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Abstract

Power grid, communications, computer and product reticulation networks are frequently layered or subdivided by design. The OSI seven-
layer computer network model and the electrical grid division into generation, transmission, distribution and associated markets are cases in
point. The layering divides responsibilities and can be driven by operational, commercial, regulatory and privacy concerns. From a control
context, a layer, or part of a layer, in a network isolates the authority to manage, i.e. control, a dynamic system with connections into unknown
parts of the network. The topology of these connections is fully prescribed but the interconnecting signals, currents in the case of power grids
and bandwidths in communications, are largely unavailable, through lack of sensing and even prohibition. Accordingly, one is driven to
simultaneous input and state estimation methods. This is the province of this paper, guided by the structure of these network problems. We
study a class of algorithms for this joint task, which has the unfortunate issue of inverting a subsystem, which if it has unstable transmission
zeros leads to an unstable and unimplementable estimator. Two modifications to the algorithm to ameliorate this problem were recently
proposed involving replacing the troublesome subsystem with its outer factor from its inner-outer factorization or using a high-variance
white signal model for the unknown inputs. The outer factor has only stable transmission zeros and so is stably invertible. Here, we establish
the connections between the original estimation problem for state and input signal and the outputs/estimates from the algorithm applied solely
to the outer factor. It is demonstrated that the state of the outer factor and that of the original system asymptotically coincide and that the
estimate of the input signal to the outer factor has asymptotically stationary second-order statistics which are in one-to-one correspondence
with those of the input signal to the original system, when this signal is itself stationary. Thus, the simultaneous input and state estimation
algorithm applied just to the outer factor yields an unbiased state estimate for control and the statistics of the interface signals. We also show
that the outer factor algorithm is the limit of the high-variance strategy, which yields an even simpler approach and implementation.

Key words: State estimation, input estimation, inner-outer factorization, network estimation, strong observability

1 Introduction

By design, networks involve multiple agents and operators who interact via the network links. Frequently, these multiple
players are constrained to operate in only part of the overall network with responsibility solely for their section. Interactions
with other denizens of the network occur through connections and the signals impinging there on the local section from
these other operators. We assume that the operator knows their own system dynamics and the topology of interconnections
to other operators. But they have no knowledge of the dynamics on the other side of these connections nor do they measure
all the interconnection signals. In a power grid, where layering into generation, transmission, distribution, etc occurs, the
generator operator should: know the dynamics of their generators and local synchronous machines; possess a set of available
measurements from within their section; and, have knowledge of where connections to other parts of the network occur, i.e. the
buses where current is delivered to other levels of the network. Knowledge of these currents, unless they are directly measured,
is not available nor is knowledge of the dynamics causing the currents outside the immediate section. We refer to this as the
known part of the network. Such a network division is depicted for a simple power system in Figure 1.

In this scenario, the control of dynamic elements in the known part requires estimating their states and this is affected by
the presence of disturbances arriving at the specified points of interconnection to the rest of the network. This joint problem
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Fig. 1. From [1]: nine-bus power system with division into known part, Buses 1, 2 and 4 plus associated machines and Load 4, and unknown
part by a circuit cut. Currents entering Buses 1 and 2 from the transmission lines on the unknown side comprise unknown input signal dt.

of unbiased and least-squares estimation of both state and unknown input signal vectors has been studied under the general
heading of Simultaneous Input and State Estimation (SISE) [2,3,4,5,6,7,8].

Our model of the known part of the network is

P (z) : xt+1 = Axt +Gdt + wt, x0, (1)
yt = Cxt +Hdt + vt. (2)

Since the system is linear, we have suppressed the presence of control and other known additive signals entering the sys-
tem. Similarly, we have not included other modeled additive disturbances beyond dt. Both can be directly incorporated using
linearity.

In (1)-(2), xt ∈ Rn is the state of our piece of the network, dt ∈ Rm is the unknown input signal impinging on our part of the
network from other sources, wt ∈ Rn is the process noise taken to be white, zero mean, and of covariance Q, vt ∈ Rp is the
measurement noise also taken to be white, zero-mean and of covariance R, yt ∈ Rp is the vector of measured system signals
in the known part. Quantities xo, wt, vt and dt are independent. We take the system to be linear and time-invariant for clarity
and because these requirements are needed for the stability properties of the SISE algorithms.

There are variations on the SISE algorithm depending on the delay properties of P (z). When H = 0 and rank(CG) = m, the
algorithm from [3] applies.

