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Abstract

Designing policies for a network of agents is typically done by formulating an optimization
problem where each agent has access to state measurements of all the other agents in the net-
work. Such policy designs with centralized information exchange result in optimization problems
that are typically hard to solve, require establishing substantial communication links, and do
not promote privacy since all information is shared among the agents. Designing policies based
on arbitrary communication structures can lead to non-convex optimization problems which
are typically NP-hard. In this work, we propose an optimization framework for decentralized
policy designs. In contrast to the centralized information exchange, our approach requires only
local communication exchange among the neighboring agents matching the physical coupling of
the network. Thus, each agent only requires information from its direct neighbors, minimiz-
ing the need for excessive communication and promoting privacy amongst the agents. Using
robust optimization techniques, we formulate a convex optimization problem with a loosely cou-
pled structure that can be solved efficiently. We numerically demonstrate the efficacy of the
proposed approach in energy management and supply chain applications. We show that the
proposed approach leads to solutions that closely approximate those obtained by the centralized

formulation only at a fraction of the computational effort.

Keywords: robust optimization; network control; decentralized policy design; local information;

state forecast sets; decision rules.



1 Introduction

Controlling physical networks of interconnected systems remains an active field of research due to its
high impact on real-world applications, e.g., regulation of power networks [71], energy management
of building districts, [16] and supply chains [68]. For large-scale systems, designing and deploying
policies that have a centralized communication structure can be challenging. In the design phase,
computational limitations can restrict the size of the problem that can be tackled, while in the
deployment phase, the centralized nature of the policy requires excessive communication which
does not promote privacy between the interconnected systems. In such cases, it is desirable to
design policies with local information exchange that ideally rely on local computational resources
to compute their policies.

Synthesizing policies based on an arbitrary communication structure can lead to non-convex
infinite-dimensional optimization problems which are typically NP-hard [69]. For that reason,
several studies have been devoted to identifying specific communication structures under which the
designing policies can be cast as a convex problem [39, 45]. For instance, if the communication
network admits a partially nested structure [30], then affine policies are known to be optimal for
decentralized linear systems with quadratic costs and additive Gaussian noise [30, 55, 56]. Similar
results exist for communication structures that are spatially invariant [2, 2, 48], including delays in
information sharing [34, 49, 50].

Recent advances shifted research interest in identifying information communication structures
that allow for the optimal distributed controllers synthesis problem to be formulated as a con-
vex optimization problem [1, 17, 20, 46, 54]. These structures usually possess properties such as
quadratic invariance [58, 65] and funnel causality [1] which essentially eliminates the incentive of
signaling among the interconnected systems. For general network structures, the usual practice is
to resort to linear matrix inequality relaxations [35, 72] or semidefinite programming relaxations
[37, 22] to obtain a suboptimal design with performance guarantees.

A downside of the aforementioned design approaches is the inability to cope with state and
input constraints in the systems. Optimization based approaches, often referred to as Model Pre-
dictive Control, are well-suited for the control of constrained systems [47]. In this setting, control
designs are usually categorized into cooperative or non-cooperative [59] referring to the level of

information exchange amongst the interconnected systems. As before, cooperative approaches



require substantial communication infrastructure and computation resources in the design phase
since a system-wide optimization problem is formulated and solved [71, 62, 25]. On the other
hand, non-cooperative approaches, though computationally simple and effective in practice, can be
conservative in presence of strong coupling [57, 32, 66]. In addition, non-cooperative schemes typ-
ically require a centralized offline design phase, thus suffering from similar complexity and privacy
concerns as the centralized designs.

There is a stream of literature that tries to address these issues by developing schemes that rely
on local computational resources and information structures [12, 19, 21, 43, 67]. This is commonly
achieved by each system individually considering the worst-case effect of its neighbors as a bounded
exogenous uncertainty to its own system. Nevertheless, this can lead to conservative designs as the
sets of bounded exogenous uncertainties are calculated off-line, thus disregarding the possibility of
adapting their size based on the dynamical evolution of the system.

Recent advances in robust optimization techniques deal with exogenous uncertainties in a com-
putationally efficient way, allowing to address both static and multistage problems [8, 18, 27]. In
contrast, problems with endogenous uncertainties usually referred to as problems with decision-
dependent uncertainty sets, are typically computationally intractable [52]. However, by exploiting
structural characteristics of the problem such as right-hand side uncertainty in the constraints, the
work of [31, 73, 9] proposed approximations that restrict the space of admissible uncertainty sets
to those that exhibit an affine dependence on fixed sets. By doing so, the resulting approximate
problems can be equivalently cast as robust optimization problems with exogenous uncertainties,
and hence they can be efficiently solved using existing methods. In this paper, we leverage simi-
lar techniques to design control policies with local information structure, by designing on-line the
bounded sets of exogenous uncertainties which model the worst-case effect of the neighbors for a
given system.

In this paper, we address communication and computation issues of policy designs for physical

networks of interconnected systems. The contributions of this paper are:

o We propose a new modeling paradigm for designing policies with local communication ex-
changes which exactly match the physical coupling of the network. In contrast to centralized
and partially nested models where the states are explicitly communicated amongst the neigh-

boring agents as functions of the uncertain parameters, the proposed approach communicates



compact sets which we refer to as the state forecast set, implicitly encompassing the states of
neighboring systems. As the agents are only coupled through the forecast sets, the proposed
structure addresses privacy concerns in the information exchange and allows for a natural
interpretation of the resulting policy. The framework generalizes the proof-of-concept con-
ference paper [15] in which a simple version of the idea was applied for the efficient energy

management of building districts.

o We show that the proposed paradigm directly relates to centralized and partially nested
information exchange policy designs. In particular, we show that the optimal local commu-
nication policy constitutes a conservative approximation to the partially nested information
design problem, while the optimal partially nested information policy constitutes a conser-
vative approximation to the centralized information design problem. In addition, we identify
network structures for which the optimal values of these problems coincide. Hence, the pro-

posed approach fits well within the established modeling paradigms.

o We propose a tractable approximation that restricts the functional form of the state forecast
sets to an affine transformation of a fixed set, in a similar spirit as [31, 73, 9]. Under this
restriction, we show that the problem can be cast as a multistage robust optimization prob-
lem, which is a well studied class of problems and multiple solution methods exist to either
approximate or solve the problem explicitly. By construction, the resulting problem has a
decoupled structure making the problem highly scalable with respect to the number of inter-
connected systems in the network. The efficacy of the proposed approach is demonstrated in
three numerical experiments where we study the quality of the solution with respect to the
state forecast sets approximation, the scalability properties of the approach, as well as how
the problem can be solved in an almost decentralized manner using the alternating direction

method of multipliers algorithm.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides the problem formulation
and briefly reviews the centralized and partially nested information exchange policies. Section 3
presents the new modeling paradigm and discusses the relationship between the centralized and
partially nested policy designs. In Section 4 we derive tractable approximations and show how the

problem can be cast as a multistage robust optimization problem. In Section 5 we present two



numerical examples: (i) an illustrative example that showcases the proposed method and discusses
the effect of the state forecast sets approximation, and (ii) a cooperative energy management
system. All proofs are found in the Appendix A. We also provide an additional numerical examples
in Appendix B that examines a contract design problem for a supply chain.

Notation: The calligraphic letters M, P, T are reserved for finite index sets with cardinalities
M,P,T, that is, M = {1,..., M} etc. The subscript + in 7 indicates that the index set T
additionally includes T" + 1, that is, 7, = 7 |J{T' + 1}. Concatenated vectors are represented in
boldface. Dimensions of matrices and concatenated vectors are assumed clear from the context.
For given vectors v; € RF with k; € N, i € M, we define vy = [vi]iem = [v] ... v},]T € R* with
k = Zf\i 1 ki as their vector concatenation. Given time dependent vectors v;; € RY with i € M,
t e T and ¢; € N, we define vy = [Vit]iem as the concatenated vector at time ¢, v} = [ViT1 . ViT,t]T
as the history of the i-th vector up to time ¢, and v, = [1}]ica as the history of the concatenated

vector up to time ¢t. We denote by ext(Z) the set of extreme points of set =. An extended notation

section summarizing the major notation can be found in Appendix C.

2 Problem formulation

We consider a physical network comprising M interconnected systems, henceforth referred to as
agents. We assume that the agents are coupled through the dynamics. We describe these inter-
actions through a directed graph in which an arc connecting agent j to agent ¢, with 7,5 € M,
indicates that the states of the j-th agent affect the dynamics of the i-th agent. We refer agent j as
the preceding neighbor to agent 4, henceforth neighbor, and we define the set N; = M to include all
the neighbors of the i-th agent. Figure 1 illustrates a system of M = 5 agents where the neighbors
of agent 3 are given by N3 = {2,5}. In the sequel, we refer to the physical network depicted in

Figure 1 as the “working example” and use it to streamline the presentation of key ideas in the

paper.
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Figure 1. Working example: Physical coupling graph of 5 agents. Solid line arrows
represented the direction of the interaction.

2.1 System dynamics, constraints, and objective function

In this paper, we study finite horizon problems with T" stages. We use linear dynamics to model

the state evolution of the agent i at time instant ¢t € T, as
Tigr1 = AigTig + Bigxn, o + Diguig + Ei1&iy (1)

Here x;; € R"» denotes the states, with the initial state x; 1 known. The interaction of agent ¢
and its neighbors is captured through the term B;;x,, . Vector u;; € R"» models the inputs and
&t € R"i captures the exogenous uncertainties affecting the system dynamics. The time-varying
system matrices A;;, B;t, D;; and E;; are assumed known with proper dimensions and of full

column rank. To economize on notation, we now compactly rewrite (1) as
x; = fi(Ty,, u;, &) = Aixi1 + Bixy, + Diu; + E§;,

where @; := [2;]ie7, Wi 1= [wit]ieT, & = [&itlteT and xp; := [T, ¢]1e7. The system matrices A;,
Bi, D; and E; used to define the function f;(-) are directly constructed by the problem data given

in (1) (see, e.g., [28] for such a derivation). The i-th agent is subject to linear constraints
O; = {(zi,w;) + Hyai + Hygu; < hif, (2)

where the matrices H;;, H,; and h; are assumed known and of proper dimensions. Note that
this compact constraint formulation allows the consideration of time-varying linear operational
constraints with time-stage coupling. In addition, constraints involving neighboring states or ex-

ogenous uncertainties can always be included by appropriately extending the state space of the i-th



system. The objective associated with ¢-th agent is given by

T
Ji(i, ug) = > (|Qimilq + [Riuiglg) (3)
t=1
where ¢q € {00, 1} allows for different objective formulation. The penalization matrices Q;, R; are
assumed known and of proper dimensions.

In the following, we assume that the exogenous uncertainties affecting agent ¢ reside in the
nonempty, convex and compact polyhedral uncertainty set =; = {§; : W§; > w} where matrix W
and vector w are known and of proper dimensions. We will be making the simplifying assumption
that the joint uncertainty set of all agents in the system has a decoupled structure, i.e., £, € = =
X jem Zi, which essentially precludes the existence of coupled uncertainties amongst the agents.

This assumption can be relaxed at the expense of further case distinctions in what follows.

2.2 Designing policies with centralized information exchange

A common assumption in designing policies is to assume that at time ¢, each agent has access
to the states from all the other agents in the network up to and including period ¢ [28, 29]. We
will refer to this communication as the centralized information exchange, depicted in Figure 2 for
the working example. In this context, we denote the causal state feedback policies for agent i at
time t € T as m;¢ : R": — R™i where ngj =1 (Zje/\/t nx,j>, such that its input at time ¢ is given
as u;; = mi¢(xl,). We write m;(xpr) = [mi(2',)]teT to denote the policy concatenation over the

horizon.

Figure 2. Working example: Centralized information exchange. Dotted line arrows
represent the communication links between the agents, with M = {1,2, 3,4, 5}.

The optimization problem for designing policies with centralized information exchange which



minimize the sum of worst-case individual objectives is formulated as

M

minimize max Ji(xi, ;)
Z»ZIEMEEM

subject to w; = wi(x ) 1= [mir(xh,)]eT (4a)
Z; Zfz'(CCNi,uz’,Ez') VEu €=M, Vie M,

(cci, uz) € Oz

where the optimization variables are the policies mr;(-) for all i € M. As shown in [28,; 29|, the
state feedback structure of the policies induces a non-convex feasible region. To deal with this,
they propose the design of strictly causal uncertainty feedback policies 11;; : R™ — R™ where
ng = (t —1) Y};epq e, such that the input at each time step is given by wu;; = IL; 1(€;1). We write
IT; (&) = [1L4([€5te7) to denote the policy concatenation over the horizon. This formulation

leads to the infinite dimensional linear optimization

M

minimize max J;(x;, u;
iZZlﬁMEEM ( )

subject to w; = IL; (&) 1= [T+ (€4 Jeer (4b)
ml:fl(m/\fzaulagl) VEMGE/\/h VZEM

(:I:i7 u,) € Oi

Using the fact that matrices A; ¢, B;; and E; ; are full column rank, there is a one-to-one relationship
between state and uncertainty feedback policies in terms of feasibility and optimality. Restricting
the admissible policies to have an affine structure and reformulating using robust optimization
techniques reduces the problem to a finite-dimensional linear optimization problem which can be
solved with off-the-shelf optimization solvers. Furthermore, due to the one-to-one relationship
between state and uncertainty feedback policies, there is also a unique mapping that translates the
resulting affine uncertainty policies to an equivalent affine state feedback policy which allows being
implemented locally by each agent using the centralized communication network.

