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Actuator Placement Under Structural
Controllability Using Forward and Reverse
Greedy Algorithms

Baiwei Guo ¥, Orcun Karaca

Abstraci—Actuator placement is an active field of re-
search, which has received significant attention for its ap-
plications in complex dynamical networks. In this article,
we study the problem of finding a set of actuator place-
ments minimizing the metric that measures the average
energy consumed for state transfer by the controller, while
satisfying a structural controllability requirement and a car-
dinality constraint on the humber of actuators allowed. As
no computationally efficient methods are known to solve
such combinatorial set function optimization problems, two
greedy algorithms, forward and reverse, are proposed to
obtain approximate solutions. We first show that the con-
straint sets these algorithms explore can be characterized
by matroids. We then obtain performance guarantees for
the forward and reverse greedy algorithms applied to the
general class of matroid optimization problems by exploit-
ing properties of the objective function such as the sub-
modularity ratio and the curvature. Finally, we propose fea-
sibility check methods for both algorithms based on maxi-
mum flow problems on certain auxiliary graphs originating
from the network graph. Our results are verified with case
studies over large networks.

Index Terms—Actuator placement, dynamical networks,
greedy algorithms, structural controllability.

[. INTRODUCTION

ANY large-scale complex dynamical networks, such as
M those arising in power grids [1], biological networks [2],
and industrial systems [3] necessitate a resilient and efficient
operation under dynamic and uncertain environments. Hence,
there has been a surge of interest to study controller design
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in such large-scale networks [4]-[13]. A fundamental design
problem is that of actuator placement in which the goal is
to select a subset from a finite set of possible placements for
actuators to optimize a desired network performance metric.

Variants of the actuator placement problem have been shown
to be NP-hard in general (see [7], [9], [14]). Thus, it is desir-
able to obtain scalable algorithms with provable suboptimal-
ity bounds. Earlier studies have adopted the forward greedy
algorithm. This algorithm extends the actuator set with the
most beneficial actuator iteratively to derive an approximate
solution [1]. Under a submodular network performance met-
ric and a cardinality constraint on the number of actuators,
the forward greedy algorithm is shown to enjoy a provable
performance guarantee [15]. However, some metrics do not
exhibit submodularity, including the metric in this article, that
is, the average energy required to reach any arbitrary direction
of the state space [16]. To alleviate this issue, submodularity
has been extended to weak submodularity using the notion of
submodularity ratio, quantifying how close a function is to being
submodular [17], [18]. Given this ratio, it is possible to derive a
performance guarantee for the forward greedy algorithm applied
to a larger class of performance metrics [16].

Nonetheless, the guarantees above are restricted to problems
subject to simple cardinality constraints. Given a cardinality
constraint, the resulting actuator set might not be capable of
moving the system over the entire state space, that is, might
not render the system controllable. To address this issue, we
need to include controllability as a constraint. However, to the
best of our knowledge, there is no approach to quantify the
forward greedy algorithm’s performance with a nonsubmodular
metric and a controllability constraint, nor to ensure feasibility
of the iterates of the greedy algorithm in such problems. On the
other hand, structural controllability constraints have been well-
studied. This controllability concept exploits only the graphical
interconnection structure of the dynamical system [5], [19]-[22].
Structurally controllable systems are those controllable after
a slight perturbation of the system parameters corresponding
to the fixed set of edges in the underlying network graph.
The authors in [23] have studied a leader selection problem
to obtain a structurally controllable system while minimizing
a submodular objective function. The structural controllability
constraint arising in the leader selection problem is proven to
give rise to a matroid constraint enabling the application of the
forward greedy algorithm [23]. However, the leader selection
problem is different from the actuator placement problem. The
former selects a set of leader nodes whose states can arbitrarily be
dictated to steer the remaining nodes to desired states, while the
latter does not permit the states to be dictated arbitrarily; instead,
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it selects a set of actuators that can influence all of the states
through the dynamics. Hence, this article pays special attention
to formulating the structural controllability constraints of the
actuator placement problem as a matroid constraint by proving
the equivalence of this concept in both the leader selection
problems and the actuator placement problems.

Given a matroid, [24] derives a performance guarantee for
the forward greedy algorithm when optimizing a submodular
objective. However, past work has not successfully derived
performance guarantees for optimizing weakly submodular ob-
jective functions, such as the aforementioned average energy
consumption metric, subject to a matroid. The first goal is to
obtain a guarantee for this setting. In Appendix A, we discuss
relevant existing guarantees from [15], [18], [24]-[28].

An inherent drawback of the forward greedy algorithm is that
any performance guarantee has to involve the objective function
evaluated at the empty set as the reference value, since the
actuator set expands starting from the empty set. This reference
value is in general large for the average energy consumption
metric, or even infinite [16], and it plays a great role toward the
tightness of the guarantee. In addition, many works have reported
the lack of ability of the forward greedy to correct errors made
in earlier steps [29], [30]. An alternative is to adopt the reverse
greedy, which excludes the least beneficial actuator iteratively
starting from the full set. In this case, any potential performance
guarantee would instead involve the objective function evaluated
at the full set, which is in general small for the performance
metric considered in this article.

Among the applications of the reverse greedy algorithm,
Chrobak et al. [31] studied the special setting of metric k-median
problem and this algorithm is shown to have a better performance
than the forward greedy algorithm. The work of [32] provides a
guarantee for minimizing a supermodular decreasing function
under cardinality constraints by exploiting a notion of function
steepness, while [33] extends this analysis to account for coma-
troid constraints.! Our paper in [34] provides a counterexample
to the performance guarantee obtained in [33], and explains
where the mistake originates from in their proof. Nevertheless,
none of the problem settings can generalize the problem of
actuator placement considered in this article. This is because, in
addition to involving matroid constraints, via a reformulation,
the objective function of our problem will be shown to exhibit
weak supermodularity, which will be characterized by the notion
of curvature [18], [28]. To the best of our knowledge, there
is no performance guarantee for the reverse greedy algorithm
applicable to optimizing weakly submodular and weakly
supermodular objective functions (defined by submodularity
ratio and curvature, respectively) subject to matroid constraints.

Our main contributions are as follows.

i) We show that the minimization of the average energy
consumption metric under structural controllability constraints
can be reformulated as the maximization of a strictly increasing
weakly submodular function subject to matroid constraints, see
Lemma 2, Proposition 1, and Problem (5).

ii) We obtain a performance guarantee for the forward greedy
algorithm applied to this general class of matroid optimization
problems (see Theorem 1).2

IComatroid is the complementary notion of a matroid (see [33]).

2Theorems 1 and 2 could be of independent interest for researchers working
on greedy algorithms. Preliminary results concerning the forward greedy—(i)
and (ii) above—were presented in a conference paper in [35]. This article
significantly extends that work by contributions (iii) to (vii), and utilizes the
newly introduced greedy notions of the curvature and the submodularity ratio.

iii) We show that the actuator placement problem has an-
other reformulation as the minimization of a strictly increasing,
weakly submodular, and weakly supermodular function sub-
ject to matroid constraints and a cardinality lower bound, see
Lemma 3, Proposition 3, and Problem (11). This reformulation
allows us to implement the reverse greedy algorithm.

iv) For the reverse greedy algorithm, we obtain a performance
guarantee employing both notions (see Theorem 2).

v) The average energy consumption metric is well-defined
only if we introduce a metric-modifying parameter [14]. To this
end, we design an algorithm with a provable performance to pick
such parameters (see Proposition 6 and Algorithm 3).

vi) For both algorithms, we show that the matroid feasibility
checks for the actuator placement can be done efficiently by
translating them into maximum flow problems over certain
auxiliary graphs (see Propositions 7 and 8). These results extend
[5], which associates structural controllability with the existence
of a perfect matching. We also provide a counterexample to a
feasibility check in [23] for the leader selection problem.

Finally, we provide numerical case studies with models based
on randomly generated networks and a large power grid. As
an additional insight, we demonstrate that the forward greedy
algorithm tends to pick higher degree actuators when compared
to the optimal and the reverse greedy solutions.

In the remainder, Section II introduces the problem formula-
tion and preliminaries. Sections IIT and I'V apply the forward and
the reverse greedy algorithms, respectively, and obtain guaran-
tees. Section V proposes a method to pick a metric-modifying
parameter and feasibility check methods for greedy algorithms.
Numerical studies are presented in Section VI.

[I. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND PRELIMINARIES

A. Problem Formulation

Consider a linear system with state vector xz € R™. To
each state variable z; € R, we associate a node v; € V :=
{v1,...,v,}. A control input u; € R can be exerted at each
node v;. Givenaset S C V chosen as the actuator set, the system
dynamics can be written as

i = Az + B(S)u. (1)

Above, B(S) = diag(1(5)) € R™*", where 1(S) denotes a
vector of size n whose ith entry is 1 if v; belongs to S and
0 otherwise. Let G = (V, E) denote a directed graph relating
to system (1) with nodes V' and edges I, where the edge
(vj,v;) € Eif (A);; # 0. Similar to several previous studies on
structural controllability, e.g., [10], [23], throughout this article,
we assume that G is strongly connected, which will be discussed
in Section V-B.

The pair (A, B(.S)) is called controllable if for all xg,z, €
R™ and T >0 there exists a control input u: [0, T] —
R™ that steers the system from zy at t=0 to x; at
t =T. For linear time-invariant systems, controllability can
be verified by the rank of the controllability matrix P =
[B(S) AB(S) --- A" 'B(S)] € R™"". However, the entries
in A are generally not exactly known but only approxi-
mately determined with small errors using system identifi-
cation techniques. Moreover, when dealing with large-scale
networked systems, it is often the case that we can only
rely on the topology but not on the particular weights [11].
Motivated by these particularities, we consider structural
controllability.
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Definition 1: (A, B) and (A, B) with A, B, A, B € R™*"
are said to have the same structure if matrices [A B] and [A B]
have zeros at the same entries. Given S C V, (A, B(S5)) is

structurally controllable if there exists a controllable pair (/1, B)
having the same structure as (A4, B(.5)).

As it turns out, structural controllability is a generic property,
that is, the pair (A, B(S)) is structurally controllable if and
only if almost all of the pairs with the same structure are
controllable [21]. This implies that whenever (A, B(.S)) is not
controllable but structurally controllable, it is possible to slightly
perturb the entries to ensure controllability [19]. Observe that
structural controllability depends on the positions of the nonzero
entries. Later, this will allow us to determine this property by
the graph G relating to the system.

Evenif asystem is controllable, an unacceptably large amount
of energy might be needed to reach a desired state. Specifically,
the work in [6] shows that if the number of actuators is kept
constant, then certain controllable systems are practically uncon-
trollable, since the energy consumption grows at least exponen-
tially with the number of states n. Hence, it is crucial to minimize
this energy consumption. The minimum energy required to steer
the system from zero at £ = 0 to x € R™ at ¢ =T is given by
"W, (S)z, where Wr(S) = fOT eATB(S)BT(S)e? Tdr is
the controllability Gramian. To obtain an expression indepen-
dent of the initial state z, calculate the average energy required
over the unit sphere, ||z||2 = 1, as F(S) := tr(W,1(S)). This
expression is well-defined only when the set S renders the
system controllable. Inspired by [14], we introduce a small
positive number € € R, to handle uncontrollable actuator sets
and propose the metric F, : 2V — R,

F.(S) = te((Wp(S) +eI)™),¥S C V.

In Section V-A, we discuss the choice of e.

To make a system easier to control, we seek a set S C V
minimizing the metric above. Since in a large-scale network, the
number of actuators allowed is in general limited, we consider
a cardinality bound of K € N on the actuators. Additionally,
we require that the actuators render the system structurally
controllable. Our main problem is formulated as

©))

min  F.(S5)
Scv 3)
s.t. |S| < K, (A, B(S)) is structurally controllable.

Assume K is large enough to ensure feasibility. In Section V-B,
we discuss how to determine the smallest K for feasibility.
Problem (3) is a combinatorial optimization, and to the best
of our knowledge, no computationally feasible solution method
has ever been proposed. Existing works have either studied
additive/modular objectives [8], [11], [36], [37] (e.g., actuator
installation costs, minimizing K directly), or included only
cardinality constraints [1], [16]. Notice that neither our objective
is additive nor we have only cardinality constraints. Later, we
will adopt efficient heuristics to derive approximate solutions.

