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Abstract

We consider the design of fast and reliable neural network (NN)-based approx-
imations of traditional stabilizing controllers for linear systems with polytopic
uncertainty, including control laws with variable structure and those based on a (min-
imal) selection policy. Building upon recent approaches for the design of reliable
control surrogates with guaranteed structural properties, we develop a systematic
procedure to certify the closed-loop stability and performance of a linear uncertain
system when a trained rectified linear unit (ReLU)-based approximation replaces
such traditional controllers. First, we provide a sufficient condition, which involves
the worst-case approximation error between ReLU-based and traditional controller-
based state-to-input mappings, ensuring that the system is ultimately bounded within
a set with adjustable size and convergence rate. Then, we develop an offline, mixed-
integer optimization-based method that allows us to compute that quantity exactly.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Embodying a suitable compromise between model expressiveness and mathematical tractability, polytopic linear systems repre-
sent widely employed modelling paradigms able to capture structural uncertainties and parameter-varying dynamics [43]. Their
analysis and control design, however, is frequently complicated by the presence of operational and physical constraints acting
both on the control and state variables, thus possibly compromising the closed-loop performance of the system at hand.

1.1 Traditional controllers for polytopic systems: advantages and disadvantages
Among the available approaches, the concept of control invariant set is one of the most exploited historically, since it ensures
the existence of some feedback law able to steer the closed-loop trajectories of the uncertain system within a prescribed state
set [25, 6, 8, 37]. This is traditionally achieved by associating a control Lyapunov function (CLF) with the invariant set design,
which for polytopic systems has been proven to be universal, namely the stabilization of the linear uncertain system and the
existence of a polyhedral CLF can be used interchangeably [7]. With a specific focus on discrete-time polytopic systems, an
admissible control policy that actually makes a polyhedral CLF a suitable Lyapunov candidate for the closed-loop system is
typically synthesized in two ways: through a variable structure [25, 46, 47], or a (minimal) selection-based controller [3]. We
will also refer to these policies as traditional stabilizing controllers for linear uncertain systems.
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Once fixed feasible control inputs at the vertices of the invariant set have been computed, a variable structure controller
either takes a convex combination of those values by exploiting the vertex reconstruction of any state belonging to such a set,
or coincides with a purely linear gain stemming from a triangulation, i.e., a simplicial partition [16], of the underlying set.
These methods therefore require one to solve a linear program (LP) online or to generate a lookup table to identify the region
in which the current state resides. If the simplicial partition-based implementation is considered, then one has also to account
for the complexity of the resulting invariant set, which is typically high [6, 8, 49, 10, 2, 9]. These methods can therefore require
significant memory to store the vectors and/or matrices describing every simplicial partition and associated linear control gain.
As a common drawback affecting both the implementations, however, fixing the input values at the vertices may result in poor
control performance for the stabilization task. A more sophisticated control method coincides with the selection-based policy. By
requiring the online resolution of a nonlinear optimization problem, parametric in the current measured state, this method directly
enforces a certain degree of contraction possessed by the CLF at every control step. While solving a numerical optimization
problem online provides flexibility and performance guarantees, the real-time computational efforts required complicate its
application in polytopic linear systems characterized by high sampling rates.

1.2 Proposed approach and related work
In this paper we aim to make the aforementioned control strategies more attractive from an implementation point of view by
approximating their state-to-input behaviours through a NN with ReLUs [26, 21] resulting in a (continuous) piecewise-affine
neural network (PWA-NN) controller. The real-time evaluation of ReLU-NNs is known to be computationally very inexpen-
sive [56, 51], thus allowing one to overcome the aforementioned practical limitations at the price of a possibly demanding
offline training process. Nevertheless, neural network-based methods have historically been used in uncertain system control
design as a proxy for suboptimal control actions [52, 28, 38], robust feedback policies based on pole-placement [53, 36], or
to solve frequently encountered linear matrix inequalities [13, 23]. More recently, instead, an algorithm based on output range
analysis methodologies was devised in [35] to verify if the closed-loop operation of a linear uncertain system with a neural net-
work controller guarantees safety for a set of initial conditions. The typically nonlinear and large-scale structure characterizing
NNs, however, generally complicate their analysis [26, 21]. Therefore, available approaches, despite commonly working well in
practice, generally come without formal certificates of closed-loop stability and performance.

1.3 Summary of contributions
Capitalizing on the methodology proposed in [17], we take an optimization-based approach to develop analytical tools fulfilling
such quest for theoretical guarantees of ReLU-based approximations of traditional stabilizing controllers for polytopic systems.
We develop a purely offline method based on the systematic construction and solution of a mixed-integer linear program (MILP)
that allow us to certify the stability and performance of the closed-loop system when a trained ReLU-based approximation
replaces either the variable structure, or the selection-based controller. The contributions made by the paper can hence be
summarized as follows:

1. We show how to guarantee the (uniform, in a set) ultimate boundedness property [6] of a discrete-time polytopic system
when the ReLU approximation replaces a traditional stabilizing controller. Specifically, by focusing on the approximation
error between NN-based and traditional controller-based state-to-input mappings, we establish a sufficient conditions
involving the worst-case approximation error;

2. While the variable structure controller amounts to a continuous piecewise-affine (PWA) mapping by construction, we
characterize the geometric properties of the selection-based controller. Specifically, for the resulting nonlinear multi-
parametric program, we show that:

• It produces a state-to-input mapping that also enjoys a continuos PWA structure;
• We formulate a MILP to compute both the output of the mapping, for a given state, and the associated Lipschitz

constant exactly;
Note that these results are of standalone interest since, to the best of our knowledge, they are not directly available from
the robust control of polytopic systems literature.
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3. We hence show that the approximation problem considered is compatible with existing results from the machine learning
literature on computing key quantities of a trained ReLU network. We thus end up with a sufficient condition involving
the optimal value of an MILP to certify the reliability of the ReLU-based controller;

4. We discuss several practical aspects related with the training of the proposed ReLU-based controllers, also providing
bounds on the complexity they should have to represent a PWA mapping exactly.

While the high-level idea we adopt here qualitatively mirrors the one in [17], we stress that the results in this paper do not follow
by direct application of those already available in the literature. Compared to [17], indeed, which was tailored for deterministic
systems under the action of model predictive control policies, dealing with polytopic systems requires one to employ a different
mathematical toolset and solution methodology, both to identify a sufficient condition to assess the training quality of a ReLU
network in mimicking traditional controllers (point 1 of the list above), and in characterizing the geometrical properties of these
latter (especially the selection-based controller – point 2). Putting together these two ingredients then allows us to recover a
formulation that is compatible with the one available in the machine learning literature for assessing the training quality of a
ReLU-based controller (point 3). Only at this point we will finally make use of a technical result developed in [17] (specifically,
[17, Prop. 5.2], showing that the norm of a matrix whose entries are affine in the state variable can be computed through an
MILP).

Notation
ℕ, ℝ and ℝ≥0 denote the set of natural, real and nonnegative real numbers, respectively, ℕ0 ∶= ℕ∪{0}, ℕ∞ ∶= ℕ∪{+∞}, and
𝔹 ∶= {0, 1}. 𝕊𝑛 is the space of 𝑛 × 𝑛 symmetric matrices and 𝕊𝑛≻0 (𝕊𝑛≽0) is the cone of positive (semi-)definite matrices. Bold 𝟏
(𝟎) is a vector of ones (zeros). Given a matrix 𝐴 ∈ ℝ𝑚×𝑛, 𝑎𝑖,𝑗 is its (𝑖, 𝑗) entry, 𝐴∶,𝑗 (resp., 𝐴𝑖,∶) its 𝑗-th column (𝑖-th row) and
𝐴⊤ its transpose. For 𝑣 ∈ ℝ𝑚 and any  ⊆ {1,… , 𝑚}, 𝐴 (resp., 𝑣) denotes the submatrix (subvector) obtained by selecting
the rows (elements) indicated in . For 𝐴 ∈ 𝕊𝑛≻0, ‖𝑣‖𝐴 ∶=

√

𝑣⊤𝐴𝑣. col(⋅) stacks its arguments in column vectors or matrices of
compatible dimensions. 𝐴⊗𝐵 is the Kronecker product of 𝐴 and 𝐵. We sometimes use 𝑥(𝑘+ 1), 𝑘 ∈ ℕ0, as opposed to 𝑥+, to
make time dependence explicit when describing the state evolution of discrete-time uncertain systems.

We denote the norm over matrices in ℝ𝑚×𝑛 induced by an arbitrary norm ‖ ⋅ ‖𝛼 over both ℝ𝑛 and ℝ𝑚 by ‖𝐴‖𝛼 ∶=
sup

‖𝑥‖𝛼≤1 ‖𝐴𝑥‖𝛼 = sup𝑥≠0 ‖𝐴𝑥‖𝛼∕‖𝑥‖𝛼 . For a set  ⊆ ℝ𝑛, || is its cardinality, int() its interior, cone() its conic hull and
vert() its set of vertices (for polyhedral ). We call  a (polyhedral) C-set if it is compact, convex (polyhedral) and 0 ∈ int(),
and we use the term polyhedral C-set or C-polytope interchangeably. Given a mapping 𝐹 ∶ ℝ𝑛 → ℝ𝑚, the local 𝛼-Lipschitz
constant over  ⊆ ℝ𝑛 is denoted 𝛼(𝐹 ,).

