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Towards Finding the Critical Value for Kalman

Filtering with Intermittent Observations

Yilin Mo and Bruno Sinopoli

Abstract

In [Z], Sinopoli et al. analyze the problem of optimal estfioa for linear Gaussian systems
where packets containing observations are dropped acgptdian i.i.d. Bernoulli process, modeling
a memoryless erasure channel. In this case the authors bladwhe Kalman Filter is still the optimal
estimator, although boundedness of the error dependstlgitgmon the channel arrival probability,

In particular they also prove the existence of a criticabieap., for such probability, below which the

Kalman filter will diverge. The authors are not able to conegthe actual value of this critical probability
for general linear systems, but provide upper and lower deumihey are able to show that for special
cases, i.eC' invertible, such critical value coincides with the lowerunal. This paper computes the

value of the critical arrival probability, under minimaligstrictive conditions on the matricesandC'.

. INTRODUCTION

A large wealth of applications demand wireless commurdcaiimong small embedded de-
vices. Wireless Sensor Network (WSN) technology provides drchitectural paradigm to im-
plement systems with a high degree of temporal and spatsadudgrity. Applications of sen-
sor networks are becoming ubiquitous, ranging from envitental monitoring and control to
building automation, surveillance and many othérs [2].éBitheir low power nature and the

requirement of long lasting deployment, communicationMeein devices is power constrained
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and therefore limited in range and reliability. Changesha environment, such as the simple
relocation of a large metal object in a room or the presengaeople, will inevitably affect the
propagation properties of the wireless medium. Channellsbeitime-varying and unreliable.
Spurred by this consideration, our effort concentratesierdesign and analysis of estimation and
control algorithms over unreliable networks. A substdrtiady of literature has been devoted
to such issues in the past few years. In this paper we wantvisitréhe paper of Sinopoli et
al. [1]. In that paper, the authors analyze the problem ofnugdtstate estimation for discrete-
time linear Gaussian systems, under the assumption that\a®ns are sent to the estimator
via a memoryless erasure channel. This implies the existeha non-unitary arrival probability
associated with each packet. Consequently some obsersatith inevitably be lost. In this case
although the Kalman Filter is still the optimal estimatdie tboundedness of its error depends on
the arrival probabilities of the observation packets. Intipalar the authors prove the existence
of a critical arrival probabilityp., below which the expectation of estimation error covarenc
matrix P, of Kalman filter will diverge. The authors are not able to cangpthe actual value
of this critical probability for general linear systems{lmiovide upper and lower bounds. They
are able to show that for special cases such critical valircicies with the lower bound.

A significant amount of research effort has been made towadihfj the critical value. In 1],
the author prove that the critical value coincides with tbdr bound in a special case when
the system observation matriX is invertible. The condition is further weakened by Plamel a
Bullo [3] to C only invertible on the observable subspace.[ln [4], the @ustiprove that if the
eigenvalues of system matrix have distinguished absolute values, then the loveemd is
indeed the critical value. The authors also provide a couetample to show that in general
the lower bound is not tight.

Other variations of the original problem are also considehe [5], the authors introduce smart
sensors, which send the local Kalman estimation insteacwfabservation. In[[6], a similar
scenario is discussed where the sensor sends a linear adiohiof the current and previous
measurement. A Markovian packet dropping model is intredua [7] and a stability criterion
was given. In[[8], the authors study the case where the oatenvat each time splits into two
parts, which are sent to the Kalman filter through two indelean erasure channels. A much
more general model, which considered packet drop, delaygaadtization of measurements in

the same time, is introduced by Xie and Shi [9].
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Another interesting direction to characterize the impddbesy network on state estimation
is to directly calculate the probability distribution oftsation error covariance matrix;,
instead of considering the boundedness of its expectdtidi0], the author gives a closed-form
expression for cumulative distribution function B8f when the system satisfies non-overlapping
conditions. In [11], the authors provide a numerical methmdalculate the eigen-distribution
of P, under the assumption that the observation matri’ss random and time varying.

In the meantime, lots of research effort has been made tgmesstimation and control
schemes over lossy network, by leveraging the result oedafrom above work. In[[12], the
authors consider a stochastic sensor scheduling schenh vemdomly selected one sensor to
transmit observation at each time. [n[13], the authors shbaw to design the packet arrival
rate to balance the state estimation error and energy cqsakfet transmission.

In a nutshell, we feel that derivation of critical value istranly important for analyzing
the performance of the system in lossy networks, but ald@akifor network control protocol
design. However, in a large proportion of the above work,dtigcal value is derived under the
condition thatC' matrix is_invertible or other similar conditions, which amet easy to satisfy
for certain real applicatioHsln this paper, we would like to characterize the criticdlreaunder
more general conditions showing that it meets the lower daanmost cases. We also study
some systems for which the lower bound is not tight and tryite gome insights on why this
is the case.

The paper are organized in the following manner: Se¢fioarthulates the problem. Sectionl |
states all the important results of the paper, which will bevpd later by Sectioh M, M,_VI.
Finally Sectior_VIl concludes the paper.

Il. PROBLEM FORMULATION
Consider the following linear system
Tp1 = Az + wy,

(1)
yr = Cxy, + vg,

wherex, € R" is the state vectory, € R™ is the output vectorw, € R™ andv, € R™ are

Gaussian random vectors with zero mean and covarianceces®i> 0 and R > 0, respectively.

1C invertible implies that the number of sensors is no less thamumber of states.
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Assume that the initial state;, is also a Gaussian vector of meap and covariance matrix
Yo > 0. Let w;, v;, g to be mutually independent. Note that we assume the cowarianatrices
of w;, v;, o to be strictly positive definite. Defing\;| > |X\2| > --- > |\,| as the eigenvalues of
A.

Consider the case where observations are sent to the estiniata memoryless erasure
channel, where their arrival is modeled by a Bernoulli irefegent proces$~,}. According
to this model, the measurement sent at timek reaches its destination #, = 1; it is lost
otherwise. Lety, be independent ofvy, v., xq, i.€. the communication channel is independent
of both process and measurement noises ané’(et = 1) = p.

