

pletion of square, we have
√
W 2
s (κs, es)Vf (x, y) ≤

1
2
√
d
W 2
s (κs, es) +

√
d
2 Vf (x, y). At the same time,

W 2
s (κs, es) ≤ 1

γsλ∗
s
U(ξy) and dVf (x, y) ≤ U(ξy) by

definition of U(ξy). Then we have

U(Gys(ξ
y)) ≤U(ξy) + dλ1W

2
s (κs, es) +

1
2
√
d
λ2W

2
s (κs, es)

+ λ2
√
d
2

(
dVf (x, y)

)
≤
(
1 + λ1

γsλ∗
s
d+ 1

2

(
λ2

γsλ∗
s
+ λ2

)√
d
)
U(ξy)

=adU(ξy),
(A.17)

where ad is defined in (A.8). For fast dynamics updates,
(26c) implies for all ξy ∈ Dy,ϵ

f ,

U(Gyf (ξ
y)) = Us(ξs) + dUf (G

y
f (ξ

y))

≤ Us(ξs) + dUf (ξs, ξf ) = U(ξy),
(A.18)

where we can see U is non-increasing at fast transmis-
sions. Let ξy(t, j) be a solution to Hy

1 , (t, j) ∈ dom ξy

and 0 = t0 ≤ t1 ≤ · · · ≤ tj+1 = t satisfying

dom ξy ∩ ([0, t]× {0, · · · , j}) =
⋃

i∈{0,··· ,j}

[ti, ti+1]× {i}.

The sequence {1, · · · , j} is divided into two disjoint sub-
sequences representing slow and fast transmissions, re-
spectively, and are denoted by J s := {js1 , js2 , · · · , jsm}
and {jf1 , jf2 , · · · , jfn}, respectively. We will first focus on
the trajectory of U(ξy(s, i)), at each i ∈ J s and all
s ∈ ti. Note that by abuse of notation, we writeU(s, i) :=
U(ξy(s, i)). The notation (s1, i1) ⪯ (s2, i2) indicates
s1+i1 ≤ s2+i2, while (s1, i1) ≺ (s2, i2) implies s1+i1 <
s2 + i2.

Claim 19 Suppose (ta, ja) ⪯ (t, j) ∈ dom ξy satisfies
U(ta, ja) ≤ ν2. Let J s

>a := {i ∈ J s|i > ja}. If J s
>a =

∅, then U(s, i) ≤ ν2 for all (ta, ja) ⪯ (s, i) ⪯ (t, j).
Otherwise, let jsk = minJ s

>a, then U(s, i) ≤ ν2 for all
(ta, ja) ⪯ (s, i) ⪯ (tjs

k
, jsk − 1).

Proof: We first proof Claim 19 for the case J s
>a ̸= ∅

by contradiction. Assume there exist (tb, jb) such that
(ta, ja) ⪯ (tb, jb) ⪯ (tjs

k
, jsk − 1) and U(tb, jb) > ν2.

Then by continuity of U , there exist (tc, jc) such that
(ta, ja) ⪯ (tc, jc) ⪯ (tb, jb), U(tc, jc) = ν2 and U(s, i) ≥
ν2 for all (tc, jc) ⪯ (s, i) ⪯ (tb, jb). Then by (A.16),
we have U(tb, jb) ≤ U(tc, jc)+

∫ tb
tc
U◦(ξy, F y(ξy, ϵ))dt ≤

ν2 − µ1ν2(tb − tc) ≤ ν2, which conflict our assumption
that U(tb, jb) > ν2, and we proved Claim 19 for the case
J s
>a ̸= ∅. The case J s

>a = ∅ can be proved similarly.

Suppose jsk, j
s
k+1 ∈ J s. By (A.16), [20], compari-

son principle [10, Lemma 3.4] and the fact that U is
non-increasing at fast transmissions, we have that if
U(tjs

k
, jsk) ∈ [ν2,∆

U ], then

U(s, i) ≤ U(tjs
k
, jsk) exp

(
− µ1(s− tjs

k
)
)
, (A.19)
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whenever U(s, i) ≥ ν2, as well as (tjs
k
, jsk) ⪯ (s, i) ⪯

(tjs
k+1

, jsk+1 − 1) or (tjsm , j
s
m)⪯ (s, i)⪯ (t, j), where jsm is

the last element in J s andm corresponds to the amount
of slow transmissions in trajectory ξy(t, j).