2 ON THE APPROXIMATION OF TRADITIONAL CONTROLLERS FOR POLYTOPIC
SYSTEMS

We consider the control of a constrained, discrete-time linear system affected by polytopic uncertainty characterized by the
following dynamics

𝑥+ = 𝐴(𝑤)𝑥 + 𝐵(𝑤)𝑢. (1)
The state 𝑥 and input 𝑢 are constrained to sets  ⊆ ℝ𝑛 and  ⊆ ℝ𝑚, respectively. The system dynamics are perturbed by a time
varying exogenous signal 𝑤 ∈  ⊆ ℝ𝑀 , which determines at each time step the matrices 𝐴(𝑤) ∶= ∑

𝑖∈𝑤𝑖𝐴𝑖 and 𝐵(𝑤) ∶=
∑

𝑖∈𝑤𝑖𝐵𝑖, composed of generator matrices {(𝐴𝑖, 𝐵𝑖)𝑖∈} with 𝐴𝑖 ∈ ℝ𝑛×𝑛 and 𝐵𝑖 ∈ ℝ𝑛×𝑚, for all 𝑖 ∈  ∶= {1,… ,𝑀}.
We will assume throughout that the sets  and  are bounded, polyhedral and contain the origin, and that  is polyhedral,
specifically, an 𝑀-simplex, with a known representation in vertex form  ∶=

{

𝑤 ∈ ℝ𝑀 |

|

|

𝟏⊤𝑤 = 1, 𝑤 ≥ 0
}

.
The problem of designing a stabilizing controller for (1) has been well-studied, and a common approach (as in [6, 8, 49, 10, 2])

is to construct some control invariant set  ⊆  equipped with a feasible controller Φ ∶ ℝ𝑛 →  and control Lyapunov function
(CLF) Ψ ∶ ℝ𝑛 → ℝ [9, Def. 2.29] so that

Ψ(𝐴(𝑤)𝑥 + 𝐵(𝑤)Φ(𝑥)) ≤ 𝜆Ψ(𝑥), for all 𝑤 ∈  , 𝑥 ∈  , (2)
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where the value 𝜆 ∈ (0, 1) is the contraction factor and determines the rate of convergence of the system to the origin. We will
assume throughout that a control-invariant, polyhedral C-set  ⊆  is available, with minimal representation

 ∶= {𝑥 ∈ ℝ𝑛 ∣ 𝐹𝑥 ≤ 𝟏}

for 𝐹 ∈ ℝ𝑝×𝑛, and that the set  and polyhedral function Ψ(𝑥) ∶= ‖𝐹𝑥‖∞ together satisfy (2) in combination with some
controller Φ(⋅). Specifically, the function Ψ(⋅) is the Minkowski or gauge function of  and can be written equivalently as

Ψ(𝑥) = min
𝑡≥0

{𝑡 ∣ 𝐹𝑥 ≤ 𝑡𝟏} = max
𝑗∈

{𝐹𝑗,∶𝑥},

with  ∶= {1,… , 𝑝}. We will denote the 𝛽-sublevel set of the gauge function Ψ(⋅) simply as 𝛽 = {𝑥 ∈ ℝ𝑛
| Ψ(𝑥) ≤ 𝛽 }. Note

that 𝛽 ≤ 1 to identify an actual sublevel set, since Ψ(𝑥) ∈ [0, 1] for all 𝑥 ∈  .
We will consider the problem of approximating such a controller Φ(⋅) using a rectified linear unit (ReLU)-based neural

network, with the aim of reducing overall computational cost while retaining desirable stability and invariance properties. We
first describe briefly several common methods for designing the controller Φ(⋅) given  .

2.1 Vertex-based control laws
Methods for computing a polyhedral invariant C-set  typically associate with each vertex 𝑥𝑣 ∈ vert() some feasible action
𝑢𝑣 ∈  such that 𝐴(𝑤)𝑥𝑣 +𝐵(𝑤)𝑢𝑣 ∈ 𝜆 . Designing a controller over the whole of  is then a matter of exploiting the known
control actions at the vertices. Since  is polytopic it can be partitioned into a collection of simplices  (ℎ), each formed by 𝑛
vertices {𝑥(ℎ)𝑣 }𝑛𝑣=1 and the origin (i.e. as a complete polyhedral fan [16, Def. 2.1.7] – see also Fig. 1 for an example). If we define
𝑋(ℎ) ∶= [𝑥(ℎ)1 𝑥(ℎ)2 ⋯ 𝑥(ℎ)𝑛 ] from the collection of non-zero vertices of the ℎ-th simplex and 𝑈 (ℎ) ∶= [𝑢(ℎ)1 𝑢(ℎ)2 ⋯ 𝑢(ℎ)𝑛 ] from the
associated (feasible) control actions, then

Φ(𝑥) ∶= 𝑈 (ℎ)(𝑋(ℎ))−1𝑥 for all 𝑥 ∈  (ℎ), (3)
is stabilizing and satisfies (2). Determining the simplex in which any given state belongs can be done online, e.g., via a lookup
table.

However, the complexity of the controllerΦ(⋅) in this case can be much greater than that of the generating set function , which
is already complex in most cases [9] – see also Fig. 4 in §4 for some numerical examples. In fact, for a state dimension larger
than three choosing 𝑛 vertices on each facet of  to perform a triangulation with the origin leads to a total number of simplices
that can be much larger than 𝑝 (i.e., the number of facets). From [16, §8.4] it follows indeed that the size of the triangulation,
i.e., the number of simplices defining the partition, is bounded between |0|− 𝑛 and (|0|

⌞𝑛+1∕2⌟), where 0 ∶= vert() ∪ {0}.
This may require significant memory to store the matrices describing every simplicial partition  (ℎ) and associated control gain
Γ(ℎ), as well as requiring significant processing power for online evaluation.

A related approach is to instead define the controller Φ(⋅) as

Φ(𝑥) =
𝑉
∑

𝑣=1
𝛾⋆𝑣 (𝑥)𝑢𝑣, (4)

where 𝛾⋆(⋅) solves
𝛾⋆(𝑥) = argmin

𝛾∈[0,1]𝑉

{

1
2
‖𝛾‖22

|

|

|

|

∑𝑉

𝑣=1
𝛾𝑣𝑥𝑣 = 𝑥, 𝟏⊤𝛾 = 1

}

,

which amounts to a quadratic program (QP), with 𝑉 ∶= |vert()|. Note that although the controllers (3) and (4) are both
computed based on the vertex set vert() and associated control inputs 𝑢𝑣 ∈  , their values may differ since the optimal solution
𝛾⋆(𝑥) does not necessarily return a convex combination of the vertices defining the simplex in which the current 𝑥 resides. In
either case, however, the state-to-input mapping 𝑥 → Φ(𝑥) will be continuous and piecewise-affine (PWA).

2.2 Selection-based controller
Optimization-based controllers more flexible than that of (4) can be defined that account for some type of control perfor-
mance specifications. To find a selection-based controller [3] directly enforcing the contraction condition (2), one can solve the
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FIGURE 1 Two-dimensional triangulation of a symmetric C-polytope  into a sequence of eight simplices,  (ℎ), each one
formed by two vertices {𝑥(ℎ)𝑣 }2𝑣=1, and the origin.

following optimization problem online:
Φ(𝑥) ∶= argmin

𝑣∈

1
2
𝑣⊤𝐻𝑣 + 𝑥⊤𝑃𝑣

s.t. Ψ(𝐴𝑖𝑥 + 𝐵𝑖𝑣) ≤ 𝜆Ψ(𝑥), for all 𝑖 ∈ ,
(5)

which turns into a minimal selection policy in case 𝑃 = 0. Under standard assumptions the problem (5) will always be feasible
given the definition of a CLF, and its optimal solution will be unique. Unlike (4), however, it is not immediately obvious whether
the controller Φ(⋅) defined by (5) will be PWA. We will prove in §4 that this remains the case.

As in the case of (4), the optimization-based controller Φ(⋅) defined in (5) is stabilizing but may require a prohibitive amount
of computation for use in real-time applications with fast dynamics. The practical limitations of characterizing a controller Φ(⋅)
designed by any of these methods lead us to the question of approximation – is it possible to approximate these controllers
with some proxy of substantially lower computational and storage cost while maintaining stability and a certain degree of
performance? To address this question, we focus on controllers implemented using ReLU neural networks [21], which provide
a natural means for approximating a continuous PWA function Φ(⋅) since the output mapping of such a network is itself PWA
continuous [42].

Our approach parallels the development in [17], where we addressed the approximation of model predictive control policies
for deterministic systems. We ask whether the training of a ReLU-based neural network to approximate a controller Φ(⋅) has
been sufficient to ensure that the network’s output function ΦNN(⋅) will be stabilizing for (1). Our approach is based on the offline
characterization of the error function 𝑒(𝑥) ∶= ΦNN(𝑥)−Φ(𝑥) using mixed-integer (MI) optimization, where Φ(⋅) is a continuous
PWA law defined using any of (3), (4) or (5) (as we show in §4). We will obtain a condition on the optimal value of a mixed-
integer linear program (MILP) sufficient to assure that the closed-loop system (1) under the action of ΦNN(⋅) is (uniformly)
ultimately bounded within a set of adjustable size and (exponential) convergence rate, according to the following notion:
Definition 1. (Uniform ultimate boundedness [6, Def. 2.4]) Let  be a C-set, neighbourhood of the origin. The system in (1)
with control 𝑢(𝑥) = 𝜓(𝑥) is said to be ultimately bounded in , uniformly in  , if for every initial condition 𝑥(0) = 𝑥0 ∈  ,
there exists 𝐾(𝑥0) such that, for all 𝑘 ≥ 𝐾(𝑥0) and 𝑤(𝑘) ∈  , 𝑥(𝑘) ∈ . □

3 TECHNICAL PRELIMINARIES

We first recall some properties of continuous PWA functions and related properties of ReLU networks:
Definition 2. (Piecewise-affine mapping [50, Def. 2.47]) 𝐹 ∶  → ℝ𝑚 is a continuous piecewise-affine mapping on the
polyhedral domain  ⊆ ℝ𝑛 if
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(i)  can be partitioned on a finite union of𝑅 disjoint polyhedral sets, i.e.  ∶= ∪𝑅𝑖=1𝑖 with int(𝑖)∩int(𝑗) = ∅, for all 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗;
(ii) 𝐹 (⋅) is affine on each of the sets 𝑖, i.e., 𝐹 (𝑥) = 𝐹𝑖(𝑥) ∶= 𝐺𝑖𝑥 + 𝑔𝑖, 𝐺𝑖 ∈ ℝ𝑚×𝑛, 𝑔𝑖 ∈ ℝ𝑚, ∀𝑥 ∈ 𝑖;

(iii) It satisfies 𝐺𝑖𝑥 + 𝑔𝑖 = 𝐺𝑗𝑥 + 𝑔𝑗 for all 𝑥 ∈ 𝑖 ∩ 𝑗 .
Any mapping 𝐹𝑖 ∶ 𝑖 → ℝ𝑚 is called a component of 𝐹 (⋅). □

From Definition 2 it is evident that any continuous PWA mapping on  is Lipschitz continuous. Recalling that the local
𝛼-Lipschitz constant of a mapping 𝐹 ∶ ℝ𝑛 → ℝ𝑚 on a set  ⊆ ℝ𝑛 is

𝛼(𝐹 , ) ∶= sup
𝑥≠𝑦∈

‖𝐹 (𝑥) − 𝐹 (𝑦)‖𝛼
‖𝑥 − 𝑦‖𝛼

,

then it is easy to show that for any norm ‖ ⋅ ‖𝛼 defined over both ℝ𝑛 and ℝ𝑚, a continuous piecewise affine mapping defined as
in Definition 2 has Lipschitz constant

𝛼(𝐹 , ) = max
𝑖∈{1,…,𝑅}

‖𝐺⊤
𝑖 ‖𝛼 . (6)

3.1 ReLU networks are continuous PWA mappings
An 𝐿-layered, feedforward, fully-connected ReLU network that defines a mapping ΦNN ∶ ℝ𝑛 → ℝ𝑚 can be described by the
following recursive equations across layers [26]:

⎧

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎩

𝑥0 = 𝑥,
𝑥𝑗+1 = max(𝑊 𝑗𝑥𝑗 + 𝑏𝑗 , 0), 𝑗 ∈ {0,… , 𝐿 − 1},
ΦNN(𝑥) = 𝑊 𝐿𝑥𝐿 + 𝑏𝐿,

(7)

where 𝑥0 = 𝑥 ∈ ℝ𝑛0 , 𝑛0 = 𝑛, is the input to the network, 𝑊 𝑗 ∈ ℝ𝑛𝑗+1×𝑛𝑗 and 𝑏𝑗 ∈ ℝ𝑛𝑗+1 are the weight matrix and bias
vector of the (𝑗 + 1)-th layer, respectively. Note that this latter are typically defined during some offline training phase. The
width of the (𝑗 + 1)-th layer, i.e. the number of neurons in the layer, is therefore 𝑛𝑗+1, with the 𝑘-th neuron in a given layer
implementing the scalar function (also called activation function) 𝑥𝑗 → max(𝑊 𝑗

𝑘,∶𝑥
𝑗 + 𝑏𝑗𝑘, 0). The total number of neurons is

thus 𝑁 ∶=
∑𝐿
𝑗=1 𝑛𝑗 + 𝑚, since 𝑛𝐿+1 = 𝑚.

