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Abstract— Leveraging populations of thermostatically con-
trolled loads could provide vast storage capacity to the grid.
To realize this potential, their flexibility must be accurately
aggregated and represented to the system operator as a single,
controllable virtual device. Mathematically this is computed
by calculating the Minkowski sum of the individual flexibility
of each of the devices. Previous work showed how to exactly
characterize the flexibility of lossless storage devices as general-
ized polymatroids-a family of polytope that enable an efficient
computation of the Minkowski sum. In this paper we build
on these results to encompass devices with dissipative storage
dynamics. In doing so we are able to provide tractable methods
of accurately characterizing the flexibility in populations con-
sisting of a variety of heterogeneous devices. Numerical results
demonstrate that the proposed characterizations are tight.

I. INTRODUCTION

Achieving sustainable power system operation requires
deep integration of renewable energy sources. However,
many of these sources are inherently intermittent and un-
certain in their power output. To economically mitigate
these challenges, the grid must be operated with increased
flexibility to accommodate the growing share of renew-
able generation. In parallel to this, the electrification of
heating—combined with the growing adoption of HVAC
systems—is expected to significantly increase electricity de-
mand from thermostatically controlled loads (TCLs). As the
temperature of these devices is usually allowed to lie within
a dead-band around its set-point, TCLs possess a degree of
flexibility in their power consumption [1]. This flexibility
can be harnessed to mitigate intermittency and enable deeper
penetrations of renewable generation [2].

Several methods have been proposed to enable the use of
this flexibility in power systems. These approaches broadly
fall into three main paradigms: centralized, decentralized,
and hierarchical. Centralized approaches involve individual
devices communicating their operational constraints to a
central coordinator, which then solves a single, system-wide
optimization problem. While such methods can guarantee
optimality, they generally suffer from poor scalability as the
number of devices increases [3]. Decentralized approaches
such as [4], [5], mitigate these scalability challenges by
allowing devices to make decisions locally. However, the
absence of a centralized decision-making entity makes it
challenging to assign accountability for ensuring strict grid
reliability guarantees. Hierarchical approaches strike a bal-
ance between the two, whereby an aggregator manages a
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population of devices and communicates their aggregate flex-
ibility to the system operator [6]. It is within this paradigm
that this our work sits.

To make use of the flexibility in the populations they
control, it is useful for the aggregator to characterize the
set of admissible consumption profiles that the population
as a whole can take. The set of consumption profiles that
an individual TCL can take whilst satisfying its operational
constraints can be represented as a convex polytope [1]. The
aggregate flexibility of a population of devices is geometri-
cally represented by the Minkowski sum of their individual
flexibility polytopes [7]. While both active and reactive
power flexibility are considered in works such as [8] and [9],
the majority of the literature focuses on the aggregation of ac-
tive power flexibility. In general, calculating the Minkowski
sum is computationally expensive and so many of the works
in the literature have been dedicated to inner approximations
of the sum. Many of these methods introduce a base polytope
to approximate individual flexibility sets. These base sets are
selected to ensure that computing the Minkowski sum over a
collection of the approximations is computationally efficient.
In [10] homothets are used, and approximations are made by
scaling and translating the homothet, with [11] extending this
to affine transformations of the homothet. Similarly, in [12]
zonotopes are used as the base set. Permutahedra are used in
[13] and [14] when considering a populations of EVs, with
an extension to stochastic settings in [15].

Recent work established exact characterizations of in-
dividual flexibility sets as generalized polymatroids (g-
polymatroids). These are a rich class of polytopes that
possess several desirable structural properties. Of particular
relevance in this context is the fact that their Minkowski
sum can be computed efficiently. Leveraging this property,
the authors of [16] showed how to obtain exact and tractable
representations of the aggregate flexibility as the Minkowski
sum of individual sets, enabling scalable, exact character-
ization across large populations of devices. However, the
assumptions adopted in that work constrain the characteriza-
tion to devices with lossless storage dynamics. While such
assumptions are well-suited for modeling the flexibility of
storage-based resources such as electric vehicles (EVs) and
energy storage systems (ESSs), they are not appropriate for
representing the flexibility inherent in TCLs, where energy
dissipation and thermal losses play a significant role. In
this paper, we extend these methods by relaxing the as-
sumption of lossless storage dynamics, thereby generalizing
the framework to accommodate flexibility characterizations
for TCLs. This generalization enables a unified approach
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for accurately characterizing the flexibility of heterogeneous
device populations within a common aggregation framework.