The Kalman Filter equations for this system were derivedljrahd take the following form:
T = Trp—1 + Vel — CTpp—1),
Pk = Prjg—1 — %chpk\k—la
where
Thyrh = A, Popip = AP A" + Q,
Ky = Pk\k—ICT(CPMk—lCT +R),
Toj—1 = To, -1 = 2o.
In the hope to improve the legibility of the paper we will $lity abuse the notation, by

substituting P, with P,. The equation for the error covariance of the one-step ptedi

is the following:
Py = AP AT 4 Q — 1 ARCT(CP.CT + R)T\CPAT. )

If v4s are i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables, the following thexm holds [[1]:
Theorem 1:If (A,Q2) is_controllable,(C, A) is detectable, andi is unstable, then there

exists ap. € [0, 1) such tha

sup FP, =400 for0<p<p. and dF, >0, 3)
k

EP, < Mp, vt forp.<p<1 and VF, >0, (4)

2\We use the notatiosup, Ar = +oo when the sequencd; > 0 is not bounded; i.e., there is no mat¥ > 0 such that
Ap < M, VEk.

®Note that all the comparisons between matrices in this papein the sense of positive definite if without further netic
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where Mp, > 0 depends on the initial conditiof, > 0.
For simplicity, we will say that P, is unbounded ikup, £ P, = +o0o or EP, is bounded if

there exists a uniform bound independentkof

1. MAIN RESULT

In this section, we want to state all the important resultscfitical value, the proof of which
can be found in later sections. Through out the rest of theepape always assume that the
following conditions hold:

(H1) (C,A) is detectable.
(H2) A can be diagonalized.
(H3) R,Q,%, are strict positive definite.

From Sectiorl, it is clear that the critical value of a systshould be a function of all
system parameters, i.d, C, ), R, X,. However, the following theorem, the proof of which is
in Section 1\, states that the critical value does not depem®, ), ¥, as long as they are all
positive definite.

Theorem 2:If R, Q,>, > 0 are strictly positive definite, then the critical value of ystem
is just a function of4, C', and is independent ok, @), 3.

Since we have already assumed tlat), X, are strictly positive definite, by Theoreh 2, we
can letR =1,,,Q = I,,, X = I,, without loss of generality. Also since we assume tHatan
be diagonalized, we can always transform the system inthiatgonal standard form. Hence, we
assume that! is diagonal. We can also denofg(A, C') as the critical value of systetd, C').

When the dimension ofi, C' is large, which is often the case in reality, it is desiralde t
break the large system to several smaller blocks (or suds3t which are easier to analyse.
As a result, we define a block of the system in the following way

Definition 1: Consider the systerpA, C') is in its diagonal standard form, which meaas=
diag(A1,...,\,) andC = [C1, ..., C,]. A block of the system is defined as subsystefts =
diag(Niy, -, N,),Cr = [Ciy,....Cy), 1 <y < ... <4 <n,whereZ = {iy,...,4} C
{1,...,n} is the index set.

A special type of block, which we call equi-block, plays atrahrole in determining the critical

value of the system and it is defined as
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Definition 2: An equi-block is a block which satisfies,, | = ... = |\, |, and we denote it as

(Az,,Cz.), whereZ, is the index set.

Definition 3: D(A, () is defined as the dimension of the largest equi-block of tistesy.
The following theorem shows a basic inequality between theal value of the original system
and smaller blocks, which we will prove in Sectibn] IV.

Theorem 3:Define f.(A, C) as the critical value for systetd, C). If A = diag(Ay,...,\,)
diagonal and” = [C, ..., C,], then

fc(Av C) > fC(Alv CI)a (5)

for all possible index sef C {1,...,n}.

Before we continue on, we need to define the following terms:

Definition 4: A system(A, C) is one step observable @ is full column rank.

Definition 5: An equi-block is degenerate if it is not one step observdbis.non-degenerate
otherwise.

Definition 6: The system is non-degenerate if every equi-block of theegyst non-degenerate.
It is degenerate if there exists at least one degeneratebéapk.

For example, ifA = diag(2, —2) andC = [1, 1], then the system is degenerate since it is an
1010

0101
two equi-blocks are(diag(2, —2), ;) and (diag(3,—3), ) and both of them are one step

equi-block and not one step observable. Bor diag(2,—2,3,—3) andC =

observable. Thus, the system is non-degenerate.

It can be seen that non-degeneracy is a stronger propertyadtservability but much more
weaker than one step observability. In fact, for a one steeable systent, matrix must have
at leastn rows, which impliesy; is at least a&R™ vector. On the other hand, for non-degenerate
system, the” matrix can only havéD(A, C') rows. In reality,D(A, C) is usually a small number
comparing ton.

In [1], the authors proved that the critical value meets thwer bound when the system
is one step observable. In this paper, we weaken the condition one step observability to
non-degeneracy.

Theorem 4:If the system[ Il satisfies assumptiof§1) — (H3) and the equiblocks ofd

associated to the unstable and critically stable eigeegatie non-degenerate, the critical value
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of the Kalman filter is
pe = max(1 — |\|72,0) (6)

where \; is the dominant eigenvalue.

For degenerate systems we can show that in general theatntitue is larger than the one
computed in theorer 4. Nonetheless in this paper we will agmhe critical value for second
order degenerate systems. This includes a very practicd, davolving complex conjugate
eigenvalues. Letd = diag()\1, \2) € R**2, We can use the following theorem in conjunction
with Theoren{B as the building block to allow analysis of &rgystems.

Theorem 5:For a detectable system with = diag(Ai, X2), |\ > [Xo] @nd R, @, Xy > 0,
the critical value is

pe = fo(A,C) = max(1 — [M[7%,0), (7)

if the system is non-degenerate, or in other word, if one efftllowing conditions holds
1) (Al > [Aal,
2) rank(C) = 2.

Otherwise the system is degenerate and its critical value is
Pe = foA,C) = max(1 — |\ | TPnE@E | 0), 8)
where\; = Ay exp(jy), and Dy, (x) is the modified Dirichlet function defined as

0 for « irrational

Dy (x) = (9)

1/q forx=r/q, r,q € Z and irreducible.