Although theoretically appealing, policies based on centralized information exchange are hard
to design and implemented in practice for large-scale systems. This is partially the case since for
large networks (7) solving the linear optimization problem resulting from the affine policy approxi-

mation can be computationally challenging due to its monolithic structure; while (i7) the excessive



communication and the centralized physical network required to allow each agent to evaluate its
policy, does not promote privacy since the exact policy/constraints of individual agents are even-
tually revealed to the rest of the network. We will demonstrate the former through numerical

experiments in Section 5.

2.3 Designing policies with partially nested information exchange

In an attempt to address the computational and privacy issues, researchers have proposed a number
of policy designs that consider only partial communication among the agents. For an arbitrary
information exchange network the design phase typically results in a non-convex problem that
is computationally intractable. A notable exception is the work of [40] which assumes a partially
nested information exchange, leading to convex formulations. Roughly speaking this communication
exchange implies that agent ¢ has access to information coming from all of its precedent agents in
a non-anticipative manner. In this setting, agent j is named a precedent to agent ¢, if the input of
agent j at time ¢ can affect the local information available to agent i at some time ¢ > t' in the
future [40, Definition 1]. The partially nested information exchange associated with the working
example is depicted in Figure 3, where we see that although agent 1 is not a physical neighbor of
agents 3 and 4, its actions can affect the future states of both these agents, thus it is a precedent

agent.
GIT ¢ een]

Figure 3. Working example: Partially nested information exchange. Dotted line
arrows represent the established communication links between local controllers, with

N1 = {1}, No ={1,2}, N3 = {1,2,3,5}, Ny = {1,2,3,4,5} and N5 = {5}.

In a partially nested communication, the policy is designed as follows. We denote by N; € M
the set that includes agent ¢ and all its precedent agents. At time ¢, the i-th agent measures its own
states and the states of its precedent agents, denoted by xx, ; = [2;] N Using all measurements
from stage 1 up to time ¢, it designs a causal partial state feedback policy ¢; ; : R — R™i where
=t

My, =t (Zjeﬁi nj>. The input is now given as u;; = ¢i7t(aztﬁ ). We write ¢;(xx,) = [¢i,t($§v Ve

[ [



to denote the policy concatenation over the time horizon.
The optimization problem to design policies with partially nested information exchange that

minimize the sum of worst-case individual objectives is formulated as

M

minimize Z_Z; £jélineaEXm Ji(xi, ;)

subject to u; = ¢i(zx,) := [@,t(wtﬁi)]te’r (5a)
x; = fi(mNi,ui,Ei) V€x, € Zx,, Vie M,
(xi,u;) € O;

where Ex, = X5, E;j and the optimization variables are the policies ¢i(-) for all i € M. Prob-
lem (5a) is typically non-convex due to the state feedback structure of the policies. Similar to the

centralized case, [40] proposes the use of strictly causal partial nested uncertainty feedback policies
Dy : R — R™ui where ﬁgi =(t—1) (Zjeﬁi né), such that the input at each time step is given
by ;s = @ 4( fv_l) We write ®;(&x,) = [P f{l)]teT to denote the policy concatenation, leading

to the infinite dimensional linear optimization

M

minimize ;:1 gﬁrfle%xﬁ i Ji(xi, u;)

subject to u; = ®i(€x,) 1= [Pie(€5 )eer (5b)
T; = fi(a;Ni,uijgi) V&€x, € Ex,, Vie M.
(x;,u;) € O;

If these uncertainty feedback policies are restricted to admit an affine structure and using robust
optimization to reformulate the resulting semi-infinite constraints, then Problem (5b) becomes a
finite-dimensional linear optimization problem. As with the centralized case, there is a one-to-one
relationship between the state and uncertainty feedback policies, both for the infinite-dimensional
and affine restriction. This allows the agents in the network to evaluate their policies based on the
established partially nested communication.

The following theorem establishes the connection between centralized and partially nested in-
formation design problems and will be used in the following section to demonstrate the relationship

between the proposed approach to the centralized and partially nested policy structures.
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Theorem 1. Problem (5b) is a conservative approximation of Problem (4b) in the following sense:
every feasible solution of Problem (5b) is feasible in Problem (4b), and the optimal value of Prob-
lem (5b) is larger or equal to the optimal value of Problem (4b).

Partially nested information exchange slightly reduces the communication requirements com-
pared to the centralized problem (see Figures 2 and 3 of the working example). This has a positive
impact on the solution time needed to design affine feedback policies, however, the resulting linear
program inherits in large part the monolithic structure of the centralized problem due to the absence
of a non-sparse structure. Most importantly, even in the simple model of our working example,
the partially nested communication requires three additional links compared to the physical links.
In strongly connected physical networks, i.e., in networks where there is a directed path from any
node to every other node in the network, the minimum number of communications links needed
to ensure partially nested information coincides with the centralized information exchange, see the
example presented in Section 5.2 with Figures 12 and 13. Therefore, the synthesis of policies with
partially nested information inherits, to a large extent, the drawbacks of the centralized problem,

both from a computational and privacy standpoint.

3 Designing policies with local information exchange

In this paper, we propose a decentralized policy structure that relies on local information exchange
among the agents. The proposed policy aims to address both the computational and privacy
concerns discussed so far. While in the previous section the information flow had to be sufficiently
complex to capture a partially nested structure, in this section we will assume that the information
flow can be as simple as the physical network, as this is illustrated in Figure 4 for the working
example.

In contrast to the previous section where agent j € A; communicates to agent i explicitly
communicates its states which are functions of the uncertain parameters, in the proposed framework
agent j communicates a compact set X; < RN=.i where Nyi= Zte7—+ N, henceforth referred as the
state forecast set, that contains possible evolution of its states, i.e., ; € X;. In this framework, the
shape of X is a decision quantity for agent j. Upon receiving these state forecast sets from all of
its neighbors, agent 7 treats these states as uncertain quantities that affect its dynamics in a similar

way as exogenous uncertainties. To emphasize this, we denote by (j; € R"*J the belief of agent

11



Figure 4. Working example: Local information exchange. Dotted line arrows
represent the established communication links between agents, N7 = &, Ny = {1},

N3 = {2,5}, N4 = {3} and Ns =

i about the states of agent j at time ¢, such that {; = [(j]ie7, € &j. In this context, the policy
of agent 7 at time t is based on the information from its own states z;; and on the belief states
C, t, from stage 1 up to ¢. This leads us to design causal local state/uncertainty feedback policies
Vit e R™%.i — R™ where ﬁf“ =1 (nm + ZjeNi nmJ), such that the input of agent 7 at time ¢ is
given by u;; = ;4 (xl, C/tvl) We denote by v;(x;, Cy,) = [¥is (2, Cﬁfi)]tef the policy concatenation
over the time horizon.

In this decentralized setting, the robust optimization problem to design policies with local

information exchange which minimize the sum of worst-case individual objectives is formulated as

M

minimize 2 gieEi,Hé%/i(eXNi Ji(xi, u;)

subject to w; = ¥;(xi, Cn,) = [@Zji,t(mgaCf\/i)]teT\
T = f; (CNi’ui7€i> \ VCy, € Xy,
(i, u;) € O; V€ €5,
xi€ X, Xie F(S;)

Vie M,

where Xy, = X ez &), F(S;) denotes the field of sets generated by all the subsets of the power set
of §;, where S; € RN+, The optimization variables are the policies 4;(-) and sets X; for all i € M.
Since agent i treads the beliefs {y; as exogenous uncertainties, its decisions are taken in view of the
worst-case both with respect to & € Z; and (y, € Xy,. This is also reflected in the construction of
the objective function. Notice that agent ¢ is not directly affected by the uncertainties &; € =; of
its neighbors. Rather, the effect of €; € =; of agent j € N; is been translated into set X, which in
turn affects agent i.

Problem (6a) can be interpreted as a method for finding a compromise between the agents as

12



this is represented through sets X;. If we focus attention on two agents, agents i and j with j € N,
on the one hand, agent j will benefit the most if the set X; is as large as possible. By doing
so, set X; will not impose any additional constraints on its states, thus agent j will individually
achieve the lowest objective value contribution. On the other hand, agent ¢ will benefit the most
if it receives from agent j the smallest possible set X; (preferable X; is a singleton) which will
reduce the uncertainty on its dynamics, and will have a positive effect in individually achieving the
lowest objective value contribution. Since the objective of Problem (6a) is to minimize the equally
weighted sum of individual worst-case costs, the resulting policy/set pair finds the trade-off among
the agents, achieving the lowest network-wide objective value, while being robustly feasible with
respect to all £, € = 4.

Problem (6a) diminishes the privacy concerns in the following ways. First, the local communi-
cation network ensures that the information exchange is the minimum among the agents as it is the
same as the physical network. Second, focusing again on agents ¢ and j with j € N, agent j does
not directly reveal its states which are functions of the uncertain parameters to agent i, which is
the case in both the centralized and partially nested information exchange. Rather, the future state
trajectories, are “masks” by set X;, thus reducing exposure to agent 7 who might want to leverage
the knowledge gained about the constraints and dynamics of agent j. If additionally, the set X
has a simple structure, e.g., & is rectangular, agent j will reveal the bare minimum information
to its neighbor. This will be studied further in the next section.

The state feedback nature of policies induces a non-convex optimization problem. As in
[29, 40], we now focus on purely uncertain feedback policies ¥;; : R™%i — R where ﬁéz =
(t—=1)ngi+t > en; Na,j» such that the input at time ¢ is u; ; = U, Cx,)- We write W;(&;,y;) =
[\IJL,:(E;?*I, Cf\fi)]teT to denote the policy concatenation over time. Note that the policy is “strictly
causal” to the uncertain vector 5;5_1 which the policy is allowed to depend up to stage t — 1, while
the policy is “causal” in state beliefs Cfvi and is allowed to depend up to stage t. The following the-

orem, establishes the equivalence between the proposed state/uncertainty and uncertainty feedback

13



policies and the corresponding optimization problems.

M
minimize max Ji(xi, u;
i:ZISiEEhCNiEXNi ( )
subject to u; = ¥;(&;,Cn,) := [‘I’i,t(flt-_la Cf\/’i)]tET
(6b)
x; = fi(Cn;r ui, & Vex; € Ay,
fi(Cnes wis &i) Cn; € Ay, vie M,
(xi,ui) € O; V€ie =,
T; € Xi, X,L € f(SZ)

Theorem 2. Problem (6a) is a equivalent to Problem (6b) in the following sense: Given a feasible
state/uncertainty feedback policy v;(-) for Problem (6a), a feasible uncertainty feedback policy ¥;(-)

for Problem (6b) can be constructed that achieves the same objective value, and vice versa.

The key difference between the partially nested information Problem (5a) and the local infor-
mation Problem (6a) is that the synthesis phase of the latter requires that each agent communicates
only with its direct neighbors rather than with all its precedent agents in the network (compare
Figure 3 to Figure 4 for the working example). This minimum communication exchange is suffi-
cient to address Problem (6a) since the coupling among agents in the network only appears through
sets Xj. This however introduces a level of conservativeness which is formalized in the following

theorem.

Theorem 3. Problem (6b) is a conservative approximation of Problem (5b) in the following sense:
every feasible solution of Problem (6b) is feasible in Problem (5b), and the optimal value of Prob-
lem (6b) is equal or larger than the optimal value of Problem (5b).

Theorem 3 indicates that for a general network topology, Problem (6b) is a conservative ap-
proximation of Problem (5b). Nonetheless, there are specific topologies where the optimal values of
these two problems coincide. This occurs when the local and partially nested information networks
are the same. Such a scenario is realized when the underlying physical network is a directed acyclic
graph with depth 1. By definition, this implies that it is a directed acyclic bipartite network, as

illustrated in Figure 5. The result is formalized in Proposition 1.

Proposition 1. If the physical network is a directed acyclic bipartite graph, then Problem (6b)
coincides with problem Problem (5b) in the following sense: feasible solutions in Problem (6b) are

mapped to feasible solutions in Problem (5b), and their optimal values are equal.

14
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Figure 5. Directed acyclic bipartite graph: An example of a directed acyclic
bipartite graph where Ny = {1}, No = {2}, N3 = {3}, Ny = {1,4} and N5 = {1,2,3,5}.