To achieve this, we propose a base polytope that con-
forms to the structure of a g-polymatroid, which we use
to construct maximal inner approximations of the flexibility
sets of a TCL. The base polytopes we employ are more
expressive than those utilized in existing literature, resulting
in tighter approximations of individual flexibility sets and,
consequently, a more accurate characterization of aggregate
flexibility. Relying on the results in [16] these polytopes can
be aggregated with the flexibility sets of other TCLs and
other flexible devices. In summary, the main contributions
of this work can be summarized as follows: first, we show
how to derive maximal inner approximations of TCL flex-
ibility sets using g-polymatroids. Secondly, we show how
this characterization fits within existing g-polymatroid-based
aggregation methods.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows: in Section II,
we formulate the problem by modeling TCL dynamics,
defining flexibility sets, and introducing g-polymatroids as
a tool to tractably compute the aggregate flexibility sets.
Section III presents the construction of maximal inner g-
polymatroid approximations for the individual flexibility sets
and shows how these approximations can be aggregated
efficiently. In Section IV we benchmark our methods against
other approximations in the literature, and provide a case
study demonstrating the utility of this work, finally we
draw conclusions and provide directions for future work in
Section V.

Notation: For a vector u ∈ RT where T is a finite set and
t ∈ T , we let u(t) denote the tth component of u. Given a
set A ⊆ T , we let x(A) =

∑
t∈A u(t). Lastly,

∑
(·) denotes

both sums and Minkowski sums, depending on the context.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, we present a model for TCL power
consumption and define our notions of individual and ag-
gregate flexibility sets. We provide a brief introduction to g-
polymatroids, and formalize the problem of finding maximal
inner the aggregate flexibility set. In the following, we
consider an aggregator that exerts direct control over the
power consumption of a population of TCLs, indexed by
i ∈ N := {1, . . . , N}. The problem is formulated over
a discrete time horizon comprising T periods, indexed by
t ∈ T := {1, . . . , T}, where (for simplicity and without loss
of generality) each period has a fixed duration of unit length.

A. TCL Consumption Model

The temperature dynamics of a TCL can be modeling
using the following linear model [10]:

θ(t) = aθ(t− 1) + (1− a)(θa(t)− bp(t)), (1)

where θ(t) is the temperature and p(t) the power con-
sumption of the TCL in timestep t. θa(t) is the ambient
temperature which may be time-dependent, however for
simplicity we assume it is constant in the following and
a ∈ [0, 1) and b are model parameters that depend on the

thermal properties of the device. We have assumed the device
cools, however a similar model can be applied to heating
devices. The temperature of the device must stay within a
dead-band, ∆, around the set-point temperature θr of the
device:

θr −∆/2 ≤ θ(t) ≤ θr +∆/2 ∀t. (2)

In this model we assume the power consumption p(t) is
a continuous variable bounded by the power rating of the
device, p, i.e. p(t) ∈ [0, p]. Typically, TCLs tend to be have
on/off controllers, and so p(t) is better modeled as a binary
variable: p(t) ∈ {0, p}, however computing the flexibility of
these non-linear models is tricky. When considering large
populations of devices, modeling power consumption as
continuous leads to a good approximation [1].

After a change of variables, the temperature dynamics can
be reformulated as [10]:

x(t) = ax(t− 1) + u(t). (3)

The system is subject to the follow constraints on its state:

x ≤ x(t) ≤ x ∀t, (4)

that ensure the temperature limits of the device are not
violated. We can re-write this in terms of u(t)

x(t) ≤
t∑

s=1

at−su(s) ≤ x(t) ∀t,

where x(t) = x−atx(0) and x(t) = x−atx(0). The control
input, u(t), is constrained to lie within the interval

u ≤ u(t) ≤ u ∀t. (5)

B. Flexibility Polytopes

Now given a device with parameters (ai, xi, xi, ui, ui), we
would like to characterize the set consumption profiles it may
take without violating its temperature or power constraints.