V. PROPERTIES OFCRITICAL VALUE

In this section, we will prove Theorel 2 aht 3, which dematstthe relationship between
critical value and system parameters. Throughout this@seave always assume that assumption
(H1) — (H3) holds.

First we want to prove the independence between criticalevahd the covariance matrix of
the noise.

Proof of Theoreni]2: Since R, Xy, @ > 0, we can find uniform upper and lower bounds

a,a > 0, such that
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Let us defineP, = al,, Py = al,, P; = I,,, and
Bk—;—l = ABkAT +al, — ’YkABkCT(CBkCT + QIm)_lcﬂkAT>
?k—i-l = A?RAT + a]n - ’ykA?kCT(C?kCT + &Im)_lC?kAT,
P = AP AT + 1, — pAP;CT(CPICT + 1) 'CPr AT,
By induction, it is easy to check th@, = o P; and P, = aP; for all k.
Also we know thatP, < F,. By induction, suppose that, < P, then
Py, = ABkAT +al, — 'VkABkCT(CBkCT + Q]m)_ICBkAT
S APkAT -+ QIn - ’)/kAPkCT(CPkCT + gIm)_lCPkAT
< APkAT + Q — ’}/kAPkCT(CPkCT -+ R)_lcPkAT = Pk+1~
Hence,P, < P, for all k. By the same argument), < Py, for all k, which implies that
Sincea, @ > 0, the boundedness @, is equivalent to the boundednessgf. However by the
definition of P, we know that it is only a function ofi, C' which is independent ok, @, >.
[ |
We now want to prove that the critical value of a system isdarfpan the critical value of
any of its blocks.
Proof of Theoreni]3: With out loss of generalin we assume that = {1,...,1}, | < m.
Let us define7 = {{+1,...,m} to be the complement index set &f

By Theoreni®, we suppose for the original systém- 7,,,, Q = %o = I,.
Let us definel, = %, = I,, and

pk-i—l = ApkAT + ]n - ’}/kApkéT(épkéT + ]Qm/Q)_lépkAT,

. Cr 0 _ . .
whereC' = ’ € R?™*n_ Using Matrix Inversion Lemma, we can show that
0 Cs
Py = A(P +3CTC) AT 41, (11)
- - ORI |
Py = A [B1 420 C7C| AT 41,
4If 7 = {1,...,m}, the proof is trivial. IfZ is an arbitrary subset of siZg we can always permute the states to make it
equal{l,...,l}
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We know thatP, = P,. By induction, suppose that, > P,, then

N . . cro, crc Ccro 0
Pt +4,0TC — (P,;l + 2%CTC) =Pt =Pt R N Bt
ctce, cta, 0 cIc,
. -cTrc, cto _ Cr
—1 —1 11 12 —1 —1 1
_ _ — — — _ < 0.
P =P+ ore, TG, P =Py %[01 02} or <0
(12)
Hence,
_ . | N
Poi = A(P7 +3CTC) AT+ Q> A (P,;l n 2%CTC) AT +Q = P
Thus, by induction P, > P, Vk, which in turn proves
fo(A,C) = (A, C). (13)

Now defineP, 7 = I, Py = I,,_; and

pk+1,I = Azpk,IAg + 1 — %AIPIC,IC%(CIPIC,IC%F + ]m/z)_chPk,ZAga

Pop1g = AP, 7 A + 1y — A7 B 7CH(C 7 By 7CL 4+ 1,,/2) 71 Cr Py 7 AL

Pz
0 Py
only if P,; and P, ; are both bounded. Combining{13), we know

It is not hard to check thab, = , for all k. As a result,”, is bounded if and

fc(A> C) > fc(Av é) = max{fc(AL CI)v fC(Ajv CJ)}

V. CRITICAL VALUE FOR NON-DEGENERATE SYSTEMS

This section is devoted to proving Theorém 4. Before coimigijuwe would like to state
several important intermediate results which are usefupfoving the main theorem and have
some theoretical value of their own.

We will first deal with systems whose eigenvalues are allalsist We will lift this restriction
later in the paper. By “unstable” we mean that its absolutaevés strictly greater than. We

will call the eigenvalues on the unit circle critically stabkand the ones with absolute values
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strictly less than stable. Sinced is diagonalizable, we will restrict our analysis to systemith
diagonal A. Also since some eigenvalues dfmay be complex, we will use Hermitian instead
of transpose in the remaining part of the article.

Similarly to the observability Grammian, we find that the mad ;°, v, A= C”C A~ plays
an essential role in determining the boundedness of Kalniten fivhich is characterized by the
following theorem:

Theorem 6:1f a system satisfies assumptiaif$1) — (H3) and all its eigenvalues are unstable,
thensup, EP; if finite if and only if E[(> )2, AT HCHCA™")~1] exists, and it satisfies the
following inequality

gE[(f: BATHCHEC AT < sup EP, < @E[(i B ATHCHEC AT, (14)
k

i=1 1=1
wherea, @ > 0 are constants.

By manipulatingd_:°, v A-*#CHCA™, we established the following result, which is essen-
tially equivalent to Theorerl 4, but restricted on the systevhose eigenvalues are all unstable.
Theorem 7:1f a non-degenerate system satisfies assumptiéhs — (H3) and all its eigen-

values are unstable, then the critical value of the system is
Pe = 11— |)\1|_2-

If the arrival probabilityp > p., then for all initial conditions,E P, will be bounded for allk.
Else if p < p., for some initial conditionsF P, is unbounded.

Now we need to generalize this result to systems that habéestggenvalues. The following
theorem provides an important inequality for systems tlaaehstable eigenvalues:

Theorem 8:Consider a system satisfies assumpti@ghl) — (H3) with a diagonalA =
diag(Aq, Ag, A3), C = [C1,Cs, C3. If Ay is the unstable partd, is the critically stable part
and A; is the stable part and’;s are of proper dimensions, then the critical value of theéesys

satisfies the following inequality

fe(A,C) < lim fo(diag(aAy, aAsy), [Cl,Cg])H. (15)

a—1t

Combining Theoreml3,]7 arid 8, we will prove Theoreim 4 in thé past of this section.