B. Preliminaries

We first introduce widely adopted notions for the properties
of set functions and set constraints.

1) Properties of Set Functions: Given a ground set V' and
a set function f : 2V — R, we say f is (strictly) increasing if
f(S1) < (<)f(S2) for any S1 G So C V. If —f is (strictly)
increasing, we say f is (strictly) decreasing. For an increasing
set function, the marginal gain from the addition of a certain

element v € V to a set S C V varies for different S. For many
set functions in practical problems the marginal gain diminishes
as S expands (see the examples in [38] and [39]). Submodularity
describes this property and submodularity ratio describes how
far a nonsubmodular function is from being submodular. For the
following, denote the marginal gains by py (S) := f(SUU) —
f(S), VS, U C V. For notational simplicity, we use v and {v}
interchangeably for singleton sets.

Definition 2: For an increasing function f:2Y — R, the
submodularity ratio is the largest v € R such that vp, (S U
U) < py(S),VS,U C V,Yv € V\(SUU). It can be verified
that v € [0, 1]. A set function f with submodularity ratio ~ is
called y-submodular. A v-submodular set function is said to be
submodular if v = 1 and weakly submodular if 0 < v < 1.

In Appendix B, we connect Definition 2 with another existing
notion of submodularity ratio and discuss the necessity of intro-
ducing this notion as per Definition 2 for the guarantee derived
for the forward greedy algorithm in Section III.

Other than submodularity, another widely used notion is
supermodularity, that is, the marginal gain from the addition
of v ¢ S to the set S increases as S expands. By introducing
supermodularity and the curvature, that is, how far a nonsuper-
modular function is from being supermodular, we obtain a more
precise description on how the marginal gains change.

Definition 3: For an increasing function f:2" — R, the
curvature is the smallest v € R, such that p,(SUU) >
(1—a)p,(S),vS, U C V,Yv e V\(SUU). It can be veri-
fied that « € [0, 1]. Function f with curvature « is called -
supermodular. An a-supermodular function is supermodular if
o = 0 and weakly supermodular if 0 < o < 1.

To see how submodularity ratio and curvature are related,
notice that for an increasing set function f the submodularity
ratio v and the curvature « satisfy

¥ = min 7[)”(5) < pv(S) = 1
S,U, L(SUU) = 50, L (SUU 1—a’
veV\(SUU) P ( ) veV\(SUU) P ( ) @
4)

2) Properties of Set Constraints: Many combinatorial op-
timization problems from the literature are subject to constraints
that are more complex than simple cardinality constraints (see
the examples in [40], [41]). Among those, we introduce ma-
troids, since they will generalize reformulations of the con-
straints found in Problem (3), and they allow performance
guarantees for greedy algorithms [42].

Definition 4: A matroid M is an ordered pair (V, F) consist-
ing of a ground set V" and a collection F of subsets of V' which
satisfies 1) ) € F,(i)if S, 5’ € Fand S’ C S,then S’ € F, (iii)
if 51,52 € Fand | S| < |S2|, there exists v € S5\ Sy such that
v U S1 € F.Every setin F is called independent, and maximum
independent sets refer to those with the largest cardinality.

To adopt the reverse greedy algorithm, an additional concept
will be required, that is, the dual of a matroid.

Definition  5: Given a matroid (V,F), let F*=
{U|3 a maximum independent set M € Fsuch thatU C
V\M}. The pair (V, F*) is the dual of the matroid (V, F).

We characterize its structure in the following lemma.

Lemma 1: The pair (V, F*), the dual of a matroid (V, F), is
also a matroid.

Proof: Suppose {M;}!_, is the collection of all maximum in-
dependent sets in matroid (V, F). From [43, Ch. 2] we have that
{V\M;}_, defines a collection of all maximum independent

sets for another matroid denoted by (V, F ). In the following, we
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prove that F* = F.For any U € F*, thereexists M, amaximum
independent set in F, such that U ¢ V'\ M. Since V\M € F
and (V, F ) is amatroid, the set U also belongs to F from property
(ii) in Definition 4. Conversely, if U € F, according to property
(iii) in Definition 4, U is a subset of some maximum independent
setin F. Consequently, there exists a maximum independent set
M € F such that U € V\ M. Thus, U € F*. This concludes
that 7* = F and thus (V, F*) is also a matroid. [ |

The work in [43, Ch. 2] defines the dual concept as (V, F ),
and the proof above verifies that (V, 7*) we have in Definition 5
is an equivalent reformulation. This reformulation will help us
present the proof of Proposition 3 in a more clear way. |

[ll. FORWARD GREEDY ALGORITHM

In the following, we reformulate Problem (3) as the maxi-
mization of a strictly increasing weakly submodular function
subject to matroid constraints. We then obtain a guarantee for a
forward greedy algorithm over matroid constraints.

A. Properties of the Objective

Intuitively, with more input nodes, system (1) would be easier
to control and thus the metric F, in (2) would be smaller. This
intuition can be readily verified as follows.

Lemma 2: The metric F, = tr((Wr(S) + eI) 1) satisfies the
following statements: (i) F, is strictly decreasing, (ii) —F% is
weakly submodular with submodularity ratio .

The proof is relegated to Appendix C. Together with the fact
that the structural controllability is preserved under actuator
set expansion, Lemma 2 implies that the optimal solution to
Problem (3) should contain exactly K nodes.

B. Reformulation of the Constraint Set

In combinatorial optimization problems with only cardinality
constraints, the forward greedy algorithm starts from the empty
set and at tth iteration, adds the most marginally beneficial
node vf to the actuator set. It terminates when the cardinality
of the actuator set is K. When applied to Problem (3), this
method might return an actuator set under which the system
is not structurally controllable. To this end, we need to restrict
the greedy iterates S* = {v},... v}, for t =1,..., K, such
that the set S returned by the forward greedy algorithm is
guaranteed to satisfy structural controllability.

Since the optimal solution to Problem (3) contains exactly
K nodes, we define Cx = {S C V'||S| = K and the system
is structurally controllable under S} and rewrite Problem (3)
as the minimization of F. over the set collection Cg. In the
procedure of the forward greedy algorithm, the set S* has to be
a subset of some set in C, since otherwise the greedy solution
SK would not belong to Cg. Thus, define Cx = {2]3S €
Ck such that Q C S} and reformulate (3) as

max F.(S) st. S €Ck. (5)
The strict monotonicity of — F, ensures that the optimal solution
to Problem (5) coincides with that of Problem (3). As such, we
consider solving Problem (5) as an equivalent characterization
of Problem (3).

Next, we show that the feasible region of Problem (5) char-
acterizes a matroid, which will allow us to derive performance
guarantees for the greedy solution S

Algorithm 1: Forward Greedy Algorithm Over Matroid.

Input: set function f, ground set V' and matroid (V, F)
Output: actuator set S’
Function FORWARDOVERMATROID( f, V, F)
SO=0,0°=0,t=1
while U1 = V and |S*"!| < Kdo
i*(t) = arg maxeyge1 pi (S*1)
if ST U {i*(t)} ¢ F then
Ut «— Ut u{i(t)}
else
pr-1 4= iy (S*71) and vf = i*(t)
St S U {vf}and U <~ U1 U {of}
t—t+1
end if
end while
Sf — St—l
end function

Proposition 1: M = (V,Ck) is a matroid.

To prove this, we establish the equivalence between structural
controllability of (A, B(S)) in Problem (3) and structural con-
trollability of the system with the set S chosen as a leader set
in a corresponding leader selection problem. We then invoke a
result from [23] proving the matroid structure of the structural
controllability constraints in leader selection problems. For the
details and discussions, we refer to the proof in Appendix D.
This equivalence result will later be utilized in Sections V-B
and V-C to bring in results from the leader selection literature.

We now restrict the iterates of the forward greedy algorithm to
lie in the set collection Cx . As a remark, given St € C fort <
K, by Definition 4, we can always find a node v € V\St such
that S* U v € Cg, as long as Cx # (). Therefore, it is guaranteed
that at iteration X we obtain an actuator set in Cx .

C. Performance Guarantee

In the previous section, we showed that the objective function
—F, is 7/-submodular in Lemma 2 and the feasible region Cx
characterizes a matroid in Proposition 1. Thus, Problem (5) falls
into the following class of optimization problems:

f(S), strictly increasing and y-submodular

(6)

max
Scv
st. S e€F, where M = (V, F) is a matroid

where the cardinality of any maximum independent set in F
is K. Let S* denote its optimal solution.

The forward greedy over a matroid was first introduced in
[24] for submodular objectives. This algorithm is presented
in Algorithm 1. At the tth iteration, we check the feasibility
of the node with the largest marginal gain in V'\ S*~1. If the
actuator set obtained by adding this node to S*~! does not
belong to F, we exclude the node from consideration. Among
the remaining ones, we check the feasibility of the node with
the largest marginal gain until a feasible node ! is found. Then,
St = {vl} U S*1is the actuator set returned by the tth iteration.
The final actuator setis S* := S The feasibility check ensures
that S* € F and hence S’ belongs to F.

We use U € V for 0 <t < K — 1 to denote all the nodes
having been considered by the feasibility check before v} 11 We

define the marginal gains as p; = f(S'T1) — f(S?).
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Using the matroid structure and the submodularity ratio, we
can state our first main result as follows.

Theorem 1: If Algorithm 1 is applied to Problem (6), then

f(Sh -~ F)
8= f0) — v+ 1

The proof is relegated to Appendix E. The idea of the proof
extends the work in [24], which derives a performance guaran-
tee for matroid optimization featuring a submodular objective.
When v = 1, the guarantee in (7) coincides with that of [24], de-
rived for a submodular f. As a remark, for Problem (6), another
performance guarantee is offered by [26] but in expectation for a
randomized algorithm. We refer to Appendix B for a comparison
of these two guarantees.3

Given any function f, itis difficult to derive its submodularity
ratio because the computation in Definition 2 involves Q(2™)
inequalities. In the proof of Theorem 1, only a subset of these
inequalities are utilized. Via this observation, the following
corollary proposes a computationally more efficient approach.

Corollary 1: Let 4'9 be the largest 4 that satisfies (a) f(S U
SH — f(SH <4t D jes\s! p; (ST for any S with |S| = K,
(0) p;i(S) <A71p; (St < K, Vj €V, (o) f(S=F) —
F(8%2) <A7Hf(S™ U{ul,0}) = f(S7)), for any i1 < ia.
Then, v'9 is called the greedy submodularity ratio for the forward
greedy algorithm, with 49 > +, and

1S = 10) o () .
FS) = f0) ~ (9P + 1

The greedy submodularity ratio can be obtained after the
forward greedy algorithm is completed by analyzing O((;))
inequalities. Since 7'9 > ~, the performance guarantee in (8) is
better than (7). Notice that 7/ changes with the constraint set of
the problem, since the inequalities defining 7@ would then be
different. In contrast, submodularity ratio v depends only on the
objective function.

Next, we substitute f = —F, and F = Ck into the perfor-
mance guarantee (8) of the general setting (6).

Corollary 2: Suppose we apply Algorithm 1 to Problem (5).
Denote the actuator set returned as S} and the greedy submod-
ularity ratio of —F, as 4/9. Then, S! satisfies

F(0) = F(SD) _ _(3®)°
Fe(@) = Fe(S*) ™ (483 +1°

Since the forward greedy algorithm starts expanding from the
empty set, performance guarantees can only assess f(S') by
considering f () as the reference. If f(f)) = 0, the performance
guarantee (8) is reduced to f(ST)/f(S*) > 7/(1 +~?). In this
case, we only lose a fraction of the optimal objective by adopting
the forward greedy algorithm. However, for our actuator place-
ment problem F({)) = ne~!, and the performance guarantee (9)
is equivalent to

(7

€))

F.(Sf) < ! F.(0) + ()

€ = T4, _Le TN
RECTIAR (1) +1
Since ¢ is a small positive number and n is in general large,
the guarantee above can be loose.* In the next section, we

F.(S%).  (10)

3The works in [25] and [18] utilize also the curvature to derive performance
guarantees for the forward greedy applied to cardinality constrained problems.
Exploiting this notion for matroid constraints is part of our ongoing work.