The function ΦNN(⋅) is a continuous PWA mapping [42], but direct computation of its Lipschitz constant using (6) is generally
not practicable since it would require the explicit description of its PWA representation as in Definition 2. However, it has been
shown that under very mild assumptions the Lipschitz constant can be computed exactly through the solution of an MILP [32,
Th. 5].

3.2 On the ultimate boundedness of polytopic systems with neural network controllers
We now investigate the stability of the linear uncertain system in (1) with piecewise-affine neural network (PWA-NN) controller
𝑢(𝑥) = ΦNN(𝑥), defined as in (7), trained to approximate some stabilizing controller Φ(⋅) designed according to any of the
techniques sketched in §2. Define the approximation error as 𝑒(𝑥) = Φ(𝑥) − ΦNN(𝑥), so that our problem amounts to verifying
that the perturbed system

𝑥+ = 𝐴(𝑤)𝑥 + 𝐵(𝑤)ΦNN(𝑥) = 𝐴(𝑤)𝑥 + 𝐵(𝑤)Φ(𝑥) + 𝑑(𝑥,𝑤), (8)
is robustly stable for all 𝑤 ∈  , with 𝑑(𝑥,𝑤) ∶= 𝐵(𝑤)𝑒(𝑥).

Let us now fix some 𝑏 ∈ (0, 1), whose exact value we will specify in the sequel, and define some values relating to 𝑒(⋅) over
the whole of  and on the 𝑏-sublevel set 𝑏 of Ψ(⋅). Given some 𝛼-norm, define 𝑒𝛼 ∶= max𝑥∈ ‖𝑒(𝑥)‖𝛼 , 𝛼 ∈ {1,∞}, as the
worst case approximation error over  . Recall that 𝛼(𝑒, 𝑏) denotes the Lipschitz constant of 𝑒(⋅) over the sublevel set 𝑏 . We
will assume that the training phase of our neural network controller enforces 𝑒(0) = 0, so that the latter quantity satisfies

‖𝑒(𝑥)‖𝛼 ≤ 𝛼(𝑒, 𝑏)‖𝑥‖𝛼 , for all 𝑥 ∈ 𝑏 .

In §5, we will show how these values can be computed exactly using MI optimization.
We can now derive a computable upper bound on a key quantity that allows us to preserve the stability and performance of the

closed-loop system in (1) with 𝑢(𝑥) = ΦNN(𝑥). Specifically, Proposition 1 establishes that the trajectories of the perturbed system
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in (8) converge exponentially fast to a neighbourhood of the origin when the maximal approximation error 𝑒𝛼 is sufficiently
small, thereby proving uniform ultimate boundedness in the spirit of Definition 1:
Proposition 1. Suppose that (𝑏, 𝜌) are chosen so that 𝑏 ∈ (0, 1) and 𝜌 ∈ (𝜆, 1). There exists a computable parameter 𝜁 > 0 such
that, if 𝑒𝛼 < 𝜁 , then the system in (1) with PWA-NN contr0oller 𝑢(𝑥) = ΦNN(𝑥) is ultimately bounded in 𝑏 , uniformly in  . In
addition, the resulting closed-loop trajectories are constrained in  ⊂  , and converge exponentially fast to 𝑏 with rate 𝜌. □

Proof. We start by noting that the perturbation 𝑑(𝑥,𝑤) acting on the system in (8) can be bounded for all 𝑥 ∈  and 𝑤 ∈ 
within the set  ∶=

{

𝑑 ∈ ℝ𝑛
|

|

‖𝑑‖∞ ≤ 𝑑
}, where 𝑑 ∶= 𝑠max𝑖∈{‖𝐵𝑖‖∞} 𝑒𝛼 , and 𝑠 > 0 is some scaling factor accounting

for the choice of 𝛼 ∈ {1,∞}. In view of the subadditivity and positive homogeneity properties of the Minkowski functional
Ψ(𝑥) = ‖𝐹𝑥‖∞ [9, Prop. 3.12], for all 𝑥 ∈  and 𝑤 ∈  we also have that

Ψ(𝐴(𝑤)𝑥 + 𝐵(𝑤)Φ(𝑥) + 𝑑(𝑥,𝑤)) ≤ Ψ(𝐴(𝑤)𝑥 + 𝐵(𝑤)Φ(𝑥)) + Ψ(𝑑(𝑥,𝑤)),
≤ 𝜆Ψ(𝑥) + ‖𝐹‖∞ ‖𝑑(𝑥,𝑤)‖∞ ,
≤ 𝜆Ψ(𝑥) + 𝜏𝑒𝛼 ,

with 𝜏 ∶= 𝑠 ‖𝐹‖∞ max𝑖∈ {‖𝐵𝑖‖∞}. However, due to the effect of the disturbance the gauge function Ψ(⋅) is not guaranteed
to decrease along the trajectories of (8). On the other hand, since 𝑑(𝑥,𝑤) is bounded we can fix some 𝑏 ∈ (0, 1) to focus on a
sublevel set 𝑏 ⊂  to show that it is robust positively invariant for the perturbed dynamics in (8). In particular, for a given
𝑥 ∈ 𝑏 we have that Ψ(𝐴(𝑤)𝑥 + 𝐵(𝑤)Φ(𝑥) + 𝑑(𝑥,𝑤)) < Ψ(𝑥) ≤ 𝑏 for all possible disturbances 𝑑(𝑥,𝑤) ∈ . We thus obtain
Ψ(𝐴(𝑤)𝑥+𝐵(𝑤)Φ(𝑥) + 𝑑(𝑥,𝑤)) ≤ 𝜆Ψ(𝑥) + 𝜏𝑒𝛼 ≤ 𝜆𝑏+ 𝜏𝑒𝛼 , which is strictly smaller than 𝑏 if 𝑏 > 𝜏𝑒𝛼∕(1 − 𝜆). The perturbed
one-step evolution then satisfies 𝑥+ = 𝐴(𝑤)𝑥 + 𝐵(𝑤)Φ(𝑥) + 𝑑(𝑥,𝑤) ∈ 𝑏 , for all 𝑥 ∈ 𝑏 and ∞-norm bounded disturbances
‖𝑑(𝑥,𝑤)‖∞ ≤ 𝑑.

Now suppose that 𝑒𝛼 ≤ (𝜌 − 𝜆)𝑏∕𝜏 for some 𝜌 ∈ (𝜆, 1) so that 𝑏 ≥ 𝜏𝑒𝛼∕(𝜌 − 𝜆) > 𝜏𝑒𝛼∕(1 − 𝜆) holds true. Then for any point
𝑥 ∈  ⧵ 𝑏 we have Ψ(𝑥) ≤ 𝑏, hence

Ψ(𝐴(𝑤)𝑥 + 𝐵(𝑤)Φ(𝑥) + 𝑑(𝑥,𝑤)) ≤ 𝜆Ψ(𝑥) + 𝜏𝑒𝛼 ,
≤ 𝜆Ψ(𝑥) + (𝜌 − 𝜆)Ψ(𝑥) ≤ 𝜌Ψ(𝑥),

meaning that the perturbed dynamics will converge exponentially fast to 𝑏 with rate 𝜌, i.e.,  ⧵ 𝑏 is a contractive set for (8),
and therefore robustly positively invariant. On the other hand, we shall also ensure that 𝑏 < 1, thus finally obtaining

𝑒𝛼 <
(𝜌 − 𝜆)
𝜏

=∶ 𝜁. (9)
Thus, in case (9) is satisfied, the conditions reported in Definition 1 are met. In fact, since⧵𝑏 is 𝜌-contractive for the perturbed
dynamics in (8), some time instant 𝐾 = 𝐾(𝑥(0)) ∈ ℕ0, 𝑥(0) ∈  , is guaranteed to exist finite so that (8) enters, and remains
confined, in 𝑏 . Hence, the system in (1) with PWA-NN controller 𝑢(𝑥) = ΦNN(𝑥) is ultimately bounded in 𝑏 , uniformly in  ,
where 𝑏 represents a neighbourhood of the origin with adjustable size. ■

In §5 we will then show how to compute the worst-case approximation error of 𝑒(⋅) exactly, thus providing a condition sufficient
to certify the stability and performance of a ReLU-based approximation of Φ(⋅) as defined by any of (3)–(5). A discussion on
the complexity the neural network (NN) should have to make 𝑒𝛼 small enough will hence follow in §6.2.

4 GEOMETRIC CHARACTERIZATION OF CONTROLLERS FOR POLYTOPIC SYSTEMS

We now characterize a stabilizing control law Φ(⋅) from a geometrical perspective. While both of the vertex-based policies Φ(⋅)
defined in (3) or (4) are known to produce a controller with PWA structure, the structure underlying a selection-based controller
Φ(⋅) as defined in §2.2 is less clear in view of the nonlinear constraints in (5).

In fact, the continuous PWA structure of (3) comes by construction, since it is defined directly over a simplicial partition,
while for (4) that structure can be proved by recognizing that the controller’s definition amounts to that of a strictly convex
multi-parametric quadratic program (mp-QP), so that available results from [11, Ch. 6.2, 6.3] can be applied. In either case, the
global error bound 𝑒𝛼 can be computed directly using the techniques in [17]. The equivalent constants for the selection-based
controller in (5), instead, are more difficult to determine.
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FIGURE 2 Three-dimensional schematic representation of the first part of the proof of Theorem 1.

To this end, let the control input set be defined as  ∶= {𝑣 ∈ ℝ𝑚
| 𝐷𝑣 ≤ 𝑐 }, with 𝐷 ∈ ℝ𝓁×𝑚, and 𝑐 ∈ ℝ𝓁 . Computing the

controller Φ(⋅) in (5) then amounts to solving the following optimization problem [9, Eq. (4.46)]:
Φ(𝑥) = argmin

𝑣

1
2
𝑣⊤𝐻𝑣 + 𝑥⊤𝑃𝑣

s.t. 𝐶𝑣 ≤ 𝑑 + 𝑆(𝑥),
(10)

where 𝐻 ∈ 𝕊𝑚≻0, 𝑃 ∈ ℝ𝑛×𝑚, and matrices 𝐶 ∶= col(𝐷, col((𝐹𝐵𝑖)𝑖∈), 𝑑 ∶= col(𝑐, 𝟎) and

𝑆(𝑥) ∶=

[

𝟎
𝜆 max

𝑗∈
{𝐹𝑗,∶𝑥}⊗ 𝟏 − col((𝐹𝐴𝑖)𝑖∈)𝑥

]

.