Definition 1. For a TCL with consumption parameters
(ai, xi, xi, ui, ui), the individual flexibility set of the device,
denoted Fi is the set of all feasible consumption profiles for
the TCL:

Fi :=

u ∈ RT

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
ui(t) ≤ ui(t) ≤ ui(t), ∀t ∈ T

xi(t) ≤
t∑

s=1

at−s
i ui(s) ≤ xi(t),∀t ∈ T


As defined above, Fi is characterized by a set of linear

constraints. Due to the limits on u(t), it is clearly bounded
and so the individual flexibility sets for TCLs are all compact
convex polytopes.

Now, we consider an aggregator that has direct control
over the consumption of a collection of N devices, each
with their own consumption parameters. To make use of the
flexibility in the population they control, the aggregator needs
to characterize the set of aggregate consumption profiles the
populations as a whole may take [11].



Definition 2. The aggregate flexibility set of a population
of devices, is the set of all feasible aggregate consumption
profiles of the population:

FN :=

{
uN ∈ RT

∣∣∣∣∣uN =
∑
i∈N

ui, ui ∈ Fi ∀i ∈ N

}
.

FN is, by definition, the Minkowski sum of the individual
flexibility sets:

FN =

N∑
i

Fi. (6)

In general computing the Minkowski sum of a collection of
polytopes is NP-hard [17], and so an exact computation of
(6) is intractable. In this work, similar to [10], we instead
aim at providing maximal inner approximations of FN .

C. Generalized Polymatroids

To provide a method of approximating the aggregate
flexibility set, we will make use of g-polymatroids. These
are an expressive family of polytopes that exhibit a number
of useful properties. Notably for this work, computing the
Minkowski sum of a collection of them is efficient. Below we
provide a brief definition of their construction and introduce
a relevant theorem that will aid us in the computing (6), the
reader is referred to [18] for a complete treatment of these
polytopes.

A submodular function, b : 2T → R, is a set function
defined over subsets of a finite set T , that satisfies the
submodular property:

b(A) + b(B) ≥ b(A ∪B) + b(A ∩B).

Similarly, a supermodular function, p, can be defined by
reversing the inequality in the equation above, or equiva-
lently, as the negative of a submodular function; that is,
p = −b is supermodular if b is submodular. A pair of
super- and submodular functions can be used to generate
a g-polymatroid.

Definition 3. [18] Given a pair of super- and submodular
functions (p, b), a g-polymatroid, denoted Q(p, b), is defined
as

Q(p, b) :=
{
u ∈ RT | p(A) ≤ u(A) ≤ b(A) ∀A ⊆ T

}
.

G-polymatroids are an expressive class of polytope, that
can exactly represent a wide range of polytopes. In [16] it
was shown how they can exactly characterize the flexibility
sets for storage devices with lossless dynamics.

Theorem 1. The Minkowski sum of a collection of g-
polymatroids is given by

Q

(
N∑
i

pi,

N∑
i

bi

)
=

N∑
i

Q(pi, bi) (7)

This result provides us with a method of computing the
exact Minkowski sum for a collection of g-polymatroids. By
approximating the flexibility sets of individual TCLs as g-
polymatroids, we can use Theorem 1 to tractably compute

u(1)

u(2)

Q(pi, bi)
Fi

Fig. 1. The individual flexibility set of a TCL Fi (blue shaded region)
and its maximal inner approximation as a g-polymatroid Q(pi, bi) (green
shaded region).

approximations for the aggregate flexibility of a collection
of TCLs. Specifically, we want to find maximal inner g-
polymatroid approximations of the individual flexibility sets,
i.e.

Q(pi, bi) ⊂ Fi (8)

Here pi and bi are the super- and submodular functions
generating the maximal inner g-polymatroid of Fi. Using
these approximations and defining

pN :=

N∑
i

pi, bN :=

N∑
i

bi,

(and similarly for bnN and bnN ), we can employ Theorem 1
to provide inner and outer approximations of the aggregate
flexibility sets:

Q (pN , bN ) ⊆ F (9)

Hence, the rest of this paper is focused on finding the super-
and submodular functions that generate the maximal inner,
and minimal outer g-polymatroid approximations of Fi.