“If there exists an initial actuator set S™ # () rendering the system control-
lable, we can potentially mitigate this issue, since the reference of the guarantee

consider a variant of the greedy algorithm that comes along with
a performance guarantee that does not depend on F(().

IV. REVERSE GREEDY ALGORITHM

To derive an alternative guarantee, we consider the reverse
greedy algorithm (also called the stingy or greedy descent). This
algorithm starts from the full set, and at each iteration, excludes
the node with the least marginal gain from the actuator set of the
previous iteration until a solution is reached. Such an approach
allows to have the reference as F.(V'), which is significantly
smaller than F(()) in practice.

A. Properties of the Objective

For the reverse greedy algorithm, we reformulate our metric
as FI(R) := F.(V\R), for all R C V. The following lemma
characterizes the properties of this function.

Lemma 3: The set function F! is strictly increasing, weakly
submodular with submodularity ratio «, > 0 and weakly super-
modular with curvature of < 1.

Proof: Regarding the strict monotonicity, suppose S1 & Sa.
Since F. is strictly decreasing and V'\ Sy g V\Sy, F(V\
Sa) > F.(V\Sy), which implies F}(S3) > F!(S1). Due to
strict monotonicity of F, it follows readily from the equalities
shown in (4) that the submodularity ratio is strictly greater
than O and the curvature is strictly less than 1. Thus, F! is
weakly submodular with 4 > 0 and weakly supermodular with
al <1. [ |

Recall that the submodularity ratio of —F, is 7f. Now denote
its curvature as of , which can easily be shown to satisfy af < 1.
The following connects (7f,al) and (77, af).

Proposition 2: v =1 —of and of =1 —4f.

The proof is relegated to Appendix F. The proposition above
provides an insight into how the submodularity ratio and the
curvature of F! relates to those of —F.

B. Reformulation of the Constraint Set

The reverse greedy algorithm has to return an exclusion
set R" such that the resulting actuator set V'\ R" contains K
nodes, and renders the system structurally controllable, that
is, VA\R" € Cx. We collect all such exclusion sets and form
Ri = {R|V\R € Cx}. Suppose after the ¢th node exclusion
of the reverse greedy algorithm, all the nodes excluded form
aset Rt ={ry,...,7}, where r; € V for all i. The set R
has to be a subset of some set in Ry for any t =1,..., N,
where N :=n — K, since otherwise when N exclusions are
completed, the resulting actuator set would not belong to Cx.
Thus, define Rk := {Q | IR € R such that @ C R}, and re-
formulate Problem (3) as

min F'(R) st. R € Ry and |R| = N.
RCV

(11)

The strict monotonicity of F) (R) again ensures that the optimal
solution to Problem (11) coincides with that of Problem (3). Note
that cardinality constraint in (11) can equivalently be replaced
with an inequality constraint |[R| > N.
Next, we show that R i characterizes a matroid.
Proposition 3: M" = (V, R) is a matroid.

would then be given by F,(S™). Clearly, such applications also allow to set
€ = 0, and drop structural controllability constraints.
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Proof: We prove that (V, Rx) is the dual of (V,Cg), that
is, R K = C} Note that we can then invoke Lemma 1 showing
that the dual of a matroid is also a matroid. For any @) € 7~3K,
according to the definition of R K, thereexists R € Rk such that
@ C R.Wehave S = V\R € Cx for R € Ri.Since |S| = K,
S is a maximum independent set in Cfc. Considering @ C V' \ S,
we conclude () € C % - Conversely, forany @) € C ,there existsa
maximum independent set S € Cx such that Q C V'\ S. From
the definition of Cf¢, we know that S € C. Thus, we obtain
Q € Ri. This concludes the equivalence of R and Cj,. W

Similar to the discussions in Section III, by restricting the
iterates of the reverse greedy algorithm to lie in the set collection
R K, we obtain a final exclusion set in R - with cardinality N.
This implies that the final actuator set lies in C.

C. Performance Guarantee

In the previous section, we showed that the objective function
FY is v.-submodular and o -supermodular in Lemma 3, and the
feasible region of R i characterizes a matroid in Proposition 3.
Thus, Problem (11) falls into the following class of optimization
problems:

glig f(R), strictly increasing, y-submodular,
-

and a-supermodular (12)

st. ReF, M= (V,F)isamatroid, |R| > N

where the cardinality of maximum independent sets in F is
N Let R* denote its optimal solution. Clearly, R* is the set
complement of S*, that is, R* = V'\ S*.

Define set function f© such that f°(R) = f(V\R) for all R.
In Problem (11), f° corresponds to F,. Observe that the forward
greedy algorithm applied to the minimization of the function f
is equivalent to the reverse greedy algorithm applied to the
minimization of the function f°. This algorithm is presented
in Algorithm 2. Different from Algorithm 1, at each iteration,
Algorithm 2 implements the feasibility check on the node with
the least marginal gain.

For Algorithm 2, the following definitions are in order. We de-
fine p;(R) := f(RUj) — f(R), p := f(R") — f(R'"") and
re == RY\R'"1. The set U’ denotes the set of nodes having
been considered by the feasibility check before 7,4 ;. The final
exclusion set is R' := R™, and it lies in R .

A special case of Problem (12) was previously shown to be
hard to approximate. Specifically, for the problem of minimiz-
ing a submodular increasing function over only a cardinality
lower bound, the work in [44] shows that there is no bicriteria
approximation performing better than o(4/n/log n), where n is
the cardinality of the ground set.® Next, we extend this result by
providing novel counterexamples showing that a strictly positive
submodularity ratio and a curvature bounded away from 1 is
indispensable to obtain any meaningful performance guarantee
for Problem (12). The proofs of Propositions 4 and 5 are provided
online in [45].

SThe performance guarantee we derive in this section will be valid as long as
the cardinality of maximum independent sets in F are larger than or equal to IV,
since this would ensure the feasibility of the problem.

“Bicriteria approximation refers to approximating both the constraint require-
ment and the optimal objective. We refer to [44] for the exact description.

Algorithm 2: Reverse Greedy Algorithm Over Matroid.

Input: set function f©, ground set V', matroid (V, F)
Output: exclusion set R
function REVERSEOVERMATROID( f°, V, F)
RO=0,U0°=0,t=1
while U'"! £ V and |R'"!| < Ndo
J*(t) = argminjeyge1 pj (R1)
if R©=1 U j*(t) ¢ F then
Ut-1 — yt-t Uj*(t)
else
Pt <— Pj(¢) (Rtil) and Ty = j*(t)
Rt « R U (t) and Ut « UL U 5*(8)
t—t+1
end if
end while
Rr — Rt—l
end function

Proposition 4: In Problem (12), one cannot derive any upper
boundon (f(R") — f(0))/(f(R*) — f(0))if nostrictly positive
lower bound on ~y is known.

Proposition 5: In Problem (12), one cannot derive any upper
bound less than N on (f(R") — f(0))/(f(R*) — f(0)), if no
upper bound less than 1 is known for a.

The propositions above conclude that we have to utilize both
the submodularity ratio and the curvature. Our second main
result is shown in the following theorem.

Theorem 2: 1If Algorithm 2 is applied to (12), then

SR = F®) _ o
fR) = f0) ~ 1=

The proof extends the linear programming proofs utilized
by [25], which considers the maximization of increasing sub-
modular functions over matroid constraints, and by [18], which
considers the maximization of increasing, nonsubmodular non-
supermodular functions over cardinality constraints. In contrast,
our proof applies to the minimization of increasing, nonsubmod-
ular nonsupermodular functions over matroids.

The main idea of the proof is to provide a series of inequal-
ities that upperbound p; by f(R*) — f((), for each iteration
t. This way, f(R") — f(0) = 31, p; has an upper bound
expressed by f(R*). For the following lemma, we recall that
R :={ry,...,r} is the set obtained by the greedy algorithm
after the exclusion of r;.

Lemma 4: Forany t € {0,..., N — 1}, p; satisfies

1
() -s0= (1-2) X et ¥ m
v i:r; ERN\R* i:r; € REtNR*
+ (1= a)(N = t)prs1. (14)
., 7N }. Rewrite f(R*URY)

- (ev+n7 = 1), a3)

Proof: Suppose R* = {rj,..
as two telescoping sums  f(R*URY) = f(R*)+
Sicipn(RPURTY,and - f(RTURY) = f(RY) +
Z,]cvzl pr({r3, ..., 75 1} URY), which is directly obtained
from the definition of p,.. For any i such that r; € R* N RY, we
have p,,(R*U R""') = 0. Using this, and the fact that both
telescoping sums above are equal to f(R* U R'), we obtain

JRY+ Y p(RUR™Y) = f(RTURY)
i:r; ERAR*

Authorized licensed use limited to: ETH BIBLIOTHEK ZURICH. Downloaded on March 21,2023 at 00:18:34 UTC from IEEE Xplore. Restrictions apply.



GUO et al.: ACTUATOR PLACEMENT UNDER STRUCTURAL CONTROLLABILITY 5851
N —(1=/v
=f(RY+D ({15, mi JURD. (15) N
k=1 Z(N,v,a) = maxei,s.t.wi >0 and
Invoking the definitions of submodularity ratio and curvature, i=1
. . t %
for each i such that r; € R"\ R*, we have (1—a)N o 1
. 1 —(1— — —
and forany k € {1,..., N} —(1=7)/y —(1—=7)/y (1—-a)| lzy 1
. i 21
Pr;({ru TRt JURYD > (1 a)Pr; (R). (I7) " Since we require that x; > 0 for any ¢, any feasible so-
- ) ) , lution to (21) is also feasible to (20). Thus, Z(N,v,«) >
By* the deﬁn1t1on *of 2 matroid, thtere $x1sts R, = Z(N,~,a) for any N, v and a. We claim that the opti-
{reys oy ) CRI\R" such that R UR' € F. Con- mum 2* of Problem (21) makes all the inequality constraints

sequently, for any 1 <i <N —t, we have R'Ur} € F.
Thus, adding r} to R’ has to be feasible in the matroid. If
prs, (R') < pryyi (R') = pei1, 7, could be added to R' to form
R'*!instead of 74 . This yields a contradiction, implying that
the inequality p,. (R') > pr,., (R") = ps41 holds for any i.
Hence, we obtain '

N

ZpTZ(R )2 Z pri (R) > (N = t)pey1. (18)

k=1 ri, ERL
Next, by substituting (16)—(18) into (15), we obtain
JER)=JO)+ 3 2 sz (L= (N = Dprsr.

r1€Rf\R*
(19)

By grouping the terms in (19), we obtain (14). ]

Next, we can construct a linear program, where the solution

S(B)—f(0)
provides an upper bound for FR)=F0)

Proof of Theorem 2: Let x; = p;/(f(R*) — f(0)), we have
(F(R) = F(0))/(f(R) — f(8) = SN, ;. Note that z, > 0
for all i. Suppose R* N R" = {r;,,r,,...}. To give an up-
per bound for this ratio, we exploit the inequalities (14) and
build the linear programming problem (20) shown at the
bottom of this page to compute the largest possible sum,
>, to compute the largest possible sum, Zf\; L ;. To get

an upper bound for Zf\]:l z;, we consider the following re-
laxed problem where the unit entries in (20) are replaced by

tight. This is easily seen by rewriting the inequalities as
Ty < m(1+ LEs 721 L), t=1,...,N. Notice
that for submodular functlons we have v = 1. Using the
claim above and considering the fact that 2! < In(z + 1/2) —
In(z — 1/2) for any 2 > 1, we can directly obtain the following
guarantee:
N N
p l-a
(22)
Next, we focus our efforts on the case in which 0 < v < 1
and 0 < oo < 1. We obtain

N
1
Zi(l—

(F(&) = (0)) -

a)

10 1
Z(N,v,0) = bH(H(N—Hl)(l—a))_b ()
where b= (1-7)/y.  Considering  Z(N,v,a)>
Z(N,v,0) = (f(R") — f(0))/(f(R") = f(0)) and
1 b a
Z(N,vy,a)=b exP(;m<1+(N—i+l)(1—a))>_b

(24)
Z(N,v,a) = maxei,s.t.xi > 0and
=1
[ (1 -a)N 1 R
7(1 — '7)/7 X((lj\;f%) 11
. . )
~(1=/y (=] Ny <1 (20)
Iil
A=)y -Q=7/r ... 1
: : : -
1=/ A=)/ ... 1 1-a | - L
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TABLE |
COMPARISON BETWEEN PERFORMANCE GUARANTEES Z AND Z,,

(N, 7, a) Z Zy
(20,09.0.1) | 487 | 525
(100,0.90.1) | 7.87 | 832
(20,099.0.1) | 407 | 421

The first equality rewrites the multiplication in Z into an ex-
ponential sum. The inequalities follow from the fact that In(1 +
x) < zforanyz > Oandz ™! < In(x + 1/2) — In(x — 1/2) for
any x > 1. By substituting b = (1 — 7)/~ back into the last term
in (24), we get (13). [ |

Let Z,(N,7,) = 12 ((2N + 1)7=5 — 1). Table I illus-
trates how well the upper bound Z,, approximates the original
guarantee Z, stated in (23). For the supermodular case o = 0,

we obtain the guarantee ﬁ((ZN + 1)1% —1). Via the up-
perbound in (22), for the submodular case v = 1, we obtain

ln(?w As a remark, we can verify that the guarantee in (23)
is not tight. Suppose f is modular, that is, both supermodular and

(f(R)—f(0))
=y < In(2N +1). How-

ever, modularity of f implies that the greedy algorithm returns
the optimal solution [42]. One reason for this looseness is that, to
ensure the tightness of the relaxation from (20) to (21), we must
have R* N R! = (), which then contradicts the modularity of the
objective function. To the best of our knowledge, Theorem 2
provides the first performance guarantee for the reverse greedy
algorithm for this setting involving the submodularity ratio and
the curvature.”