>Note that there is no requirement of non-degeneracy fortti@erem.
®Note thatdiag(cA1, aA2) are unstable whear > 1. Hence the right hand side of the inequality can be computed b
Theoren(J.
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11

A. Proof of Theorerl6

In this subsection, we are going to prove Theoieém 6. The keq id the proof is to avoid
analysing Riccati Equations, which were intensively stddin the previous works [1] [3], and
try to formulate estimation error covariané& by maximum likelihood estimator. First let us

write down the relation betweeny; and x;:

ViYk CA™! ViVk WwCA™L 0 0 wy,
= ' Thy1+ ' — '
YoYo YC A1 Yoo YCOAFL oo ) CA™2 yCAE wy
L i’o i L A_k_l i | .f'o — X ] | A_k_l tee A_2 A_l 1L Wo ]
(16)

The rows wherey;s are zero can be deleted, since they do not provide any iatamto improve

the estimation of; ;. To write (16) in a more compact way, let us define the follayjuantities:

AL .. 0 0
E, A c Rn(k+1)><n(k+1)_ (17)
AR AT
A—k—l . A—2 A—l
o ... 0]
G, Le Do R+m 1] x (k1) (18)
0 -.. (O
L O In .
_ o - _ o -
€L £ —GLFy, : + : € R HmED, (19
w1 Vo
| wo | To — Zo
[ cA7l ] [ Yk |
CAk1 Yo
i A—k—l | i To |
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Definel';, as the matrix of all non zero rows diag(vilm, Vk—1lm, - --,Yolm, I,). Thusl is
a mY.r v +n) by (n+m(k+ 1)) matrix. Also define

Y 2 TWYs, Tp 2 DTy, € 2 Trey.

Y., Ty, € are now stochastic matrices as they are functions,ofs_1, . .., Y.

We can rewrite[(16) in a more compact form as
?k = Tvkxk_l,_l + gk (21)

From [21), we know thaffk is Gaussian distributed with unknown meﬁmkﬂ and known
covarianceC'ov (e, |I'y). Hence, we can prove the following lemmas:
Lemma 1:1f A is invertible, then the state estimatiép,; and estimation error covariance

P, given by Kalman filter satisfy the following equations
T = (T Cov(&|Ty) ™ T3) " T Cov (&, |Ty) "' Va, (22)
Pryr = (THCov(@|Ty) M)~ (23)

Lemma 2:1f A = diag(\i, Mg, -+, \n), Where|\;| > |Xg| > -+ > |\,| > 1, thenF,FH is

bounded by
1

Wln(k-i-l)? (24)

1 H
W]n(k+l) < R <

where F}, is defined in [(1I7).
Lemma 3:If a system satisfies assumptiofi$1) — (4 3) and all its eigenvalues are unstable,

then the error covariance matrix of Kalman Filter is bountgd
a(TF'T) ™ < Popy <a@(TPT3)™ (25)

wherea, @ € R are constants independentgfand k;H
Proof of Lemmall:Given the observatiok,, by (21), we know that the maximum likelihood

estimator ofry,, is

jk+l\k - (TkHCOU(gk‘Fk)_lfk)_lTkHCOU(gk‘Fk)_li}k,

"We abuse the notations a@f, a, which will also be used several times later. These notatimly means constant lower and

upper bound, which are not necessarily the same in diffatedrems.
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and the estimation error covariance is
Pri1 = (TECov(ep|Tw) M)~

SinceY), is Gaussian with unknown medﬁxkﬂ and known covarianc€'ov(e;|T'y), we know

that the maximum likelihood estimator is the optimal one imimum mean error covariance

sense. Thusj,. ., and P, given by maximum likelihood estimator are essentially tame as

T4, and P, of Kalman filter, which concludes the proof. [ |
Proof of Lemma]2: Notice that

A
—I
F'=
A
-1 A
Therefore, ) )
AAR + T —A
_AH
(FpFy) ™t =
AAT + T —A
—Af AAH

By Gershgorin’s Circle Theorern [14], we know that all theegigalues of £, /') ~! are located
inside one of the following circle&; — [ X[ — 1| = |\, [ — [Nil? = 1] = 2|\, [€ = [N = |\

where(s are the eigenvalues ¢f} F7)~!,

Since|\| > |Ag| > -+ > |\, | > 1, for each eigenvalue ofF;, F{')~!, the following holds:
¢ = man{|Nl* + 1 — [Nl NP+ 1 =20 N = [Nl (26)

and
¢ < max{|Xil* + 1+ [Nl A2+ 14200 N+ (] (27)

Thus,0 < (|A\,] —1)? < ¢ < (JA| + 1)?, which in turn gives

1 % 1
W]n(k+1) < FpFy' < m]n(k+l)-
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Proof of Lemmd13: Sincew;, v;, z, are mutually independent,
Cov(ey) = Cov(GrFi[wy, . . ., wol") + Cov([vg, . . ., v1, 20])

= Gkad’lCLg<Q,Q, R Q)FEGf + d’lCLg(R, R7 R R7 20)

Since we assume thél = I,,, R = X, = I,,, using Lemma[, it is easy to show that

1 1
- — G GH+In k-
(M| +1)? ([Aa] — 1)z 7F R T Ak

SinceG G = diag(CCH,...,CCH CCH+1,), defineny = A\ pin(CCH) anding = Ao (COH)+

1, we know thatn, 1, e < GLGE < nigl, ., Which implies

GrGll + Lyymi < Cov(er) = GuFyFF Gl 4 Lysr <

al'WT'E < Cov(ey|Ty) = TpCouv(e)TE < al' Iy,
wherea = Wﬁﬁ +1l,a= (Mﬁ'ifjly + 1. Notice thatl',I'Y' = I. Therefore,
al < Cov(e|ly) <al.