In contrast to Problems (4) and (5) in which the structure of the problem is a multistage
robust optimization with exogenous uncertainty, Problem (6a) falls in the category of multistage
robust problem with endogenous uncertainty also referred to as problems with decision-dependent
uncertainty sets [51, 52, 61]. Although sets Xy, do not model exogenous uncertainty, they affect the
dynamics of the corresponding agent in an adversarial manner. Problem (6b) is computationally
intractable because (i) the optimization of the policies is performed over the infinite space of strictly
causal functions; (i) the optimization of the state forecast sets X; is performed over arbitrary
sets, and (7i7) the constraints must be satisfied robustly for every uncertain realization. In the
next section, we propose tractable approximations making the problem amenable to off-the-shelf
optimization algorithms.

We conclude this section by discussing how the optimal policies will be implemented in practice,
highlighting the main differences between centralized, partially nested, and local information ex-
change problems. Assume that we have solved Problems (4a), (5a) and (6a), and we have obtained
the optimal policies 7} (z 1), @; (xx,) and ;] (i, Cy,) for all agents i € M, respectively. Consider
first the centralized information problem. At time ¢, all states @’ = (T a,1,- .., Ta,e) have been
realized and communicated to all agents M in the system. Consequently, the input u;; = 7 t(a:ﬁ\/l)
can be evaluated deterministically by each agent. Next, we examine the partially nested informa-

tion problem. At time ¢, all states @’ = (€aq,1,...,2am,¢) have been realized. In contrast to the
t
N

dent agents N;. As such, each agent i can deterministically calculate the input u;; = ﬂ:t(wtﬁ)

Finally, we study the local information problem. Similar to the previous cases, at time t, all states

centralized information problem, however, each agent i receives just the states x'-. from its prece-

:1:3\,( = (®m,1,-..,xMm,) have been realized. In this case, however, each agent i receives just the

states :Bf\/Z from its neighboring agents A/;. Using this information, each agent i can deterministi-

15



t

cally calculate the input w;; = w;t(mi, 935\/1) Notice that agent 7 substitutes the uncertain vector
Cf\/i with the realized vector a:j\/l when calculating the input u;¢. Recall that A; < N; < M for
all ¢ € M. This indicates that each agent in the local information exchange problem requires
less communication to implement and calculate its input compared to the centralized and partially
nested information exchange problems. An alternative implementation procedure typically referred
to as rolling horizon, only evaluates the policy at ¢ = 1 and applies the input. After each agent
observes the realization of its uncertain vector &; 1, the states of the period t = 2 are determin-
istically determined, i.e., z;2, and communicated to the neighbors. The optimization problem is
subsequently re-optimized and the process is repeated. The rolling horizon is typically used when

the Problems (4a), (5a) and (6a) are solved approximately as re-optimization has been observed to

improve the solution quality.

4 State forecast set and policy approximation

In this section, we discuss appropriate restrictions to Problem (6b) that allow obtaining a computa-
tionally tractable approximation. We start with the state forecast sets. For agent i € M, a natural
choice is to restrict X; to admit convex conic structure. However, for arbitrary conic structures
the problem is NP-hard even if we restrict the policies to be static (or open loop as denoted in the
control literature). This is the case as the optimization problem reduces the class of problems with
decision-depend uncertainty as discussed in [52, Theorem 3.2].

A simpler approximation is to restrict X; to sets that can be represented through an affine
transformation of a fixed set, in a similar spirit as [9, 31, 73]. Considering agent i. For a given

convex conic compact set S; € RV=i  X; is restricted to
XZ(Y;, Zi) = {wl S ]RN”“' : E|Si € Sz s.t. ©; = }/is’i + Zi} (7&)

where the decision variables that define the shape of the state forecast set is the positive semi-definite

Nz,i

matrix ¥; € S," and vector z; € R%+7. §; is expressed through given matrices G; € RE*Nei - vectors

gi € R% and convex cones K;, as follows

S = {SZ‘ e RN=i . Gis; <k, gi}. (7b)
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Matrix Y; allows scaling and rotation of set S;, while vector z; is responsible for translating S;.
In the following, we denote by F,7(S;) the field of bounded convex conic sets that can be
represented through an affine transformation of a fixed set S; given in equation (7). Restricting

F(S;) to Far(S;) in Problem (6b) gives rise to the following optimization problem:

M
minimize max Ji(xi, u;)
i=1 £2€EZaCNlEXNZ (szz)
subject to w; = W;(&;,Cx;) = [Win(€ ', Ch )T
Ng.i ,
Y, e S™", z € RNz (8a)
VCJ\Q € XNz(YNN ZNi) .
T; :fZ(Cvau’Laé’L) ’ — VZEM,
Vﬁz € =
(x;,u;) € O;
x; € X;(Yy, zi), Xi() € Fur(Si)

where for each i € M we define Xy (Yy., zxn,) = X N X;(Yj, zj). The optimization variables are
policies W¥,(+), matrices Y; and vectors z; for all i € M. Notice that by construction Problem (8a)
belongs in the class of problems with a decision-dependent uncertainty set, thus is in general hard
to solve [52]. The affine restriction F,(S;) provides a conservative approximation of Problem (6a)

which is stated without proof in the following corollary.

Corollary 1. Problem (8a) is a conservative approzimation of Problem (6a) in the following sense:
every feasible solution of Problem (8a) is feasible in Problem (6a), and the optimal value of Prob-

lem (8a) is equal or larger than the optimal value of Problem (6a).

By taking advantage of the simple structure of (7) we can reformulate the problem as a mul-
tistage robust optimization problem with decision-independent uncertainty sets. In the spirit of
[9, 31, 73], we design strictly causal feedback policies I'; ; : R™ — R™.i guch that the control input
at each time step is given by u;; = Fw(Ef*l, sfvl) We write I';(&;, sn;) = [Fat(ﬁffl,sf\g)]t@- to

denote the policy concatenation over time. In this context, the counterpart of Problem (8a) is
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given as
M

minimize max _ Ji(xi,u;)
o1 &€, SN,ESN;
subject to w; = IT';(&, sy,) == [[ie(€71, s, e

Ng.i )
Y e SV, 2 € RNea

N

(8b)
=Y. Sy + 2y Vs, € Sy
C; N; SN N [ N N vie M,
x; = fi(Cn;wis &) V€ € E;
(xi,ui) € OZ

x; € Xi(Yi, z1), Xi(+) € Far(Si)
where Sy, = X ;cp; Sj» and with a slight abuse of notation Yy, sy, + 2y, = [Yis; + Zj]je/\/i for each
i € M. The decision variables are I';(-), ¥; and z; for all i € M. Problem (8b) can be classified as
a multistage robust optimization problem with exogenous uncertainty [4].

In the following, we investigate the relationship between Problem (8a) and Problem (8b). To

do so, we first define the linear mapping R;; : R"## — R"7 5,4 v x; 4, as,

Rii(sit) = Yigsit + zig, (9a)
and the linear mapping, L;; : R"»¢ — R x; ;> 5;4, as,

Li(xit) = Yf; (it — 2it) (9b)

where th = (YZTtY;t)*lYth is the pseudo-inverse of the positive semi-definite matrix Y;;. Note
that the L; ; may not be unique because of the pseudo-inverse YZJQ Moreover, R;; can be viewed as
a “left inverse” of the operator L;;, i.e., it satisfies R;; (Li,t(ﬂ%,t)) = z;4. Using (9), the following

theorem establishes equivalence between the two optimization problems.

Theorem 4. Problem (8a) is equivalent to Problem (8b) in the following sense: feasible solutions
in Problem (8a) are mapped to feasible solutions in Problem (8b), and their optimal values are

equal.

Policies I';(&;, sx;) are designed using (8b), however, in practice agent i will require policies
W;(&i, Cn;) since Cy, will be the observed states of its neighbors, while sy, is in some sense the

mathematical construct that allows us to convexify the problem. Theorem (4) allows us to construct
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a mapping between the two policies. For agent 4, given u;; = I'; 4(-) as the optimal policy of (8b),
then w;; = \Il@t(ﬁf_l, Cf\,l) = F@t({f_l, [R;(C;)]]EM) for all {u;, € X;, & € E; is an optimal policy in
problem (8a). One can go a step further and construct the optimal state feedback policy ;(x;, Cy,)
in a similar spirit as in [29, 28], however, we omit this derivation in the interest of space.

Despite the exogenous uncertainty structure of Problem (8b), the problem is in general hard to
solve due to the non-convex constraint (7a) as both Y; and s; are optimization variables resulting
in bilinear terms. The problem can be efficiently approximated in practice by performing block-
coordinate descent [6] on Y; and s; in a sequential manner until the parameters converge. In the
following, we present an additional restriction that results in a linear formulation of the problem.

Consider the case where Y; = y; where y; € R, thus (7a) takes the form
Xi(yi, Zi) = {wl e RV . ds; € S; s.t. x; = y;8; + Zi} (103)

This restriction allows for the scaling of S; but does not allow for the rotating of the set. By taking

advantage of the fact that S; is compact, X;(y;, 2;) can be expressed as the following convex set.
Xi(yiy zi) = {321 cdy; € RN=i g.t. x; = v+ 2, Giv; <g;, yigi} (10b)

where v; are auxiliary variables. By replacing constraint @; € X(y;, 2;) in Problem (8b) with
z;e X (yi, z;) the optimization problem reduces to a multistage linear optimization problem with
exogenous uncertainty. The relationship between sets (10a) and (10b) is summarized in the following

proposition.

Proposition 2. Set Xrs = {(xi,vi,2i) : ®; € Xi(yi,z:)} is equivalent to XA;S = {(xi, vi, i)
x; € .?E(yl,zl)} in the following sense: there exist a unique mapping between feasible points in

Xrs and XA;S.

Remark 1. Approzimation (10) can be very restrictive as it controls the scaling of X; through a
single parameter, namely y;. Regardless, the idea can be further extended to allow for the scaling
of each (or groups) of the coordinate of X; independently from the rest. Consider the case in which
X; can be represent as Xj = Xj1 % -+ x Xj g, for some K; < N ;. Then, for each j € {1,..., K},

we restrict each X;j to admit a representation as in (10). For example, if K; = Ng;, and setting
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Sij ={seR:|s| <1} then we have

Xij(Yij,zij) ={xij €eR : Is € S5 s.t. x;ij = yijs + 2ij}

={zij € R 2ij —vij S ®ij < zij + Vig}

thus allowing to control the width and position of the communication set for each of the components
of ®;. This approximation is natural in many applications like the contract design example discuss
in Section B, in which this modeling choice is prescribed by the problem itself and does not constitute

an additional approrimation to the problem.

As previously stated, problem (8b) can be classified as a multistage robust optimization problem.
There is a plethora of schemes that try to solve this class of problems either exactly using dynamic
programming techniques [24], or approximately by restricting the functional form of the admissible
policies to admit prescribed structures, see [18, 23] for a thorough survey on the topic. To simplify
exposition, in the remainder of the paper we restrict the policies to admit an affine structure.
This will also allow for direct comparisons with the work in [28] and [40], which we discussed in
Sections 2.2 and 2.3, respectively.

Problem (8b) retains the decoupled structure of Problem (6a) since agent i only needs to com-
municate to its direct neighbors (Y, z;) that control the shape of its state forecast set. This loosely
coupled structure allows employing distributed computation algorithms such as the alternating di-
rection method of multipliers (ADMM) algorithm [10, § 7]. Such schemes will allow the agents to
solve Problem (8b) in an almost decentralized manner, i.e., each agent solves the subproblem of
Problem (8b) involving its own objective and constraints while seeking to achieve consensus for the
variables y; and z; with its neighbors. In Appendix B we illustrate how the ADMM algorithm can
be implemented in a supply chain example.

We next demonstrate that if the physical network forms an arborescence, it is possible to
explicitly establish an upper bound on the complexity of the approximation required for the optimal
values of Problem (8b) and Problem (6b) to coincide. For reference, an arborescence, sometimes
referred to as a directed rooted tree, is a directed network in which there is a unique directed path
from a root node to any other node. To achieve this, we can adjust the approximation (7) to include
not only scaling and rotation of S; but also projections. This adjustment involves selecting a higher

dimensional set S; € RN+ with Ng; = Ng; and allowing for rectangular matrix Y; € RNe,i ¥ Nai
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Thus the affine mapping x; = Y;s; + z; where s; € S; projects the high dimensional set S; to the
lower dimension of the state x;. A practical choice of S; is the simplex set since by increasing its
dimension, one can systematically increase the complexity of the projected set. We note that other

choices are also possible. The result is summarized in the following corollary.

Corollary 2. If the physical network is an arborescence, then the optimal value of Problems (6b)
and (8b) coincide if approzimation (7) is constructed such that for each i € M the set S; is chosen

to be the simplex of dimension | | ;5 |ext(Z;)|.