Similar to our analysis in Section III, we propose computa-
tionally more efficient approaches to deriving both the submod-
ularity ratio and the curvature.

Corollary 3: Let ~'9 be the largest 4 that satisfies p,., (R U
R'71) < 471p,, forallt < N, and R with |R| = N. Let ' be
the smallest & that satisfies p,»(R UR') > (1 —a)py (RY), for
all t < N, R with |R| = N — 1. Then, ~'9 is called the greedy
submodularity ratio for the reverse greedy algorithm, with v >
v, and 9 is called the greedy curvature for the reverse greedy
algorithm, with o9 < a. The performance guarantee is given
by

submodular. Then, we have

f(Rr)_f((D) r r
TR =) < Zu(N,7'9,a"9).

F@) - @

The greedy submodularity ratio above can be obtained after
the reverse greedy algorithm is completed by analyzing N (;\L,)
inequalities, whereas the greedy curvature can be obtained by
analyzing N ( N’il) inequalities. Since 79 > v and o9 < q, it
can easily be verified that Z, (N,~'9,a"®) < Z, (N, 7, «).

We substitute f = F! and F = Rk to conclude the following.

7128, Th. 7] offers a guarantee for the forward greedy algorithm applied to
minimizing increasing functions over a matroid as in Problem (12). This is given
by 1/(1 — ¢), where ¢ quantifies how far a function is from being modular.
This novel notion is a significantly stronger requirement than having both the
submodularity ratio and the curvature simultaneously (see [28, eq. (6)]). Hence,
it is not possible to compare it with our guarantee other than the case of a
modular objective. In that case, setting ¢ = 0 confirms the optimality of the
greedy algorithm. Note that computing this novel notion requires an exhaustive
enumeration and it does not allow any greedy computation, which can limit its
applications.

Algorithm 3: Finding € With Provable Performance.

Input: approximation factor &, initial value ¢
Output: parameter ¢
function ProperEP¢, ¢
1=0
while ¢; > §A1( ) do
let€z+1<— 6)\1( )andi<—i+1
end while
end function

Corollary 4: Suppose we apply Algorithm 2 to Problem (11).
Denote the exclusion set returned as R! and the greedy submod-
ularity ratio of F! as 4/9 and the greedy curvature of F! as o/9.
Then, R! satisﬁes

F(V\R) —F(V) _ .
F(S) - E() =2

F(VAR) < ZPF(S") + (1= Z2)F(V)

where Z19 := Z,,(N,~"9, a'9).

In contrast to the forward greedy guarantee, F.(()) does not
appear in the guarantee above, which is generally large. On the
other hand, the guarantee above scales with the problem size,
specifically, with N = n — K. In the numerics, we show that
both greedy algorithms achieve comparable performance in our
problem, and at the same time much better performance than
what the theoretical guarantees suggest. In practice, it could be
useful to implement both greedy algorithms (which can be done
efficiently with polynomial time complexity) and choose the best
out of the two.

or equivalently

(26)

V. IMPLEMENTATION ASPECTS

Two issues have to be addressed to implement Algorithms 1
and 2 for the actuator placement problem. First, we have to select
a metric-modifying parameter e. Second, we need feasibility
check methods for the set collections Cx and R .

A. Algorithm for Picking a Metric-Modifying Parameter e

The performance guarantees (10) and (26) relate to F| instead
of the original metric . On the one hand, if € is large, a perfor-
mance guarantee on F, may not be applicable as a performance
guarantee on F since F.(S.) < F(S¢). On the other hand, if €
is small, the matrix W (.S) + eI may be close to singularity.
Such ill-conditioned matrices can occur, especially at the early
stages of the forward greedy algorithm. Denote the actuator set
returned by a greedy algorithm applied to F as S.. This could
be the solution returned by either Algorithms 1 or 2. Given an
approximation factor £ > 0 as a design parameter, we propose
an algorithm to pick e such that F/(S.) < (1 4 &)F.(Se). This
inequality implies that guarantees in (10) and (26) translate
into guarantees for the metric F. The method is presented
in Algorithm 3. Denote the eigenvalues of the controllability
Gramian Wr(S) as 11(S) < -+ < A, (9).

Proposition 6: Suppose given any € > 0, Wr(S,) is invert-
ible. Then, for any approximation factor £ > 0 and any initial
value ¢y > 0, Algorithm 3 returns (e, S.) pair that satisfies
F(S.) < (L+&)F.(S.).

Proof: If the controllability Gramian W (S,) is invertible,
then we have that A;(S¢) > 0. Since there are finitely many
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combinations of actuators, the set {41(S.)|Ve > 0} has a pos-
itive lower bound, denoted as Ay. In the iterations of Algo-
rithm 3, it holds that €;11 < €;, because €; > £A1(Se,) and
€ir1 = %5)»1(5’61.). Hence, there exists some j such that ¢; <
Eho < EX1(Se,). Then, we obtain F(S,,) = > 1", ﬁ <
Dy ﬁ = (14 &) F,(S.,). This inequality concludes
the proof. |

For the proof above, we assumed that given any € > 0, the
controllability Gramian Wy (Se) is invertible. This is a strong
assumption since, as previously mentioned, structural controlla-
bility does not imply controllability. In the numerics, we always
ended up with a controllable system with any of the greedy
algorithms. This can be explained either by the objective of the
problem, which is to minimize the average energy consumption
or the choice of a large cardinality K.

We now provide the resulting performance guarantees.

Corollary 5: Given the factor £, suppose we apply Algo-
rithm 3 to pick e. From Corollaries 2 and 4, we have

F(sh) < (146 | ———— @) + —0_ (e
‘ (79)3 41 (v8)3 +1

FVAR) < (148 [Z2F(S7) + (1= Z2)F(V)]

where S* is the optimal solution to (3).

B. Feasibility Check Over Cx

When applied to Problem (5), the forward greedy algorithm
has to ensure that the actuator set returned by each iteration lies
in C . The work of [5] and [46] proposes a method to determine
whether a given set S with |S| = K belongs to C. This result
is not directly applicable to answer whether an actuator set .S
with |S| < K returned by a greedy iteration belongs to C.
In the following, we extend the work of [5] and [46] for a
feasibility check over Cx by constructing auxiliary bipartite
graphs associating this check with the cardinality of a maximum
matching and by formulating a maximum flow problem.

We introduce the concept of matchings and bipartite graphs.
An undirected graph is called bipartite and denoted as
(V1 V2 E) if its vertices are partitioned into V! and V2 while
any edge in E connects a vertex in V! to another in V2. A
matching m is a subset of E if no two edges in m share a vertex
in common. Given a subset L of V! U V2, we say L is covered
by m if any v € L is connected to an edge in m. Matching m is
maximum if it has the largest cardinality among all the matchings
and is perfect if V2 is covered.

Given the graph G = (V, E) describing system (1), we
first build the following auxiliary bipartite graph to determine
whether an actuator set renders the system structurally control-
lable. Node sets V' = {v},...,v),} and V" = {of,... 0]} are
built as two copies of V' = {vy,...,v,}. For any set S C V,
two subsets S’ C V/ and S” C V" denote two copies of the
set S. For the bipartite graph, we then have V! = V U S” and
V2 = V', Next, we define the edge sets. The set E consists of
undirected edges connecting v; with v} if (v;, v;) € E, whereas
the edge set E; consists of undirected edges connecting v}, with
vy, if v, € S. The bipartite graph is then defined by H;,(S) =
(Vus”" V. EUE,).

If the graph G and the set .S pair satisfies the accessibility
condition® (which is implied by the strong connectivity assump-
tion on G), the set S achieves structural controllability if and
only if there exists a perfect matching in H;(.S) (see [46, Th. 2]).
This equivalence directly follows from Hall’s marriage theorem,
which shows that there exists a perfect matching in H,(S) if
and only if, for any U C V', the nodes in U have at least |U]
unique in-neighbors [10]. Intuitively, to control any node, we
would influence the states of its in-neighbors in the graph. Then,
to steer the nodes in U arbitrarily, this theorem implies that
we should have at least |U| in-neighbors. Otherwise, suppose
two nodes share only a single in-neighbor. Then, these nodes
would always be receiving a proportional influence, making
it impossible to steer the system states arbitrarily. Using this
result, [23] develops a feasibility check for leader selection. This
method states that .S lies in Cg if and only if there is a maximum
matching for the bipartite graph H;(()) with all the nodes in the
set S’ C V/ unmatched. However, this statement is true only if
we consider the minimum required cardinality for the structural
controllability of the system (see the proof of [23, Lemma 3]).
Later in this section, we provide a counterexample, where the
feasibility check of [23] does not work.

We now provide our feasibility check in the following.

Proposition 7: Given the graph G, the cardinality limit K
and an actuator set S with |S| =k < K, we have S € Ck if
and only if |m(S)| > n — K + k, where m/(.S) is a maximum
matching in H;(S).

Proof: “=":1f S € Ck, there exists ) € Cx such that S C
. We now invoke the equivalence result from [46, Th. 2]. This
implies the following. By finding a maximum matching m in
Hp(Q) that completely covers @” and then excluding from m
the edges incident with Q”\ S”, we can obtain a matching in
Hy(S) containing n — K + k edges.

“<=": We pick any maximum matching in H;(.S) and denote
it as m*. Suppose P’ is the largest subset in V' whose elements
are all missed by m*, we know |P'| < K — k. Denote the edge
subset Ep C E as the set that contains all undirected edges
adjacent to v}, for any k such that v, € P. Clearly, Ep covers
P’ and m* U Ep covers V. Since matching m* and matching
E p have no common vertices, m* U E p is a perfect matching in
Hp (S U P), which means with the actuator set S U P the system
is structurally controllable. Also considering |S U P| < K, and
SUP € Ck,weobtain S € Ck. [ |

As a remark, [46, Th. 2] associates the existence of a perfect
matching in H,;(S) with a membership of S to C, whereas our
result extends this previous result by associating the cardinality
of a maximum matching in #;(.S) with a membership of S to

Cxk . Since we invoke [46, Th. 2], our proposition also requires the
accessibility condition. However, note that it is already satisfied
by the strong connectivity of GG. The proposition above also
provides us with a systematic approach to calculate the smallest
K required for anonempty Cx.since wehave () € Cx ifand only
if |m(0)| > n — K holds. This method for finding the smallest
K coincides with the ones proposed in [8, Th. 4], [36, Th. 3].

8The graph G and the set S pair satisfies the accessibility condition if for
every node in G there is at least one directed path reaching that node from some
node in S [46] [10, Def. 2]. When G is strongly connected, this condition is
attained irrespective of the nodes chosen in .S [10]. We can invoke [46, Th. 2]
because of the equivalence of structural controllability in leader selection and
actuator placement, we established in the proof of Proposition 1.
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Fig. 1. Graph for the four-node system.
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Fig. 2.  Auxiliary bipartite graphs #,(0) and H,({vs,v4}).