The above bound is independent/ofindv;, which proves

ATAT) ™ < Popr = (T Cov(&,|T) ' Th) 7 <@(THT)

[
Now we are ready to prove Theorédm 6.
Proof of Theorenll6: As a result of Lemma&l3, we only need to show that
> , , e\ L > , ,
aF (Z%A_’HC’HC’A_’)_l <supF {(T,CHTO } <akFk (Z%A_’HC’HC’A_’)_l
T k e
B 1 28)
Rewrite T/ T}, as
o k+1
TkHTk _ Z’Y}H-l_iA_iHCHCA_i + A—(k-i—l)HA—(k—i-l). (29)

i=1

We know thatf,ffk will have the same distribution as

k+1

Z,YZA—ZHcHCA—Z + A—(k—l—l)HA—(k—i-l)’

=1
since~;s are i.i.d. distributed.

First we want to prove the right hand side of the inequaliinc8 all the eigenvalues ofl
are unstable, .
Y ATHCHCAT < B,

1=1
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where > 0 is a constant. Thus
k+1

Z ’}/Z‘A_iHCHCA_i + A—(k—i—l)HA—(k—i-l)

i=1

k+1 00
> Z,yiA—iHcHCA—i + A—(k—i—l)H (ﬁ_l Z A—zHcHCA—2> A—(k—i—l)

i=1 i=1

k+1
=Y pATHCHCAT 4 g7 Z ATHCCAT
=1 i=k+2
k+1
ZZ%A HoHC AT 4 g1 Z Y ATHCHECA™ > min(1 Z% ATHCHC AT
i=1 i=k+2 i=1

Thus,

E [(T’,fffk)—l} < max(1, 8 . forall k, (30)

Z 72 A"HOH A )
which proves the right hand side of the mequallty.
Then we want proof the left hand side of the inequality. Wevkribat

k ()
Z%A—iHCHCA—i + A~+DH g—(k+1) < Z%A—iHCHCA—i + A~RADH g—(k+1)

i=1 i=1

Thus,
o k1
sup E[(THT;,) 7] = supE ) pATHCHCAT 4+ ATREDH A= (B0 1)
k
i=1
> SUPEKZ ’)/Z‘A_iHCHCA_i + A—(k—l—l)HA—(k—i-l))—l]
k =1
_ khm E[(Z ’}/ZA_ZHCHCA_Z _'_A—(k+1)HA—(k+1))—1]
o i=1
Since AT ATk = diag(|\]72%, ..., [\ 7%), A7* A~* is monotonically decreasing with re-

spect tok in positive definite sense. Therefof® ;= A~ CHCA™ + A-HDH A=(+1))~1 g
monotonically increasing. By the Monotone Convergenceofém®, we know that
SupE[(j:g{fk)—l] > lim E[(Z %A—ZHCHCA—Z +A—(k+1)HA—(k+1))—1]
k k—00

i=1

E[lim ( Z% ATHCHOAT 4 A (HDH g= (1)) =] (31)

k—)oo

_ B3 A MO A ),
=1
which proves the left hand side of the inequality. [ ]
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B. Proof of Theorerl7

In this part, we will manipulaté>"°, A~ #CH*CA~)~! to derive the critical value. The
key idea is to use cofactors to find an upper bound of matriersioen. For non-degenerate
system, this upper bound will lead to a upper bound of ciitiedue, which coincides with the
lower bound in[[1].

Before we prove Theorefd 7, we need the following lemmas.

Lemma 4:For a non-degenerate system, it is possible to find a set ofectorsL,, Lo, ..., L,,
such thatL;C = [l;, ..., l; ], Wwherel;; = 1 andl; ; = 0 if |\;| = |)].

Proof: It is simple to show that the lemma holds by using Gaussiamigation for every
equi-block. [ |

Lemma 5:Consider that\;| > |Xo|--- > |\,], Li; =1 andl;; = 0if i # j and|\;| = |)].

Define Ai; = i; and Ai; = i; —i;_1,j5 = 2,3,...,n. Then the determinant
LaAT™ LiaAy™ oo LA
b 5271).\1—2'2 l2’2).\2—i2 .. l2 n?\—lz
Lia A\ Laody™ oo LA
is asymptotic to[[}_, A\, *, i.e
D
Aiq,Aia,...,Nip—00 szl )\k Uk

Lemma 6:1f a non-degenerate system satisfiggl) — (H3) and all its eigenvalues are

unstable, then following inequality holds

(Syastctca)

-1

lim sup ' <7BI (33)
Ay, Aip—00 H?:l |)\j|2AZj n
where3 > 0 is a constantj; < iy < ... <1, € N, Aij =i, Aij =i, —i; 1,7 =2,...,n

Proof of Lemmé&J5:The determinanb hasn! terms, which have the forsyn(o) [Ty, I, A5,
o = (j1,J2,---,7n) IS @ permutation of se{l,2 ..., n} and sgn(c) = +1 is the sign of
permutation. Rewrite (32) as

. = Z sgn(a) Hk_i lwk_iik _ Z sgn H L s Hk 1 ]k>—Azl (HI:L_n Jk)—Ain
Hk:l )‘k o H k=1 )‘ Hk 1 ) T (Hk:n )‘k)

el ()
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Now we can just analyze each term of the summation. Sikde> - -- > |\, | [[,_,, A | >
| TT;_,, \|. First consider that there exists sor® such that);, | # |\s| and definet* to be
the largest, which means; .| # |\x-| and|);,| = |A\x| for all k greater thark*. Since|\;-| is

the smallest among\,|, ..., ||, we know that|\; .| > |\x+|. Thus,
H::k}* )\]k > 1
[ Ti—pe A

and

— Ay

HZ:]C* )\]k — 0

n n n —A1 n
H )\ m
lim [T I | et <]l lim
Aiy Aig iy 00 kK szm )\k = |k1 k,Jk| Aie—00 HZ:I@* )\k

k=1 m=1
Then consider that if for alk, [A;, | = |\x|, but(j1,...,7,) # (1,2,...,n). Thus, there exists

k* such thatj.- # k*. Hencel,- ;. = 0. Therefore, these terms are always O.
The only term left is

n n HZ_ )\k —Aim
sgn(o) L.k (——%:ﬁi—— =1.
]:!;[1 Hk:m )\k

m=1

Thus, we can conclude that

AihAigl}.I.l,’lAin—)oo W o
[
Proof of Lemmad |6: Because the system is non-degenerate, by Lefma 4, we know tha
there existL,, Lo, - - - , Ly, such thatL,C' = [l;;,...,l;,] is a row vector/;; = 1 andl; ; = 0 if
i#j and|A| = |\l