Since tjs
k+1

− tjs
k
≥ τsmiati for all jsk, j

s
k+1 ∈ J s, we have

that U(tsk+1, j
s
k+1 − 1) ≤ U(tsk, j

s
k) exp

(
− µ1τ

s
miati

)
if

U(s, i) ≥ ν2 for all (tjs
k
, jsk) ⪯ (s, i) ⪯ (tjs

k+1
, jsk+1 − 1)

and U(tjs
k
, jsk) ∈ [ν2,∆

U ]. Then we will experience a
slow transmission, by (A.17), we have for all jsk, j

s
k+1 ∈

J s and U(tjs
k
, jsk) ∈ [ν2,∆

U ], if U(s, i) ≥ ν2 for all
(tjs

k
, jsk) ⪯ (s, i) ⪯ (tjs

k+1
, jsk+1 − 1), then

U(tsk+1, j
s
k+1) ≤ adU(tsk+1, j

s
k+1 − 1)

≤ adU(tjs
k
, jsk) exp(−µ1τ

s
miati).

(A.20)

By definition of λ, d and ad in (A.2), (A.3) and (A.8),
we have for all U(tjs

k
, jsk) ∈ [ν2,∆

U ]

U(tsk+1, j
s
k+1) ≤ adU(tjs

k
, jsk) exp(−µ1τ

s
miati)

= λU(tsk, j
s
k)

(A.21)

if U(s, i) ≥ ν2 for all (tjs
k
, jsk) ⪯ (s, i) ⪯ (tjs

k+1
, jsk+1−1).

The following claim provides an upper bound of
U(ξy(t, j)) for all (t, j) ∈ dom ξy.

Claim 20 Given |ξ(0, 0)|E ≤ ∆, we have

U(t, j) ≤ max
{ad
λ
U(0, 0) exp

(
− ln (1/λ)

τsmati
(t)

)
, adν2

}
,

(A.22)
for all (t, j) ∈ dom ξy.

Proof of Claim 20: We first consider the case that J s

is non-empty, where the scenario with J s = ∅ can be
deduced from step 1 below directly. The proof has two
steps, in the first step, we check the upper bound of
U(s, i) for all (s, i) ⪯ (tjs1 , j

s
1) and (s, i) ∈ dom ξy, then

we verify the upper bound of U(t, j) in the second step.
Here we remind that |ξ(0, 0)|E ≤ ∆ implies U(0, 0) ≤
αU (∆

y) < ∆U and ∆U = adαU (∆
y).

Step 1 : Since the initial condition of τs is not guaran-
teed to be zero, tjs1 (the time of first slow transmission)
might be smaller than τsmiati. In this step, we focus on
the interval (s, i) ⪯ (tjs1 , j

s
1), (s, i) ∈ dom ξy. We divide

into two cases based on the initial condition.

Case 1-1: If U(0, 0) ≤ ν2, by Claim 19, we know
U(s, i) ≤ ν2 for all (s, i) ⪯ (tjs1 , j

s
1 − 1). Then by (A.17),

U(tjs1 , j
s
1) ≤ adν2.

Case 1-2 : If U(0, 0) ∈ (ν2, αU (∆
y)], by (A.16), (A.18)

and Claim 19, we have U(s, i) ≤ U(0, 0) for all (s, i) ⪯

(tjs1 , j
s
1−1). Then by (A.17) we have U(s, i) ≤ adU(0, 0)

for all (s, i) ⪯ (tjs1 , j
s
1).

For any (t, j) ∈ dom ξy with J s = ∅, Claim 19 im-
plies U(t, j) ≤ ν2 if U(0, 0) ≤ ν2, and Case 1-2 shows
U(t, j) ≤ U(0, 0) if U(0, 0) ∈ (ν2, αU (∆

y)]. Since
t ≤ τsmati, we have ad

λ U(0, 0) exp
(
− ln (1/λ)

τsmati
(t)

)
≥ U(0, 0),

which shows (A.22) hold for all (t, j) ∈ dom ξy when
J s = ∅. At the same time, from Cases 1-1 and 1-2, we
can see |ξ(0, 0)|E ≤ ∆ implies U(tjs1 , j

s
1) ≤ adαU = ∆U .

Step 2 : In this step, we verify (A.22) for (t, j) with J s ̸=
∅. We also divide into two cases based on U(tjs1 , j

s
1).

Case 2-1 :We consider the case that U(tjs1 , j
s
1) ≤ adν2.