Xt = APt−1A
T +Q, (3)

Kt = XtC
T (CXtC

T +R)−1, (4)

Mt = [GTCT (CXtC
T +R)−1CG]−1GTCT (CXtC

T +R)−1, (5)

Pt = (I −KtC)
[
(I −GMtC)Xt(I −GMtC)T +GMtRMT

t GT
]
+KtRMT

t GT , (6)

d̂t−1|t = Mt(yt − CAx̂t−1|t−1), (7)

x̂t|t = Ax̂t−1|t−1 +Gd̂t−1|t +Kt(yt − CAx̂t−1|t−1 − CGd̂t−1|t), (8)
cov(xt|Yt) = Pt, (9)

When rank(H) = m, a different variant is used. In more general cases, the ULISE algorithm of [6] or that of [7] based on
strong detectability conditions can be used.

The important feature of the set of SISE algorithms, however, is that, since no explicit dynamic model is assumed for dt,
the methods proceed firstly by inverting P (z) for d̂t−1|t or d̂t|t and thereafter estimating or simulating the state xt using the
dt estimate and, if p > m, the additional outputs. Accordingly, the stability of SISE algorithms is compromised when P (z)
possesses transmission zeros outside the unit circle [6,9]. This instability can be ameliorated for these algorithms only by
having sufficient additional measurements, i.e. p being sufficiently greater than m, that a detectability condition holds.
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However, in [9] two workarounds are proposed to guarantee stability of a modified SISE even when P (z) has transmission
zeros outside the unit circle.

High-D Kalman filtering: It is shown in [10] that SISE coincides precisely with the Kalman filter with R > 0 and dt taken
as white, independent from x0, wt and vt and with covariance D with D−1 = 0. That is, SISE is singular Kalman filtering
[11,12]. The proposal in [9] is to implement the standard Kalman filter based on white dt with large D. That is, with
process noise covariance GDG⊤ + Q. This filter is guaranteed stable under the usual conditions of R > 0 and [A,Q]
stabilizable. Although this comes at the price of small (dependent on D−1) bias in the estimation of dt.

Inner-outer factorization: Plant P (z) is factored into its inner and outer parts P (z) = Po(z)Pi(z), with Pi(z) being inner,
i.e. a stable all-pass function, and Po(z) being outer, i.e. stable with stable transmission zeros. The SISE algorithm (3)-(9)
is applied to Po(z) in place of P (z). The signal ft = Pi(s)dt is estimated in place of dt.

The contribution of this paper is to show that:

(i) the states of P (z) and Po(z) asymptotically coincide so the state estimate, x̂t|t, from stable SISE applied to Po(z) is an
asymptotically unbiased estimate of the state of P (z);

(ii) when dt is stationary, the second-order statistics of dt are simply recoverable from those of the input ft estimates from
Po(z);

(iii) the two workaround methods coincide.

Notation

RH∞ denotes the set of proper rational matrices analytic in |z|≥ 1. For rational matrix P (z), its paraconjugate is P (z)∼ =

P
(
z−1

)∗
, where ·∗ denotes Hermitian conjugate. Denote the transpose operation by P⊤(z). For P (z) in RH∞, P (z) is inner

if P (z)P (z)∼ = I and P (z) is outer if it has full column rank for every z in |z|≥ 1. The MacMillan degree, δ(P ), of
transfer function P (z) is the minimal state dimension for a realization of P (z) [13,14,15]. Transfer function P (z) is regular if
δ(PP∼) = 2δ(P ). Transfer function R(z) is a spectral factor of PP∼ if RR∼ = PP∼ with R in RH∞ and column rankR(z)
full for all z in |z|≥ 1. Note that, since we are focused on estimation, our definitions of inner, outer, spectral factorization and
inner-outer factorization are transposed from their usual definitions in robust control.

2 Inner-outer factorization for state estimation

For p × m transfer function P (z) in RH∞, inner-outer factorization (for state estimation) writes P (z) = Po(z)Pi(z) with
Pi(z) being r ×m, r ≤ p, and inner, i.e. Pi(z)Pi(z)

∼ = Ir, and Po(z) being p× r and outer. A scalar clarifying example is
in order. Consider

P (z) =
(z − 2)(z − 3)(z − 0.9)(z − 0.8)

(z − 1
2 )(z − 0.7)(z + j 1

2 )(z − j 1
2 )

=

Po(z)︷ ︸︸ ︷
6(z − 1

3 )(z − 0.9)(z − 0.8)

(z − 0.7)(z + j 1
2 )(z − j 1

2 )
×

Pi(z)︷ ︸︸ ︷
(z − 2)

2(z − 1
2 )

× (z − 3)

3(z − 1
3 )

,

Pi(z)Pi(z)
∼ =

1

6

(z − 2)(z − 3)

(z − 1
2 )(z −

1
3 )

1

6

(z−1 − 2)(z−1 − 3)

(z−1 − 1
2 )(z

−1 − 1
3 )

=
1

36

(z − 2)(z − 3)

(z − 1
2 )(z −

1
3 )

6(z − 1
3 )(z −

1
2 )

1
6 (z − 3)(z − 2)

= 1.