Define matrices

[ LA LA e DA
D VLT A e R A P

v=| Tt T lo=U"h (34)
R A R N

Definen; = max(Max (LELy), ..o, Apae (LE L)), Thus, LY L; <my1,,,, and
" , . "1 .
—ijH ~H —i; Ay HAHTHT —i;
Y Ao CA zZﬁIA cHLiL;cA
j=1 j=1
LiCA™ (35)
1 . .
—— [ amHOHLE L AmeHOH ] 5 — —uhy,
ny
L, C A=
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and

n -1
<Z A_inCHC'A_ij> <my (UHU)_1 =71,00" < ﬁltrace(OOH)In
= (36)
=m Y 0;(0"); Ly =Y _ O x conj(Oi )L =1 Y _ |04,
%7 2,] %7
whereconj() means complex conjugation.
Now by Lemmdb, we can compute the cofactor matrixyoind hence) = U~!. Define the

minor M, ; of U as the(n — 1) x (n — 1) matrix that results from deleting rowand columnj.

Thus o

(-1)24_3 det(MM)
det(U)

O0;; = (37)

By Lemma[5, we know that

det(U)
im —_—
Air,Aig,.... Nip—s00 szl ALk

Since )M, ; has the same structure with, it is easy to show that
det(M;;) < piy [T 1IN
k=2
wherep;, ; is a constant. Thus,

. o\ L
' <2;’L:1 A—szCHCA—Zj> ﬁl Zz _ |Oz’,j|2
lim sup o

4 < limsu —_
Ait e Ain—s00 HZ 1 |)\k‘2A2k NA Aznlioo HZ:I | Ag| 22 "

.....

det(M,
= limsu n .
Adq,..., Aznaoo : (; det ) (38)
_Zk 1
Sﬁl Zp H _Zk /H|)\ |2AZk ] _nlzpz]
je1 A

By (36), we can conclude that

F=mS A, (39)
i,J

Now we are ready to prove Theordm 7.

Proof of Theorenl]7:By Lemmal6, we know that there exists, ..., &, > 0, such that if

Ai; > &, j=1,...,n, then [2?21 A"'JHCHCA‘if] < 28T}, |»;|**%. Define stopping
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timed; = inf{i > &|v;, =1}, i; =inf{i > &+ ¢;_4]v; = 1}, 7 =2,...,n. By the definition of
i; and Lemmdlb, it is simple to show
e -1 n -1 n
(Z %-A—iHcHCA—i> > (Z A‘ifHCHCA‘iJ> > 28 [ TIN5 (40)
i=1 j=1 j=1
Therefore, £ [(Zfil %A—iHCHCA—i)_l] is bounded ifE T[}_, |\**| is bounded. From

the definition of random variablg, we know thatA:; are independent of each other. And

P<AZ] = k) = P(’}/Z’j71+5j = 07 s 7fyl'j—1+5j+k—1 = 0772’]’71-‘1-5]'4—]6 = 1) = (1_p>k_§j_lp7 k > 57,

(41)
Now we can compute the expectation
n 2Aij n . n oo .
ETTIN 1 =TTENPAY =TT D2 PP = k)
J=1 j=1 j=1k=¢;
D (42)
~TIY Iy
J=1 k=¢;

which is bounded if and only if
INPA-p) <1, j=1,2,...,n

We immediately know that the upper bound for the criticalueais 1 — |\;| 2. Combining with
the lower bound given i [1], we can complete the proof. [ |
Before we finish this subsection, we want to state the folhggorollaries about the estimation
error covariance matrix and boundedness of higher mome#, .of
Corollary 1: If a non-degenerate system satisfigél) — (H3) and all its eigenvalues are

unstable, then the estimation error of stateby using only observationg. —;,, Yk—i,, - - - s Yk—i,.»

where(0 <14y < ... < i, <kandAi; =4y, Ai; =i; —i;_1,5 = 2,...,n, IS bounded by
COU($k|yk—i1> yk‘—igv o .. 7yk‘—in) S B, H |)\k2|2Aik ]Tn (43)
k=1

WhereB/ is a constant, provided thal:; are large enough.
Corollary 2: If a non-degenerate system satisfiggl) — (H3) and all its eigenvalues are
unstable, then

sup EP! < oo < p. > 1— |\ 7%,
k
whereq € N.
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Remark 1:Note that in Corollary 1, we do not assume any distribution;of. ., 7,,. Hence,

this corollary allows us to take into account other packepdmodels.

C. Proof of Theorerh]8 and 4

In this subsection, we will proof Theoreinh 8 and finally Theoid.
Proof of Theoremh18:We consider the case whefe @, ¥, are identity matrices. To prove
the inequality, we will first show thaf.(A, C) < f.(diag(A1, As), [C1, Cs]). Rewrite the system
equations as

Tk+1,1 | Ay Tra " Wk,1
— 9
Tp41,2 Ay T2 Wk,2
Tit1,3 = AsTp s + Wi 3,
Tk
ye = | C7 Oy + v + Oy 3.
T2

Now we want to build a linear filter. Since Kalman filter is thational linear filter, the critical
value of Kalman filter should be no greater than our lineaerfilt

BecauseA; is stable, we can just use ; = A5T;, 3 as an unbiased estimation :of ; and the
estimation error covariance is bounded. Nows, x;_13, ..., %03 become measurement noise

and we know that

_ - . _ _ - H
$k73 Ag_l Ag wk_Lg I e Ag_l Ag
T . . . . . .
Cov hols Cov
I A2 Wo,2 0o --- I A2
L 1'073 ] 0 I i L 1'072 i | o --- 0 I i
(44)

Using the same method in Lemrnh 2 and Theokém 3 , we can showhtkatovariance matrix

is bounded byp/1y,, Wherep is a constant independent bf Thus, it is possible to find an

i.i.d. sequence of Gaussian measurement ngjssuch that

February 14, 2022
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We can build another system,

Tht1,1 -
Tp41,2

=0 G

Ay Tk W1
+ )
A, T2 W2

Tk,1

(45)

Lk,2

] + vy, + vy,
By the property of linear filter, the estimation error of Kamfilter for system[(45) will be
greater than the one for the original system, which implrex t

fe(A, C) < foldiag(Ar, As), [Ch, Co). (46)

Now define function
g(X, A7) = AXAY 4 Q —yAXC(CXCO? + R)T'OX AH,
anda, $ to be scalars. Therefore
g(X, A, v) — g(X, BA,7) = (a® — BH[AX AT —yAXCH(CXCH + R)“'CX AH.