We remind that m is the amount of slow transmissions
in the trajectory ξy(t, j). If m = 1, by (A.16) and Claim
(19), we have U(t, j) ≤ adν2. Next we consider the sce-
nario that m ≥ 2. Let Ων2 := {ξy ∈ X|U(ξy) ≤ ν2}.
By (A.19), definition of λ, d and ad in (A.2), (A.3) and
(A.8), we can see the time that takes ξy(tjs1 , j

s
1) to en-

ter the set Ων2 is less than or equal to τsmiati. Then by
Claim 19, we have U(ts2, j

s
2 − 1) ≤ ν2. By (A.17), we

have U(tjs2 , j
s
2) ≤ adν2. Finally, by concatenation, we

can prove U(t, j) ≤ adν2.

Case 2-2 : We consider the case that U(tjs1 , j
s
1) ∈

(adν2,∆
U ], which can exist only ifU(0, 0) ∈ (ν2, αU (∆

y)].
Then by Cases 1-2, we know U(tjs1 , j

s
1) ≤ adU(0, 0). We

consider two possible scenarios.

Firstly, if U(s, i) > ν2 for all (tsj1 , j
s
1) ⪯ (s, i) ⪯ (t, j),

then by (A.21) and concatenation, we have U(tjsm , j
s
m) ≤

λm−1U(tjs1 , j
s
1) ≤ λm−1adU(0, 0), where jsm is the last

element in J s. Then by (A.19), we have

U(t, j) ≤ λm−1adU(0, 0)exp
(
− µ1(t− tjsm)

)
. (A.23)

The first component on the right-hand side of (A.22)
can be written as

ad
λ
U(0, 0) exp

(
− ln (1/λ)

τsmati
t
)

=
ad
λ
U(0, 0) exp

(
− ln (1/λ)

τsmati
tjsm

)
exp

(
− ln (1/λ)

τsmati
(t− tjsm)

)
.

(A.24)
Since

tjsm
τsmati

≤ m, we have ad
λ U(0, 0) exp

(
− ln (1/λ)

τsmati
tjsm

)
≥

ad
λ U(0, 0) exp(− ln (1/λ)m) = adU(0, 0)λm−1. By def-
inition of λ in (A.2), and since ad > 1, we have

exp
(
− ln (1/λ)

τsmati
(t− tjsm)

)
= λ

t−tjsm
τsmati ≥

(
ad exp(−µ1τ

s
miati

)
) t−tjsm
τsmati ≥ exp

(
−µ1

τsmiati
τsmati

(t−tjsm)
)
≥ exp

(
−µ1(t−tjsm)

)
.

Then by (A.23) and (A.24), we show that if U(s, i) > ν2
for all (tsj1 , j

s
1) ⪯ (s, i) ⪯ (t, j), (A.22) hold.
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Secondly, we consider the scenario that there ex-
ist (ta, ja) ⪯ (t, j), (ta, ja) ∈ dom ξy such that
U(ta, ja) ≤ ν2. Following the similar procedure as in
Case 2-1, we can prove U(t, j) ≤ adν2. Then we have
proved Claim 20. □

Now we convert the upper bound on U(ξy(t, j))
to the upper bound on |ξ|E . By (A.10), we know
U(ξy) ≤ adν2 implies |ξ|E ≤ ν. Additionally, since |ξ|E ≤
ζ2(|ξy|Ey ), |ξy|Ey ≤ ζ2(|ξ|E) and by sandwich bound
(A.6), we have U(t, j) ≤ ad

λ U(0, 0) exp
(
− ln (1/λ)

τsmati
t
)

implies |ξ(t, j)| ≤ β1(ξ(0, 0), t) where β1(s, t) :=

ζ2(α
−1
U (adλ αU (ζ2(s)) exp

(
− ln (1/λ)

τsmati
t
)
)) and β1 ∈

KL. Then by Claim 20, we know that |ξ(t, j)|E ≤
β1(|ξ(0, 0)|E , t) + ν for all |ξ(0, 0)|E ≤ ∆ . Additionally,
since t ≥ τsmiati(j − 1), we have

exp
(
− ln (1/λ)

τsmati
(t)

)
≤ exp

(
− ln (1/λ)

τsmati
( t2 +

τsmiati
2 (j − 1)))

)
≤ exp

(
ln (1/λ)τsmiati

2τsmati

)
exp

(
− ln (1/λ)

2τsmati
min{1, τsmiati}(t+ j)

)
=:α1(t+ j).