The outer factor, Po, has only stable poles and zeros and has δ(Po) = 3. The inner factor has stable poles and consists of two
terms. The first, z−2

2(z− 1
2 )
, is already an inner factor of P – a free inner factor according to Green [16]. Its presence is indicated

because δ(PP∼) = 6 < 2δ(P ) = 8. That is, this P is not regular as defined above. The inner term, z−3
3(z− 1

3 )
, is a non-free

inner factor of P .

With the ordering P = PiPo, this is a standard calculation in robust control [16,17,18,19]. Our ordering is simply computed
by applying the standard algorithm to P⊤(z) and the transposing the factorization.

We make the following assumption
Assumption 1. (i) P (z) is stable, i.e. P (z) ∈ RH∞.
(ii) P (z) is regular, i..e. δ(PP∼) = 2δ(P ).

(iii) Realization [A,G,C,H] is minimal.
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(iv) [A,Q] is reachable, R > 0.

We have the following from the Appendix, converted to discrete time and transposed to reorder the factors and, thereby, to
focus on observability in place of reachability. Here ℓ is the number of unstable transmission zeros of P .
Theorem 1 (From Appendix). For regular P (z) in RH∞ and inner-outer factorization P (z) = Po(z)Pi(z) with δ(Pi) = ℓ,

(i) If P (z) has minimal state-variable realization H + C(zI − A)−1G then Po(z) has minimal state-variable realization
Ho + C(zI −A)−1Go. That is, with identical A and C to those of P .

(ii) The state-space realization of the inner factor Pi(z) = U⊤ + B̂⊤(sI − Â⊤)Ĉ⊤ is minimal.
(iii) n = δ(P ) = δ(Po) ≤ δ(Po) + δ(Pi) = n+ ℓ, with equality only when δ(Pi) = 0, i.e. P = Po.
(iv) The full state of the outer factor Po is observable 2 from output yt and an ℓ-dimensional subspace, comprising the states

of the inner factor Pi(z), is unobservable from the output of P .
(v) The unobservable modes are at the eigenvalues of Â⊤, which are stable by construction and lie at the inverses of the

transmission zeros of P (s) outside the unit disc.

3 State estimation using the outer factor

Consider the plant given by (1)-(2)

P (z) : xt+1 = Axt +Gdt + wt, x0,

yt = Cxt +Hdt + vt,

and its outer-factor

Po(z) : xo
t+1 = Axo

t +Goft + wt, x
o
0, (10)

yt = Cxo
t +Hoft + vt, (11)

where ft is the output of the inner factor driven by dt.

Pi(z) : xi
t+1 = Aix

i
t +Gidt, xi

0, (12)

ft = Cix
i
t +Hidt. (13)

Lemma 1. Denote the observability Gramian of [A,C] as

Wo(N) =

N−1∑
j=0

A⊤j

C⊤CAj . (14)

Define the signals

ýt = yt −

Hdt + vt +

N−1∑
j=0

CAN−1−j(Gdt−j + wt−j)

 , (15)

ỳt = yt −

Hoft + vt +

N−1∑
j=0

CAN−1−j(Goft−j + wt−j)

 . (16)

2 Note that this usage of observability for stochastic systems relies on the formal definition in [20], which subsumes the more usual deter-
ministic concept of observability. Particularly, the role of the system input signal in state estimation is central to understanding observability.
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Then, for any t ≥ N ≥ n, the state dimension, Wo(N) is invertible and

xt−N+1 = Wo(N)−1
N−1∑
j=0

A⊤N−1−j

C⊤ýt−j ., (17)

xo
t−N+1 = Wo(N)−1

N−1∑
j=0

A⊤N−1−j

C⊤ỳt−j . (18)

Proof. The invertibility of the observability Gramian follows from the minimality of the state-variable realizations for P and
Po. From the state equation, we have 

ýt−N+1

ýt−N+2

...

ýt

 =


C

CA
...

CAN−1

xt−N+1,

[
C⊤ A⊤C⊤ . . . A⊤N−1

]

ýt−N+1

ýt−N+2

...

ýt

 =
[
C⊤ A⊤C⊤ . . . A⊤N−1

]


C

CA
...

CAN−1

xt−N+1,

N−1∑
j=0

A⊤N−1−j

C⊤ýt−j . = Wo(N)xt−N+1.

The proof for the x0
t calculation is analogous.

Lemma 2. The inner-outer factorization P (s) = Po(s)Pi(s) and unobservability of xi
t imply that

Hdt +

N−1∑
j=0

CAN−1−jGdt−j = Hoft +

N−1∑
j=0

CAN−1−jGoft−j + κtα
t,

where |κt| is uniformly bounded and α is the maximal modulus eigenvalue of Â.