We end this section with Figure 6 which summarizes the relationship between the different
problems discussed in the paper so far.

Centralized Approximate Local

Theorem 1 Partially Nested Theorem 3 Local Corollary 1
(28,29] » [40] » Theorem 2 > Theorem 4
(4a) < (4b) | .| (5a)<—>(5b) | ... (6a) < (6b) |ac-oeoooenel (8a)<—(8b)
strongly connected Proposition 1 Corollary 2
network directed acyclic arborescence
bipartite network network

Figure 6. Illustration of the relationships among the various problems discussed in
the paper. The optimal values of these problems are non-decreasing in the directions
of the arcs. Dashed arcs indicate special cases of networks, while solid arcs represent
inequalities that hold under general network topologies.

5 Numerical experiments

We now investigate the efficacy of the proposed approach in two examples: an illustrative which
allows us to understand numerically and graphically the connection between the shape of the
primitive sets S; and the solution quality and a stylized contract design for supply chains that are
typically operated in a distributed fashion. All optimization problems were solved with Gurobi
in MATLAB using the RSOME [13] and YALMIP [41] interfaces on a computer equipped with
8 GB RAM and 2.4 GHz quad-core Intel processor.

5.1 [Illustrative example

We consider a single stage problem composed by two agents with states 1, xo € R?, inputs uy, us € R

and uncertainties £1,& € Z = {£ € R? : |¢]|o < 1}, respectively. The network structure along with
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o 0

Ja(x) = ¢y Ji(z1) = cTxy

To = Bxy + Dus + E& x1 = Duy + E&

Oz = {(z2,u2) : ||z2]|ec <8, O1 = {(z1,w1) :[|71]le0 <8,
[uzlloo < 4}. lualloo <4 }.

Figure 7. Physical and information structure of the two agents in the system.

the objective functions and constraint sets of each agent are shown in Figure 7. The system matrices

are given by

1 1 0 1 1 -1
c= , B= , D= and E = . (11)
-1 0 -2 0.8 -1 1

We start by computing the optimal affine policy associated for the centralized communication
and the partially nested communication, which are reminiscent of Problem (4a) and Problem (5a),
respectively. In the centralized communication both agents observe the uncertain variables £; and
&2, while in the partially nested communication agent 1 only observes £; whereas agent 2 observes
both &1 and &5 as dictated by the structure of the network. In other words, the second agent’s policy
is of the form wug(&1,&2) = I'2.1&1 + 2262 + 72 in both cases, and the first agent’s policy is of the
form wi(&1,&2) = I'1 1€ + 1262 + 71 in the centralized communication and u;(€1,&2) =T'1 186+
in the partially nested communication. Figure 8 illustrates information about the states of agent 1.
With red we depict the feasible region of 1, while blue depicts region x;(&1,&2) = Duj(&1,&2)+ E&
for all & € Ey, {2 € Zg, where u] is the optimal affine policy of the agent 1. Figure 8(a) and (b)
illustrate these regions in the case of centralized and partially nested communications, respectively.
In addition, we report the resulting objective values in the title of the respective figure as “obj.
= Ji(x1) + Jo(x2)”. We observe that the information restriction imposed on the partially nested
policies results in a larger objective value compared to the centralized solution.

Next, we compute affine policies with local information exchange, which is reminiscence of
Problem (8b). In the local information exchange, the agents’ policies are of the form w;(&1,&2) =
118 +7 and ua(sy, &2) = Ias1 + Do 262 + 72, respectively, where s; € Sy represents the auxiliary
uncertainty introduced in Section 4. We start with investigating how the shape of set S; together

with the restriction of X affects the quality of the solution in terms of objective value for three
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Obj. = 3.57-5.20 = -1.63 Obj. = 3.54-4.78 =-1.24

5 5t
(3] 3]
i 0 5 0
-5t -5
5 0 5 -5 0 5
T11 T11

Figure 8. Illustrating information for the state of agent 1 for the (a) centralized and
(b) partially nested communication exchange. The red region represents the feasible set
for x1 and the blue region represents all possible values for z; under the optimal policy.

cases. In the first case (flexible), we choose S; = {s € R? : |[s|, < 1} and restrict &; as in
equation (7a). In the second case (rectangle), we choose S11 = S12 = {s € R : |s| < 1} and restrict
X} = X11 x X2 as in Remark 1, and in the third case (circle), we choose 1 = {s € R? : |s]2 < 1}
and set X; = {z1 € R? : 3s€ &1 s.t. &1 = sy; + 21}

The robust counterpart in the first case results in a bilinear optimization problem which we
solve using block-coordinate descent, the second case results in a linear program, while the third
case results in a semidefinite program due to the use of the celebrated S-Lemma [3, § 3.5] for
reformulating the robust constraints. The flexible approximation exactly recovers the optimal
solution of partially nested communication exchange, i.e., Figure 8 (b). The result coincides with
Corollary 2 and Proposition 1 as the physical network is both and arborescence and a directeed
acyclic bipartite graph, and additionally the approximation has enough degrees of freedom to
adequately represent the optimal state forecast set. This is not the case for the rectangular and
circular approximation, whose performance is depicted in Figure 9.

As in the first experiment, red area represents the feasible region of x1, while the blue region
depicts z1(&1) = Duj(&1) + E& for all & € E1. Additionally, the green area denotes the optimal
forecast set X7 communicated to agent 2. Finally, the black stars depict the binding scenarios for
agent 2 in the state forecast set X;. We observe that the optimal region of agent 1 changes with
the different primitive sets in an attempt to cooperate with agent 2. This cooperative behavior is
also identified in the objective values as agent 1 “sacrifices” some of its optimality for the good of

agent 2. Interestingly, part of the state forecast set X1 may lie outside the feasible region of the
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Obj. = 3.57 + 3.57 = 7.13 Obj. = 3.49 + 12.03 = 15.51

5 5L
(3] 3]
5 0 5 0
-5 -5
5 0 5 -5 0 5
1] x11

Figure 9. Illustrating information for the state of agent 1 using S; as (a) box, and (b)
circle. The green region represents the feasible set for x1, the yellow represents x1(&1)
under the optimal policy, while red denotes X;. Black stars depict the binding scenarios
for agent 2 in the state forecast set X7j.

problem which adds conservativeness to the system as can be verified by inspecting the position
of the binding scenarios. Moreover, since the binding scenarios are not necessarily placed at the
corner points defined by the optimal region, agent 1 retains some of its privacy since the behavior
of its optimal policy is not revealed to agent 2.

To quantify the importance of the primitive set orientation in space, in the following experiment
we use as primitive sets (i) a rotated rectangular set whose major and minor axis can be scaled
independently, i.e., using the same notation as before and with slide abuse of notation we have
X1 = A(X11 x Xy 2) where A € R2*2 is a fixed rotation matrix, and (i) a rotated ellipsoid for
which the major axis is forced to be 1.5 times larger than its minor axis, i.e, we set X} = {x] €
R? : 3s € Sy s.t. ©1 = A(sy; + z1)} where again A € R?*? is a fixed rotation matrix. Figure 10
illustrates information for the state of agent 1, where we use the same color code as in Figure 9.
Comparing the solutions from Figure 9 and Figure 10, we can conclude that both the shape and
orientation heavily affect the optimal policies as well as the optimal value of the problems.

To clarify this finding, we repeated the experiment for all possible rotations in the range [0, 180]
degrees of the rectangular and scaled ellipsoid sets by appropriately choosing matrix A. The results
are reported in Figure 11. We observe that if the rotation of the communicated sets is aligned
with the set generated by the optimal affine policy, then the solution resulting from the proposed
distributed method closely approximates the partially nested and centralized solutions. If, however,

this is not the case, then the cost considerably deviates and even leads to infeasibility.
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Obj. = 3.42-2.63 = 0.80 Obj. = 3.50 + 7.30 = 10.79

5 5t
g0 g0
-5t -5
-5 0 5 -5 0 5
1] T11
(a) (b)

Figure 10. Illustrating information for the state of agent 1 using S; as (a) rectangle
rotated by 15 degrees and (b) ellipsoid rotated by 15 degrees for which the major axis is
forced to be 1.5 times larger than its minor axis. The graphs have the same interpretation
as in Figure 9.

30 T T T T

——+F—— DP - Rect.
—o6—— DP - ElL sc.=1.5
20k —<&—— DP - El sc.=3

- ElL sc.=10

15

Objective value

108 o

1 1 1 1 1
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180
Degrees

Figure 11. Comparing the objective value achieved by affine policies using the cen-
tralized (C), partially nested (PN), and local information exchange (L). For the local
information we set Sy to be a rotated rectangle (L-Rect.), and a rotated ellipsoid (L-El.)
for which the major axis is forced to be 1.5,3 and 10 times larger than its minor axis.
The graph reports the objective values for all possible rotations in the range [0, 180].

5.2 Cooperative energy management system

Buildings account for approximately 40% of the world’s energy consumption, with a significant por-
tion dedicated to enhancing living conditions through heating, ventilation, and air conditioning to
promote healthier and more comfortable environments [36]. Motivated by these substantial energy

demands, researchers have invested considerable efforts into developing complex control schemes
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agent 1 agent 2 agent 3 agent 4

Figure 12. An example of a serial (left) and complete (right) energy hub topologies
with different consumers.

that can reduce energy usage while keeping room temperatures within predefined ranges. Among
such schemes, cooperative control systems have been instrumental for achieving energy savings by
coordinating aggregated demands across multiple users. Most existing cooperative methods assume
the existence of a central operator that is capable of controlling both the buildings actuation systems
and the energy hub devices [53, 64]. This assumption, however, becomes restrictive for large-scale
implementations due to heavy computational burden. Additionally, privacy concerns around re-
vealing sensitive building information, such as occupancy patterns and comfort preferences, arise.
Consequently, a new wave of research has focused on developing decentralized or distributed control
schemes to address the limitations associated with centralized approaches [33, 60, 63].

In this section we examine the scalability and efficiency of our proposed method using an energy
hub system with aggregated consumers. Figure 12 is an illustration of a serial and a complete (fully-
connected) energy hub consisting of four different consumers. In this setup agent ¢ at time ¢ can
buy GZ , units of electricity from the grid at a cost of ¢;” and can return G, units at the cost of ¢; .
The agents also have the ability to share excess electricity amongst themselves, with U;;; denoting
the amount of electricity agent ¢ takes from agent j at time ¢. This transfer of electricity is done at a
cost of ¢} per unit since the agents need to use the existing grid infrastructure. The state of charge
of the battery of agent ¢ at time ¢ is denoted by I; ;. We assume that the output of the photovoltaic
system is uncertain and denoted by R; (1 + ﬁ) where R;; denotes the average production and f}
denotes the uncertain percentage deviation from the average production. Similarly, the uncertain
demand for electricity of agent i at time ¢ is denoted by D;+(1 + 51%) where D;; is the average

demand and {i’f)t denotes the uncertain percentage deviation from the average demand. Finally we
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Figure 13. Communication links need to achieve (a) centralized and partially nested
information exchange and (b) local information exchange for the serial energy hub system.

define & ; = (fﬁ, 553). We express the battery dynamics of agent 7 through

Ligp1 =Ly + G, = Gy + D, Ui — D, Ujia + Rig(L+60) — Diy(1+ &) V&€ S Ve T,
JEN; JEN;
where for the illustrative example of the serial energy hub in Figure 12, we have N7 = {2}, Ny =
{1,3}, N3 = {2,4}, Ny = {3}, and for the complete energy hub we have N7 = {2,3,4}, No =
{1,3,4}, N3 = {1,2,4}, Ny = {1,2,3}. In addition, at any ¢ € T, we want to ensure that constraint
0 < I;; < B; is robustly satisfied for some B; > 0 that represents the capacity of the battery.

The communication links needed to formulate the serial energy hub in Figure 12 are depicted in
Figure 13(a). Since the serial network is a strongly connected network, as discussed in Section 2.3,
the number of links required to formulate the partially nested Problem (5a) is the same as in
the centralized Problems (4a), effectively leading to the same problem. On the other hand, the
links needed by the local information exchange matches the physical coupling of the network thus
establishing communication only between adjacent agents in the system, see Figure 13(b). This
demonstrates the modeling benefits of the proposed approach and highlights the limitations of the
partially nested information exchange on certain network topologies.

In the centralized information exchange problem, the agents communicate the state of their bat-

teries to all agents in the grid. We formulate the centralized problem as an instance of Problem (4b)
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as follows, where the objective minimizes the total cost incurred by all agents.