(A.25)
Then we have for all |ξ(0, 0)|E ≤ ∆, there exist β ∈
KL such that |ξ(t, j)|E ≤ β(|ξ(0, 0)|E , t + j) + ν, where
β(s, t+ j) = ζ2(α

−1
U (adλ αU (ζ2(s))α1(t+ j))).

B Proof of Theorem 11

The first step is to show the ψs and ψf in Lemma
3 are linear. By (17), (18) and the definition of
Us in (24a), we can show U◦

s (ξs;F
y
s (x, 0, es, 0)) ≤

−ρs(|x|) − ρs (Ws(κd, es)) along the same line as [3,
(27)]. Additionally, since aρss2 ≤ ρs(s) for all s ∈ R, we
have U◦

s (ξs;F
y
s (x, 0, es, 0)) ≤ −aρs |x|2 − aρsW

2
s (κd, es).

Then by (28a), we have U◦
s (ξs;F

y
s (x, 0, es, 0)) ≤

−
(
aρs |x|2 + aρsW

2
s (κd, es)

)
≤ −aρs min{1, a2Ws

}(|x|2 +
|es|2) =: −asψ2

s(|(x, es)|), which implies (25b) is sat-
isfied with as := aρs min{1, a2Ws

} and ψs(|(x, es)|) :=

|(x, es)|. Moreover, we have aUs |(x, es)|2 ≤ Us(ξs) ≤
aUs |(x, es)|2, where aUs := min{aVs , γsλ∗sa2Ws

} and
aUs := max{aVs , γs 1

λ∗
s
a2Ws

}.

Along the same line as Us, we can proof that (26b) is
satisfied with af :=aρf min{1, a2Wf

} and ψf (|(y, ef )|) :=
|(y, ef )|. Moreover, we have aUf |(y, ef )|2 ≤ Uf (ξs, ξf ) ≤
aUf |(y, ef )|2, where aUf := min{aVf , γfλ∗fa2Wf

} and
aUf := max{aVf , γf 1

λ∗
f
a2Wf

}. Then we satisfy Assump-

tion 6 with aψs = a
− 1

2

Us
and aψf = a

− 1
2

Uf
. Same as the

proof of Theorem 7, we define composite Lyapunov
function U as U(ξs, ξf ) := Us(ξ) + dUf (ξs, ξf ), where

d ∈ (0, 1). Then U has sandwich bound

aU |ξy|2Ey ≤ U(ξy) ≤ aU |ξy|2Ey , (B.1)

where aU := min{aUs , daUf } and aU := max{aUs , daUf }.

During flow: We can obtain (A.12), as well as U◦(ξy,

F y(ξy, ϵ)) ≤ −
[ √

Us(ξs)√
Uf (ξs,ξf )

]T
Λ

[ √
Us(ξs)√

Uf (ξs,ξf )

]
, where Λ

is defined in (A.13), along the same line as the proof of
Theorem 7 by setting ν1 to be zero. In order to satisfy
Λ ≥ µ [ 1 0

0 d ], where µ is defined in (A.1), we need to
satisfy inequality (A.14b) by having ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ∗], where
ϵ∗ is defined by (A.15) and d in (A.15) is given later.
where the first inequality is satisfied by the definition of
µ, and the second inequality can be satisfied by taking
ϵ sufficiently small. Then we have

U◦(ξy, F y(ξy, ϵ)) ≤ −µ(Us(ξs) + dUf (ξs, ξf ))

≤ −µU(ξy).
(B.2)

During jumps: Same as the proof of Theorem 7, we
have U(Gys(ξ

y)) ≤ adU(ξy) at slow transmissions and
U(Gyf (ξ

y)) ≤ U(ξy) at fast transmissions. Suppose
jsk, j

s
k+1 ∈ J s. By (B.2), the fact thatU is non-increasing

at fast transmissions and comparison principle, we have

U(s, i) ≤ U(tjs
k
, jsk) exp

(
− µ(t− tjs

k
)
)
, (B.3)

for all (tjs
k
, jsk) ⪯ (s, i) ⪯ (tjs

k+1
, jsk+1 − 1) and

(s, i) ∈ dom ξy. Along the same line as deriving (A.20),
we have U(tjs

k+1
, jsk+1) ≤ adU(tjs

k
, jsk) exp(−µτsmiati).