Proof. The output, yt, of P (z) with input signal dt is

yt = CAtx0 +Hdt +

t−1∑
j=0

CAt−jGdj .

Similarly, the output, yot , of Po(z) with input ft = CiA
t
ix

i
0 +Hidt +

∑t−1
j=0 CiA

t−j
i Gidj is

yot = CAtxo
0 +Hoft +

t−1∑
j=0

CAt−jGofj ,

= CAtxo
0 +Hdt +

t−1∑
j=0

CAt−jGdj .

This latter equality follows two reasons.
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(1) The factorization, P (z) = Po(z)Pi(z), states that the convolution of the impulse response of Po with that of Pi yields
the impulse response of P , term by term. So, the zero-state response of Po driven by the zero-state response of Pi with
input dt is identical with the zero-state response of P driven by dt. What remains to be handled are the responses to the
non-zero initial states, x0, xo

0 and xi
0.

(2) The construction in the Appendix to yield (28)-(29) shows that the impulse response of the transformed non-minimal state
realization (28)-(29) has ℓ-dimensional subspace xi

t unobservable. This state component does not affect yt and evolves
according to Â⊤.

Theorem 2. As t → ∞, the state, xo
t , of Po(z) converges exponentially fast to the state, xt, of P (z) with a rate determined by

the maximal modulus eigenvalue of A.

Proof. From Lemma 2 and using (15)-(16), the signals ýt and ỳt converge exponentially fast in t. Thus, the states, which satisfy
identities (17) and (18), converge.

The upshot of this result is that the state of P (z) driven by (dt, wt) and the state of Po(z) driven by (ft, wt) asymptotically
coincide. Hence, using SISE on yt to produce estimates of ft and xo

t yields estimates of ft and of the state xt.

4 Input estimation using the outer factor

The results of the earlier section show that the states of P (z) and Po(z) are asymptotically identical. So, applying the SISE
estimator to Po(z), since it has no unstable transmission zeros, yields a stable estimator for the state, xt, of P (z). The input
estimated by this well behaved SISE filter is, however, not dt but its filtered version ft = Pi(z)dt. Since Pi is inner, there are
direct invertible relations between the second-order statistics of ft and those of dt, as will be derived shortly. Although, since
Pi is not stably invertible, one cannot recover dt from ft by stable filtering.

As we outline in the introduction, the network context can dictate that direct measurement of connection signals cannot be
made for privacy or commercial concerns. However, the statistics of these signals are required for plant sizing and operational
reasons. The following theorem demonstrates the connection between the second-order statistics of ft and those of dt.

Standard results on stationary stochastic processes [21] yield the following connections.
Theorem 3. Suppose stationary m-vector signal dt has mean value, autocovariance function and power spectral density as
follows.

d̄ = E(dt),

Rdd(τ) = E
[(
dt − d̄

) (
dt+τ − d̄

)⊤]
,

Φdd(ω) = F [Rdd(τ)] ,

where F [·] is the discrete-time Fourier transform. For inner filter Pi(z), the r-vector filtered signal ft = Pi(z)dt is asymptoti-
cally stationary with mean, power spectral density and covariance

f̄ ≜ E(ft) = Pi(1)d̄,

Φff(ω) = F
[
E
[(
ft − f̄

) (
ft+τ − f̄

)⊤]]
,

= Pi(e
jω)Φdd(ω)P

⊤
i (e−jω),

Rff(τ) = F−1
[
Φff(ω)

]
.

Further,

d̄ = P⊤
i (1)f̄ ,

Φdd(ω) = P⊤
i (e−jω)Φff(ω)Pi(e

jω),

Rdd(τ) = F−1 [Φdd(ω)] .

So, the steady-state second-order statistics of dt are simply recovered from those of ft and vice versa.
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5 High-D filtering and outer factors

The high-D filter with p, the number of outputs, greater than m, the number of dt inputs, may be solved using the sequential
decomposition of Priel and Shaked for the partially singular filtering problem [12]. The decomposition transforms the output

into two signals
[
y⊤1 y⊤2

]⊤
=

[
C⊤

1 C⊤
2

]⊤
x with m ×m matrix C1G invertible. The process noise variance for the filtering

problem with output signal y1 is GDG⊤ +R. When D increases without bound, the R term becomes unimportant and we are
left with a fully singular filtering problem, whose solution is known. The other measurements, y2, can then be incorporated in
a standard fashion, effectively as a further measurement update to the state estimate based on y1.

To appreciate the invertible-C1G solution, it is useful to consider the Return Difference Equality or spectral factorization
formulation of optimal estimation. The Kalman filtering version of this equality is derived in [22, Chapter 5]. For a plant
described by matrices A and C with process noise covariance R and measurement noise covariance R,

R+ C(zI −A)−1Q(z−1I −A⊤)−1C⊤ = [I + C(zI −A)−1L](CΣC⊤ +R)[I + L⊤(z−1I −A⊤)−1C⊤], (19)

where Σ is the positive definite solution of the prediction Algebraic Riccati Equation, i.e. the covariance of the state prediction
error, and L is the Kalman predictor gain AΣC⊤(CΣC⊤ +R)−1.