M T T T
minimize Z max of GH + Z ¢ G, + Z Z ciUijt
o1 SMEEM T 4 ' JEN; t=1
\
subject to G =TI (Em), G; =TI (€Epm)
Ujj € ILij(€m), Uji € ILji(Em) VjeN,
G20, Gy 20, Uyjy >0, Uyiy >0 VieNVteT | vieny 2
_ >
g1 = Lig + Gl = Gy + > Ui — D Ui Vénm € En
) _]ENi 2€NZ Vt c 7—
TRt (1+ &) + Dig(1+ &)
ngi,thi Vte T,

Consider now the case in which instead of communicating the state of their batteries to all
agents in the grid, agents are restricted to communicate an interval that represents the amount of
electricity they can supply their neighbors at each time period. The interval [jS7t,5ji,t] denotes the
amount of electricity agent ¢ commits to supply agent j at time ¢. Of course, agent ¢ does not have

to use all the electricity available from agent j hence Us;j; € [Qijvt, biji]. In this case, the battery

dynamics of agent ¢ at time ¢ is expressed as

Ligg1 =Ly + G =G+ Y Uiju— D, Gia+ Ris(L+ &) = Din(1+&) Vinxe Py [bj; ¢ bjit]
jEN; JEN; )

where (y; ;+ denotes all the electricity that can potentially be drawn from agent ¢ by its neighbors

N; at time ¢. This problem gives rise to a local information exchange problem which is an instance
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of Problem (6a) and can be written as follows.

M T T T

minimize 2 57;657;7?12:?6“]\/'1-,1‘ ; ch:t + t; o Gy + jezj\:& t; ciUiji
subject to GF = 47 (I Cu ), G = 7 (I Ga,) w

Uij € ij(I;, Cn, i), by, bij e RUF VjeN;

Uij € U j = [bi; 1, bija] x - x [by; 7, bij.r] VjeN; Ve € 5

GH=0,G; 20, Uj; =0 VieNLVEET & vy i el

Lipv1=1ig+ Gl — Gy + Z Uijt — 2 Cjit Vie M,

JEN JEN; Vie T
+Ri(1+&0) + Diy(1+£%)
0<Ilit<B; Vie T

(13)
By construction of Problem (13), each set U; j = U; j1 % --- x U; j T is a hyper-rectangles which can
be controlled coordinate wise. Hence, it can be exactly represented by the primitive sets S; ;; =
{seR:|s| <1} and U j1(Yije zije) = {Uije € R - 3si 1 € Sije st Ui = SijaYije + %}, as

discussed in Remark 1. Applying Theorem 4, Problem (13) can thus be reformulated as

M T T T
e . 4+~ — o~ urT.
minimize Z max Z o G+ Z o G+ Z Z ciUij

&€ 8N, iESN; i

i=1 i1 t=1 jEN; t=1
subject to G;r = F;r(&', Sni)y Gy =T (&, 8n,4)
UijeTij(&i sxi), bijs biyj, yij,zij eRUY VjielN;
bij=zij —Yij bij = zij +Yij VieN;
UijelUij=1[b 1, bijal x - x[br bijr] VYieN; (14)
G =20,G,20,Uij; =0 VieN;,VteT \ VE; € 5
Girist = YjitSjit + Zjist VjieN;VteT Vsari € Sh i
Lig1 = Tip + GZ,: -G+ Z Uijt — Z Gt Vie M.
JEN; JeNs Vie T
+Ri (1+&,) + Dig(1+ &%)
0< Iy < B Vie T, J

In the sequel we use the open-source dataset from [5] comprising residential power and battery

data at minute resolution. This anonymized dataset contains real-world prosumer information on
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Figure 14. Illustration of power consumption, photovoltaic power generation, and
electricity price for the first prosumer.

energy usage, photovoltaic power generation, and battery characteristics. Figure 14 depicts the
hourly power consumption and generation of the first prosumer in this dataset from July 1, 2021,
to October 1, 2021, using lines with low opacity. Additionally, the solid lines represent the average
data, while the dashed lines represent observations that are one standard deviation away from the
mean. These intervals are used to calibrate the uncertainty set for each prosumer. We assume
that the initial charge of all batteries is zero. The capacity of batteries for each prosumer is also
available in the dataset. For example, the capacity is By = 13 for the first prosumer. Since the data

is anonymized and we lack access to the price data, we set the average hourly electricity price as
¢t = 18 — tanh(t) + tanh(¢t — 4) — 2tanh(¢ — 6) + 4 tanh(¢t — 17) — 4 tanh(t — 24),

following the typical electricity price pattern, where prices are higher at the beginning and end of
the day [70]. Problems (12) and (14) are multistage robust linear programs which we approximate
with affine decision rules.

We conduct 10 independent simulation. For each simulation, we pick uniformly at random
g; € [-0.1,0.1] and we set the market hourly price to ¢;” = (1 + &;)c; for all t € T, i.e., the market
prices are allowed to differ by up to 10% from the average price, see Figure 14 (right). We also
set ¢; = 0.5¢; and ¢ = 0.2¢;". We consider bi-hourly time steps, meaning that every prosumer
is allowed to request or provide electricity to others every 2 hours. The electricity price for each
2-hour interval is determined by the average price, while the power consumption and generation
are the sum of their respective values. In other words, we represent a day with a horizon length
of T' = 12. As baseline, we also examine a system in which all prosumers try to minimize their

worst-case electricity costs individually, and we refer to it as the decoupled problem. This can be
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Figure 15. Comparison of the cost and optimization time needed to solve the central-
ized, local, and decoupled information problems for serial and complete network. The
result is based on 10 independent simulations. (CC) Centralized Complete, (CS) Cen-
tralized Serial, (LC) Local Complete, (LS) Local Serial, (D) Decoupled.

obtained by including the constraint U;j; = 0 for all ¢t € T,j € N;,i € M in (12). We conduct
simulations on serial and complete networks with an increasing number of M prosumers, using the
data of the first prosumers in [5] which have both demand and photovoltaic data available.!

The first experiment investigates the impact of the number of prosumer M in the system on the
worst-case cost for centralized and local information, and decoupled problems. Figure 15 presents
the results for the serial and complete networks across 10 independent simulation runs. Observe
that the optimal worst-case cost for the decoupled problem is significantly higher than that of the
centralized and local information exchange problems. This is expected because in the decoupled
setting, agents do not benefit from sharing electricity among themselves. Furthermore, the optimal
worst-case cost for the local information exchange is higher than that for the centralized approach,
as indicated by Theorems 1, 3, and Corollary 1. Additionally, the structure of a complete network

positively influences the worst-case cost outcomes when compared to a serial network configuration.

n particular, we use the prosumers with identification numbers 1,2, 3,9, 10, 11.
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Furthermore, our findings suggest that the restrictive nature of our proposed local information
exchange has only a minimal impact on the performance of the control policy, as demonstrated
in Figure 15 (top). Specifically, the performance gap in terms of the worst-case cost between the
local and central controllers is approximately 2% on average. Additionally, when compared to the
decoupled problems, the centralized controller reduces costs by 15%, while the localized controller
achieves a cost reduction of 13% on average.

We also observe that the time required to solve the local information exchange problem is
less than the time needed for the centralized optimization problem, and the computational gains
are more pronounced as the number of residential prosumers increase, as illustrated in Figure 15
(bottom). From a computational standpoint, the optimization times for the complete network are
considerably longer than those for the serial network. This is expected due to the quadratic increase
in the number of communication links with respect to the prosumers in the complete network
compared to the linear increase in the serial network. Specifically, optimization problems for the
local controller are solved approximately 2.5 times faster in the largest instances of the complete
network structure, while in the serial network, this ratio is about 3 times faster. Moreover, the
optimization time required for the local information problem is approximately 5 times faster for
the largest instance in the serial network compared to the complete network. As anticipated, the
computational effort increases with the increasing number of building units.

We conclude our numerical experiment by comparing the average performance of the centralized
and local information problems using a rolling horizon scheme when e; = 0 for all £ and the network
structure is serial. In this experiment, we fix all parameters as in the first experiment. We then
generate a random realization of the uncertainty & € Z. Next, we solve the centralized, local, and
decoupled information for the horizon length 7" = 12 and update the battery levels according to
the realization &; and the first stage decisions. We repeat the process until we reach the end of
the horizon. Specifically, at any time t = 2,...,7T, we resolve each problem for the shorter horizon
length 7" — t and the initial battery level I;; 1 for every i € M. We then update the battery
levels according to realization &; and corresponding first stage decisions. Figure 16 summarizes our
results for 10 randomly generated realization of uncertainty for a serial network, where the worst-
case cost of corresponding problem with horizon T' = 12 is denoted by the marker *. We observe

that the average performances of the local and centralized information problems are significantly

32



™ © I I

4000 - | I I I .
- b - = % ¥

3500 * i

_ * Ok *

3000 - i

2 * *

& 2500~ i
2000 - = i
1500 |- % = = B L =

| | | | | | | | | | |
8 3 =~ 8 3 -~ 8 3 =~ g 2 AR

Figure 16. Comparison of the rolling horizon cost of the centralized and local informa-
tion problems for a serial network. The result is based on 10 independent simulations.
(CS) Centralized Serial, (LS) Local Serial, (D) Decoupled.

improved compared to their worst-case performance. The improvement is approximately around
half (2 times smaller). This is extremely valuable as in reality this problem will be repeatedly
solved as time progresses. Moreover, the performance of both the local and centralized information
controllers remains superior to that of the decoupled controller. We exclude the result for the

complete network structure as it exhibits the same behavior.
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A Proofs

Proof of Theorem 1. We show that every feasible solution of Problem (5b) is a feasible solution
to Problem (4b). Let ®; for all i € M be any feasible policy in Problem (5b). Starting with

Xi,1 = Ti1, the state of agent 7 at time ¢ are given as

Tit = 113321 + Z ( 17—+1Bz7— X3, T(EN )]]EN +AZ7—+1D1 +®; T( iy 1) +A§7—+1Ei,"r€i,7—)

= th( L 1)

(A1)

where A;T =Aj+Aire1... A1 for 7 <t and Ait = I. The last implication follows from the fact
that N; 2 N; for all j € N; since the network admits a partially nested structure. Given (A.1),
it is easy to verify that for each agent i its dynamics and constraints in Problem (5b) only depend
on &x,. Hence, any feasible solution to Problem (5b) is also feasible to the following optimization

problem:
M

minimize max J;(x;, u;)
o 15./\/16'—'

subject to u; = ®;(&x,) = [®is(€f ) er (A.2)
mz:fi(mNiauiaEi) V€M EEM, VieM
(xi,u;) € O;
Additionally, they achieve the same objective value since they share the same objective function.
This shows equivalence of Problem (5b) and Problem (A.2). The relation between Problem (4b)
and Problem (5b) stated in the theorem now follows immediately since the two problems share the
same constraints and objective function, and the policies in Problem (5b) are restricted compared
to Problem (4b) as they are functions of £z, while the policies in Problem (4b) are functions

of €. (]

Proof of Theorem 2. The statement is proved by induction using similar theoretical tools to
[29, Prop. 2.1]. The statement holds for ¢ = 1 since the initial state, x; 1, is known for every i € M;

therefore, functions ;1 (24,1, Cn;,1) and ¥y 1(Cn,,1) can always be constructed such

Vi1 (i1, Cny1) = Wi (Cas1) (A.3)
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Assume now that the statement holds for all 1 < 7 < ¢ — 1, i.e., there exist policies 1;(-) and
W;(+) such that ¥; - (x],CL) = Vi r (&1, CX.)- In the sequel, we show that the statement also holds

for 7 = t. From (1), we have that

xivt: i, 1551 1t Z ( i r+1Bi,TCNi,T + AE,THDz‘,T‘I’w(iTl, C]\-/l) + Aﬁ,rHEi,Tfin)

(A.4)
= Xlt(gt 1 e 1)a
where A;T = A Air41...Ajyq for 7 <t and A;t = I. Moreover, it holds that
g’Lt 1= zt 1(1'115 A'Lt 1Tt — 1+B,t 1CN’t 1+th 1wzt 1( i 15 f\[jl)) (A5)
= Pi,t(wg, /txle)’

where E: : (EZTth 4~ 1gT it is the left inverse of E;; since it is full rank.
The relation (A.4) implies that given a feasible policy 1;+(-) for Problem (6a), we can construct

a feasible policy for Problem (6b) as

Via(h, €)= i G (E G Ch) 1= Waa(€7 ). (A.6)

The claim follows from the fact that the composition of continuous differentiable functions is a
continuous differentiable function. Hence, the policy v;¢(-) will also be feasible in Problem (6b)
since the two problems have the same pointwise constraints. Additionally, they achieve the same
objective value since they share the same objective function.