By definition of ad in (A.8), we have that for any
τsmiati ≤ T (Ls, γs, λ

∗
s), λ ∈ (exp(−µτsmiati), 1), there

exist
d∗ = −b+

√
b2−4ac̃
2a , (B.4)

where a = λ1

γsλ∗
s
, b = 1

2 (
λ1

γsλ∗
s
+ λ2) and c̃ = 1− λeµτ

s
miati ,

such that by taking d = d∗, we have U(tjs
k+1

, jsk+1) ≤
λU(tjs

k
, jsk). Then the inequality (A.14b) is satisfied by

all ϵ ∈ (0, ϵ∗), where ϵ∗ is defined in (A.15) with d = d∗.
By concatenation, we have U(tjs

k
, jsk) ≤ λk−1U(tjs1 , j

s
1).

Moreover, since U is non-increasing during flow and
upper bounded by U(Gys(ξ

y)) ≤ adU(ξy) at slow trans-
mission, we have U(tjs1 , j

s
1) ≤ adU(0, 0). Then we have

U(tjs
k
, jsk) ≤ adλ

k−1U(0, 0). Now we have obtained the
upper bound of trajectory during the interval between
slow transmissions (i.e., (B.3)) and the upper bound at
each slow transmission. Then along the same line as the
proof of Claim 20, by setting ∆ to infinity and ν to zero,
we can show U(ξy(t, j)) ≤ ad

λ U(0, 0) exp
(
− ln (1/λ)

τsmati
t
)
,

for all (t, j) ∈ dom ξy. By (B.1), we have |ξy(t, j)|Ey ≤(
1
a
U
U(t, j)

)1/2 ≤
(
ad
λa
U
U(0, 0) exp

(
− ln (1/λ)

τsmati
t
))1/2

=(
adaU
λaU

)1/2

|ξy(0, 0)|Ey exp
(
− ln (1/λ)

τsmati
t
)1/2

. Since H is
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globally Lipschitz and H(0, 0) = 0, we have H(x, es) ≤
L|(x, es)|, where L is the Lipschitz constant. Then by
y = z − H(x, es), there exist h1 = 1 + L such that
|ξ(t, j)|E ≤ h1|ξy(t, j)|Ey and |ξy(t, j)|Ey ≤ h1|ξ(t, j)|E .
Then the upper bound of |ξ(t, j)|E is |ξ(t, j)|E ≤
h21

(
adaU
λa
U

)1/2

|ξ(0, 0)|E exp
(
− ln (1/λ)

τsmati
t
)1/2

. By (A.25),

we have |ξ(t, j)|E ≤ c1|ξ(0, 0)|E exp
(
− c2(t + j)

)
,

where c1 = h21

(
adaU
λaU

)1/2

exp
(

ln (1/λ)τsmiati
4τsmati

)
and c2 =

ln (1/λ)
4τsmati

min{1, τsmiati}.

C Proof of Proposition 17

Claim 16 has shown that (15)-(17) in Assumption 1 hold
and (28a) in Assumption 10 holds. Next, we show (18) in
Assumption 1, as well as (28c) and (29a) in Assumption
10 hold. Let Ps =

[
ps11 ⋆

ps⊤12 ps22

]
> 0, where ps11 is a nxp by

nxp symmetric matrix, ps12 is a nxp by nxc matrix and
ps22 is a nxc by nxc symmetric matrix. Let Vs = x⊤Psx,
then (28c) is satisfied with aVs = λmin(Ps) and aVs =
λmax(Ps). Moreover, we have〈

∂Vs(x)
∂x , fx(x,H(x, es), es, 0)

〉
=x⊤(PsA

s
11 +As⊤11 Ps)x+ x⊤PsA

s
12es + e⊤s A

s⊤
12 Psx.

(C.1)
Inequalities (18) and (29a) are satisfied if (C.2) holds.〈

∂Vs(x)
∂x , fx(x,H(x, es), es, 0)

〉
≤− aρsx

⊤x− aρse
⊤
s es − x⊤A⊤

HsAHsx+ γ2sa
2
Ws
e⊤s es.
(C.2)

By substituting (C.1) into (C.2), we show that (18) in
Assumption 1 and (29a) in Assumption 10 are satisfied
if (33) with ℓ = s holds.

Similarly, Claim 16 show (19)-(21) and (28a) are satis-

fied. Let Pf =

[
pf11 ⋆

pf⊤12 pf22

]
> 0, where pf11 is a nzp by

nzp symmetric matrix, pf12 is a nzp by nzc matrix and
pf22 is a nzc by nzc symmetric matrix. Let Vf = y⊤Pfy,
then (28c) is satisfied with aVf = λmin(Pf ) and aVf =

λmax(Pf ). Moreover, we can show (23) in Assumption 2
and (29b) in Assumption 10 hold if LMI (33) with ℓ = f
is satisfied. At this point, we show Assumptions 1, 2 and
10 hold if the LMI (33) with ℓ ∈ {s, f} is satisfied.