III. G-POLYMATROID APPROXIMATIONS

In this section, we derive maximal inner approximations
of the individual flexibility sets using g-polymatroids. To
this end, we first introduce a base polytope that satisfies the
structural properties of a g-polymatroid. We then formulate
an optimization problem to determine the optimal parameters
of this base polytope, such that it yields the largest possible
inner approximation of the true flexibility set. From this we
use the results in [16] to derive the associated supermodular
and submodular functions that define the g-polymatroid.
Leveraging their efficient Minkowski sum computation, we
construct inner approximations of the aggregate flexibility
set.



H

y∗(t) =
∑t

s=1 u(s)
F t

i

Fig. 2. y∗(t) is found by minimizing
∑t

s u(t) s.t. u ∈ H ∩ Ft
i

A. Base Polytope

We start by introducing a base set that will be used
to approximate Fi. A common approach in the literature
is to use a base set defined as a polytope representing
a generalized battery model. In this work we also have
the added constraint that the base set must also be a g-
polymatroid, so that we can make use of Theorem, 1. In
light of this we use a base set of the following form:

Bi(y, y) :=

u ∈ RT

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
ui ≤ u(t) ≤ ui,∀t ∈ T

y(t) ≤
t∑

s=1

u(s) ≤ y(t),∀t ∈ T


parametrized by y, y ∈ RT . This set is sufficiently expressive
to capture much of the flexibility of the individual sets,
including power and time-dependent energy constraints, and
aligns closely with the generalized battery models commonly
in the literature. Moreover, as shown in [16], polytopes of
the form of Bi are g-polymatroids. However, we note that
alternative g-polymatroids may more effectively capture the
dissipative dynamics of leaky storage devices, particularly
over extended time horizons, finding such base sets is left
as a direction for future work. Given the base polytope Bi,
our objective is to compute a maximal inner approximation
of the feasible set Fi using Bi(y, y). This entails identifying
the optimal time-dependent energy bounds y, y ∈ RT such
that Bi is contained within Fi. Unlike the homothet-based
methods commonly employed in the literature, which rely
on scaling and translating a fixed prototype set, our approach
directly optimizes over the parameters y and y. This param-
eterization provides additional degrees of freedom, enabling
the derivation of tighter approximations of Fi.

B. Inner Approximation

We now consider the construction of a maximal inner
approximation of the feasible set Fi using the parameterized
base polytope Bi(y, y). To proceed we will show how one
can iteratively compute the values of y y, in the following
we will denote their optimal values as y∗ and y∗. We begin
by introducing the following notation: let Bt(y, y) denote
the restriction of the base polytope B(y, y) to its first t

components, i.e.

Bt(y, y) :=
{
u[1:t] ∈ Rt

∣∣u ∈ B(y, y)
}
, (10)

We will use similar notation for Fi.

Lemma 1. For all t ∈ T , the optimal parameters of B(y, y)
are the solutions to

y∗(t) = min
y(t)

y(t)

s.t. y(t) ≤
t∑

s=1

u(s)

∀u ∈ F t
i

(11)

y∗(t) = max
y(t)

y(t)

s.t.
t∑

s=1

u(s) ≤ y(t)

∀u ∈ F t
i

(12)

The proof can be found in the Appendix. We can refor-
mulate (11) and (12) with the following Lemma.

Lemma 2. The computation of the optimal lower bound
y∗(t), as defined in (11), can be equivalently reformulated
as the following optimization problem:

y∗(t) = max
u∈Rt

t∑
s=1

u(s)

s.t. u ∈ H,

u ∈ F t
i ,

(13)

where the hyperplane H ⊂ Rt is defined as

H :=

{
u ∈ Rt

∣∣∣∣∣
t∑

s=1

at−su(s) = zi(t)

}
,

and zi(t) is given by

zi(t) := max

{
xi(t),

t∑
s=1

at−sui

}
.