Note that standard methods for proving that the parametric solution of (10) in 𝑥 is PWA continuous can not be applied because
the right hand side 𝑆(𝑥) of the inequalities is not affine. We can be sure, however, that the problem has a solution for any 𝑥 ∈ 
since the associated Minkowski function Ψ(⋅) is a CLF for the polytopic system in (1). Next, we establish that Φ(⋅) enjoys a
continuous PWA structure:
Theorem 1. The state-to-input mapping 𝑥 → Φ(𝑥) defined in (10) is a PWA continuous mapping on  . □

Before proving Theorem 1 some preliminary considerations are needed. Suppose that there exists some region ̃ ⊆  for
which 𝑆(𝑥) is linear in 𝑥, i.e.,

𝑆(𝑥) = 𝑆̃𝑥 for all 𝑥 ∈ ̃ ,
for some matrix 𝑆̃. Then, for all 𝑥 ∈ ̃ the problem in (10) becomes a QP that can be written as

{min
𝑣

1
2
𝑣⊤𝐻𝑣 + 𝑥⊤𝑃𝑣

s.t. 𝐶𝑣 ≤ 𝑑 + 𝑆̃𝑥,
(11)

Without loss of generality we can additionally assume that rank(𝑆̃) = 𝑛, since otherwise (11) can be reduced to an equivalent
form over a smaller set of parameters [11].

The problem (11) now looks like a standard mp-QP whose solution can be computed parametrically in 𝑥. Putting aside for
the moment the issue of possible degeneracy, this parametric solution could even be computed over the whole of  . Our proof
will therefore proceed as follows (see also Fig. 3 for a schematic representation):

(i) Partition  into a finite collection of disjoint polyhedral sets according to Definition 2, where each region is associated
with a different matrix 𝑆 (ℎ) such that 𝑆(𝑥) = 𝑆 (ℎ)𝑥 for all 𝑥 ∈  (ℎ).

(ii) For each  (ℎ), generate a continuous PWA solution to an mp-QP in the form (11) over the whole of  .



FABIANI ET AL 9

x
<latexit sha1_base64="0fFk9lxqJePaUguydZzxgQwT2hk="></latexit>

S(h)
<latexit sha1_base64="BhJGmlL94TisIDh+HFyHNQnMTCA="></latexit>

RA(h)
<latexit sha1_base64="rW8n7/8wIUj0j0fN6Kjg97Nr2l0=">AAACCHicbVC7TsMwFHXKq5RXgJGBQIUoS5WUAQaGIhbYCqIPqQ2R4zqtVceJbAepijKy8AN8BAsDCLHyCUgIMfAvOG2FoOVIlo7PuVf33uOGlAhpmp9aZmp6ZnYuO59bWFxaXtFX12oiiDjCVRTQgDdcKDAlDFclkRQ3Qo6h71Jcd3snqV+/xlyQgF3KfohtH3YY8QiCUkmOvtnyoewiSOOLxIl/PsfJVVzo7iWJo+fNojmAMUmsEcmXd++23o++PiqO/tZqByjyMZOIQiGalhlKO4ZcEkRxkmtFAocQ9WAHNxVl0MfCjgeHJMaOUtqGF3D1mDQG6u+OGPpC9H1XVaabinEvFf/zmpH0Du2YsDCSmKHhIC+ihgyMNBWjTThGkvYVgYgTtauBupBDJFV2ORWCNX7yJKmVitZ+sXSu0jgDQ2TBBtgGBWCBA1AGp6ACqgCBG3APHsGTdqs9aM/ay7A0o4161sEfaK/fqYKeIQ==</latexit>

S(h) \ RA(h)
<latexit sha1_base64="LV7yPkYc7y2JFvbp6o7Fx/0ANZE=">AAACIHicbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vUZduokWsmzJTF3XhouJGd/XRB7TjkEnTNjTzIMkIZZjvcOXGX3HjQhEFEQX/xUxbirYeCJyccy/33uMEjAppGJ9aamZ2bn4hvZhZWl5ZXdPXN6rCDzkmFewzn9cdJAijHqlIKhmpB5wg12Gk5vROEr92Q7igvncl+wGxXNTxaJtiJJVk68Wmi2QXIxZdxtdRrrsfwyZGARzLF7EdjT/Ho5oY2nrWyBsDwGlijki2tHe7/X70/VG29bdmy8ehSzyJGRKiYRqBtCLEJcWMxJlmKEiAcA91SENRD7lEWNHgwBjuKqUF2z5Xz5NwoP7uiJArRN91VGWyqpj0EvE/rxHK9qEVUS8IJfHwcFA7ZFD6MEkLtignWLK+IghzqnaFuIs4wlJlmlEhmJMnT5NqIW8e5AvnKo0zMEQabIEdkAMmKIISOAVlUAEY3IEH8ASetXvtUXvRXoelKW3Uswn+QPv6AYcKp5E=</latexit>

FIGURE 3 Pictorial representation of the proof of Theorem 1. For any 𝑥 ∈  (ℎ) (shaded red area, top left figure) (10) reduces
to an mp-QP, which provides an affine optimal solution in the given 𝑥 over a polyhedral partition of the whole of  (coloured
regions, top right figure). Overall, this leads to a polyhedral partition of each sector,  (ℎ) ∩ (ℎ) (coloured regions inside the
polyhedral sector, bottom figure), where (ℎ) denotes the critical region of states 𝑥 associated with the set of active constraints
(ℎ) ⊆ {1,… , 𝑝𝑀 + 𝓁}, (ℎ) ∶=

{

𝑥 ∈  |

|

(ℎ)(𝑥) = (ℎ)} and (ℎ)(𝑥) as defined in (12).

(iii) For each  (ℎ), intersect the set with the associated mp-QP partition from (ii). Assemble a solution over the whole of 
from the resulting functions.

Unlike the discussion in §2.1, note that in this case each  (ℎ) does not necessarily stem from a triangulation procedure, i.e., it
is not necessarily a simplex (unless 𝑛 = 2, and hence one is obliged to choose  (ℎ) =  (ℎ)). Before proceeding we must be
careful to ensure that there is no issue with non-uniqueness of solutions to (11) over the generating sets  (ℎ) themselves. To
avoid pathological cases we will make a further assumption about (11) for any allowable choice of  (ℎ), the purpose of which
will be evident in the proof of Theorem 1. For some 𝑥 ∈  (ℎ) define the sets of active constraints at a feasible point 𝑣 of (11) as:

(ℎ)(𝑥) ∶= {𝑖 ∈ {1,… , 𝑝𝑀 + 𝓁} ∣ 𝐶𝑖,∶𝑣 − 𝑑𝑖 − 𝑆
(ℎ)
𝑖,∶ 𝑥 = 0}. (12)

Standing Assumption 1. (Linear independence constraint qualification [11, Def. 2.1]) For any 𝑥 ∈  (ℎ), the linear indepen-
dence constraint qualification (LICQ) is said to hold at a feasible point 𝑣 of (11) if 𝐶(ℎ)(𝑥),∶ has linearly independent rows. For
all regions  (ℎ) ⊆  over which 𝑆(𝑥) is linear, the LICQ is assumed to hold for the resulting mp-QP as in (11) for all 𝑥 ∈  (ℎ). □

The LICQ is sufficient to exclude the case where more than𝑚 constraints are active at a given feasible point 𝑣, thereby avoiding
primal degeneracy [5, §4.1.1]. For any region  (ℎ) ⊆  for which 𝑆(𝑥) is linear, under LICQ the problem dual to the resulting
mp-QP in (11) will be a strictly convex program whose solution is characterized by a unique choice of Lagrange multipliers.
We are now in a position to prove the main result:

Proof of Theorem 1: Suppose that  is the facet of  generated by the ℎ-th row of the inequality 𝐹𝑥 ≤ 𝟏 that defines  . Each
such facet generates a polyhedral cone that can be defined as cone() ∶= {𝜆𝑥 | 𝑥 ∈ , 𝜆 ≥ 0}. Define  (ℎ) ∶=  ∩ cone(),
which is a polyhedral set with one vertex at the origin and the remaining vertices on  (see, e.g., Fig. 2). It is then easily shown
that argmax𝑗∈ {𝐹𝑗,∶𝑥} is the same for all 𝑥 ∈  (ℎ), and therefore there exists some matrix 𝑆 (ℎ) such that 𝑆(𝑥) = 𝑆 (ℎ)𝑥 for all
𝑥 ∈  (ℎ). Specifically, 𝑆 (ℎ) = col(𝟎, 𝜆𝐹ℎ,∶ ⊗ 𝟏 − col((𝐹𝐴𝑖)𝑖∈)).
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FIGURE 4 Examples of partitions characterizing the PWA mapping Φ(⋅) as defined in (5). The dashed black lines denote
different polyhedral sectors of  , in turn partitioned into further polyhedral regions (coloured areas).

TABLE 1 Examples from the literature

Reference Ex. || 𝑁 𝑟 𝜆 

[9, Ex. 7.41] (a) 6 14 0.8 ℝ
(f) 21 |𝑢| ≤ 2

[8, Ex. 4.3] (b) 8 12 0.92 ℝ
(g) 26 |𝑢| ≤ 1.5

[49, §V] (c) 30 48 0.95 ℝ
(h) 61 |𝑢| ≤ 1

[9, Ex. 5.11] (d) 8 24 0.61 ℝ
(i) 40 |𝑢| ≤ 0.5

[45, Ex. 2.6] (e) 18 38 0.96 ℝ
(j) 66 |𝑢| ≤ 1

Fix now any such set  (ℎ) and consider the mp-QP
𝑣⋆,(ℎ)(𝑥) = argmin

𝑣

1
2
𝑣⊤𝐻𝑣 + 𝑥⊤𝑃𝑣

s.t. 𝐶𝑣 ≤ 𝑑 + 𝑆 (ℎ)𝑥,
(13)

Since the problem (10) is feasible for all 𝑥 ∈  , the set of points 𝑥 for which (13) is feasible must be at least as large as  (ℎ) ⊆ 
since the constraints in (13) are identical to those in (10) over the set  (ℎ). Considering (13) as an mp-QP in 𝑥 therefore produces
a continuous PWA solution over a polyhedral partition of a set that covers  (ℎ). Standing Assumption 1 ensures that this solution
is unique everywhere on  (ℎ) ⊆  .

Finally, we can form the overall PWA solution to (10) by combining the solutions over the regions  (ℎ), which completely
cover  , i.e.