Note also the identity regarding the right-hand-side factor above.[
I + C(zI −A)−1L

]−1
= I − C(zI −A+ LC)−1L. (20)

This latter transfer function is that from output measurement yt to innovations sequence in the Kalman predictor.

x̂t|t−1 = (A− LC)x̂t|t−1 + Lyt,

yt − ŷt|t−1 = yt − Cx̂t|t−1.

So, the Return Difference Inequality (19) links the additive terms on the left side dealing with the estimation problem statement,
[A,C,Q,R], and the multiplicative terms on the right-hand side, which define gain L and prediction error covariance Σ. The
factoring of the additive left side to yield the multiplicative right side is the link between spectral factorization and optimal
filtering [23].

For y1 = C1x as the measurement m-vector and as pointed out in [12], the filtered error covariance, St, and the predicted error
covariance, Σt, satisfy S−1 = Σ−1 + C1R

−1C⊤
1 and Σ = ASA⊤ + GDG⊤. With R fixed and D unbounded, C1ΣC1 tends

to C1GDG⊤C⊤
1 and (19) becomes.

R+ C1(zI −A)−1GDG⊤(z−1I −A⊤)−1C⊤
1 = [I + C1(zI −A)−1L](C1GDG⊤C⊤

1 +R)[I + L⊤(z−1I −A⊤)−1C⊤].

Take C1(zI −A)−1G = P (z) = Po(z)Pi(z) and D = ϵ−1Im for ϵ → 0 (In [10], the high-D filter is shown to be identical for
any D being rank m and D−1 → 0.) then we have

Po(z)Pi(z)DP∼
i (z)P∼

o (z) = [I + C1(zI −A)−1L]C1GDG⊤C⊤
1 [I + L(zI −A)−1C]∼,

ϵ−1Po(z)Pi(z)P
∼
i (z)P∼

o (z) = ϵ−1[I + C1(zI −A)−1L]C1GG⊤C⊤
1 [I + L(zI −A)−1C]∼,

Po(z)Po(z)
∼ =

{
[I + C1(zI −A)−1L]C1G

}{
[I + C1(zI −A)−1L]C1G

}∼
.

The corresponding stable-transmission-zero spectral factor corresponds to Po(z). From this fully singular filter, one then pro-
ceeds per [12] to develop the partially singular filter with additional measurement y2.
Theorem 4. Fixing R > 0 and taking Q = GDG⊤+Q = ϵ−1GDGT +Q with D rankm and ϵ → 0 yields the Kalman filter
for Po(z), the outer factor of P (s). This filter is stable.

Remark There are control counterparts, which are analyzed in revealing detail in [24] for the minimum-variance scalar control
problem, the dual to our singular filtering problem here. Other authors have written in detail about singular optimal control, see
[25,26]. In [1] D is taken as 106 Im for a power systems example. Such a value did not create solution accuracy issues for the
algebraic Riccati equation.
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6 Conclusions

The principal objective of this paper is to tie together and provide theoretical support for the SISE algorithm workarounds to
avoid stability problems in applying these methods in network contexts, where the information architecture requires simultane-
ous input and state estimation, i.e. SISE, in order to effect local control and/or estimate interactions. Input estimation problems
abound in many domains, notably in instrument deconvolution [27,8]. But networks would appear to be especially fruitful
because of the independence and heterogeneity of the agents operating across the networks and the absence of knowledge of
their motives and behaviors. However, the known stability issue of SISE algorithms is an immediate impediment.

The results in this paper validate the use of guaranteed stable SISE estimators using the outer-factor of the plant system. The
states of the original system and of its outer factor are proven to be asymptotically identical. Further, the all-pass-filtered
interconnection signal, ft, constructed by this stable method is shown to maintain the second-order statistics of the original
signals, dt. So, this application might even have privacy advantages.

The final piece of the puzzle, that the inner-outer factorization and the high-D approaches coincide, actually suggests avoiding
the problematic SISE algorithms all together and using the standard Kalman filter with a special choice of process noise
covariance. These approaches have been applied successfully in partially known power systems [1].