Similarly, the relation (A.5) implies that given a feasible policy ¥;(-) for Problem (6b), we can

construct a feasible policy for Problem (6a) as

Wi (€71 ¢0) = Warlpi(xh, € ), C,) o= ia(ah, €Ly (A7)

The claim follows from the fact that the composition of continuous differentiable functions is a
continuous differentiable function. Hence, the policy W; () is also feasible in Problem (6a) since
the two problems have the same pointwise constraints. Additionally, they achieve the same objective

value since they share the same objective function. |
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Proof of Theorem 3. We show that every feasible solution of Problem (6b) is feasible in Prob-
lem (5b). Let (¥;, &;) for all i € M be feasible in Problem (6b). Since the state of agent i evolve

according to (1), we can conclude that at time ¢ we have

JEZ‘J— 1.%1 1+ Z ( 3 T+1Bi,TCNi,T + Az,T+1DivT\Iji7T(£Z_17 C]\-Q) + A§,7+1Ei’T€i7T> (A 8)

X'Lt(gt 1 e 1)a

where where A;T =Ai+Air41... Ajp—1 for 7 <t and A’? =1.

We note that xi(&,Cx;) = [xit (&, Cir ) ler, € &; for all & € B; and (y, € Xy, due to the
feasibility of Problem (6b). To show that ‘Ili is feasible in Problem (5b), we first construct the
state of agent ¢ which evolves according to x; = f; (%\m v, (&, CNZ.),&). Starting with x;1 = z; 1,

we have that

1:L'Z 1+ Z < 7—+1Bz T X] 7'( g ]]EN + AZ 7—+1Dz +; T(ST 15 CN) + A;T—‘,-IE’L',Téi,T)

t— 1
= A'L 1Ti,1 + Z ( i T+1BZ T[X]y (E/\f ]JEM + A§77+1Di77\11i,7(£; ! [A;( X ]jENi) + AE,T+1Ein£iaT>
= xit(& [ G E D)

)’(\z t( iy 1)-
(A.9)

where the implication follows because )zi([ﬁﬁ._l] jew;) = [ta(ftﬁ_ 1)]t€7'+ € A&; for all &, € Ex, and

i€ M. For each i € M, we consider the decision 'in(ﬁﬁi) defined through
Birl€l) o= o€ (R € jens) (A.10)

Notice that (A.10) defines a valid policy construction since Qi([EE_l]jeﬁi) € &; for all £&x, € Ex,.
It remains to show that W; is feasible also for the constraints of Problem (5b). We do so using

deduction, as follows:

(Xi(f CN) i(&i, Cw, )) € O, V&€ € 5, Yy, € Xy,
= (xi(&, [X)(&x,)jens), Wil&i, [Xj(€x,)]jens)) € Oi, Véx, € Ex,, (A.11)
—  (xil ﬁi)a‘i%(ﬁ/v ) € O, V&x, € Ex,,
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The first implication follows from (A.9) and the fact that X;(&x,) S &; for all &, € Ex,, while
the second implication follows from (A.9) and (A.10). Finally, this feasible solution attains a value
for the objective function of Problem (6b) which is equal or larger than the value attained for the

objective function of Problem (5b), that is

M

max Ji(xi(&i, Cn), i€, Cnry)

1= lsze-—mCN EXNi

Z e aﬁf Ji(xi(&is [X)(&x, ) ljens), Pil&i, (X5 (€x,)]jens))
=188, €5,
M R .
=2 Ji(Xi(&x,), ®i(€x,))

i=1 5/\/ E“N
where again the first implication follows from (A.9) and the fact that x;(&x,) < &; for all {x, € Ex

while the second implication follows from (A.9) and (A.10).

Proof of Proposition 1. Theorem 3 already established that a feasible solution of Problem (6b)
is feasible in Problem (5b). We will now show that a feasible solution in Problem (5a) is feasible
in Problem (6a). The result will then follow due to the relation between Problems (5a) and (5b),
see [40], and Problems (6a) to (6b), see Theorem 2.

In a directed acyclic bipartite network, the agents can be split in two groups, the first layer
agents where N; = {i} and the second layer agents where N'; = {N;,i}. Sets F£ and SL denote
the first and second layer agents, respectively. Problem (6a) can then be explicitly written as

minimize Z max J;(x;, u;) + Z _max Ji(xi, u;)
ieFL g’be‘—‘l ieSL ﬁieui,CNiEXNi

subject to w; = ;(x;) = [Yis(x )]teT
x; = fi(ui, &)
(zi,ui) € O;
x; € X;, Xj € F(S))
wi = (@i, Cn,) = (g}, Ch) e
x; = fi(Cnui, &)
(x;,u;) € O;

4 Vfl € Ei, Vi e fﬁ,
(A.12)

V¢, € Xy,

YEMm € ZEm

Vie SL,

where the constraints distinguish between first and second layer agents. Notice that agents in the

first layer are the ones communicating their state forecast sets X; to their neighbors (constraint
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x; € A;), while the agents on the second layer only receive these sets (x; = f; (C Ni,ui,&), VQy, €
Xn,).

Let ¢; for all i € M be a feasible policy for Problem (5a). It is easy to see that policy is feasible
in (fi(¢i(2:), &), wi) € O; V& €, i € FL as Problems (5a) and (6a) share the same constraints.
We set

Xii={z; e RN+ x; = fi(¢s(:), &) V& €5} Vie FL, (A.13)

which satisfies X; € F(S;) where S; = RN+ for all i € FL£. By the feasibility of ¢; in Problem (5a),

we have

x; = fi(0j(x5),&), VieN Vey €Sy, Vie SL,

VIzjljen; = [fi(¢5(5), &) ljens
Vgﬁl € Eﬁz

Vo €M e se.
V&M € Em

R (fl(w./\/-w(Zsl(w’L)wM)?E’L))QSZ(meM)) € Ol } ’ Vie Sﬁ’

= (filln;, 9i(mi, ;)5 &), di(i, Cn; ) € O; }

where the first equivalence hold since for fixed policy ¢; the dynamics of all agents in the first layer
are uniquely determined by the uncertain parameters &; € Z;, ¢ € FL, while the second equivalence
holds by the definition of A; in (A.13). Thus, ¢; is feasible in Problem (6a).

We next show that ¢; achieves the same optimal value in both problems.

M

Z max J;(x;, ¢i(xx,))

155N,
= max Ji(xi, pi(x;)) + 2 max Ji(xi, di(xi, ;)

ierc 5= iesc SN SER, (A.14)
= 2 max J; (@, di(x;)) + Z max Ji(@i, di(xi, ;)

ierL S i€SL &N, €5, [®)]ien; =115 (¢j (w,i)vgj)]je/\/i

ierr S jes S1E5 SN EAN;

Starting from the objective of Problem (5a), the first equivalence rewrites the objective function
it in terms of the first and second layer agents. Since for fixed ¢; the dynamics of the first layer
agents are uniquely determined by the uncertain parameters &; € =;, i € FL, the second equality

re-expresses the dynamics of x;, in terms of & € =;, ¢ € FL. Finally, in the third equality we
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substitute the definition of & in (A.13). Notice that the uncertain parameters governing X; are
those affective first layer agents, thus making Xr, and Zs, rectangular. The last expression in

(A.14) coincides with the objective of Problem (6a). [

Proof of Proposition 2. The recession cone of the set S is defined as recc(S;) = {v; € R™ :
s; + Av; € §;,Vs; € S;, A = 0}. The fact that S; is bounded implies that the recession cone of S; is

empty, i.e., recc(S;) = {0}. We now show that,

K;
Xrs = {(wi,yi,zi) Pdsi e R st @i = ) yikPiksi + zi, GikPiksi <k, 9ik, K=1,... ,Kz‘}
k=1
is equivalent to
K;
Xrs = {(ah’vyi,zi) g e RY st mi = ) Ptz GigPigVie <k, YikGik, k=1,.. -JQ}
k=1

It is easy to verify that this in the case where y;; are positive scalar by using the substitution
Vi = YirSi- In the case that any y; , = 0 then it remains to show that the only feasible solution
is ;) = 0 so that the equality v; = y; x8; holds. Assume that this is not the case, i.e., there exist
vir # 0. Then, v;, € recc(S;) which means that the S; recedes in the direction of v; ;. However,
this is a contradicts the boundedness of S;. The substitution v;; = y;1s; was first proposed by

George Dantzig in [14], and a similar proof also appear in [26]. |

Preliminaries for the proof of Theorem 4

The following lemma establishes constraint satisfaction between Problem (8a) and Problem (8b).

Lemma 1. Given vectors y; and z; such that )?Z(yl, zi), then for any two functions fi; and g, it

holds:

fi,t(c.i/’iagzt') <0, VCy, € XANi (Yni> 2n; ), V& € B (A.15)
= fir([Rj(s)]jen:), &1) <O, Vs, € Sy, V€i € 5,
and
9it(sh,, €' <0, Vs, € Sy V&i € S, (A.16)

Proof. We prove (A.15) by contradiction. Assume that f;(Cf,,&;) < 0,VCy, € X\Ni (Yn;s 2n,), V& €
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E;, and there exist sy, € Sy, such that fi7t([Rt( E)ljen:); &!) > 0. Considering that [R%(%)]jen; €
X (Yn,, 2zn;) for all sy, € Sy, by construction, this leads to a contradiction. The proof of (A.16)

follows similar arguments. |

Proof of Theorem 4. We show that every feasible solution of Problem (8b) is feasible in Prob-
lem (8a). Let (f‘l, /'\A,’Z) for all i € M be a feasible solution in Problem (8b). Since the state of agent

i evolve according to (1), we can conclude that at time ¢ we have

$i7t_ 1331 1+ Z ( i T+le NG+ Az r+1Di, TFl T(sT ! Ti) + A2,7+1Ei,7'£i,‘r)

= Az 1%i,1 + Z ( zr+1Bz (Yo r8nir + 2n,7) + A 1D, 'rrz (& g Ti) + A§,7'+1Ei77_€i77_)

T=1

= Qi,t(fﬁ_17 33\71-1)7

where AQT =Ai A1, Ay forT < tand Ait = I. To show that f‘l is feasible in Problem (8a),
we first construct the state of agent ¢ which evolves according to x; = f; (CNi,f‘i(&,sNi),&).
Starting with X;1 = x;,1, we have that

Lit= 1331 1+ Z i 7-+1Bz Qi + A 1D, Trz (& Y TZ-) + A§7T+1E¢77§i,7)
T=1
t—1

- Ai7t_1$i,1 (Ag,’r-l—lBi,TCNi + AE,T+1D7;,TF73,T(£;F_17 [L;(CJT)]]G/\/;) + A§,7-+1Ei,7"5i,7>

=@t@%1[ %Glmmﬁ
_ th(Et 1 t1>7

,_.

(A.17)
where the implications follow due to the mapping (9b). For each i € M, we consider the decision

W, (&, Cy,) defined through
i (€7¢k ) = D (€75 LS jens) - (A.18)

Notice that (A.18) defines a valid policy construction due to the mapping (9b). It remains to show
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that T; is feasible also for the constraints of Problem (8a). We do so using deduction, as follows:

(Xi(&i, sn,), T;(&;, sn.)) € O, V& € Ei,Vsy, € Sy,
= (Ril& [Lj (&) ]jens)s Til&i [Li(C))jens)) € Osy Vi € 24, ¥, € Xy, (A.19)
= (Xi(&i,Cn) (&, Cn)) € O, V€ € E5, Yy, € Xy,

where the implications directly follow from (A.17) and (A.18), and Lemma 1. Same reasoning
applies to all constraints in the problem formulation. This feasible solution attains the same value,
¢, for the objective functions of Problem (8b) and Problem (8a), that is:

M A~
e = max  J; ()21(&, sn;)s Ti&i SNZ-))

i=1 &i€E,sN; ESN;

Ji(Xi(&is Sn,) T; (&, sn,)) < li, V& €5, Vsy, € Sy,

Zi]\il E’L = E’
. - . (A.20)
) (Xi (&, [Li(Ci))jen:) D& [L(C)]jens)) < Liy VEi € By, Wiy, € Xy,
Sl =1,
M

=Y max _ Ji(Xi(&i ) W& Cn)) = £

The implications directly follow from (A.17) and (A.18), and Lemma 1.
Similarly, we now show that every feasible solution of Problem (8a) is feasible in Problem (8b).
Let (\ilz, 2?1) for all i € M be feasible in Problem (8a). Since the state of agent i evolve according

to (1), we can conclude that at time ¢ we have

t—1
T t= A;lxz’,l + Z (A;T-',-]_Bi,TCNi,T + A§7T+1Di,7\pi,7'(€z—_1a C}\-/L) + A§,7-+1Ez‘,r§i,r) (A 21)
=1 .

= Nt (€71, ¢

(3

To show that \i'z is feasible in Problem (8b), we first construct the state of agent ¢ which evolves
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according to x; = f; (YNisNi + 2, \ili(ﬁi, CNi)7§i)- Starting with X;1 = x;,1, we have that

t—1
¢ ¢ ¢ =1 e ¢
Tip= Aj1Tig + Ai r41Bis(Yayr8nr + 2nr) + Ai s Die Vi (6], CR) + A r1 BirSir
) k) 3 1 (2 ] 7 k)
T=1

t—1

= A;lwm + Z (Aﬁ r+1Bir[Rjr(8jr)]jen: + Az r1Di, T\I’z (& ! [RT( T)]]GN) + Az rr1Eir& T>
=1

Roa (670 (R (s e, )

= Sé\i,t (6;‘571’ 85\[_1.1> .