Example 1: Consider a system described by four nodes and
the dynamic equations (1), where

0 —-05 —08 —0.6

1 0 0 0
A= 1 0 0 0

1 0 0 0

G = (V, E) corresponding to this system is in Fig. 1 . For the
metric in (2), let 7' = 2 and e = 10~°.

Consider the actuator placement on this system. We first study
the minimum required cardinality for structural controllability.
In the auxiliary bipartite graph #;(()) shown in Fig. 2, any
maximum matching consists of 2 edges, that is, [m(0)| = 2. By
Proposition 7, € C if and only if m(0) >4 — K + 0, that s,
K > 2. Therefore, we need at least two actuators to render the
system structurally controllable. Suppose K = 2. The solution
of the forward greedy is {vs, v4 }. We depict the auxiliary bipar-
tite graph #;,({vs, v4}) in Fig. 2 to check whether this actuator
set is feasible. Maximum matching contains four edges, thus
m({vs,v4}) =4>4—2+2=n— K + k.ByProposition 7,
{vs, v4} belongs to Cs.

We now provide a counterexample based on the example
above to show that the feasibility check method in [23] excludes
feasible nodes from the consideration of the forward greedy
algorithm. Suppose K = 3. The feasibility check method in [23]
indicates that {v1 } ¢ Cs, because v} is not missed by any maxi-
mum matching in H,(0). However, since {vs3, v4} is structurally
controllable, so is {vy,vs,vs}. Then, {v;} C {v1,v3,v4} im-
plies that {v;} € Cs.

For our feasibility check, we still need a method to obtain a
maximum matching in #;(.S). Itis well-established that this can
equivalently be done by solving a maximum flow problem [47].
We refer to Appendix G for details on formulating a maximum
flow problem to obtain a maximum matching in H;(S). There
are several algorithms for solving maximum flow problems.
For instance, the Edmonds—Karp algorithm that we adopt in
the numerical studies requires O(pgq?) steps, where p and ¢,
respectively, denote node cardinality and edge cardinality in
the flow graph generated based on H;(S)[48]. For example,
in Hy(0), p = 2n + 2 and ¢ = 2n + | E|. Thus, at each forward
greedy iteration, we can examine in polynomial time whether
v U S* belongs to Cx by finding the cardinality of the maximum
matching in Hy, (v U S%).

C. Feasibility Check Over R

The reverse greedy algorithm has to determine whether R €
R i , or equivalently, whether any subset of the set 1"\ R belongs
to Ck. Invoking the equivalence result of [46, Th. 2], we can
conclude that there exists a subset of V'\ R belonging to C if
and only if there exists a perfect matching in H,(V'\ R) that
covers at most K elements of V\ R”. This holds, since if every
perfect matching in H;,(V '\ R) covers K + 1 or more nodes in
V"\ R", it would not be possible to find K actuators from V'\ R
satisfying structural controllability.

Recall that a maximum matching can be computed via the
maximum flow algorithm. Analogous to the previous section, we
need a feasibility check method for R i by the means of the flow
theory. We refer to Appendix G for the preliminaries regarding
flows in graphs. We first build an auxiliary graph, denoted by
H.,.(S), containing all the nodes in H;(.S). We let s and ¢ be
the sink and source of the flow, respectively. In addition, we add
node s” to H,-(S), which will enable encoding the cardinality
limit on V”\ R”. The edge set in #,.(S) is the union of three
sets, E{: , E£ , and E{ , all of which are directed. The edge set E{:
is a copy of E U E;, originally from #;(S), but directed from
VU S"toV'inH,.(S). The edge set E consists of edges from
s to all the nodes in V" and from s” to all the nodes in S” along
with edge of from s to s”. Finally, the edge set E{ is composed
of edges from all the nodes in V” to ¢. All the edges have unit
capacity except the edge from s to s”, which has a capacity of K.
Utilizing the graph #,.(S), we have the following proposition.

Proposition 8: Given the cardinality limit & and an exclusion
set R, we have R € R if and only if there exists a flow g in
(H,(V\R),c,s,t) with val(g) = n.

Proof: From the definition of R, R € R is equivalent to
the existence of S C V'\ R such that S € Ck. Via [46, Th. 2],
we know that these two conditions are equivalent to the ex-
istence a perfect matching in H;,(V'\ R) that covers at most
K elements of V”\ R". For the following, we prove that this
equivalent condition holds if and only if there exists a flow g in
(H-(V\R),c,s,t) with val(g) = n.

“=": Given the perfect matching m”*, we use n to denote
the number of the elements in V" that are adjacent to m*.
Clearly, n < K. For the following, we build the flow ¢ as a
function of the edges in H,.(V'\ R). Suppose m/ is a subset of
E{ that corresponds with m* in EUE;. We let g(e) =1 if e
belongs to m/, g((s,v)) = 1 for any v € V incident with m/,
g((s”,v")) = 1 for any v" € V" incident with m”, g(e;) = 1
for any e; € E{ and finally g((s, s”)) = n. It is easy to check g
is in fact a flow in (#,(V\R), ¢, s, t) with val(g) = n.

“e”: Let E™ = {e/ € E{|g(ef) = 1}. Then, define m* =
{e € EUE;|3ef € E™, where e/ is acopy of e}. It follows
from val(g) = n that m* is a perfect matching in H;, (V' \ R).
Since the capacity limits are satisfied by the flow g, there are
no more than K elements in V”\ R” covered by the perfect
matching m*. |

Example 2: We apply the reverse greedy algorithm to the sys-
tem studied in Example 1 with K = 2. The first node excluded
is v1. To see that v; € Ro, we depict H,.(V \v1) in Fig. 3 . The
maximum flow has a value of 4. Invoking Proposition 8, we
conclude that v, belongs to Rs.

Similar to Section V-B, we adopt Edmonds—Karp algorithm to
solve the maximum flow problem in the numerical studies. The
algorithm requires O(pq?) steps, where p and g are, respectively,
the node cardinality and the edge cardinality of the flow graph
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Fig. 3. Auxiliary graph H,.(V'\v1).
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H,(V\R). For example, in H,.(V), p=3n+ 3 and g = 3n +
|E| + 1, where E is the edge set of 7{,.(V'). Thus, at each reverse
greedy iteration, we can examine in polynomial time whether
v U R! belongs to R

Remark: Greedy algorithms can also be applied when strong
connectivity assumption on G is relaxed. Suppose G is not
strongly connected but it can be decomposed as U._, G;, where
G is strongly connected for any :. In this case, if we suppose
at least one actuator is already chosen and assigned for each
subgraph G;, we would attain the accessibility condition dis-
cussed in Footnote 9. It is then possible to invoke [46, Th. 2]
for the equivalence between perfect matching and structural
controllability. This would make it possible to extend the proofs
of Propositions 7 and 8 for the case when we are assigning
additional actuators in such graphs. We kindly refer the readers to
[46] and [10] for a detailed discussion on this condition. Similar
to our paper, many works in the literature, such as [10] and [23],
assume that G is strongly connected such that the accessibility
condition is automatically attained.

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we apply the greedy algorithms to problems
based on randomly generated networks and a large power grid.
All problems are solved on a computer equipped with 8 GB
RAM and a 2.7 GHz dual-core Intel i5 processor.

A. Experiment on a 23-Node Network

We study a system model based on an undirected unweighted
graph given in Fig. 4 generated via Octave Networks Tool-
box [49]. Different degrees are assigned to each vertex such that
we can compare the sets S and ST := V'\ R in terms of node
connectivity. Specifically, vertex ¢ has a degree of 7 if 7 < 12 and
adegree of 24 — 7 if ¢ > 12. If there is an edge between vertex ¢
and j, we set (A);; = (A4);; = 1, otherwise the corresponding
entries are 0.

Let T=1 and K =8. We then apply Algorithm 3 to
obtain a proper parameter e for the forward greedy algo-
rithm. We set £ =2 and ey = 1072 arbitrarily. The actua-
tor set returned in the first iteration is denoted by Sio. The

minimum eigenvalue corresponding to W (ST ) is 11(S! ) =
1.9 x 10, Since ¢y > 2)»1(520), we continue with the sec-
ond iteration. Let €; = )Ll(SiO) =1.9 x 10~%, we now have
St =1{4,6,8,10,13,16,20,21} and A1 (S! ) = 2.0 x 107* >
¢ 1€, Thus, we can terminate the algorithm and pick € = €;
for the forward greedy algorithm. Using the same procedure, we
obtain e, = 1.4 x 10~ for the reverse greedy algorithm. In this
case, the solution is ST = V\R{ = {1,2,3,5,10,17,19,22}.

To assess the optimality of the sets Sif and S{ , we generate the
optimal solution S* = {1, 3,16, 18, 19, 20, 22, 23} by enumer-
ating all feasible solutions. The average energy consumptions
for all actuator sets are given by F/(ST)=9226.5, F(S!) =
12126.2, and F(S*) = 6052.7. For this example, the forward
greedy algorithm returns a better solution than the reverse greedy
algorithm. Later, in randomized examples we see that this is not
generally the case.

Next, we analyze the performance guarantees in (10) and (26)
under the sets S;, and SY, . For the forward greedy algorithm, we
computed F,(S!) = 6188.2 = 0.66F(S! ). The greedy sub-
modularity ratio for the forward greedy algorithm is computed as

'9 = 1. Then, we obtain F(S!) = 1.5F, (ST ) < 0.75F,(0) +
0.75F,(S*) = 9.2 x 10* 4+ 0.75F(S*). In this example, the
appearance of F,({)) in the performance guarantee undermines
its tightness. On the other hand, for the reverse greedy algorithm,
the greedy submodularity ratio of the objective function FY is
computed as ;9 < 0.01. This value is negligibly small making
the performance guarantee in (26) loose.

B. Node Connectivity Analysis on the Sets S[, and S,

To gain additional insights into solution dependence on node
connectivity, we now compare the greedy solutions with the op-
timal solutions in terms of the degrees of the selected actuators.
In the previous study, the forward greedy algorithm selects the
actuator set SL in the order of 16, 13, 5, 8, 6, 20, 10, 21. In
this sequence, the first four nodes feature high degrees. This is
because the high degree nodes generally result in larger marginal
gains at the earlier stages of the forward greedy algorithm.
Let dx(S) denote the sum of the degrees of all the nodes
in set S. Observe that dy(S!) = 54, whereas dx(S!) = 35
and dx(S*) = 30. This demonstrates that the reverse greedy
algorithm does not have a tendency to pick high degree nodes.
We illustrate these sets in Fig. 4.

To show that this observation is not restricted to this specific
example, we build 20 random graphs with 23 nodes using
Octave [49]. These graphs are built as follows. For¢ = 1,4,7,
node 7, node ¢ 4 1, and node ¢ + 2 have randomized degrees
between ¢ and 7 + 2. Node 10 and node 11 have randomized
degrees between 10 and 11. Node 12 has exactly 12 neighbors.
Fori > 12, Node ¢ has a degree number the same as that of Node
24 — 4. For each algorithm run, a proper parameter e is picked
via Algorithm 3.