Appendix – On Green’s inner-outer factorization, P = PiPo, and its state estimation variant, P = PoPi

We take the slightly circuitous route of transforming to continuous time for the analysis of inner-outer factorization. We do
this because, despite the existence of many papers detailing the discrete-time calculation of inner-outer factorizations, see e.g.
[28,29,30,31], Green’s work in continuous-time focuses on delivering minimal realizations of each factor. We appeal to this
property to analyze reachability here. Note, Green computes the usual (control) inner-outer factorization ordering P (s) =
Pi(s)Po(s), which differs from ours. Also, in continuous time, RH∞ denotes the set of proper rational matrices analytic in
Re(s) > 0. For rational matrix P (s), P∼(s) = P ∗(−s̄) is the paraconjugate with ·̄ being complex conjugation. For P (s) in
RH∞, P (s) is inner if P∼(s)P (s) = I and P (s) is outer if it has full row rank for every s in Re(s) > 0. Corresponding
definitions of MacMillan degree, regular, and spectral factor apply. We rely on the Tustin transformation between the two time
domains to carry these results back to discrete time.

A.I Tustin transformation between discrete and continuous time domains

The Tustin transform, an instance of the more general Möbius transformation, maps between the discrete-time complex z plane
and the continuous-time complex s-plane and is scaled by ω0 = 1

T where T is the sampling time.

z =
ω0 + s

ω0 − s
, and s = ω0

z − 1

z + 1
. (21)

Proper discrete state-space transfer function H(z) transforms to proper continuous transfer function G(s) as follows.

H(z) = D + C(zI −A)−1B =⇒ G(s) = D̄ + C̄(sI − Ā)−1B̄ with


Ā = ω0(A− I)(A+ I)−1,

B̄ =
√
2ω0(I +A)−1B,

C̄ =
√
2ω0C(I +A)−1,

D̄ = D − C(I +A)−1B.

(22)

Lemma 3. The Tustin transformation preserves innerness and outerness.

Proof. The Tustin transformation maps the inside of the unit disc in the z-plane to the left half-plane in s, and vice versa. So
stability is preserved under the transformation, as is outerness, since these properties relate solely to the location of poles and
zeros with relation to the stability boundary.

With H(z) = D + C(zI −A)−1B,

H(z−1) = (D − CA−1B)− CA−1(zI −A−1)−1A−1B.
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Applying (22), the corresponding transformed Ğ(s) = D̆ + C̆(sI − Ă)−1B̆ will have

Ă = ω0(A
−1 − I)(A−1 + I)−1 = −ω0(A− I)(A+ I)−1,

B̆ =
√
2ω0(I +A1)−1 =

√
2ω0(I +A)−1B,

C̆ = −
√
2ω0CA−1(I +A−1)−1 = −

√
2ω0C(I +A)−1,

D̆ = D − CA−1B + CA−1(I +A−1)−1A−1B,

= D − C
[
A−1 −A−1(I +A−1)−1A−1

]
B,

= D − C
[
A−1 − (I +A)−1A−1

]
,

= D − C(I +A)−1
[
(I +A)A−1 −A−1

]
B,

= D − C(I +A)−1B.

That is, Ğ(s) = G(−s). So, if H(z)∼H(z) = I then G(s)∼G(s) = I . So innerness is also preserved.

A.II Green’s algorithm from robust control: P (s) = Pi(s)Po(s)

Michael Green [16] provides an explicit computational algorithm for the calculation of the inner-outer factorization P (s) =
Pi(s)Po(s) with P in RH∞. Inner-outer factorization is unique up to inclusion of a arbitrary unitary matrix between the terms.
Green’s algorithm begins with a minimal state-space realization of P (s) and yields minimal state-space realizations of both
Pi(s) and Po(s). We note, however, that, in general, the composite state-space realization of the product Pi(s)Po(s) is non-
minimal but stabilizable; a property we exploit in the paper. Green distinguishes between transfer functions with free inner
factors, as explained earlier in the paper, and regular transfer functions. Our problem of network estimation assumes that the
transfer function P is regular. Otherwise, there is a dimension mismatch between then state of Po and that of P .

Take P (s) = D + C(sI − A)−1B as a minimal state-space realization of m× p transfer function P (s), which we assume to
be stable and regular.

(1) Compute the observability Gramian Q = Q∗ > 0 of P satisfying

QA+A∗Q+ C∗C = 0.

(2) Compute Po(s) as the spectral factor of P∼P . Since P is regular, δ(Po) = δ(P ). The dimensions of Po are r × p with
r ≤ m. This factor has the following minimal state-space realization.

Po(s) = J +H(sI −A)−1B.

(3) Compute the observability Gramian X = X∗ > 0 of Po satisfying

XA+A∗X +H∗H = 0.

[Note that X ≤ Q and ℓ =rank(X −Q) is the number of transmission zeros of P (s) in Re(s) > 0.]
(4) Find unitary (for us, orthogonal) transformation, V with V ∗ = V −1, such that

V (Q−X)V ∗ =

[
0 0

0 Σ

]
,

with ℓ× ℓ matrix Σ > 0. Many matrix decompositions yield this.
(5) Transform and partition the state matrices as follows.