Φ(𝑥) = 𝑣⋆,(ℎ)(𝑥) for all 𝑥 ∈  (ℎ), ℎ ∈  .
This function is continuous PWA because each 𝑣⋆,(ℎ)(𝑥) is PWA continuous on  (ℎ) and the sets  (ℎ) form a polyhedral partition
of  , according to Definition 2. ■

Example 1. Fig. 4 shows several numerical examples available in the literature with all models summarized in Tab. 1. Specif-
ically, they show the polyhedral partition of each sector in which a control invariant set for a polytopic system as in (1) can be
divided, thus illustrating the result of Theorem 1 numerically. The partitions are obtained by solving (10) with 𝑃 = 0 and are
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computed via the Multi-Parametric Toolbox [30]. For the numerical examples (a)–(e) we set  = ℝ, which results in purely
proportional controllers as the matrix 𝐷 and vector 𝑐 do not appear in the constraints in (10). Finally, note that in both cases
the number of polyhedral regions produced by (10), 𝑁 𝑟, is always greater than the number of facets of the considered control
invariant set  , illustrating that significant memory may be required to store all the involved matrices/vectors for every region. □

The fact that 𝑥 → Φ(𝑥) as defined in (5) (or (10)) is Lipschitz continuous was already known from standard results in viability
theory [3, Ch. 5.4]. Besides confirming this, Theorem 1 also provides a constructive way to find𝛼(Φ,) as the maximal 𝛼-norm
of the linear gains associated to the 𝑁 𝑟 polyhedral regions produced by (10), according to (6).

Thus, once established that also the state-to-input mapping in (5) determines a continuous PWA partition of  , we next ask
whether we can develop a technique compatible with the one proposed in [19, 32]. In fact, from those works we know that both
the output and the Lipschitz constant of a ReLU network, which we will use to approximate a traditional control law Φ(⋅), can
themselves be computed through an MILP. We therefore require a constructive methodology compatible with that in [19, 32],
which will also allow us to compute the key quantity characterizing the approximation error 𝑒(⋅) derived in §3.2. The next result
answers this question:
Theorem 2. Let 𝛼 ∈ {1,∞} and Φ(⋅) be defined as in (5). The following statements hold true:

(i) The state-to-input mapping 𝑥 → Φ(𝑥) can be computed via an MILP;
(ii) The Lipschitz constant 𝛼(Φ,) can be computed via an MILP. □

Proof. (i) From Theorem 1 we know that each facet of  can be associated with an mp-QP in the form (13). For a given
𝑥 ∈  (ℎ) ⊆  , however, the mp-QPs associated with facets other than the ℎ-th one may not be feasible. Consider the following
modified collection of 𝑝 optimization problems:

∀ℎ ∈  ∶

⎧

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎩

min
𝑧(ℎ),𝜖(ℎ)

1
2
‖𝑧(ℎ)‖2𝐻 + 1

2
‖𝜖(ℎ)‖2𝑄 + 𝜚‖𝜖(ℎ)‖𝛼

s.t. 𝐶𝑧(ℎ) ≤ 𝑑 + 𝑇 (ℎ)𝑥 + 𝜖(ℎ),
𝜖(ℎ) ≥ 0,

(14)

where we have made a change of variables 𝑧(ℎ) ∶= 𝑣(ℎ) +𝐻−1𝑃 ⊤𝑥 and defined 𝑇 (ℎ) ∶= 𝑆(ℎ) + 𝐶𝐻−1𝑃 ⊤ to simplify notation.
In addition, we have also introduced the nonnegative slack vector 𝜖(ℎ) ∈ ℝ𝓁+𝑝𝑀 to ensure the feasibility of (14) for all 𝑥 and for
all ℎ ∈  .

We include both a quadratic and a polyhedral norm penalty on 𝜖(ℎ) in the problem (14). The 2-norm weighting matrix 𝑄 ∈
𝕊𝓁+𝑝𝑀
≻0 can be chosen arbitrarily and serves to ensure that the objective function is strictly convex in 𝜖(ℎ). According to [20,

Ch. 14.3], instead, the weighting term 𝜚 > 0 can always be chosen to be sufficiently large such that solutions to (14) coincide
with solutions to (13) (modulo change of variables) for all cases in which the latter is feasible, i.e., the cost function turns into
an exact penalty function.

Supposing without loss of generality that 𝛼 = ∞ (a similar argument holds for the case 𝛼 = 1), each optimization problem in
(14) can be turned into an equivalent mp-QP:

∀ℎ ∈  ∶

⎧

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎩

min
𝑧(ℎ),𝜖(ℎ),𝑡(ℎ)

1
2
‖𝑧(ℎ)‖2𝐻 + 1

2
‖𝜖(ℎ)‖2𝑄 + 𝑡(ℎ)

s.t. 𝐶𝑧(ℎ) ≤ 𝑑 + 𝑇 (ℎ)𝑥 + 𝜖(ℎ),
0 ≤ 𝜚𝜖(ℎ) ≤ 𝑡(ℎ)𝟏.

(15)

For each ℎ ∈  , we now write the associated Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions with nonnegative Lagrange multipliers
𝜇(ℎ), 𝜈(ℎ), 𝜉(ℎ) ≥ 0 of appropriate dimensions:

∀ℎ ∈  ∶

⎧

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎩

𝑧(ℎ) +𝐻−1𝐶⊤𝜇(ℎ) = 0,
𝜖(ℎ) −𝑄−1(𝜇(ℎ) − 𝜚𝜈(ℎ) + 𝜚𝜉(ℎ)) = 0,
1 − 𝟏⊤𝜈(ℎ) = 0,
𝐶𝑧(ℎ) − 𝑑 − 𝑇 (ℎ)𝑥 − 𝜖(ℎ) ≤ 0,
𝜚𝜖(ℎ) − 𝑡(ℎ)𝟏 ≤ 0, 𝜖(ℎ) ≥ 0,
0 ≤ 𝜇(ℎ) ⟂ (𝐶𝑧(ℎ) − 𝑑 − 𝑇 (ℎ)𝑥 − 𝜖(ℎ)),
0 ≤ 𝜈(ℎ) ⟂ (𝜚𝜖(ℎ) − 𝑡(ℎ)𝟏), 0 ≤ 𝜉(ℎ) ⟂ 𝜖(ℎ).

(16)
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Using standard MI modelling techniques [29], we can then remodel the nonlinear complementarity conditions in (16) with
equivalent MI linear inequalities by means of binary variables 𝜎(ℎ), 𝜂(ℎ), 𝜃(ℎ) of suitable dimensions. These must satisfy (com-
ponentwise) the conditions: [𝜎(ℎ)𝑖 = 1] ⇐⇒ [−𝐶𝑖,∶𝑧(ℎ) + 𝑑𝑖 + 𝑇 (ℎ)

𝑖,∶ 𝑥 + 𝜖(ℎ)𝑖 = 0], [𝜂(ℎ)𝑖 = 1] ⇐⇒ [−𝜚𝜖(ℎ)𝑖 + 𝑡(ℎ) = 0], and
[𝜃(ℎ)𝑖 = 1] ⇐⇒ [𝜖(ℎ)𝑖 = 0]. Substituting these conditions in place of the complementarity conditions in (16) leaves us with:

∀ℎ ∈  ∶

⎧

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎩

𝑧(ℎ) +𝐻−1𝐶⊤𝜇(ℎ) = 0, 𝟏⊤𝜈(ℎ) = 1,
𝜖(ℎ) −𝑄−1(𝜇(ℎ) − 𝜚𝜈(ℎ) + 𝜚𝜉(ℎ)) = 0,
0 ≤ −𝐶𝑧(ℎ) + 𝑑 + 𝑇 (ℎ)𝑥 + 𝜖(ℎ) ≤ 𝜐̄(𝟏 − 𝜎(ℎ)),
0 ≤ −𝜚𝜖(ℎ) + 𝑡(ℎ)𝟏 ≤ 𝜔̄(𝟏 − 𝜂(ℎ))
0 ≤ 𝜖(ℎ) ≤ 𝜖(𝟏 − 𝜃(ℎ)), 0 ≤ 𝜇(ℎ) ≤ 𝜇̄𝜎(ℎ),
0 ≤ 𝜈(ℎ) ≤ 𝜈̄𝜂(ℎ), 0 ≤ 𝜉(ℎ) ≤ 𝜉𝜃(ℎ).

(17)

This MI reformulation is always feasible for any 𝑥 due to to the inclusion of the soft constraint terms 𝜖(ℎ). Since all of the
sets in the original problem were compact, we are assured of finding positive constants 𝜇̄, 𝜈̄, 𝜉, 𝜔̄, 𝜖 and 𝜐̄ to upper-bound the
inequalities in (17).

Since the cost function in (15) is not strictly convex in 𝑡(ℎ), it is not immediately obvious whether its parametric solution is
single valued anywhere. However, we note that the objective is strictly convex over that part of its domain in which the soft
constraint terms 𝜖(ℎ), and consequently 𝑡(ℎ), are zero, and that this region will include the set  (ℎ). The parametric solution will
therefore be single valued over this region of interest.

Given some 𝑥 ∈  , for all ℎ ∈  let us now assume to have available a vector 𝑧(ℎ) that satisfies the system in (17) together
with assorted other auxiliary variables (i.e., 𝜇(ℎ), 𝜈(ℎ), 𝜖(ℎ), and so on). We observe that the input-to-state mapping obtained from
(10) can hence be equivalently expressed as

Φ(𝑥) =
∑

ℎ∈
𝛿(ℎ)𝑣(ℎ) =

∑

ℎ∈
𝛿(ℎ)(𝑧(ℎ) −𝐻−1𝑃 ⊤𝑥), (18)

where 𝛿(ℎ) ∈ 𝔹 is a binary variable that is meant to identify the region  (ℎ) in which the current 𝑥 resides. In particular, we shall
associate 𝛿(ℎ) = 1 to the ℎ-th QP instance such that i) it is strictly feasible (i.e., it does not need the slack vector, 𝜖(ℎ)), and ii) it
identifies the facet of  that produces the largest feasible set in (10). These considerations can be summarized into the logical
implication [𝛿(ℎ) = 1] ⇐⇒ [𝜖(ℎ)𝑖 = 0, for all 𝑖 ∈ {1,… ,𝓁 + 𝑝𝑀}] ∧ [𝐹ℎ,∶𝑥 ≥ 𝐹𝑖,∶𝑥 for all 𝑖 ∈  ⧵ {ℎ}] componentwise.

The first predicate [𝜖(ℎ)𝑖 = 0, for all 𝑖 ∈ {1,… ,𝓁 + 𝑝𝑀}], which on the other hand is implied by [𝜃(ℎ)𝑖 = 1, for all 𝑖 ∈
{1,… ,𝓁+𝑝𝑀}], can be encoded by a binary variable 𝜅(ℎ) ∈ 𝔹 so that [𝜅(ℎ) = 1] ⇐⇒ [𝜃(ℎ)𝑖 = 1, for all 𝑖 ∈ {1,… ,𝓁+𝑝𝑀}],
an implication that can be equivalently rewritten in terms of integer linear constraints as follows:

∀ℎ ∈  ∶

⎧

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎩

− 𝜃(ℎ)𝑖 + 𝜅(ℎ) ≤ 0, for all 𝑖 ∈ {1,… ,𝓁 + 𝑝𝑀},
𝓁+𝑝𝑀
∑

𝑖=1
𝜃(ℎ)𝑖 − 𝜅(ℎ) ≤ 𝓁 + 𝑝𝑀 − 1.