Comparisons of different actuator sets can be found in
Tables II and III. The set S refers to the best solution out of
1 x 10* random selections of cardinality K = 8, while it is not
computationally feasible to obtain the exact optimal solution
for each case. Table II shows that the forward greedy generally
yields an actuator set with a high degree sum when compared to
the other solutions. Finally, Table III shows that in several cases
the set returned by the forward greedy results in significantly
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TABLE Il
DEGREE SuM COMPARISONS OF DIFFERENT SOLUTIONS
Netw. [ dx; (S7) [ds (V \ R7)[ds(S3) [[Netw. [d5(ST) [ds (V \ R))[dx(S53)
1 43 46 46 11 41 38 42
2 47 47 49 12 60 44 53
3 48 34 41 13 50 47 47
4 49 35 43 14 55 49 41
5 45 43 32 15 53 41 43
6 58 39 41 16 56 43 46
7 44 45 49 17 48 52 70
8 52 25 44 18 57 48 54
9 55 37 45 19 76 60 50
10 61 38 59 20 57 43 44
TABLE Il

METRIC COMPARISONS OF DIFFERENT SOLUTIONS

Netw. [ F(SHTF(V \ R)[F(S¥)[[Netw.[F(SH[F(V \ R)[F(S})
T [66252] 13493 | 11327 ] 11 | 11981 14993 | 7300
2 [11527] 10035 | 8461 || 12 | 9950 | 9388 9358
3 [15398| 17371 | 8461 || 13 [32212] 6684 9364
4 [13679] 15690 | 7593 || 14 | 9683 | 10681 | 6804
5 [14835| 14430 | 8406 || 15 |11235]| 8540 | 7188
6 [18207| 15176 | 7870 || 16 |14114| 12004 | 6795
7 [ 8980 | 12650 |10515|] 17 | 8658 | 0163 8416
8 [22600| 26324 | 6638 || 18 | 8717 | 10587 | 6338
9 [10633| 10483 | 9690 || 19 |13760| O8I8 9336
10 [ 9676 | 13079 | 6173 || 20 |10044| 13169 | 9264

worse value in the objective than the other two solutions. Gener-
ally, both greedy algorithms achieve comparable performance,
and at the same time much better performance than what the
theoretical guarantees suggest (as in Section VI-A). Thus, it
could be useful to implement both polynomial-time algorithms,
and choose the best solution.

The total computation time for 20 forward greedy algorithm
runs is 8205.0 s, whereas the time for 20 reverse greedy algo-
rithm runs is 665.0 s. It turns out that for this problem the reverse
greedy algorithm requires fewer queries to the computationally
expensive feasibility check problem when compared to the
forward greedy algorithm.

C. Power Electronic Placement for 118-Bus System

We illustrate our results by placing power electronic actua-
tors that can modulate power injections in the IEEE 118-bus
test system, provided in [50]. Similar to [1, §4.B], each bus
is assumed to follow the linearized swing equations, that is,
M;0; + D;0; = P; — Zj aij(ﬁi — 9J) foralli € {1, ey 118},
where P; is the net power injection and a;; is characterized by the
line parameters. We kindly refer to [51] for the modeling details.
If bus 7 is not in our actuator set, we have P; = (. Buses without
generators are assumed to have no inertia (even when they have
loads connected), and they have a one-dimensional (1-D) state,
since M; = 0 (inertia). Buses with generators have inertias, and
they are instead associated with a 2-D state vector that includes
both 6, and #;. We highlight that each state corresponds to a new
node in our system graph GG, which in some sense represents an
extended version of the original 118-bus power network.

Our goal is to choose K = 50, 70 buses out of 118 buses
to inject power to minimize the average energy consumption
given by (2) (T' = 1), while ensuring structural controllability.
We take into account the fact that it is not possible to actuate
some of the nodes of our system graph G by excluding them
from the actuator sets and the feasibility check methods. These
nodes correspond to #; originating from buses with inertia, since
the dynamics df; /dt = 0; cannot be actuated.

Next, we implement the greedy algorithms. The results are
shown in Table IV, where S7 is the best structurally controllable
solution out of 10° random selections with cardinality K. The

TABLE IV
METRIC COMPARISONS FOR THE IEEE 118-Bus TEST SYSTEM
K (59 F(V\R) F(53)
50 || 6.96 x 107 | 3.01 x 107 | 4.48 x 107
70 || 1.94 x 10° | 1.25 x 10° | 4.43 x 10°
TABLE V

PERFORMANCE GUARANTEES FOR THE FORWARD GREEDY ALGORITHM
APPLIED TO THE MAXIMIZATION OF INCREASING SET FUNCTIONS

Setting

. ratio
submodular with known curvature | K1OW? rao wn curvature
1—e 1 [I5]|(1—e ) /a[25]] 1—e7[18] |(1—e=27)/a[I8]
~3/(14~3) in this paper open

B for [26]

121241 | 1/(1+a) (251 |7 /G000

cardinality
constraints

parameters for both greedy algorithms can also be summarized
as follows: € =1 x 10710 for K =50 and ¢ = 1 x 1078 for
K =70, chosen arbitrarily. Both greedy algorithms perform
significantly better than random selections. Note that there are
6.2 x 1033 and 3.2 x 1033 possible combinations to check for
K =50 and K = 70, respectively. Since the optimal solution
is computationally out of reach, we will not analyse the per-
formance guarantees in (10) and (26) as we did in the previous
sections. In both cases, K = 50 and K = 70, the reverse greedy
performed slightly better than the forward greedy algorithm.
Finally, as we expected, choosing a larger K reduces the control
cost for all three solution concepts. One can decide on K by
evaluating the overall cost reductions from the reductions in the
metric and comparing them with the actuator installation costs.

VIl. CONCLUSION

In this article, our goal was to pick an actuator set to minimize
a controllability metric based on average energy consumption
while ensuring that the system is structurally controllable. To
this end, we reformulated our problem as matroid optimization
problems to apply both the forward and reverse greedy algo-
rithms. For each algorithm, we provided a novel performance
guarantee. For the implementation of the algorithms, we pro-
posed feasibility check methods. In the numerics, we studied
networks that are randomly generated based on degree lists. We
observed that the forward greedy tended to select high-degree
nodes in the early stages, whereas the overall performance of
both algorithms were comparable.

Our future work involves exploiting the curvature of the
objective function to derive a better performance guarantee
for the forward greedy algorithm. We will exploit the problem
structure to explain why algorithms performs significantly better
than their performance guarantees. We aim to investigate other
structural controllability concepts from the literature.

APPENDIX
A. Performance Guarantees From the Literature

Before summarizing the relevant guarantees from the litera-
ture, we highlight that if we assign each actuator with a specific
control cost, we would obtain a modular objective. There are
many works that study modular objectives with or without
structural controllability type constraints [1], [11], [37]. In case
our objective is additive/modular, greedy algorithm on a matroid
is known to always return an optimal solution [42].

Table V summarizes the performance guarantees for the for-
ward greedy algorithm applied to the maximization of increasing
set functions. As a remark, [18] defines the curvature as we
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defined in Definition 3, whereas [25] considers only the case,
where S = () and U = V'\{v} for all v € V and they call this
notion the total curvature. In addition, the work of [28] provides
1 — (a/e) guarantee that holds by high probability for maximiz-
ing increasing submodular functions with curvature over an arbi-
trary matroid constraint. This result relies on linear extensions of
the objective by implementing the continuous greedy algorithm,
which is subject to potential deviations from the guarantee
due to the random rounding procedures. We refer to [28] for
other guarantees from the literature relying on variations of this
algorithm. Finally, [26] relies on a randomized forward greedy
providing guarantees only in expectation (see Appendix B). A
very recent work [27] provides /2 guarantee for the forward
greedy algorithm applied to our setting with the submodularity
ratio in Definition 2. This result does not rely on constructing
a linear program. Instead, it relies on [27, Lemma 1], which
has a mistake in its proof. Using the notation of [27], let G;
be the greedy solution at iteration ¢, X'* be the optimum, and
T be the feasible region of the matroid. In the proof, the au-
thors need to find an enumeration {7}, ..., 2%} = X* such that
G: U{z},,} € Tforanyt.Starting from Gy = (), their inductive
proofiteratively builds this enumeration by choosing 7, ; € X™*
with Gy U {z},,} € Z. The proof states “|G;| < |X*| implies
there exist an element x7,; € X* such that G, U {2} ,} €
(property (iii) of Definition 4)”. However, for their inductive
proof to be correct, they instead have to prove that there exists
an element 27, € X*\{x}}}_, such that G, U {z},,} € 7.
We think that this statement could also be proved. In this case,
their guarantee would be better.

The guarantees above take as a reference objective evaluated
at the empty set. The second part of this article studies the reverse
greedy algorithm, where the guarantees are with respect to the
objective evaluated at the full set [see (26) and (9)].

B. Déefinitions of Submodularity Ratio

Let vy, denote the submodularity ratio of f from Definition 2.
Observe that v = ; satisfies

You(S) < Y

velU\S
which can easily be obtained by decomposing the term on the
left via telescoping sum. However, the largest « satisfying the
above set of inequalities, denoted as <2, does not necessarily
satisfy the inequalities in Definition 2. This is true since the
inequalities in (27) can be regarded as a relaxation of those in
Definition 2. Hence, we have v > ~y;. There are previous studies
in the literature defining the submodularity ratio as 7, instead of
~1 [16], [18], [26]. In the proof of Theorem 1, as we are deriving
(30), we use the inequalities from Definition 2. One can verify
that the inequalities in (27) would not allow us to derive (30).
Hence, the performance guarantee (7) does not extend to the
submodularity ratio 7.

In addition, the work of [16] obtains a lower bound for v, for
the metric —F in (2) based on eigenvalue inequalities for sum
and product of matrices. One can easily verify that this lower
bound is also applicable to ; from Definition 2.

The work of [26] exploited the submodularity ratio (27) and
obtained a guarantee in expectation for the residual random

pu(S), VS, U C V 7)

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2 . "

0.1 >

0

0.6 0.8 1

Fig. 5.  Comparison between two guarantees.

(forward) greedy algorithm for matroid optimization problems
featuring weakly submodular objective functions. We denote
the final set returned by this algorithm as S®RC. The guarantee

provided in [26] for this class of randomized algorithms is

Elf ((‘zijc)}(wf)(w) a +'y 7z Let v denote the theoretical lower

bound derived in [16] for —F in (2). This lower bound satisfies
Y2 > 71 > . Since v is applicable to both (7) and the guarantee
in [26], we let a1(7) = v3/(1 +~3) and az(y) = v2/(1 + 7)?
denote the theoretical guarantees associated with Theorem 1
and the one in [26], respectively. Two functions are plotted in
Fig. 5. The guarantee we derived in Theorem 1 is tighter than the
one from [26], if the lower bound v > 0.5 (it is also an ex-post
guarantee).

C. Proof of Lemma 2

(i) For any SCV and any veV\S, let H(z)=
(Wp(S) + z2Wr({v}) + EI) Notice that tr(H (1)) =
(W (SU{v}) +el)™') = F.(SU{v}), since Wr(S)=

JeA' Tdr is additive, that is, Wp(S)+
Wr({v}) = SuU{v}). Via the matrix inverse
formula [52] if H(z) is invertible Vz e (0,1), then
tr(H(z)) is continuous and differentiable, and we have
W = —tr(H(z)Wr({v})H(z)) < 0. This inequality
holds since H(z) is invertible and symmetric, and Wy ({v})
is positive semidefinite. Invoking the mean-value theorem, we
have tr(H (1)) — tr(H(0)) < 0.

(
)
Jo eATB(S)B ((

(i) Recall from (4) that the submodularity ratio of —F,,
denoted as vi, satisfies 71 = ming,7,,e1y SuU) 5 ( [)]) Since
—F, is strictly increasing, p,(S) > 0 and p,(SUU) > 0 for
any v € V\(SUU). Thus, 7f > 0. [ ]

D. Proof of Proposition 1

To prove this theorem, we show that given an actuator set
S, structural controllability of (A, B(S)) can equivalently be
formulated as structural controllability of the system with the
set S chosen as a leader set. Then, we use a result from [23]
showing the matroid structure of the structural controllability
constraints in leader selection problems. This result builds on [5],
which shows the equivalence between structural controllability
and existence of a perfect matching in an auxiliary bipartite
graph whenever the graph G is strongly connected.

Define N = V'\ S and partition the state vector x into =g and
. Our dynamics can equivalently be written as

TN TN 0 0
LCS xs} + [0 Is] uo(28)

where 1|5 € RI*I*I5|is the identity matrix.

ANN  Ans

Asn  Ass
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In the leader selection problem, if the set S is chosen as
a leader set, it is assumed that the values of xg are directly
dictated and are not influenced by the dynamics of x . Under
this assumption, by treating x g as the input, the dynamics of x v
are given by &y = Aynan + Anszs. Then, the leader set S
achieves structural controllability if (Ay n, Ang) is structurally
controllable, which would allow the values of x  to be steered
to desired positions. Note that it is not clear whether we would
achieve structural controllability when this is chosen as the set
of actuators in actuator placement problem.