V AV −1 =

[
A11 A12

A21 A22

]
, V B =

[
B1

B2

]
, CV −1 =

[
C1 C2

]
, HV −1 =

[
H1 H2

]
.

So that A11, B1 have n− ℓ rows, C1 and H1 have n− ℓ columns, etc.
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(6) Find p× r matrix U such that U∗U = Ir and [
C1 D

]
= U

[
H1 J

]
.

(7) Then

Ĉ = UH2 − C2 (p× ℓ),

B̂ = Σ−1(C∗
2U −H∗

2 ) (ℓ× r),

Â = A22 + B̂H2 (ℓ× ℓ),

yields p× r

Pi(s) = U + Ĉ(sI − Â)−1B̂ (p× r), (23)

with Pi(s) inner and P (s) = Pi(s)Po(s).

Using Green’s construction, we have the following result.
Theorem 5 (Green [16] plus minor extensions). For regular P (s) in RH∞ and inner-outer factorization P (s) = Pi(s)Po(s)
as above with δ(Pi) = ℓ, the following properties hold.

(i) If P (s) has minimal state-variable realization D + C(sI − A)−1B then Po(s) has minimal state-variable realization
J +H(sI −A)−1B.

(ii) The state-space realization (23) of inner factor, Pi(s) = U + Ĉ(sI − Â)−1B̂, is minimal.
(iii) δ(P ) = δ(Po) ≤ δ(Po) + δ(Pi), with equality only when δ(Pi) = 0.
(iv) The full state, xo, of Po(s) is reachable from the input to P (s) and an ℓ-dimensional subspace, comprising the sum of the

states of Pi and a linear combinations of the states of Po, is unreachable from the input to P (s).
(v) The unreachable modes lie at the eigenvalues of Â and so are stable. These mode values are the negatives of the right

half-plane transmission zeros of P (s). The reachable modes are at the eigenvalues of A.

Proof. Green establishes Part (i) for regular P (s). Part (ii) is his central result. Part (iii) follows from the regularity of P (s)
and the properties of MacMillan degree. For Part (iv), consider the state-variable realization of Pi(s)Po(s).

[
ẋo

ẋi

]
=

[
A 0

B̂H Â

][
xo

xi

]
+

[
B

B̂J

]
u,

ẋo
1

ẋo
2

ẋi

 =


A11 A12 0

A21 A22 0

B̂H1 B̂H2 Â



xo
1

xo
2

xi

+


B1

B2

B̂J

u,

y =
[
UH Ĉ

] [xo

xi

]
+ UJu.

Substituting from Green: [16, (3.17)], A21 = −B̂H1; [16, (3.19)], B2 = −B̂J ; and the definition of Â above


ẋo
1

ẋo
2

ẋi

 =


A11 A12 0

A21 A22 0

−A21 Â−A22 Â



xo
1

xo
2

xi

+


B1

B2

−B2

u,
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Applying the state transformation


xo
1

xo
2

xi + xo
2

 =


I 0 0

0 I 0

0 I I



xo
1

xo
2

xi

 =


I 0 0

0 I 0

0 −I I


−1 

xo
1

xo
2

xi

 yields


ẋo
1

ẋo
2

ẋi + ẋo
2

 =


A11 A12 0

A21 A22 0

0 0 Â




xo
1

xo
2

xi + xo
2

+


B1

B2

0

u, (24)

which establishes the result on unreachability of the ℓ-dimensional subspace spanned by xi+xo
2 and the associated eigenvalues

of Â.

A.III State estimation variant of Green’s algorithm: P (s) = Po(s)Pi(s).

For clarity, adopt the notation P (s) = D + C(sI − A)−1B for the state-variable realization of P . Then, applying Green’s
construction [16] above to P⊤,

P⊤(s) = D⊤ +B⊤(sI −A⊤)−1C⊤,

= Pi(s)Po(s),

=
[
U + Ĉ(sI − Â)−1B̂

]
.
[
J +H(sI −A⊤)−1C⊤

]
,

P (s) = P⊤
o (s)P⊤

i (s),

=
[
J⊤ + C(sI −A)−1H⊤] . [U⊤ + B̂⊤(sI − Â⊤)−1Ĉ⊤

]
.

Write the state-variable realization of this latter product.

ẋi = Â⊤xi + Ĉ⊤u,

fi = B̂⊤xi + U⊤u,

ẋo = Axo +H⊤fi, (25)

= Axo +H⊤B̂⊤xi +H⊤U⊤u,

y = Cxo + J⊤fi,

= Cxo + J⊤B̂⊤xi + J⊤U⊤u,[
ẋi

ẋo

]
=

[
Â⊤ 0

H⊤B̂⊤ A

][
xi

xo

]
+

[
Ĉ⊤

H⊤U⊤

]
u, (26)

y =
[
J⊤B̂⊤ C

] [xi

xo

]
+ J⊤U⊤u. (27)

Here are Green’s seven steps applied to P⊤(s) with realization (A⊤,C⊤,B⊤,D⊤).