(19)

The second predicate [𝐹ℎ,∶𝑥 ≥ 𝐹𝑖,∶𝑥 for all 𝑖 ∈  ⧵ {ℎ}], instead, involves a comparison among terms linear in 𝑥, and can be
equivalently encoded by a binary variable 𝜋(ℎ) ∈ 𝔹 subject to a collection of additional MI linear inequalities through standard
integer modelling techniques. In particular, by letting ℎ = 𝑝 (i.e., the last index in ) without loss of generality, and by focusing
on some 𝑖 ∈  ⧵ {𝑝}, we define a scalar binary variable 𝜍(𝑝)𝑖 ∈ 𝔹 satisfying the implication [(𝐹𝑖,∶ − 𝐹𝑝,∶)𝑥 ≤ 0] ⇐⇒ [𝜍(𝑝)𝑖 = 1],
which simply translates into MI linear inequality (𝐹𝑖,∶ −𝐹𝑝,∶)𝑥 ≥ 𝜀− (1+ 𝜀)𝜍(𝑝)𝑖 , where 𝜀 > 0 is a small tolerance (typically, the
machine precision), beyond which the constraint is considered violated. Once introduced all the 𝑝 − 1 MI inequalities, we have
to impose further that [𝜋(𝑝) = 1] ⇐⇒ [𝜍(𝑝)𝑖 = 1, for all 𝑖 ∈  ⧵ {𝑝}], which translates identically as in (19):

∀ℎ ∈  ∶

⎧

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎩

− 𝜍(𝑝)𝑖 + 𝜋(𝑝) ≤ 0, for all 𝑖 ∈  ⧵ {𝑝},
𝑝−1
∑

𝑗=1
𝜍(𝑝)𝑖 − 𝜋(𝑝) ≤ 𝑝 − 2.
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Putting everything together, we will thus end up with an implication [𝛿(ℎ) = 1] ⇐⇒ [𝜅(ℎ) = 1]∧ [𝜋(ℎ) = 1] in which the logical
AND produces integer linear constraints as in (19), i.e.,

∀ℎ ∈  ∶

⎧

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎩

− 𝜅(ℎ) + 𝛿(ℎ) ≤ 0,
− 𝜋(ℎ) + 𝛿(ℎ) ≤ 0,
𝜅(ℎ) + 𝜋(𝑝) − 𝛿(ℎ) ≤ 1.

(20)

Finally, by introducing 𝑝 auxiliary variables 𝑞(ℎ) ∈ ℝ𝑚 such that [𝛿(ℎ) = 0] ⇐⇒ [𝑞(ℎ) = 0], [𝛿(ℎ) = 1] ⇐⇒ [𝑞(ℎ) =
𝑧(ℎ)−𝐻−1𝑃 ⊤𝑥], we obtain Φ(𝑥) =

∑

ℎ∈ 𝑞(ℎ) provided that a collection of additional MI constraints is satisfied and, specifically
[4]

∀ℎ ∈  ∶

{

𝑧𝛿(ℎ) ≤ 𝑞(ℎ) ≤ 𝑧̄𝛿(ℎ),
𝑧(ℎ) −𝐻−1𝑃 ⊤𝑥 − 𝑧̄(1 − 𝛿(ℎ)) ≤ 𝑞(ℎ) ≤ 𝑧(ℎ) −𝐻−1𝑃 ⊤𝑥 − 𝑧(1 − 𝛿(ℎ)),

(21)
for lower and upper bounds 𝑧, 𝑧̄ on 𝑧(ℎ)−𝐻−1𝑃 ⊤𝑥, assured to exist since 𝑧(ℎ) is a linear function of the bounded variable 𝜇(ℎ) and
𝑥 ∈  , a C-polytope. The first part of the proof hence follows by noting that all the continuous and binary auxiliary variables,
introduced to express the state-to-input mapping as Φ(𝑥) =

∑

ℎ∈ 𝑞(ℎ), obey to MI linear constraints.
(ii) As we have observed in the first part of the proof, solving a collection of MI linear constraints involving a number of

continuous and binary auxiliary variables yields Φ(𝑥) =
∑

ℎ∈ 𝛿(ℎ)(𝑧(ℎ) − 𝐻−1𝑃 ⊤𝑥) =
∑

ℎ∈ 𝑞(ℎ). In view of Theorem 1,
note that this additionally corresponds to an affine control policy Φ(𝑥) = 𝐾(𝜅(ℎ), 𝜎(ℎ))𝑥 + 𝑐(𝜅(ℎ), 𝜎(ℎ)), for some gain matrix
𝐾(𝜅(ℎ), 𝜎(ℎ)) ∈ ℝ𝑚×𝑛 and vector 𝑐(𝜅(ℎ), 𝜎(ℎ)) ∈ ℝ𝑚, which are uniquely (in view of Standing Assumption 1) determined by the
values 𝜅(ℎ) and 𝜎(ℎ) assume. In fact, those terms together identify the case in which the ℎ-th instance is feasible (i.e., 𝜖(ℎ)𝑖 = 0 for
all 𝑖) and which one of the constraints in (15) is active (i.e., −𝐶𝑖,∶𝑧(ℎ)+𝑑𝑖+𝑇 (ℎ)

𝑖,∶ 𝑥 = 0). Note that we have needed to characterize
explicitly neither 𝐾(⋅, ⋅) nor 𝑐(⋅, ⋅). To simplify exposition, in the rest of the proof we will employ 𝐾 and 𝑐, thus omitting the
double argument.

We now resort the KKT systems in (17), which collect necessary and sufficient conditions characterizing both the feasibility
and optimality of each QP in (15). In fact, to compute 𝛼(Φ,), 𝛼 ∈ {1,∞} without explicit calculation of Φ(⋅) across all of
its partition regions, we first perturb 𝑥 along the canonical basis vectors in ℝ𝑛 and consider how the optimal solutions to the
collection of QPs in (15) vary, provided that the same set of active/inactive constraints is imposed, according to the binary vector
𝜎(ℎ). For all ℎ ∈  , we then introduce real auxiliary variables {𝑥𝑖, 𝑧(ℎ),𝑖, 𝜖(ℎ),𝑖, 𝑡(ℎ),𝑖, 𝜇(ℎ),𝑖, 𝜈(ℎ),𝑖, 𝜉(ℎ),𝑖, 𝜂(ℎ),𝑖, 𝜃(ℎ),𝑖} for 𝑖 = 1,… , 𝑛,
and additional MI linear constraints as

∀ℎ ∈  , 𝑖 ∈ {1,… , 𝑛} ∶

⎧

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎪

⎩

𝑥𝑖 = 𝑥 + 𝑒𝑖,
𝑧(ℎ),𝑖 +𝐻−1𝐶⊤𝜇(ℎ),𝑖 = 0, 𝟏⊤𝜈(ℎ),𝑖 = 1,
𝜖(ℎ),𝑖 −𝑄−1(𝜇(ℎ),𝑖 − 𝜚𝜈(ℎ),𝑖 + 𝜚𝜉(ℎ),𝑖) = 0,
− 𝜐̄(𝟏 − 𝜎(ℎ)) ≤ −𝐶𝑧(ℎ),𝑖 + 𝑑 + 𝑇 (ℎ)𝑥𝑖 + 𝜖(ℎ),𝑖 ≤ 𝜐̄(𝟏 − 𝜎(ℎ)),
0 ≤ −𝜚𝜖(ℎ),𝑖 + 𝑡(ℎ),𝑖𝟏 ≤ 𝜔̄(𝟏 − 𝜂(ℎ),𝑖)
0 ≤ 𝜖(ℎ),𝑖 ≤ 𝜖(𝟏 − 𝜃(ℎ),𝑖), −𝜇̄𝜎(ℎ) ≤ 𝜇(ℎ),𝑖 ≤ 𝜇̄𝜎(ℎ),
0 ≤ 𝜈(ℎ),𝑖 ≤ 𝜈̄𝜂(ℎ),𝑖, 0 ≤ 𝜉(ℎ),𝑖 ≤ 𝜉𝜃(ℎ),𝑖.

(22)

where 𝑒𝑖 ∈ ℝ𝑛 is the 𝑖-th vector of the canonical basis. Note that the nonnegativity of both −𝐶𝑧(ℎ),𝑖 + 𝑑 + 𝑇 (ℎ)𝑥𝑖 + 𝜖(ℎ),𝑖

and 𝜇(ℎ),𝑖 is relaxed to guarantee the existence of a solution to (22), since 𝑥𝑖 may fall within a critical region i) originat-
ing from a possibly different QP instance in (15), and ii) with active constraints that differ from those for 𝑥, identified by
𝜎(ℎ). In addition, note that only the state 𝑥, which serves as a parameter, is varied to obtain 𝑥𝑖, while the newly introduced
{𝑥𝑖, 𝑧(ℎ),𝑖, 𝜖(ℎ),𝑖, 𝑡(ℎ),𝑖, 𝜇(ℎ),𝑖, 𝜈(ℎ),𝑖, 𝜉(ℎ),𝑖, 𝜂(ℎ),𝑖, 𝜃(ℎ),𝑖} are additional decision variables, subject to the MI linear constraints in (22),
which allow us to define

∀𝑖 ∈ {1,… , 𝑛} ∶ Φ𝑖 =
∑

ℎ∈
𝛿(ℎ),𝑖(𝑧(ℎ),𝑖 −𝐻−1𝑃 ⊤𝑥𝑖).