Similarly, the optimal upper bound y∗(t), corresponding
to (12), can be reformulated as:

y∗(t) = min
u∈Rt

t∑
s=1

u(s)

s.t. u ∈ H,

u ∈ F t
i ,

(14)

where the hyperplane H ⊂ Rt is defined as

H :=

{
u ∈ Rt

∣∣∣∣∣
t∑

s=1

at−su(s) = zi(t)

}
,

with

zi(t) := min

{
xi(t),

t∑
s=1

at−sui

}
.

The proof of Lemma 2 is provided in the Appendix. Fig. 2
provides intuition behind this Lemma, when considering the



upper bound y∗(t). Concluding this section, we consolidate
the preceding results and present a construction of the
maximal inner approximation with the following theorem.

Theorem 2. The maximal inner approximation of the set Fi

using a base polytope representation is given by B(y∗, y∗),
where the optimal lower and upper bounds, y∗ and y∗, are
computed using (13) and (14) respectively.

Proof. This follows trivially from using Lemma 2 with
Lemma 1.

C. Aggregation via g-polymatroids

We now show how the inner approximation B(y∗
i
, y∗i ) can

be characterized as a g-polymatroid, and derive the super-
and submodular functions that generate the g-polymatroids.
Given this characterization, we conclude by giving an inner
approximation of the aggregate flexibility for a collection of
TCLs.

Lemma 3. B(y∗, y∗) is the g-polymatroid Q(pTi , b
T
i ) where

the super- and submodular functions can be computed using
the following recursion for all t ∈ T :

pti(A) = u(A \ [t])

+ max

{
pt−1(A ∩ [t]),

y∗(t)− bt−1(A′) + u(A′ \ [t])

}
bti(A) = u(A \ [t])

+ min

{
bt−1(A ∩ [t]),

y∗(t)− pt−1(A′) + u(A′ \ [t])

}
Proof. Lemma 1 of [16] provides a characterization of
polytopes of the form B(y∗, y∗) as a g-polymatroids, and
Corollary 1 of [16] gives the corresponding super- and sub-
modular functions. The result follows trivially by substituting
the parameters of the optimal base polytope B(y∗, y∗) into
these results.

Finally, leveraging the characterization of the inner ap-
proximations as g-polymatroids, together with Theorem 1,
we obtain, Q(p∗N , b∗N ), a representation of an inner approxi-
mation to the aggregate flexibility set of a collection of TCLs:

Q(p∗N , b∗N ) ⊆ FN

where the super- and submodular functions of Q(pN , bN ),
are given by

pN :=

N∑
i

pTi , bN :=

N∑
i

bTi ,

and pTi and bTi are given by Lemma 3.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

This section presents numerical results that benchmark the
performance of the proposed aggregation methods against
existing approaches in the literature. We begin by quanti-
fying the approximation error associated with the proposed
techniques. We conclude with a case study to highlight
the real-world applicability of the proposed approach. For
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Fig. 3. Approximation quality of the different methods as a function of
the time horizon length. The proposed method consistently achieves lower
approximation error compared to benchmark approaches.

brevity, only these experiments are presented; however, the
proposed approximation methods are also favorable in terms
of computational complexity. To benchmark, we compare our
results with the homothet-based approximations introduced
in [10] and the zonotope-based approaches developed in [12].

A. Approximation Error

In this part, we compare the quality of the approximation
methods. To this end, we sample a population of 100 TCLs
and construct the corresponding approximations. A cost
vector c ∈ RT is generated, where each element is uniformly
distribution over [0, 1]. For each approximation, we formulate
and solve a linear program (LP) to minimize the cost over
the respective feasible set. The approximation error is then
computed as

Approximation Error =
J∗

approx − J∗
exact

J∗
exact

, (15)

where J∗
approx denotes the optimal cost obtained using the

approximation. J∗
exact denotes the true optimal cost, computed

by individually optimizing each device and summing their
respective costs. As solving a linear programs selects vertices
of the feasible set, the difference between the approximate
and exact optimal costs can be used as a proxy for the
approximation quality. For a perfect approximation, the ap-
proximation error vanishes, since the approximate and exact
feasible sets would be identical. We repeat this process for
multiple realizations of the cost vector and TCL populations,
across varying time horizon lengths. The results are shown
in Fig. 3, where we see the approximation methods proposed
here, out perform those in the literature. Note however, the
quality of the approximation decreases with the length of the
time horizon.