[1] Compute the observability Gramian, Q, of P⊤: QA⊤ +AQ+BB⊤ = 0.
[2] Compute the spectral factor of (P⊤)∼P⊤: Po(s) = J +H(sI −A⊤)−1C⊤.

[3] Compute the observability Gramian, X , of Po: XA⊤ +AX +H⊤H = 0.

[4] Find orthogonal V so that: V (Q−X)V −1 =

[
0 0

0 Σ

]
.
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[5] Transform and partition: VA⊤V −1 =

[
A⊤

11 A⊤
21

A⊤
12 A⊤

22

]
, V C⊤ =

[
C⊤
1

C⊤
2

]
, B⊤V −1 =

[
B⊤

1 B⊤
2

]
,

HV −1 =
[
H1 H2

]
.

[6] Find U with U⊤U = I and:
[
B⊤

1 D⊤
]
= U

[
H1 J

]
.

[7] Inner factor: Ĉ = UH2 −B⊤
2 , B̂ = Σ−1(B2U −H⊤

2 ), Â = A⊤
22 + B̂H2.

From here, (26)-(27) become

[
ẋi

ẋo

]
=

[
Â⊤ 0

H⊤B̂⊤ A

][
xi

xo

]
+

[
Ĉ⊤

H⊤U⊤

]
u,

ẋi

ẋo1

ẋo2

 =


Â⊤ 0 0

H⊤
1 B̂⊤ A11 A12

H⊤
2 B̂⊤ A21 A22



xi

xo1

xo2

+


Ĉ⊤

H⊤
1 U⊤

H⊤
2 U⊤

u,

y =
[
J⊤B̂⊤ C

] [xi

xo

]
+ J⊤U⊤u,

=
[
J⊤B̂⊤ C1 C2

]
xi

xo1

xo2

+ J⊤U⊤u.

Make the following substitutions from the algorithm.

H⊤
1 B̂⊤ = −A12 [16, (3.17)] H⊤

1 U⊤ = B1 Step [6]

H⊤
2 B̂⊤ = Â⊤ −A22 Step [7] H⊤

2 U⊤ = Ĉ⊤ +B2 Step [7]

J⊤B̂⊤ = −C2 [16, (3.19)] J⊤U⊤ = D Step [6]
This yields


ẋi

ẋo1

ẋo2

 =


Â⊤ 0 0

−A12 A11 A12

Â⊤ −A22 A21 A22



xi

xo1

xo2

+


Ĉ⊤

B1

Ĉ⊤ +B2

u,

y =
[
−C2 C1 C2

]
xi

xo1

xo2

+Du.

Next transform the state


xi

xo1

xo2 − xi

 =


I 0 0

0 I 0

−I 0 I



xi

xo1

xo2
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Then 
ẋi

ẋo1

ẋo2 − ẋi

 =


I 0 0

0 I 0

−I 0 I




Â⊤ 0 0

−A12 A11 A12

Â⊤ −A22 A21 A22



I 0 0

0 I 0

I 0 I




xi

xo1

xo2 − xi

+


I 0 0

0 I 0

−I 0 I




Ĉ⊤

B1

Ĉ⊤ +B2

u,

=


Â⊤ 0 0

0 A11 A12

0 A21 A22




xi

xo1

xo2 − xi

+


Ĉ⊤

B1

B2

u, (28)

y =
[
−C2 C1 C2

]
I 0 0

0 I 0

I 0 I




xi

xo1

xo2 − xi

+ J⊤U⊤u,

=
[
0 C1 C2

]
xi

xo1

xo2 − xi

+Du. (29)

Remarks

i. The state of the inner factor, xi, is unobservable. This means that the output measurements, yt, cannot improve estimation
quality versus the simulation-based estimator

˙̂xi = Â⊤x̂i + Ĉ⊤u.

See [20] for an appreciation of stochastic observability.
ii. In a stochastic formulation such as (1)-(2) with process noise wt and given the analysis of [10] which demonstrates that

SISE arises as the limit that dt is white noise of unbounded covariance, there is no benefit to: modeling wt as affecting
the xi state component in a non-minimal description; or, in taking an initial xi-state covariance as non-zero. Accordingly,
x̂i is exact.

iii. For this non-minimal state-space realization (28)-(29), the state of the outer factor is completely observable and involves
the estimate x̂i computed as immediately above with ut = dt and the measurements yt along with other known or
modeled inputs signals.

iv. From (28)-(29), we recover the minimal state-space realization P (s) = D + C(sI −A)−1B. Theorem 2 shows that the
state of this system is asymptotically identical to the state of the outer factor.
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