Each binary variable 𝛿(ℎ),𝑖 ∈ 𝔹, for all ℎ ∈  and 𝑖 ∈ {1,… , 𝑛}, is introduced to parallel the effect of 𝛿(ℎ) in the first part of
the proof. Specifically, 𝛿(ℎ),𝑖 is required to satisfy the implication [𝛿(ℎ),𝑖 = 1] ⇐⇒ [𝜖(ℎ),𝑖𝑗 = 0, for all 𝑗 ∈ {1,… ,𝓁 + 𝑝𝑀}] ∧
[𝐹ℎ,∶𝑥𝑖 ≥ 𝐹𝑗,∶𝑥𝑖 for all 𝑗 ∈ ⧵{ℎ}], and therefore allows one to identify only the control contribution 𝑧(ℎ),𝑖−𝐻−1𝑃 ⊤𝑥𝑖 associated
with that strictly feasible instance among those in (22) producing the largest feasible set. Adopting an identical reformulation as
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in part i) of the proof thus leaves us with:
∀𝑖 ∈ {1,… , 𝑛} ∶ Φ𝑖 =

∑

ℎ∈
𝑞(ℎ),𝑖. (23)

Now, observe that Φ𝑖 may differ from Φ(𝑥𝑖) = Φ(𝑥 + 𝑒𝑖), since the active set encoded by 𝜎(ℎ) for some 𝑥 may differ from the
active set at the perturbed point 𝑥 + 𝑒𝑖, particular for those 𝑥 near the boundary of their partition. However, it still holds that
Φ𝑖 = 𝐾𝑥𝑖 + 𝑐, and hence that

[

Φ1 ⋯ Φ𝑛] = 𝐾
[

𝑥1 ⋯ 𝑥𝑛
]

+ 𝑐 ⊗ 𝟏⊤ = 𝐾
[

𝑥 ⊗ 𝟏⊤ +
[

𝑒1 ⋯ 𝑒𝑛
]]

+ 𝑐 ⊗ 𝟏⊤

= (𝐾𝑥 + 𝑐)⊗ 𝟏⊤ +𝐾

and we can isolate the gain term 𝐾 directly to obtain

𝐾 =
[

Φ1 ⋯ Φ𝑛] − Φ(𝑥)⊗ 𝟏⊤ =

[

∑

ℎ∈
(𝑞(ℎ),1 − 𝑞(ℎ)) ⋯

∑

ℎ∈
(𝑞(ℎ),𝑛 − 𝑞(ℎ))

]

. (24)

We have therefore constructed an expression for the controller gain in the critical region parametrized by some choice of 𝜎(ℎ)
associated with that strictly feasible QP in (15) producing the largest feasible set, which can itself be computed numerically for
any 𝑥 ∈  . After combining all of the additional variables and constraints introduced in this part of the proof, we can finally
apply the technical result in [17, Prop. 5.2] to construct an MILP suitable to compute 𝛼(Φ,), for some given 𝛼 ∈ {1,∞}. ■

5 CERTIFYING THE APPROXIMATION QUALITY OF RELU-BASED CONTROLLERS

Once developed analytical tools to compute key quantities characterizing Φ(⋅) as defined in (3)–(4), or (5), we are then able to
calculate exactly the worst-case approximation error to apply the reliability certificate in Proposition 1.

Since the existence of a polyhedral CLF for a polytopic system is a necessary and sufficient condition for its exponential
stabilizability inside  [9, Prop. 7.39], and since Φ(⋅) as defined by any of the methods described in §2 makes Ψ(⋅) a Lyapunov
function for the closed-loop dynamics in (1) with 𝑢(𝑥) = Φ(𝑥), we may expect that the ReLU based policy should also be
stabilizing when the approximation error 𝑒(⋅) = ΦNN(⋅)−Φ(⋅) is small enough. Given the results in §4, this error mapping stems
from the difference of two continuous PWA mappings, and so is also PWA continuous [22, Prop. 1.1]. The error can therefore
also be shown to be bounded and Lipschitz continuous on  , and we can apply the result of §3.2 to find a condition under which
uniform ultimate boundedness is guaranteed.

The following result provides an offline, MI optimization-based procedure to compute exactly both the worst-case approxi-
mation error between the two PWA mappings, 𝑒𝛼 ∶= max𝑥∈ ‖𝑒(𝑥)‖𝛼 , and the associated Lipschitz constant over  , 𝛼(𝑒,),
for 𝛼 ∈ {1,∞}.
Theorem 3. For 𝛼 ∈ {1,∞}, the approximation error 𝑒(⋅) has the following properties:

i) The maximal error 𝑒𝛼 can be computed by solving an MILP;
ii) The Lipschitz constant 𝛼(𝑒,) can be computed by solving an MILP. □

Proof. i) This part follows by observing that the control action produced by the stabilizing policy Φ(⋅) is linear in the state 𝑥 (if
defined as in (3)), or it can be manipulated to obtain a linear function of variables satisfying a collection of state-dependent MI
linear inequalities (if defined as in (4), or (5) from Theorem 1.(i)). This is consistent with the results in [19, 32] characterizing
the output produced by a ReLU network in general position as in (7), which can be encoded likewise. Thus, the proof concludes
by relying on [17, Prop. 5.2] after noting that, in all the considered cases, a vector norm maximization problem is a special case
of the matrix maximization one.

ii) Since 𝑒(⋅) is a continuous PWA mapping [22, Prop. 1.1], we have 𝛼(𝑒,) = max𝑥∈ ‖𝐾𝑒(𝑥)‖𝛼 = max𝑥∈ ‖𝐾NN(𝑥) −
𝐾(𝑥)‖𝛼 , where 𝐾NN(⋅) denotes the local linear gain of the ReLU network in (7), and 𝐾(⋅) that of the PWA controller in (3), (4)
or (5). While the linear gains for (3) are known once the simplicial partition of  has been fixed, the ones characterizing (4)
and (5) (from Theorem 2.(ii)) can be obtained as a linear expression of variables subject to MI linear constraints. This is again
compatible with the way of expressing the Jacobian of 𝐹 (⋅) over  [32, Appendix D], and hence max𝑥∈ ‖𝐾NN(𝑥) − 𝐾(𝑥)‖𝛼
can be suitably recast into the framework of [17, Prop. 5.2], showing that the norm of a matrix whose entries are affine in the
state variable can be computed through an MILP. ■
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The first quantity is precisely of the type required to apply the stability result of §3.2, thus supplying a condition on the
optimal value of an MILP sufficient to certify the uniform ultimate boundedness of the closed-loop system (1) under the action
of ΦNN(⋅), obtained by suitably training a ReLU network to replicate Φ(⋅). Whether or not 𝑒𝛼 can be made sufficiently small
to meet that certificate depends on the amount and quality of training data, as well as on the complexity of the network (i.e.,
number of neurons and layers). These considerations will be further explored in the next section.
6 CONSTRAINTS SATISFACTION, NETWORK COMPLEXITY AND DISCUSSION

We now discuss several practical aspects related with the design of a ReLU network to compute a controller approximation
ΦNN(⋅), also including further numerical simulations and discussing potential practical limitations of the proposed approach.
6.1 On the input constraints satisfaction
We now discuss several options to force our PWA-NN controller to meet input constraints, i.e., ΦNN(𝑥) ∈  for all 𝑥 ∈  . Note
that none of the techniques we are about to introduce affect the results developed in the paper, as they hold true for any trained
ReLU network regardless the training methodology employed and the post-training performed.

6.1.1 Structural fulfilment
To start, we note that designing a control proxyΦNN(⋅) satisfying input constraints can even be enforced during the derivation of a
traditional controller with any of the strategies presented in §2. In fact, by focusing on the augmented state variable 𝑥̂ ∶= col(𝑥, 𝑢),
we obtain the following discrete-time uncertain dynamics

𝑥̂+ =
[

𝐴(𝑤) 0
0 0

]

𝑥̂ +
[

𝐵(𝑤)
𝐼

]

𝑢

=

(

∑

𝑖∈
𝑤𝑖

[

𝐴𝑖 0
0 0

]

=∶𝐴̂𝑖

)

𝑥̂ +

(

∑

𝑖∈
𝑤𝑖

[

𝐵𝑖
𝐼

]

=∶𝐵̂𝑖

)

𝑢,
(25)

which still enjoys a polytopic structure in view of the properties of the set  ∋ 𝑤. This hence enables us to incorporate input
constraints as state ones directly, since 𝑥̂ ∈  × . Thus, mimicking the mathematical developments in §3.2 with (25) in place
of (1) allows one to derive a (possibly more conservative) bound depending on 𝜁 to conclude on the robust positively invariance
of some joint set ̂ ⊆  × for the underlying perturbed dynamics, and hence for (25) with some control surrogate ΦNN(⋅).

6.1.2 Training and output verification
Another possibility to enforce input constraints requires one to design a tailored training phase for the NN at hand. In particular,
the generation of adversarial examples and traditional output verification techniques have been widely employed to produce
training signals able to guide the network’s output to meet specific requirements [40, 54]. Along the same line, procedures to
determine the weights of a NN, tailored for the satisfaction of polyhedral input constraints [39], and based on the systematic
manipulation of the gradient of ΦNN(⋅) when samples approaches the boundary of the feasible set [27], were given. Once the
NN is trained, instead, one may also resort on reachable set-based approaches [12, 18, 34] to verify whether or not a NN output
falls within a desired set. For instance, in [18] was shown that, due to the specific properties of ReLUs, such a verification step
simply amounts to solve a convex program.

6.1.3 Surrogate controller deployment
We finally suggest an a-posteriori way to enforce input constraints, i.e., during the controller deployment, which is achieved
through a systematic projection onto the set  of feasible inputs (a saturation, in case of box constraints). In fact, by noting
that the stability analysis involving the perturbed system (8) holds for any state-uncertainty-dependent disturbance 𝑑(𝑥,𝑤) =
𝐵(𝑤)(Φ(𝑥) − ΦNN(𝑥)), bounded in some norm 𝛼 ∈ {1,∞} by 𝑒𝛼 due to Proposition 1.(i), and in view of the nonexpansiveness
of the projection mapping [50, Cor. 12.20], we have

max𝑥∈ ‖ΦNN(𝑥) − Φ(𝑥)‖𝛼 ≤ 𝑒𝛼 ,
⇐⇒ ‖proj (ΦNN(𝑥) − Φ(𝑥))‖𝛼 ≤ 𝑒𝛼 , for all 𝑥 ∈  ,
⇐⇒ ‖proj (ΦNN(𝑥)) − Φ(𝑥)‖𝛼 ≤ 𝑒𝛼 , for all 𝑥 ∈  ,
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where we also exploited the relation Φ(𝑥) = proj (Φ(𝑥)). This implies that the theory developed in §3.2 actually supports
the safe implementation of 𝑢(𝑥) = proj (ΦNN(𝑥)) while guaranteeing the closed-loop stabilization of the considered polytopic
system in (1).

6.2 Bounding the complexity of PWA neural-network controllers
The NN complexity, characterized by its depth 𝐿 (the number of hidden layers) and width 𝑁̄ (the number of neurons, for
simplicity identical through the layers) plays a fundamental role to reproduce a given Φ(⋅) as faithfully as possible. Given the
intrinsic nature of a ReLU network, however, whose output is known to be susceptible to overparametrization [44], we aim
at exploiting the geometry of the proposed approximation to bound the required complexity of ΦNN(⋅) in (7), with the goal of
keeping it reasonably low.