From Definition 1, the actuator set S makes the system
structurally controllable if and only if there exists a pair (A7 B )
with the same structure as (A, B(.9)) such that the controllability
matrix P € R

0 0 O ANS 0 ANNANS+ANSASS
0 Iig O Ass 0 ASNANS+A%'S

has full rank. Next, we claim that P has full rank if and
only if the followmg matrix Py € RIN"* has full rank, P, =
000 Ans - A}V]bANS --+]. To see this, notice that P
has full rank if and only if the submatrix P, € RV *“n® contain-
ing the first | V| rows of P has full rank. One can then show that
there exists an upper triangular matrix U € R™*"* with unit
diagonal entries such that 151 = P,U. Since U is invertible, ]51
and P; have the same rank.

Then, we further claim that ]51 has full rank if and
only if the following matrix P, has full rank P, =
[ANS AynAys - A‘J]\y]‘\;lANS]. Considering |S| > 0 and
thus [N| —1<mn—2, for any i > |N| — 1, AQNANS is in
the span of the matrices A% yAns,j = {0,1,...,|N| -1} by
Cayley—Hamilton theorem. Hence, P; has the same rank as Py.
This proves the claim.

In summary, P has full rank if and only if P; has full rank.
By the definition of Py, P, being full rank is equivalent to
controllability of (fl NN, A ~n ). Hence, structural controllability
of (A, B(9)) is equivalent to that of (Ayn, Ans).

Now, define L = {S]|S| = K and (Anxn, Ans) is struc-
turally controllable} and conclude that £ = Cg. The set col-
lection L i consists of all the K cardinality leader sets achieving
structural controllability. From [23, Th. 4], we have that the pair
(V,Lx), where L := {Q|3S € Lx suchthat Q C S}, is a
matroid if the graph G is strongly connected. Therefore, the pair
(V,C) is also a matroid. [ |

E. Proof of Theorem 1

The idea of the proof extends the work in [24], which derives
a performance guarantee for matroid optimization featuring a
submodular objective. To assess the suboptimality of the actuator
set S', we need to find an upper bound for f(S*) — f(S"). We
denote S* = {vj, ..., v} } and notice

F(S) = (8" < f(S*U ST — £(Sh
K
= oo ({vf v b US) <y Y pi(Sh) 29)
k=1 jESAS

where the first inequality is due to the monotonicity of f and the
equality follows from a telescoping sum. The last inequality is

from Definition 2. To furtherbound 3, g\g1 p; (S "), we have the
following lemmas. For these lemmas, define U~ = (), UK =
V,and s; = |S* N (UHTI\UY)|.
1K
Lemma 5: 3¢ gast pi (ST <3 pro1sioa.
Proof: From Definition 2, we have
p;i (ST <7 1pi(STY), vt < K, Vje V. (30)

Since U C U*? for any t; < to, notice that V = UX =
Ui (US\U*1). Considering U \U*~ ! and U*2\U*>"! are
disjoint, we know that these sets constitute a partition of V.
Since there is no subset of U° belonging to F, we have
S*NU° = (). Using the partition of V, we can partition S* as:

= U, (S n(Uh\U")). Combining this with (30)
1 _
Do opiSh <Y pi(sh= Z > pi(STH).
eSSt JjeSs” t=1 jeS*N(UNU* 1)
(31)

Notice that all the nodes in U!~! have been considered by the
feasibility check before v. Since the greedy algorithm first
checks the elements in V'\ U*~! with larger marginal gains when
added to U'"!, we have that p;_1 = max;jci\pe p;(S©1).
Considering V\U*! = UE (U\U"1), forany ' > ¢

peo1 > pi(STY), ¥ e UN\UT L (32)

Thus, for any j € S* N (U\U*!), we have p;(S*™1) < p;_q

and
>

JESN(UNUL)
Now combining (31) and (33), it is straightforward that
Zjes*\sf Pj(Sf) < Zf:l Y po1si-1.

Lemma 6: Foranyt € {1,...,K},wehave >.'_ s, 1 <t

The above lemma is proven by [24] for v = 1, and it holds also
when v # 1, since its proof exploits only the matroid structure.
Hence, the proof is omitted.

We use Lemma 6 to obtain an upper bound to the right-hand
side of Lemma 5 and consequently to derive an upper bound of
f(S*) — £(S"). The following explains these steps.

Proof of Theorem 1: First, we consider the case in which
pi,1t=0,..., K — 1, are distinct. We define ¢; such that p;, 1
is the largest among po, p1, ..., pr—1 and to such that p,_;
is the largest among py,, Pt,+1, - - -, Pr—1. Following the same
pattern, we have t,%s,...,%,, where ¢, = K. Since s; > 0 is
bounded by Lemma 6, to give an upper bound to the right-hand
side of Lemma 5, we construct a linear program as follows:

0 >OZlesblbt Zsll<t t=1,..., K.
K-1=Z

max
(34)

Let s;_;, i=1,2,...,K, denote the optimal solution.
We claim s, ; =1;. Otherwise, s;, ; <t; and due to
Lemma 6 two situations might happen, a) Z
b) Zz 1 j 1 < tl‘

For case a), we obtain Zfl 11 s;_1 > 0. It follows that there
exists [ < ¢y such that sj_; > 0. Then, we decrease s; ; by
d > 0 and increase s;, ; also by &. The value of ¢ is small
enough so that s;_; > 0. This operation decreases Zle E
for [ <t <t; — 1 and keeps the sum unchanged for any other

pj(St_l) < pt-1St-1- (33)

L,s; 4=t or
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t, so the constraints of (34) are not violated. Also considering
that p;, | > p;_,, after these changes, the objective function is
strictly greater than the value obtained at the original optimum.
Thus, case a) is impossible. For case b), we collect all the
integers [ > t; satisfying s;_; > 0. Assumel, > --- > I} > t;.
We have ¢ > 1. Otherwise, s;_; = 0 for any [ > ¢; and we can
increase s;, | by a small amount to obtain a greater value of the
objective without violating constraints. Knowing that s; _; > 0
and following the same reasoning provided for the case a), we
increase 3:1—1 and decrease 57171 with the same amount. This
way, an objective value is obtained larger than that evaluated at
the original optimum. Thus, case b) is impossible.
In conclusion, s;, | = £1 and (34) is equivalent to

K
g Pi—15i-1

i1=t1+1

max
Stys---SK-120

t

Y osia<t—tit=t+1,... K (35)
i=t;+1
We determine sy, ; in the same way as we determine s;, _; in

(34). By repeating the above procedure we obtain the solution

t1, ifi=1;
5;—1 = t]‘ - tj,h ifi = t]‘ andj 7’5 1 (36)
0, otherwise.
If pz, 1 =0,...,K —1 are not dlstmct and there ex1st i1 <
1g < - <y with Piy = Piy = = pi,- Welet s = =
53,_, = 0 and obtain the same solution as (36). Next, notice
i i - i i Pi
pin=F(S#TH) = f(5™) <y (™ Unlyyn) = (™) < TH

g

(37

where the first inequality comes from the definition of sub-

modularity ratio, while the second is due to (32). Substitut-

ing the optimal solution into the objective, considering (37),
we have

ZPZ 15, 1 =tipy, 1+ -+ (tp —tp1)pe, 1

i=1

< ‘IZ Z pi1=7" me—

k=1i=tp_1+1

Hf(SH-FO)).

(38)
Combining (29), Lemma 5 and (38), we have f(S*) — f(S") <
v D jesnst pi(ST) <~72 Zsz1 pi-18i_1 <Y 3(f(S) -

FEN-1O) 5 o
FE)-F0) = FF1-

f(0)). By rewriting this, we have

F. Proof of Proposition 2

Let p;(S) = —F.(SU{i}) — (—F.(S5)). Given S and U, we
denote Y = U\ S and R = V\(SUU). Notice that if i ¢ S U

7pfzis(§l)J) =& (}Jfgu(}égigggﬁz\){z}). From Definitions 2 and 3,
we know that for all possible combinations of S and U, the left-
hand side has the least upper bound 1/(1 — of) and the greatest
lower bound 'ye while the right-hand side has the least upper
bound 1/4! and the greatest lower bound 1 — of. Consequently,

we obtain 7' =1 — of and o/ =1 — »f [ |

G. Formulation of the Maximum Flow Problem

Given a directed graph D with nodes s (the source) and ¢
(the sink), denote the node set as V(D) and the edge set as
E(D). Suppose no edge is directed into s or out of ¢. Let
¢: E(D) — R assign to any edge (u,v) in E(D) c(u,v) €
R called the capacity. Any g : E(D) — R, is called a flow
in (D,c,s,t) if it satisfies: a) >, g(u,w) = >, g(w,v) for
any w € V(D)\{s,t} and b) g(u,v) < c(u,v) for all (u,v) €
E(D). The first is the balance, whereas the second is the capacity
limits. >, g(s,w) is called the value of g denoted as val(g).
The problem is to find the flow with the maximum value. For
the undirected bipartite graph H;(S), we direct all the edges
from V' to V' and place nodes s and ¢. Directed edges are built
from s to all the nodes in V' U V" and from all the nodes in V'
to t. Based on this D, we construct a capacity function such
that ¢(u,v) = 1 for any (u,v) € E(D). The maximum value
of a flow in (D, ¢, s,t) is equivalent to the cardinality of the
maximum matching in H;(S) [47].

REFERENCES
[1] T. H. Summers, F. L. Cortesi, and J. Lygeros, “On submodularity and
controllability in complex dynamical networks,” IEEE Trans. Contr. Netw.
Syst., vol. 3, no. 1, pp. 91-101, Mar. 2016.
F.-J. Miiller and A. Schuppert, “Few inputs can reprogram biological
networks,” Nature, vol. 478, no. 7369, 2011, Art. no. E4.
A. Banerjee and Y. Arkun, “Control configuration design applied to the
tennessee eastman plant-wide control problem,” Comput. Chem. Eng.,
vol. 19, no. 4, pp. 453480, 1995.
M. Van De Wal and B. De Jager, “A review of methods for input/output
selection,” Automatica, vol. 37, no. 4, pp. 487-510, 2001.
Y.-Y. Liu, J.-J. Slotine, and A.-L. Barabdsi, “Controllability of complex
networks,” Nature, vol. 473, no. 7346, 2011, Art. no. 167.
F. Pasqualetti, S. Zampieri, and F. Bullo, “Controllability metrics, limita-
tions and algorithms for complex networks,” IEEE Trans. Control Netw.
Syst., vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 40-52, Mar. 2014.
A. Olshevsky, “Minimal controllability problems,” IEEE Trans. Control
Netw. Syst., vol. 1, no. 3, pp. 249-258, Sep. 2014.
S. Pequito, S. Kar, and A. P. Aguiar, “A framework for structural in-
put/output and control configuration selection in large-scale systems,”
IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 61, no. 2, pp. 303-318, Feb. 2016.
A. Jadbabaie, A. Olshevsky, G. J. Pappas, and V. Tzoumas, “Minimal
reachability is hard to approximate,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 64,
no. 2, pp. 783-789, Feb. 2019.
A. Clark, B. Alomair, L. Bushnell, and R. Poovendran, “Submodularity in
input node selection for networked linear systems: Efficient algorithms for
performance and controllability,” IEEE Control Syst. Mag., vol. 37, no. 6,
pp. 52-74, Dec. 2017.
O. Romero and S. Pequito, “Actuator placement for symmetric structural
controllability with heterogeneous costs,” IEEE Control Syst. Lett., vol. 2,
no. 4, pp. 821-826, Oct. 2018.
S. Pequito, G. Ramos, S. Kar, A. P. Aguiar, and J. Ramos, “The robust
minimal controllability problem,” Automatica, vol. 82, pp. 261-268,2017.
V. Tzoumas, A. Jadbabaie, and G. J. Pappas, “Robust and adaptive sequen-
tial submodular optimization,” 2019, arXiv:1909.11783.
V. Tzoumas, M. A. Rahimian, G. J. Pappas, and A. Jadbabaie, “Minimal
actuator placement with bounds on control effort,” IEEE Trans. Control
Netw. Syst., vol. 3, no. 1, pp. 67-78, Mar. 2016.
G. L. Nemhauser, L. A. Wolsey, and M. L. Fisher, “An analysis of
approximations for maximizing submodular set functions-1,” Math. Prog.,
vol. 14, no. 1, pp. 265-294, 1978.
T. Summers and M. Kamgarpour, “Performance guarantees for greedy
maximization of non-submodular controllability metrics,” in Proc. 18th
Eur. Contr. Conf., 2019, pp. 2796-2801.
A.Das and D. Kempe, “Submodular meets spectral: Greedy algorithms for
subset selection, sparse approximation and dictionary selection,” in Proc.
28th Int. Conf. Mach. Learn., 2011, pp. 1057-1064.
A. A.Bian, J. M. Buhmann, A. Krause, and S. Tschiatschek, “Guarantees
for greedy maximization of non-submodular functions with applications,”
in Proc. 34th Int. Conf. on Mach. Learn., 2017, pp. 498-507.