Thus,g(X, a4, v) is a non-decreasing function afwhena > 0. Since for systeniA, C, R, Q, %),
the error covariance matri®, follows recursive equatio®;,; = g(Px, A, ). By the mono-
tonicity of g(X,aA, ), we know thatP, is also a non-decreasing function af Thus, the

critical value for the system is also non-decreasing, wimaplies that

fe(A,C) < lim fo(aA,C). (47)

a—1t
The limit on the right hand side must exist because of the noonaity of function f.. Combining
(48) and [(4¥), we can finish the proof. u
Proof of Theoreni]4:If the system does not have unstable and critically stalgersialues,

then the proof is trivial. Otherwise by Theorém 3, we knowt tha
fo(A,C) > fo(Ar, Cr) = max{1 — |\ ]72,0}.
By TheoreniB,
fe(AC) < alg?+ fe(diag(aAy, aAs), [Cy Cs]) = alg?+ max{1—|a\;| 72, 0} = max{1—|\|7% 0}.

Hence, the critical value is — |\;|72. u
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VI. A COMPLETE CHARACTERIZATION OF CRITICAL VALUE FOR SECOND ORDER

SYSTEMS

This section is devoted to a complete characterizationnefali system with a diagonalby 2
A matrix. This kind of systems can be seen as the building Bl@tkarger systems and thanks
to Theorem B, we know that the critical value of such systethgiie a lower bound of critical
value for larger system. To our surprise, the critical valoé second order systems are in fact
quite complex.

For non-degenerate second order systems, we can direqily @apeorem[## to derive the
critical value. Thus, we will focus on degenerate systenssngythe same strategy as the previous
section, we will first deal with unstable degenerate systier apply Theorerl 8 to generalize
the result to critically stable and stable systems. By tHenidien of degeneracy, we know that
a detectable second order system is degenerate if and ottlg fbllowing assumptions holds:

1) Ay = Aexp(j) , wherej? = —1 andp € (0,27). (p # 0, otherwise the system is not

detectable)

2) rank(C) = 1.

To simplify the notation, let us defind £ |\;| = |\a|, 2 = exp(jy). The proof of critical

value is divided into 2 parts. First we want to deal with theecavheny /27 is rational:
Theorem 9:1f a unstable second order degenerate system satisfieshegisit/ 1) — (H3) ,

then the critical value of the system is
pe=1—|\|727 (48)

wherep /27 =r/q , ¢ > r andr,q € N are irreducible.
Then we consider the case whei2r is irrational:
Theorem 10:If a unstable second order degenerate system satisfieshegt{/1) — (H3),

then the critical value of the system is
pe=1—|N|72 (49)

if /2w is irrational.

Proof of Theoreni]9: By the properties of degeneracy, we know thatk(CHC) = 1.
2
Thus,CHC = “ , Wherea, b are real constants. It can be also proved that# 0 due

ab b
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to the detectability of C, A). Since A = diag(\1, \2) = diag(A1, \12), we know that

iv,-A‘iHC'HC’A_i _ f:% [ all\72 gp Tt ]

P P ab}\—%Zi b2)\—2i

N § (50)
CE )

Sincea, b # 0, we know thatE ("2, A~ HCHCA~")~! is bounded if and only if

—1
> N
E (Z ’)/Z')\_m [ ) ) < 0.
i=1 2" 1

> 11 oz
=< AT
;7

Define

It is easy to show that

trace(Z) = 2 Z YA
i=1

o0 2 o0 o0
det(Z) = <Z %)\_2’) - <Z 7,-)\_2izi> X <Z 7,-)5”2")
i=1 i=1 i=1

= f: YA+ 2 f: i YYATENTH — i%)\_M - f: i YNNI (2T 4 )
i=1 i=1 j=it1 i=1 i=1 j=i+1
= i i %-’yj)\_m)\_% (2 — 2 — Zj_i).

i=1 j=i+1

(51)
Define setS, . = {l € N|l # kq,k € N} andS,; = {l € S, «|l < i}. Sincez = exp(2rm/q)

andgq,r are irreduciblez’~* =1 if and only if |[j —i| ¢ S, . It is easy to show that
L , . 2
inf{2 — 27 —27||j —i| €Sy} =Inf{2 - 2" —27"i=1,...,¢— 1} =2 — 2008(—7T) > 0,
q
and

sup{2 — 2" — 27| —i] €Sy} =sup{2 -2 —27Mi=1,...,q— 1} < 4.
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Thus,

[2—2(:08(27r/q)]i > %%)\‘%A‘ngdet(E):i > A

i=1 j—i€Sq.c0 i=1 j—i€Sq 00

(52)

(e}

Z Z 7] 22)\ 2j
€Syq,

Define stopping timer, = inf{i € N|y, = 1} and, = mf{] ENj— 7 € Sye0,v = 1}
Thus,

)\—271 StraceE Z’YZ)‘ 22_272)‘ 21<Z)\ 21:1_)\2>\ 271 (53)

Z’Tl Z’Tl

Now consider there exist two index b such thath > a,b—a € S, and~y, =y, = 1. By
the definition ofr;, we know thatr; < a. Suppose that < 7, thereforer; < a < b < 7. By
the definition ofr,, a — 7 = k.q,b— 1 = kyq. As a resultp —a = (k, — k,)gq, which contradicts
with the factb — a € S, .. Therefore we can conclude that < b.