We then Verify Assumptions 5 and 8. By definition
of hy(κs, x, es, y) in (10) and H in (31), we have
hy(κs, x, es, y) = y − A−1

33 A32(es − hs(κs, es)). Since
we assumed when a slow node gets access to the
network, some elements of es reset to zero, we have
|es−hs(κs, es)| ≤ |es|. Then by definition of hy, we have

Vf (x, hy(κs, x, es, y))− Vf (x, y)

=(y −A−1
33 A32(es − hs(κs, es)))

⊤Pf

(y −A−1
33 A32(es − hs(κs, es)))− y⊤Pfy

≤2|PfA
−1
33 A32||y||es|+ |A⊤

32A
−1⊤
33 PfA

−1
33 A32||es|2

≤λ1W
2
s (κs, es) + λ2

√
W 2

s (κs, es)Vf (x, y),

(C.3)

where λ1 = 1
a2
Ws

|A⊤
32A

−1⊤
33 PfA

−1
33 A32| and λ2 =

2
aWs

√
aVf

|PfA−1
33 A32|. We have shown that we satisfy

Assumption 5. Next, we show that Assumption 8 always
hold. We first verify inequality (27a). We have ∂Us

∂ξs
=[

2x⊤Ps 2γsϕs(τs)Ws(κs,es)
∂Ws

∂es
−γ2

s (ϕ
2
s(τs)+1)Ws(κs,es)

2 0

]
.

Additionally, we haveF ys (x, y, es, ef )=

[
As11 A

s
12 A13 A14

As21 A
s
22 A23 A24

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

]
[ x
es
y
ef

]
+

[
0
0
1
0

]
, which implies

F ys (x, y, es, ef )− F ys (x, 0, es, 0) =

[
A13y+A14ef
A23y+A24ef

0
0

]
.

By [15, Remark 11], there exist L1 ≥ 0 such that∣∣∣∂Ws(κs,es)
∂es

∣∣∣ ≤ L1, then (27a) is satisfied by

〈
∂Us
∂ξs

, F y
s (x, y, es, ef )− F y

s (x, 0, es, 0)
〉

=2x⊤Ps(A13y +A14ef )+

2γsϕs(τs)Ws(κs, es)
∂Ws
∂es

(A23y +A24ef )

≤
[

|x|
|es|

]⊤
Λb1

[
|y|
|ef |

]
≤ b1ψs(|(x, es)|)ψf (|(y, ef )|),

(C.4)

where Λb1 =

[
|PsA13| |PsA14|

γs
λ∗
s
aWsL1|A22|

γs
λ∗
s
aWsL1|A24|

]
, b1 =√

λmax(Λ⊤
b1
Λb1) and ψs(s) = ψf (s) = s for all s ∈ R≥0.

Finally, we validate the inequality (27b) in Assump-
tion 8. By definition of Uf in (24b), we have ∂Uf

∂ξs
= 0,

∂Uf
∂y = 2y⊤Pf , ∂H

∂ξs
= [−A−1

33 A31 −A−1
33 A32 0 0 ], ∂Uf

∂ef
=

2γfϕf (τf )Wf (κf , ef )
∂Wf

∂ef
, and ∂k̃

∂ξs
=

[ [
A
pf
x 0

0 A
cf
x

]
0 0 0

]
.

Then along the same line as (C.4), we can show that
there exist a matrix Λb2 , a symmetric matrix Λb3 and
b2, b3 ≥ 0 such that〈

∂Uf
∂ξs

− ∂Uf
∂y

∂H
∂ξs

− ∂Uf
∂ef

∂k̃
∂ξs

, F ys (x, y, es, ef )
〉

≤
[

|x|
|es|

]⊤
Λb2

[
|y|
|ef |

]
+

[
|y|
|ef |

]⊤
Λb3

[
|y|
|ef |

]
≤b2ψs (|(x, es)|)ψf (|(y, ef )|) + b3ψ

2
f (|(y, ef )|) ,

(C.5)

where b2 =
√
λmax(Λ⊤

b2
Λb2), b3 = λmax(Λb3), which im-

plies the inequality (27b) is satisfied.
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