[2]
[3]

[4]
[5]
[6]

[7]
[8]

[9]

[10]

(1]

[12]
[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

(18]

Authorized licensed use limited to: ETH BIBLIOTHEK ZURICH. Downloaded on March 21,2023 at 00:18:34 UTC from IEEE Xplore. Restrictions apply.



5860

IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON AUTOMATIC CONTROL, VOL. 66, NO. 12, DECEMBER 2021

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]
[42]
[43]

[44]

C.-T.Lin, “Structural controllability,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 19,
no. 3, pp. 201-208, Jun. 1974.

R. Shields and J. Pearson, “Structural controllability of multi-input lin-
ear systems,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 21, no. 2, pp. 203-212,
Apr. 1976.

J.-M. Dion, C. Commault, and J. Van Der Woude, “Generic properties and
control of linear structured systems: A survey,” Automatica, vol. 39, no. 7,
pp. 1125-1144, 2003.

G. Ramos, A. P. Aguiar, and S. Pequito, “Structural systems theory: An
overview of the last 15 years,” 2020, arXiv:2008.11223.

A. Clark, L. Bushnell, and R. Poovendran, “On leader selection for
performance and controllability in multi-agent systems,” in Proc. 51st
IEEE Conf. Dec. Control, 2012, pp. 86-93.

M. L. Fisher, G. L. Nemhauser, and L. A. Wolsey, “An analysis of ap-
proximations for maximizing submodular set functions-11,” in Polyhedral
Combinatorics, 1978, pp. 73-87.

M. Conforti and G. Cornuéjols, “Submodular set functions, matroids
and the greedy algorithm: Tight worst-case bounds and some general-
izations of the rado-edmonds theorem,” Discrete App. Math., vol. 7, no. 3,
pp. 251-274, 1984.

L. Chen, M. Feldman, and A. Karbasi, “Weakly submodular maximization
beyond cardinality constraints: Does randomization help greedy?” in Proc.
35th Int. Conf. on Mach. Learning., 2018, pp. 804-813.

L. F. Chamon, A. Amice, and A. Ribeiro, “Matroid-constrained approxi-
mately supermodular optimization for near-optimal actuator scheduling,”
in Proc. 58th IEEE Conf. Dec. Control, 2019, pp. 3391-3398.

M. Sviridenko, J. Vondrdk, and J. Ward, “Optimal approximation for
submodular and supermodular optimization with bounded curvature,”
Math. Oper. Res., vol. 42, no. 4, pp. 1197-1218, 2017.

T. Zhang, “Adaptive forward-backward greedy algorithm for learn-
ing sparse representations,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 57, no. 7,
pp. 46894708, Jul. 2011.

J. A. Tropp, “Greed is good: Algorithmic results for sparse approximation,”
IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 50, no. 10, pp. 2231-2242, 2004.

M. Chrobak, C. Kenyon, and N. Young, “The reverse greedy algorithm for
the metric k-median problem,” Inf. Process. Lett., vol. 97, no. 2, pp. 6872,
2006.

V. P. II’ev, “An approximation guarantee of the greedy descent algo-
rithm for minimizing a supermodular set function,” Discrete App. Math.,
vol. 114, no. 1-3, pp. 131-146, 2001.

V. II’ev and N. Linker, “Performance guarantees of a greedy algorithm for
minimizing a supermodular set function on comatroid,” Eur. J. Oper. Res.,
vol. 171, no. 2, pp. 648-660, 2006.

0. Karaca, B. Guo, and M. Kamgarpour, “A comment on performance
guarantees of a greedy algorithm for minimizing a supermodular set
function on comatroid,” Eur. J. Oper. Res., vol. 290, no. 1, pp. 401-403,
Apr. 2020.

B. Guo, O. Karaca, T. Summers, and M. Kamgarpour, “Actuator placement
for optimizing network performance under controllability constraints,” in
Proc. 58th IEEE Conf. Dec. Control, 2019, pp. 7140-7147.

S. Pequito, S. Kar, and A. P. Aguiar, “A structured systems approach for
optimal actuator-sensor placement in linear time-invariant systems,” in
Proc. IEEE Amer. Control Conf., 2013, pp. 6108-6113.

M. Doostmohammadian, H. R. Rabiee, and U. A. Khan, “Structural cost-
optimal design of sensor networks for distributed estimation,” IEEE Signal
Proc. Lett., vol. 25, no. 6, pp. 793-797, Jun. 2018.

A. Krause and C. E. Guestrin, “Near-optimal nonmyopic value of
information in graphical models,” in Proc. Conf. Uncertainty Al,
2005, pp. 324-331. [Online]. Avialable: https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.5555/
3020336.3020377

F. Bach, “Learning with submodular functions: A convex optimization
perspective,” Found. Trans. Mach. Learn., vol. 6, no. 2-3, pp. 145-373,
2013.

A. Krause and D. Golovin, “Submodular function maximization,” in
Tractability: Practical Approaches to Hard Problems to Hard Problems.
Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge, 2014.

V. Tzoumas, A. Jadbabaie, and G. J. Pappas, “Resilient non-submodular
maximization over matroid constraints,” 2018, arXiv:1804.01013.

J. Edmonds, “Matroids and the greedy algorithm,” Math. Prog., vol. 1,
no. 1, pp. 127-136, 1971.

D. Welsh, Matroid Theory. New York, NY, USA: Dover Publications,
2010.

Z. Svitkina and L. Fleischer, “Submodular approximation: Sampling-
based algorithms and lower bounds,” SIAM J. Comp., vol. 40, no. 6,
pp. 1715-1737,2011.

[45]

[46]

[47]

[48]

[49]
[50]

[51]

[52]

B. Guo, O. Karaca, T. Summers, and M. Kamgarpour, “Actuator place-
ment under structural controllability using forward and reverse greedy
algorithms,” 2019, arXiv:1912.05149.

Y.-Y. Liu, J.-J. E. Slotine, and A.-L. Barabadsi, “‘Controllability of complex
networks: Supplementary information,” 2011. [Online]. Available: https:
//barabasi.com/{/331.pdf

L. Lovdsz and M. Plummer, Matching Theory, ser. North-Holland Math.
Studies. New York, NY, USA: Elsevier, 1986.

J. Edmonds and R. M. Karp, “Theoretical improvements in algorithmic
efficiency for network flow problems,” J. ACM, vol. 19, no. 2, pp. 248-264,
1972.

G. Bounova, “Octave networks toolbox,” 2015, doi:
0d0.22398.

R. Christie, “Power systems test case archive,” Univ. of Washington, 2017.
[Online]. Available: https://www?2.ee.washington.edu/research/pstca/

A. R. Bergen and D. J. Hill, “A structure preserving model for power
system stability analysis,” IEEE Trans. Power Appl. Syst.,no. 1, pp. 25-35,
Jan. 1981.

K. B. Petersen and M. S. Pedersen, The Matrix Cookbook. Lyngby,
Denmark: Technical University of Denmark, 2012.

Baiwei Guo received the B.Sc. degree in elec-
trical engineering from Harbin Institute of Tech-
nology, Harbin, China in 2017, and M.Sc. de-
gree in electrical engineering from ETH Ziirich,
Zirich, Switzerland in 2019, respectively. He
is currently working toward the Ph.D. degree
with the Automatic Control Laboratory, EPF Lau-
sanne, Lausanne, Switzerland.

His research interests include combinatorial
optimization and statistical learning with appli-
cations in control theory.

10.5281/zen-

Orcun Karaca received the B.Sc. degree
in electrical engineering from Bogazici Univ.,
Turkey, in 2014, and the M.Sc. degree in elec-
trical engineering and information technology
from ETH Zirich, in 2016. He is currently work-
ing toward the Ph.D. degree with the Automatic
Control Laboratory, ETH Zurich, Zirich, Switzer-
land.

His research interests include nonconvex op-
timization and game theory with applications in
power grid systems and electricity markets.

Tyler Summers received the B.S. degree in me-
chanical engineering from Texas Christian Uni-
versity, Fort Worth, TX, USA, in 2004, and the
M.S. and Ph.D. degrees in aerospace engineer-
ing with UT Austin, Austin, TX, USA, in 2007 and
2010, respectively,

He is currently an Assistant Professor with UT
Dallas, Richardson, TX, USA. He was a Post-
doctoral Fellow with ETH from 2011 to 2015. He
was a Fulbright Postgraduate Scholar with the
Australian National University, Canberra ACT,

Australia, during 2007-2008. His research interests focuses on feed-
back control and optimization in complex dynamical networks, empha-
sizing theoretical tools and computational methods and driven by appli-
cations to power networks and robotics.

Maryam Kamgarpour received the bachelor’s
degree in applied science from the University
of Waterloo, Waterloo, ON, USA, in 2005, Mas-
ter's and Ph.D. degrees in engineering from UC
Berkeley, Berkeley, CA, USA, in 2007 and 2011,
respectively.

She is with the Faculty of Electrical and
Computer Engineering, University of British
Columbia, Vancouver, BC, Canada. Her re-
search is on safe decision-making and control
under uncertainty, game theory and mechanism

design, mixed integer and stochastic optimization and control. Her the-
oretical research is motivated by control challenges arising in intelligent
transportation networks, robotics, power grid systems, and healthcare.

Prof. Kamgarpour is the recipient of NASA High Potential Individual
Award, NASA Excellence in Publication Award, and the European Union
(ERC) Starting Grant.

Authorized licensed use limited to: ETH BIBLIOTHEK ZURICH. Downloaded on March 21,2023 at 00:18:34 UTC from IEEE Xplore. Restrictions apply.


https://dl.acm.org/doi/10.5555/3020336.3020377
https://barabasi.com/f/331.pdf
https://dx.doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.22398
https://www2.ee.washington.edu/research/pstca/


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /Algerian
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BaskOldFace
    /Batang
    /Bauhaus93
    /BellMT
    /BellMTBold
    /BellMTItalic
    /BerlinSansFB-Bold
    /BerlinSansFBDemi-Bold
    /BerlinSansFB-Reg
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /BodoniMTPosterCompressed
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /BritannicBold
    /Broadway
    /BrushScriptMT
    /CalifornianFB-Bold
    /CalifornianFB-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Reg
    /Centaur
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /Chiller-Regular
    /ColonnaMT
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CooperBlack
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /FootlightMTLight
    /FreestyleScript-Regular
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Haettenschweiler
    /HarlowSolid
    /Harrington
    /HighTowerText-Italic
    /HighTowerText-Reg
    /Impact
    /InformalRoman-Regular
    /Jokerman-Regular
    /JuiceITC-Regular
    /KristenITC-Regular
    /KuenstlerScript-Black
    /KuenstlerScript-Medium
    /KuenstlerScript-TwoBold
    /KunstlerScript
    /LatinWide
    /LetterGothicMT
    /LetterGothicMT-Bold
    /LetterGothicMT-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothicMT-Oblique
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Magneto-Bold
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /MediciScriptLTStd
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /Mistral
    /Modern-Regular
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MS-Mincho
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /NiagaraEngraved-Reg
    /NiagaraSolid-Reg
    /NuptialScript
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /Onyx
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Parchment-Regular
    /Playbill
    /PMingLiU
    /PoorRichard-Regular
    /Ravie
    /ShowcardGothic-Reg
    /SimSun
    /SnapITC-Regular
    /Stencil
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TempusSansITC
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-BoldCond
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-BoldIt
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Cond
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-CondIt
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Italic
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Roman
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /VinerHandITC
    /Vivaldii
    /VladimirScript
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZapfChanceryStd-Demi
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 900
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00111
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 1200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00083
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00063
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDFs that match the "Suggested"  settings for PDF Specification 4.0)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