B. Tracking generation signals

To demonstrate the practical utility of the proposed ap-
proach, we consider the task of tracking a reference gener-
ation signal. Specifically, we simulate a population of 100
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Fig. 4. Aggregate charging profile during generation signal tracking. The
proposed method follows the signal more accurately than the two benchmark
approaches.

TCLs, and synthesized a generation signal, g ∈ RT . The
objective is to ensure that the aggregated load profile tracks
this signal. To achieve this, we formulate an optimization
problem in which the objective is to minimize the ℓ2-
norm between the aggregate consumption profile and g.
Fig. 4 illustrates the optimal aggregate consumption profiles
obtained using each of the considered aggregation methods.
The approximation method presented in this paper forms a
tighter approximation than the other methods in the literature,
and thus is able to track the generation signal more closely.

V. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we introduced a novel method for ap-
proximating the flexibility sets of individual TCLs using g-
polymatroids. Specifically, we employed a base polytope that
is a g-polymatroid, and formulated an optimization problem
to compute its maximal inner approximation within the true
flexibility set of a TCL. From this, and using the properties
of g-polymatroids we were able to provide representations
of the aggregate flexibility in large populations of TCLs.
Numerical results showed this approach offers tight approx-
imations compared with other methods in the literature.

This work is particularly significant in the context of prior
work that uses g-polymatroids to exactly characterize the
flexibility sets of a less general class of devices, i.e. those
with lossless storage dynamics. In conjunction with these
earlier results, the proposed approach contributes to a broader
framework for accurately and scalably characterizing the
flexibility of a wide range of energy-constrained devices.

Future work may explore the use of alternative g-
polymatroids as the base polytopes for constructing inner
approximations. There exists a broad class of polytopes that
exhibit g-polymatroid structure, some of which may be even
better suited to capturing the dissipative dynamics of TCLs.
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APPENDIX

A. Lemma 1

Proof. For all t ∈ T , if Bt−1(y, y) ⊆ F t−1
i and

y(t) ≤
t∑

s=1

u(s) ≤ y(t) ∀ u ∈ F t
i , (16)

then Bt(y, y) ⊆ F t
i , ensuring Bt(y, y) is an inner ap-

proximation. Furthermore, if y
b
(t) ≤ y

a
(t) and ya(t) ≤
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yb(t) ∀t ∈ T then B(y
a
, ya) ⊆ B(y

b
, yb). Therefore finding

the maximum for y(t) and minimum for y(t), provides us
with the maximal inner approximation.

B. Lemma 2

Proof. When maximizing u ∈ Fi either one of the following
two constraints will be active at the optimum:

t∑
s=1

at−su(s) ≤ xi(t)

u(t) ≤ ui ∀ t ∈ T .

Combing these two, we define a plane, H, where either of
these constraints is tight:

H :=

{
u ∈ Rt |

t∑
s=1

at−su(s) = zi(t)

}
,

where zi(t) = min
{
xi(t),

∑t
s=1 a

t−sui

}
. Now consider the

problem:

u∗ = argmin
u

t∑
s=1

u(s)

s.t. u ∈ H
u ∈ Fi.

By construction we have
∑t

s=1 u
∗(s) ≤

∑t
s=1 u(s) ∀u ∈

Fi. Setting y∗(t) =
∑t

s=1 u(s) we get the desired result for
the upper bound on y(t).

Similarly when to obtain the lower bound y(t) we mini-
mize u ∈ Fi, where the active constraints are:

xi(t) ≤
t∑

s=1

at−su(s)

ui ≤ u(s) ∀ t ∈ T .

The plane defining the active constraints is then

H :=

{
u ∈ Rt |

t∑
s=1

at−su(s) = zi(t)

}
,

where zi(t) = max
{
xi(t),

∑t
s=1 a

t−sui

}
. As before for the

optimal solution of the problem

u∗ = argmax
u

t∑
s=1

u(s)

s.t. u ∈ H
u ∈ Fi.

we have
∑t

s=1 u(s) ≤
∑t

s=1 u
∗(s) ∀u ∈ Fi. Setting

y(t) =
∑t

s=1 u
∗(s) we conclude our proof.
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