(A.22)
where the implications follow due to the mapping (9a). For each i € M, we consider the decision

f‘l(&, Sy;) defined through
Do (€708, ) = B (671 RIS Lens) (A.23)

Notice that (A.23) defines a valid policy construction due to the mapping (9a). It remains to show

that T'; is feasible also for the constraints of Problem (8b). We do so using deduction, as follows:

()22(517 CN)7 \T’Z(gla q/\/ )) € Oia VEZ € E’ZavCNl € XANN
- (iz(&,[ i(85)]5ens)s @, (&, R i(85)]jen;)) € Os, V& € Zi,Vsy, € Sy, (A.24)
—  (Xi(&i,5x) Ti(&i 8x,)) €O VE; € 2, Vs, € Sy,

where the implications directly follow from (A.22) and (A.23), and Lemma 1. Same reasoning
applies to all constraints in the problem formulation. This feasible solution attains the same value,

¢, for the objective functions of Problem (8a) and Problem (8b), that is:

M ~
t = Z max Jl(iz(&vaNl)a‘I’Z<£7,7CN1))
i=1&,€5;,(N EXN;
B Ji(Xi(&ir Cn,)s Wili Cn,)) < iy Vi € Zi,VCy, € Xy,
M
1 ez = 67
Zist N (A.25)
) (X [Ri(si)ljens)s W&, [Rj(s))]jens)) < lis V& € Ei, sy, € Sy,
Sitili=t
M R ~
=Y max _ Ji(Xi(&, sn,), Ti(&, sn,)) = £
i=1 gie.:i,SNiGSNi
The implications directly follow from (A.22) and (A.23), and Lemma 1. [
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Proof of Corollary 2. To demonstrate the result, it is sufficient to show that approximation
(7) has sufficient degrees of freedom to represent the optimal state forecast set X;.

We first need to determine the complexity of X; in Problem (6b). For fixed X; and an appropriate
linearization of the piecewise objective function J;(x;, u;) using epigraph variables, Problem (6b)
falls into the class of linear multistage robust optimization problem with right-hand-side uncertainty.
This implies that we can replace the for all § € Z; and (u, € &y, with for all extreme points
& € ext(E;) and (y, € ext(X)y;), without affecting the optimal value of the problem, see [24].
Since the choice of X; at the beginning of the argument was arbitrary, we can conclude that we
can always make this replacement without loss of generality. Moreover, due to the arborescence
network structure and the linearity of the dynamics, the state x;oot of the root node can take at
most |ext(ZEyo0t)| unique values. Hence, due to the convexity of the objective function, the smallest
state forecast set Xyoot can be described with a convex combination of at most |ext(Zyo0t)| points.
Using a recursive construction, the states a; all agents in the tree can take at most [ [;.5 |ext(Z;)|
unique values, hence the state forecast set X; can be described with a convex combination of at
most [ [ ex, [ext(Z;)| points.

The above arguments shows that the maximum degrees of freedom needed to describe X is
[ Liew, lext(Z;5)|. Hence, by setting S; to be a simplex of dimension | ;.5 |ext(Z;)|, then for each

i € M the affine mapping in (7) can project S; to a set of at most | | lext(Z;)]. Hence the result

JEN
follows. [ |

B Supply chain with quantity flexibility contracts

In this section, we evaluate the performance of the proposed method in a contract design mechanism
for supply chains with decentralized operations. The proposed contract design is based on the
structure of quantity flexibility (QF) contracts described in [68]. Decentralized supply chains are
the norm in modern businesses since agents around the world cooperate to deliver multiple products.
Due to this decentralized structure, each manufacturer (supplier) knows only what its immediate
retailer (manufacturer) has requested, and is only concerned with its own performance cost. This,
however, leads to “mutual deception” situations in which, for instance, some buyers inflate demand
only to later disavow any undesired product [38], which increases uncertainty and operational costs

in decentralized supply change networks [44, 42].
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becomes P’s release uncertainty becomes M's release uncertainty on market's demand

Figure 17. Supply chain design with quantitative flexibility contracts [68]

To address this problem, QF contracts are used in the industry to coordinate the flow of
materials and information in distributed supply chains over a fixed period of time. In this setting,
for a given product p € P the QF contract between the pair manufacturer-retailer is parametrized
by lower and upper bounds b’ = [bY,...,b5] and b” = [B},...,b}], respectively. Every period
t € T, the retailer has the right to request delivery of any quantity of product p € P within the
agreed bounds [b) ,Bf], and the manufacturer has the obligation to deliver it. QF contracts exist
between suppliers and manufacturers as well. In this way, the contract provides some flexibility
for the retailer, helping to mitigate the uncertainties of future demand, as well as provide strong
indications to the manufacturer about how to schedule the production line. In practice, as time
passes and the actual demand faced by the retailer is revealed, the two parties are allowed to revise
their contracts within pre-agreed percentage changes of the lower and upper bounds. Figure 17
shows graphically how a serial supply chain with a supplier, a manufacturer and a retailer operates
using QF contracts to move a single product.

The design of QF contracts fits perfectly within the proposed framework where the forecast
sets are in fact the upper and lower bounds that define the QF contracts. The seminal work of
[38] first proposes the use of optimization techniques for designing QF contracts in a so-called
open-loop feedback control system, in which uncertain exogenous values are assumed to be known.
Our proposed framework, however, truthfully models the uncertainty and incorporates it within

the optimization framework. In the following, we discuss the design of such QF contracts.
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B.1 Problem Formulation

First consider a supply chain with M = 3 agents as depicted in Figure 17. In this simple example,
the supplier is ¢ = 1, the manufacturer is ¢ = 2 and the retailer is ¢ = 3, with A7 = {2}, Mo = {3}
and N3 = ¢J. We next partition the index set M into three disjoint sets My = {1}, M,, = {2},
and M, = {3} to represent the indices associated with the supplier, the manufacturer, and the
supplier, respectively. The inventory dynamics for product p € P = {1,..., P} and for every t € T

and ¢ € M are expressed through

IftJrl = Iit + Rlit - U;t (supplier),
15, =1, + Ry, — Uy, (manufacturer), (B.26)
Iy =15, + Ry, — DY (retailer),

where [ 5 , denotes the inventory stock of product p € P held by agent i € M at time ¢. Furthermore,

Rﬁ ; is the replenishment decision defined as

P
RY, = Z BIUY, + ¢
p=1

i,production,t’

where B} is the blending coefficients, U}, € [b],, bl ;] denotes the quantity of product p that agent i

1,

will request from its neighbor at time ¢ with Qf , and bi’t being the lower bound and upper bound of
QF contracts, and 51 production ¢ 1S a1 uncertain vector capturing materials loss. Finally, DY denotes
the product demand for item p at time ¢ originating from the market, and it is assumed to be

periodic and governed by a factor model with K factors of the form

t
2+sin| 2
—i—sm( 7TT_1>

K
K&
2 4 cos (271’ t ) i g F]fgktdemand for p odd,
T-1 K = "

P
F, gk,t,demand for p even

where sz captures correlations amongst the products and & gemand,: captures uncertainty in the
factor k, similar to [24].
Since the market demand and material loss are uncertain, we seek to design QF contracts that

minimize the worst-case sum of backlog and inventory holding costs across all agents. Moreover,
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we assume that agents do not wish to disclose their actual demands from their neighbors due to
privacy concerns. However, they are willing to share lower and upper limits of what they need
from each other. In this case, the inventory dynamic (B.26) translates to the following compact
representation

Ip

zt-‘rl t+R zt’

where Df,t = C/szi,t for every i € M| J M, with Cﬁt € Ufjt [bft, bht] being the introduced auxiliary
uncertainty to represent the unknown demand from the neighbor and Dy, = Dy for i € M,. The
objective of agent ¢ € M is to determine an ordering policy U;; for every t € T based on his
inventory level up to time ¢, namely [[;1,...,I;+], and the uncertain demand from his neighbor
up to time ¢, namely [Giy1,1,--.,Gi+1,¢), if additionally i € My JM,,. The overall optimization

problem for designing the QF contracts is an instance of Problem (6a) and is formulated as

M T+1 P

. . . Ip _Ip
minimize Z EZe%né;a\[)ceuj\/l tZ:l pZ:lCH[ z,t]+ + CB[ z,t]+
subject to  U; = ¥;(I;,Cw;,) V€ € 2, VN, € Uy, Vie M
b —[bl...,bf]eRTXP Vie My, UM,
b =[b,...,b | e RTXP Vie My, | M,
Uield; = [0}, 5] x - x [bF, 0] V& € Zi,Ven, € Un:, Vi € My | M,
P
R, = BPUP, + €0 ductiont Vte T,Vpe P,VE € Z;,Y¢n; € Uy, Vie M
p=1
1, =1’ +R,-Dl Vie T,Vpe P, Ve € Z;,VCn, € Uy, Vie M

(B.28)
where [-]+ = max{0,-} and the coefficients cp,cy denote the backlogging and inventory holding
costs, respectively. By construction of Problem (B.28), for each agent i and product p we have
Ul = L{f L x e x Ur i and Uy = UL x - x L{Z-P . Thus U; is a hyper-rectangles which is controlled

coordinate wise. Hence, it can be exactly represented by the primitive sets 55 . = [—1, 1] and

pp Py _ [P S P P P p P P
Ui (Yigs 2it) = {Ui,t €ER :3ds;, €8st Uy =y, + zz’,t} 5
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as discussed in Remark 1. Applying Theorem 4, Problem (B.28) can thus be reformulated as an
instance of Problem (8b) where sets S; = ]_[5:1[—1, 1]7.

M T+1 P

minimize Z max Z Z CH [Izp,t]Jr + CB[ - Iﬁt]+

&i€Zi SN ESN;

i=1 i t=1 p=1
subject to  U; = T';(&;, sn;) V€ € Zi,Vsn, € Sy, Vie M

b, bi, z € RTF gy, e RT*F Vie Mp UM,

biZZi— i,EZ'ZZZ'—I- i Vie My, | J M,

° yomETg U (B.29)

Uiel; =[bl, b;]x--x[bF,b;] V& €Zi,Vsn, € Sy, Vie My, | M,

b= Yr St 2y Vte T,Vpe P,Vs; €S, Vie My, | JM,
P

R, = BYUP, + € quctions Vte T,Vpe P,VE € 5y, Vs, € Su, Vie M
p=1

Iy =1+ R, — D}, Vte T,Vpe P,V& € =, Vsp, € Sh, Vi e M

The corresponding centralized supply chain problem that does not involve the quantity flexibility
contracts can be written as an instance of Problem (4a) in which all agents have access to the

inventory levels of all other agents. This results in the following optimization problem

M T+1 P

minimize Z gj{/lngaaXM Z Z CH[IfD,t]Jr + cB[ — Ié-'jt]+
i=1 t=1 p=1

subject to U; = m; (I Vém eEm,Vie M

J 7 Z]E, M) 5/\/1 M (BSO)
R, = " BPUP, + €0 ductions VEE T, VD € P, V€M € B, Vie M
p=1

I =17, + R, — D}, Vte T,Vpe P, V€ € Epq, Vi€ M,

where, with slight abuse of nation, D}, = Uy, ; for every i € M| JM,, and D}, = Dy for i € M,.
Problem (B.30) is in turn can be reformulated as an instance of Problem (4b).

In the following numerical experiments, we assume that the initial inventory levels are zero, the
uncertain demand (B.27) are produced by K = 4 factors. We generate random instance of Prob-
lem (B.29) by uniformly generating the coefficients Ff from the interval [—1, 1], the backlogging and
holding coefficients, cp and cpy respectively, are randomly generated from [0, 1], and the blending
coefficients B! are uniformly generated from [0.5, 1] for all i € M and p € P. We also assume that

the production and demand uncertainties and the optimization belong to §f production.t € [—0.1,0]
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and & demand,t € [—0, 0] with 6 denoting the level of uncertainty, respectively. In this way, the
uncertainty is characterized by the set =; = Hthl[—().l, 0]F for agents i € M4 JM,, and by the
set 2; = HtT:l[—O.l, 017 x [0, 0] for agents i € M,.. Finally, we approximate Problems (B.29)
and (B.30) using affine policies, while the maximum operator [-]+ is linearized using epigraphical

variables similar to [7, Section 5.1].