Thus, for ally,7, =1,b—a € S, «,71 < a, 7 < b, which gives

A2\ < i Z %%‘)‘_%)‘_% _ i Z %%‘)\_%)\_%

i=1 j_iGSq oo 1=T1 j>72,j—1€Sq,00

(54)
1
21 27 2711 \ — 2T
< Z Z AN = o —___\TImp\Tim
1= ’Tl] T2
Define oy, 0, to be the eigenvalues &. Thus,
— _ _ +0y  trace(Z)
trace(EY) = ot 4oyt = 2 - 55
race(=7) =op + 03 0109 det(Z) (55)
By inequality [52), [(EB) and(54), it is easy to justify thBtrace(=~!) < oo if and only if
)\ °n T T To—T
E)\—27'1)\—27'2 - E)\2 P = E()‘z 1)‘2( ’ 1)> < 0.

Now we need to compute the distribution of, » — 7. By definition, the even{r, = i}
is equivalent to{v; = ... = v,_; = 0,7, = 1}. The event{r, — 7, = i}, wherei € S, ., is
equivalent to{v,,; = 0,~v,, = 1}, forall j € S, ;. Sincer, —; only depends on;, 4,7 € S ~,
5 — 71 1S iIndependent of,. The distributions ofr, , — 7; are characterized by the following
equations:
Pin=i)=Pn=...=%0=0v%=1)=1-p""p, (56)
and
P(ry =71 = i) = P(yr,1j = 0,7, = 1) = (1 — p)Peilp, (57)
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wherej € S,;,i € S, and|S,;| means the number of elementsSp,. Thus,
E ()\27’1)\2(7'2—71)) — BN E')\Z(TQ—Tl) — Zp(l _ p)l)\2l % Z p(l _ p)|Sq,i|)\2’i‘ (58)
’l:]. iESq,oo
The first series is a simple geometric series which is bouridadd only if p > 1 — 1/)%.

Using the root test of convergence, p(1 — p)B+iI\?" is bounded if and only if

1€Sq, 00

limsup “o{/p(1 — p)Seil\2 = (1 — p) lim sup NPl < 1. (59)

\qui\—mo |Sq,i|—>oo
SincelS,;| = [(i —1)(¢ —1)/q], where[xz] means the minimal integer that is no less that

limsupys, oo (1/1Sq,) = ¢/(q — 1). As a result, the second series convergences if and only if
(1—p)A*/l <1, (60)

which is equivalent tp > 1—\~2%/~1)_ Now we can conclude that the critical arrival probability
is
Pe=1—\"7T, (61)
[
Proof of Theoreni_10: The proof is quite similar to the proof of Theordm 9. The proof
before [51) still holds. However, i (52) we need to changesétS, ... Define sefl. ., = {l €
N|2 — 2! — 27t > ¢}, wheree > 0. And T.; = {l € T. .|l <i}. Therefore,[[52) becomes
€ i Z YA THATH < det(Z) = i Z%w)\—%)\—%(z — 2T T, (62)
i=1 j—i€Te, 00 i=1 j>i
(53), (55) still hold if we change every s8}; to T. ;. However only the left side inequality in
(54) holds, because there is no guarantee that fos,allsatisfiesb — a € T. oo, 7. = 1 = 1,
71 < a,7 < b always holds. Also in Inequality (62), we only prove the lsitle inequality
of (52). As a result,E\?*™ < oo will only be the sufficient condition for the boundedness of
estimation error covariance. Following the rest of the fyrdoccan be derived that
p>1—limsup AT (63)
Te,i| o0
is sufficient for bounded estimation error. Sincecan be any positive real number, we can
conclude that
P < 1— lim limsup A 27l (64)

e—=0t |Te i|—o00
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Now we only need to estimaig|T.;|. 2 — 2" — 27" =2 — 2 cos(ip). Thus
2 —2cos(ip) > e < ip ¢ [2km — arccos(1 — €/2), 2km + arccos(1 — €/2)], k € Z

S i(p/2m) ¢ [k — Ao k+ ALk € Z,
where A, = arccos(1 — ¢/2) /2.

Define N, = inf{i € N|i(p/27) € [k—2A., k+2A.], k € Z}. Suppose that(yp/27), b(p/27),b >
a, both belong tojk — A,k + A.],k € Z. Thus, (b — a)(¢/27) € [k — 2A., k + 2A. ),k € Z.
By the definition of N., we can conclude that — a« > N., which implies that ifa(p/27) €
[k — A k+ A, then(a+ 1)(¢/27),...,(a+ N: — 1)(¢/27) ¢ [k — A, k + A.]. Therefore,
if a ¢ T.oo, thena+1,...;a+ N. — 1€ T, . As a result,

N, i
> limsup > 1. (65)
Na —1 |Te,i|—00 |Ta,i|

Sincey/27 is irrational,lim, 4+ V. = co. Therefore,

lim lim sup
e=0+ |7, ,—o0| | Te,il

= 1. (66)
By (€4) and [(66), we can conclude that the critical arrivalability p. satisfies
Pe S 11— )\_27

which is exactly the lower bound inl[1]. Therefore, we canatode the proof. [ ]
Now we can proof the main theorem:
Proof of Theoreni]5: By Theorenm[4[B anf 10, we know that the only case we need to
prove is critically stable degenerate systems, which vsairby directly applying Theorernl 8m

VII. CONCLUSIONS ANDFUTURE WORK

In this paper we address the problem of state estimation fiis@ete-time linear Gaussian
system where observations are communicated to the estimata memoryless erasure channel.
Following the work of Sinopoli et Al []1], we were able to comtp the value of the critical
probability for a very general class of linear systems. Tharlsledness analysis in this paper
can be easily generalized to general Markovian packet las$eta and to the boundedness of
higher moments of the error covariance. Future work wikkmpt at determining the complete

statistics of the error covariance matrix of the Kalmandtilinder Bernoulli losses.
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