It is well-known that a ReLU network with one hidden layer can approximate arbitrarily well any continuous function over
a compact subset of ℝ𝑛 with a sufficient number of neurons [15, 31]. Specifically, this type of structure produces an input-
output mapping in the so-called canonical piecewise-linear representation [14, Def. 2]. However, unless Φ(⋅) possesses certaint
structural properties a ReLU network of finite complexity is insufficient for exact reproduction purposes [48], even in the case
of the simple vertex control law in (3) resulting from a simplicial partition of  as in Fig. 1. Let us consider indeed the following
key concepts:
Definition 3. (Order of intersections [33]) Given a partition of  ⊂ ℝ𝑛, an (𝑛 − 1)-dimensional hyperplane (boundary) is said
to be a first-order intersection, denoted by 𝑆 (1). A linear manifold of dimension 𝑛 − 𝑘 in  is a 𝑘-th order intersection 𝑆 (𝑘) if it
is the intersection of at least two linear manifolds of type 𝑆 (𝑘−1), i.e., 𝑆 (𝑘) ∶= ∩≥2

𝑖=1𝑆
(𝑘−1)
𝑖 . □

Definition 4. (Consistent variation property [14]) A PWA mapping 𝐹 ∶  → ℝ𝑚 possesses the consistent variation property
if for each boundary 𝑞, parametrized as

{

𝑥 ∈ ℝ𝑛 |

|

|

𝛼⊤𝑞 𝑥 + 𝛽𝑞 = 0
}

, there exist constant vectors 𝛾𝑞 , 𝛿𝑞 ∈ ℝ𝑚 such that, for any
pair of components 𝐹𝑝(𝑥) = 𝐺𝑝𝑥+ 𝑔𝑝 and 𝐹𝑝′(𝑥) = 𝐺𝑝′𝑥+ 𝑔𝑝′ defined in two regions separated by such a boundary, it holds that
𝐺𝑝 − 𝐺𝑝′ = 𝛾𝑞𝛼⊤𝑞 and 𝑔𝑝 − 𝑔𝑝′ = 𝛿𝑞 . □

The consistent variation property is a necessary and sufficient condition ensuring that a canonical piecewise-linear represen-
tation of a PWA mapping [14, Th. 1] will exist. Our controllers Φ(⋅) are therefore only amenable to exact representation by
means of a ReLU network with one hidden layer when they possess this property, which is generally a difficult requirement to
ensure. In ℝ2, for instance, the consistent variation property is violated if the highest order of intersection 𝑘 = 𝑛 = 2 is generated
by more than two hyperplanes intersecting in one point [14, Ex. 3], thereby producing a degenerate partition. Therefore, none
of the cases in Fig. 1 or 4 satisfy such a condition. The result given next allow us to exploit the geometry of our approximation
problem to provide a bound on the complexity of the ReLU network in (7):
Proposition 2. Let𝑁 𝑟 be the total number of regions produced by Φ(⋅). To reproduce Φ(⋅) exactly, it is necessary that the ReLU
network in (7) is composed of at most 𝐿 = ⌈log2(𝑛 + 1)⌉ hidden layers with 𝑁̄ ≥ 𝑛 neurons each, where 𝑁̄ satisfies:

[ 𝑛
∑

𝑖=0

(

𝑁̄
𝑖

)

]

⌈log2(𝑛+1)⌉

≥ 𝑁 𝑟. (26)

□

Proof. From [1, Th. 2.1], we know that every continuous PWA mapping can be represented by a ReLU network with at most
⌈log2(𝑛 + 1)⌉ layers. Moreover, from [41, Th. 3.13], a ReLU network with 𝑛 inputs, 𝑚 outputs and 𝐿 = ⌈log2(𝑛 + 1)⌉ hidden
layers of width 𝑛𝑗 ≥ 𝑛, for all 𝑗 ∈ {1,… , 𝐿}, produces the following number of affine regions:

⌈log2(𝑛+1)⌉
∏

𝑗=1

𝑒𝑗
∑

𝑖=0

(

𝑛𝑗
𝑖

)

,

where 𝑒𝑗 ∶= min{𝑛, 𝑛1,… , 𝑛𝑗−1} = 𝑛, 𝑗 ∈ {1,… , ⌈log2(𝑛+1)⌉}. Thus, the relation in (26) directly follows by comparison with
the total number of regions characterizing Φ(⋅),𝑁 𝑟, and by considering hidden layers of fixed width 𝑛𝑗 = 𝑁̄ ≥ 𝑛 so that 𝑒𝑗 = 𝑛,
for all 𝑗 ∈ {1,… , ⌈log2(𝑛 + 1)⌉}, for the ReLU network in (7). ■
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TABLE 2 Complexity bounds for the examples from the literature

Ex. 𝑁 𝑟 𝐿 = ⌈log2(𝑛 + 1)⌉ 𝑁̄ {𝑛𝑗}𝐿𝑗=1
(a) 14 2 2 {2, 2}
(f) 21 3 {3, 2}

(b) 12 2 2 {2, 2}
(g) 26 3 {3, 2}

(c) 48 2 3 {3, 3}
(h) 61 4 {4, 3}

(d) 24 2 3 {3, 2}
(i) 40 3 {4, 2}

(e) 38 2 3 {4, 2}
(j) 66 4 {4, 3}

TABLE 3 Numerical results for the examples in Tab. 1

Ex. || 𝑒∞ 𝜁 CPU time [s] 𝑏

(a) 6 7.09 × 10−4 0.7085 77.6370 0.0098
(f) 9.15 × 10−4 75.9037 0.0126

(b) 8 9.75 × 10−4 0.0799 79.3175 0.0122
(g) 9.77 × 10−4 79.0021 0.0134

(c) 30 0.0064 0.0832 161.0301 0.0770
(h) 0.0071 163.5892 0.0854

(d) 8 0.0240 0.9448 81.6634 0.0254
(i) 0.0255 80.0135 0.0270

(e) 18 0.0059 0.0726 112.8425 0.0812
(j) 0.0063 112.3749 0.0867

Example 1 (Cont’d). For all the examples in Tab. 1, we have 𝑛 = 2 and𝑚 = 1, while 𝑘̄ = 2, which coincides with the dimension
of the state-space. Thus, to reproduce any of our controllers Φ(⋅) exactly, the ReLU network in (7) should have𝐿 = ⌈log2 3⌉ = 2
hidden layers with at least 𝑁̄ ≥ 2 neurons each corresponding to the numerical values reported in the second-last column of
Tab. 2, obtained by solving (26). Finally, the last column shows that relaxing the fixed width condition of the hidden layers may
result in a tighter difference between the number of regions produced and the required ones (e.g., cases (g) and (f)), or a smaller
number of total neurons (e.g., cases (d) and (j)). □

6.3 Further numerical results and discussion
We use the examples in Tab. 1 to verify Theorem 3 numerically, also discussing potential limitations of the proposed method-
ology to design fast ReLU-based proxies for ultimate boundedness control of polytopic systems. Simulations are run in Matlab
using Gurobi [24] as an MILP solver on a laptop with a Quad-Core Intel i5 2.4 GHz CPU and 8 Gb RAM. The ReLU networks
are all trained by adopting a Levenberg–Marquardt algorithm with mean squared normalized error as a performance function.

To set the complexity of each ReLU network, we have followed the indications reported in the corresponding rows of Tab. 2,
where we have considered the case of equally distributed neurons across the 𝐿 hidden layers. Note that, in accordance to Tab. 2
indeed, we are implicitly designing minimum complexity ReLU networks with the same number of layers 𝐿 = 2, each of them
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composed of almost comparable number of neurons (from 2 to 4). As a consequence, the training time required to determine
the values of the underlying NN weights is almost equivalent for all the considered configurations (i.e., from 8.37 to 9.89[s]).

For all the considered examples, the upper bound 𝜁 is computed from (9) with 𝜌 = 0.9999. The numerical results obtained are
summarized in Tab. 3 where we have considered the case 𝛼 = ∞, trained each ReLU network with 50 × 103 samples obtained
from the PWA, minimal selection-based control law expressed in (10) with 𝑃 = 0 and 𝐻 = 𝐼 .

By analyzing the results in Tab. 3 – specifically, by contrasting the third and fourth column – we notice that we have always
succeeded in the design of a minimum complexity, stabilizing ReLU-based surrogate ΦNN(⋅) of Φ(⋅) in (10) for all the considered
cases, i.e., Ex. (a)–(j). In particular, the resulting values for 𝑒∞ suggest that the neighbourhood of the origin we are assured to
reach with ΦNN(⋅) can be made very small in practise, certifying to ultimately bounding the system state in a set up to 99.02%
smaller than the original volume of the control invariant set  (values for 𝑏, last column). Note that the obtained results can, in
principle, be further improved by adding extra layers or neurons in the architecture underlying ΦNN(⋅) – this may come at the
price of slightly increasing both the training time and the time required for computing 𝑒∞.

On the other hand, a well-known drawback of MI optimization is poor scalability with increasing problem size. While it
has already been observed in [17] that the computation time of the worst-case error 𝑒∞ is only weakly dependent on the state
dimension 𝑛, whereas particularly sensitive to the number of inputs 𝑚, here we want to analyze the impact the number of facet
of  has on our methodology. This is particularly relevant since, compared to the technique presented in [17], i) one needs to
consider several KKT systems as in (16), precisely one for each facet of  , i.e., ℎ ∈  , and ii) the expression for Φ(⋅) in (18)
depends on the summation of a bunch of continuous/binary variables over the facet ℎ ∈  . As a direct consequence of both of
these facts, one hence has to include in the derivation of the resulting MILP a non-negligible number of additional MI auxiliary
variables (Theorem 2). Accordingly, the complexity of the polyhedral representation of  plays a key role in the computational
analysis of our approach. With this regard, Tab. 3 indicates that, as expected, the computation time is indeed quite sensitive
to the number of facet characterizing the representation of the polyhedral control invariant set  , as is evident by contrasting
the fifth column for scenarios (a)/(b)/(d)–(e), and (e)–(c). In addition, we recall that bottom rows of each pair of examples are
associated with a richer PWA partition – see Fig. 4. Thus, it is clear that the performance, in terms of approximation quality,
are comparable and do not deteriorate too much for each pair of examples, along with the computation time, which is almost
equivalent for both the considered pair of cases ((a)–(f), (b)–(g), and so on).

In conclusion, the non-negligible offline computational efforts exhibited by our certification method, which do not scale
particularly well with the complexity of the polyhedral representation of the control invariant set  , as expected, enables the
design of stabilizing ReLU-based controllers with minimum complexity, which can be implemented and evaluated on dedicated
hardware up to tens of MHz [55, 51].

7 CONCLUSION

We have considered the design of ReLU-based approximations of traditional controllers for polytopic systems, enabling imple-
mentation even on very fast embedded control systems. We have shown that our reliability certificate require one to construct
and solve an MILP offline, whose associated optimal value characterizes a quantity of the approximation error. While a variable
structure controller enjoys a nice geometric structure by construction, this is not immediate for a (minimal) selection-based pol-
icy. We have hence shown that the latter also introduces a state-to-input PWA mapping, and provided a systematic way to encode
both its output and the maximal gain through binary and continuous variables subject to MI constraints. This optimization-based
result is compatible with existing results from the machine learning literature on computing the output of a trained ReLU net-
work. Taken together they provide a sufficient condition to assess the reliability, in terms of uniform ultimate boundedness of
the closed-loop system, of a given ReLU-based approximation traditional controllers for uncertain systems. In the spirit of [17],
future work will focus on the derivation of suitable certificates, possibly involving the Lipschitz constant of the approximation
error, 𝛼(𝑒,), to recover full exponential stabilization of polytopic systems with neural network-based control surrogates.
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