B.2 Decentralized Optimization via ADMM

We demonstrate how an ADMM algorithm can be applied to solve the Problem (B.29), which
promotes decentralized computation and provides significant privacy to all agents. For illustration,
we consider the system depicted in Figure 17 with M = 3 agents, T' = 20 horizon length, P =1
product, and the market demand parameter § = 1. Notice that the decision variables b;, b; in the
optimization problem (B.29) are auxiliary. Removing these auxiliary variables yields the following

reformulation

min J1(y2, 22) + J2(y2, 22, Y3, 23) + J3(y3, 23),

y2,y3€RY z5,23eRT

where the implicit functions J; are defined as

( T+1 P
minimize max cylI? +eg|l —T17
§1€51,82€5 Z Z H[ l’t]+ B[ l’t]+
t=1 p=1
subject to U =T'1(&1, 82) V€1 € E1,Vs80 € Sy
J1(y2, z2) = § Cg,t = yg’t ‘912),16 + Zg,t Vte T,VpeP,Vsy €S
P
Ry, = BYUY, + & quctions VEET,VpeP,VE €Ey,Vsp €S
p=1
If,t+1 = If,t + R?,t — Cg,t Vte T ,Vpe P, V& € E1,Vs9 € Sa,
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T+1 P
minimize max cul|Ib +ecpl -1
£2€52,53€S83 Z Z H[ 2,t]+ B[ Q’t]+
t=1 p=1
subject to Uy = I‘Q(SQ, 83) V€ € 2o, Vs3 € S3
C?I;t = yg,t Sg,t + Zg,t Vte T,VpeP,Vs3 € S3
J2(y2az27y3az3) = < » » » » » _
Uy € [Z2,t — Yo Zop t y2,t] VteT,Vpe P, V€ € Eg,Vs3 € S3
P
R1277t = Z BgUg,t + €g,produetion,t VieT,VpeP,V& € Zp,Vs3€S3
p=1
5 =13, + Ry, — 3, VteT,Vpe P,V € Eg,Vs3 € S3,
T+1 P
minimize max 4 teB I
subject to ( ) V€3 € B3
J3(y2, z2) = 3 U3’t € [z3,t —Ys s 24+ ygt] Vte T,Vpe P, V€ € =E3
P
P PrTD p =
Rgvt - 2 B3 U3,t + g3,p1r0ducti0n,t Vte T: VpeP, V£3 € =23
p=1
Iy =135, + Ry, — DY, VteT,Vpe P, V&3 € =3.

Define next the global decision variable v = [yQT , z; , y; , yI]T. With slight abuse of notation, we

can now reformulate the above optimization problem as the following optimization problem

B1,82,83,c

min { D Ji(Bi): Bi=au Vie M} : (B.31)
eM

where given a global decision variable & = [ys , 29 , Y4 ,y] ], we split « to the (overlapping) chunks

T]T

o =yg,29]", & = [Yg,29,Y3,Y)]", and &3 = [y4, 24 |". Figure 18 (a) depicts the underlying

graph structure of Problem (B.31), whose augmented Lagrangian is of the form

E(B17B27B37a771772773) = Z JZ(IBZ) + ’Yz—r(ﬁz - &1) + gHBZ - &iH27

eM

with ~; being the dual variable associated with the constraint 8; = &;, and p being a positive

[’}

constant. Then, the ADMM update at iteration k follows the form

.
B! — argmin {Ji(ﬂi) + (1) Bi+2]8i-
Bi
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Figure 18. (a) Illustration of the graph structure with 3 agents. Local objective func-
tions are on the left; global variable components are on the right. The bipartite graph
can be viewed as a consistency constraint that links local variables and global variables.
(b) Convergence behavior of the ADMM algorithm.

a* D)  arg min { Z - ("/i(k))—r a; + g Hﬁgkﬂ) - 071’2}

@ ieM
7i(k+1) - %(k) +p <5§k+1) _ &gk-&-l)) '
Notice that the updates of decision variables 3; and ~; can be carried out locally for every agent
1 € M, which implies that the structure of J; is only known to agent ¢. This salient feature promotes
privacy amongst the agents. In addition, the update of the decision variable a involves solving an
unconstrained quadratic minimization problem that can be solved analytically; see [11, § 7.2]. The
analytic expression constitutes local averaging rather than global averaging, and therefore, it can
be accomplished by local information exchange. This indicates that all ADMM updates can be
performed locally up to the information exchange &; between neighbors. Figure 18 (b) reports the
convergence behavior of the average performance of the ADMM algorithm for solving 10 random
instances of the Problem (B.29) where the functions J; are approximated via affine decision rules.

In the experiments we set set p = 0.1 and decision variables 071(»0), 7i(0),ﬁ§0) are initialized at zero
for all i € M. We observe that the algorithm converges to an optimal solution and achieves the

machine precision in 10 iterations.
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Figure 19. Effect of uncertainty on (a) retailer-manufacturer and (b) manufacturer-
supplier QF contracts over a T' = 24 horizon length.

B.3 Numerical Results

In the first experiment, we investigate how the degree of uncertainty in the market demand affects
the QF bounds. We consider the system depicted in Figure 17 with M = 3 agents and P = 1
product. We solve the optimization problem (B.29) with § = {0.25,0.5,1} for a horizon length
of T'= 24. The QF contracts between retailer/manufacturer and manufacturer/supplier pairs are
depicted in Figure 19 when we set F¥ = (—1)¥/2,cg = ¢y = 1 and BY = BY = B = 1. We observe
that the size of the QF contrasts increases as the uncertainty in the market demand increases.
However, due to the adaptive nature of the recourse decisions, the size of the QF bounds does not
substantially increase over time. Moreover, we observe that the QF bounds between manufacturers
and suppliers are wider than those between manufacturers and retailers. This observation is con-
sistent with the bullwhip effect in [38], a theory that describes how small fluctuations in demand at
the retail level can cause progressively larger fluctuations at the manufacturer and supplier levels.

In the second experiment, we investigate the effects of horizon length and number of agents
in the network with a single supplier, N intermediate manufacturers, and a single retailer. We
compare our proposed local information exchange policy design to the centralized one over 10
randomly generated instances. Throughout the experiment, we fix the number of products at
P = 2 and the market demand parameter constant at § = 1. First, we compare the optimal values

of the local problem (B.29) and the centralized problem (B.30). Denoting by obj; the objective
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value of (B.29) and by obj- the objective of the centralized (B.30), we define the (percentage)
suboptimality as 100 x (obj; — obj~)/objo. We evaluate the effect of the horizon length and the
number of manufacturers on the quality of the solution in terms of the suboptimality metric. In
addition, we examine the impact of demand-side delays on the solution of the local and centralized
policy designs, which occur when agents report their demands to their preceding agents at the end
of the time interval rather than submitting their requests at the beginning. Specifically, we assume

that the inventory dynamic is of the form
P _qp P p
Ly =Lip + Ry — Dy gy

for every i € M, where the demand term Df’ ¢—1 is modified to incorporate the demand-side de-
lay. The introduction of the delay yields policies of the form U;; = \Il(fffl,sj\fil) and U;; =
H(Ef_l,ﬁj;&{i}) for every t € T and i € M in the decentralized and centralized settings, respec-
tively, and in turn approximated by affine decision rules. We consider two different cases. In the
first case, we consider N = 1 intermediate manufacturer and increase the time horizon T up to the
horizon length 10. In the second case, we fix the time horizon to T' = 5, while changing the number
of manufacturers N from 1 to 10. Figure 20 summarizes the results. In the absence of a time delay
in the system, we observe that the suboptimality is zero. Interestingly, the introduction of QF
contracts between agents not only preserves their privacy but also does not impact performance.
In contrast, time delay has a significant impact on the quality of the solutions. Specifically, we
observe that an increase in horizon length can have an adverse effect on the quality of the local
information problem. This is to be expected, as the uncertainty faced by each agent increases with
increasing the horizon length in the local information problem. However, as the horizon length
increases, the suboptimality becomes saturated, and the decentralized policy absorbs the effect of
delay, as agents begin mitigating uncertainty through the use of local information exchanges. In
addition, as the number of agents increases beyond 4, there is essentially no difference in terms of
suboptimality as the function of the number of manufacturers.

Next, we use a rolling horizon scheme to compare the average performance of the centralized
and local information problems. In this experiment, we fix all parameters as in the first experiment.
We then generate a random realization of the uncertainty € € =. Next, we solve the centralized

and local information for the horizon length 7' = 10 and update the inventory levels according
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Figure 20. Suboptimality of local vs centralized problem as a function of the horizon
length (left) and number of agents (right). Solid lines (shaded regions) represent averages
(ranges) across 10 independent simulations.
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Figure 21. Effect of the rolling horizon in a system with no delay (left) and with delay
(right). The graphs report the worst-case cost computed by solving Problems (B.29)
and (B.30), and the cost from the rolling horizon scheme. Solid lines (shaded regions)
represent averages (ranges) across 10 independent simulations.

to the realization &; and the first stage decisions Ufj 1- We repeat the process until we reach the
end of the horizon. Specifically, at any time ¢t = 2,...,T, we resolve each problem for the shorter
horizon length T' — ¢ and the initial inventory stocks Ifj ,_ for every : € M. We then update the
inventory levels according to realization & and corresponding first stage decisions Uﬁ .+ Figure 21
summarizes our results for 10 randomly generated realization of uncertainty. We observe that the
average performances of the local and centralized information problems are significantly improved
compared to their worst-case performance obtained by solving (B.29) and (B.30), respectively. The
improvement is more significant when there is a delay in the system.

Finally, we compare the optimization time required to solve the local and centralized problems.
Figure 22 reports the execution times required by Gurobi to solve 10 randomly generated instances
of the centralized and local information exchange designs. Figure 22 (left) the number of manu-
facturers is fixed to N = 5, whereas in Figure 22 (right) the horizon length is fixed to 7' = 5. In
both cases, the time required to solve the local information problem (B.29) is nearly half the time
required to solve the centralized optimization problem (B.30). This can be attributed to the nearly

decoupled structure of the problem, in which only the QF bounds link dynamics and constraints.
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Figure 22. Comparison of the runtime of the centralized and local information problems.
Solid lines (shaded regions) represent averages (ranges) across 10 randomly generate
instances.

C Summary of major notation

Index sets: We use M to denote the set of all agents (Section 2), N; to denote the set of neighbors
of agent i (Section 2), and N; the set that includes agent i and all its precedent agents (Section 2.3).
Vectors concatenation: For given vectors v; € RFi with k; € N, i € M, we define v,, = [Viliem =
[vf ...v,]T € R¥ with k = Zf\i 1 ki as their vector concatenation. Given time dependent vectors
Vit € RY with i e M, t € T and ¢; € N, we define Vmt = [Vitliem as the concatenated vector at
time ¢, v! = [I/Z»Tl ... ViTt]T as the history of the i-th vector up to time ¢, and v, = [v!];em as the
history of the concatenated vector up to time t.

Concatenated Vectors: The linear dynamics of the agent ¢ is written in the compact form
Ty = fi(wNi7ui7€i)7 where x; := [%‘,t]te{o}u% U; = [ui,t]tETa & = [fz‘,t]te’r and LTy, = [wNi,t]teT-
Here, x;, u;, & and x ), denote the state, input, exogenous uncertainty, and the state of neighbors
affecting agents i, respectively (Section 2.1). Vector {; denote belief states of the neighbor agent
Jj € Nj, ie., the dynamic of agent ¢ are affected by its belief {; € X; of what values the states of
agent j will take (Section 3). Vector s; € S; is used in the construction of the approximation (7)
(Section 4).

Optimization variables: The paper analyzes four pairs of problems. A major distinction between

problems is the information available to the policies and the present of sets as decision variables.

Below we summarize this information.

e Centralized information exchange (Section 2.2): Problem (4a) has optimization vari-

ables the state feedback policies denoted with lower case m;(z ) := [m;(2',)]teT, and Prob-

lem (4b) has the uncertainty feedback policies denoted by upper case IT;(€,() := [IL; +(€5 1) ]ieT-

e Partially nested information exchange (Section 2.3): Problem (5a) has optimization
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variables the state feedback policies denoted with lower case ¢;(xx,) := [gf)i,t(aztﬁi)]te% and

Problem (5b) has the uncertainty feedback policies denoted with upper case ®;(&x,) :=

[‘I)i,t (5%_11 )]teT-

Local information exchange (Section 3): Problem (6a) has optimization variables the
state feedback policies denoted with lower case (i, ;) = [¥ir(}, € )]ieT and the state
forecast sets X;. Besides, Problem (6b) has optimization variables the uncertainty feedback
policies denoted with upper case W;(&;,(x;) = [\Il@t(&f_l,cjtvi)]tg— and the state forecast

sets X;.

Approximation of Problem (6b) (Section 4): Problem (8a) has optimization variables
the uncertainty feedback policies ¥;(§;,Cy,) and the state forecast sets &; which are pa-
rameterized by approximation (7) through matrices Y; and vector z; and a given set S;.
Problem (8b) has optimization variables the policy I';(&;, sy;,) 1= [Ty ¢(€177, si. ) teT and the
state forecast sets X; which are also parameterized by approximation (7) through matrices Y;

and vector z; and a given set S;.
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