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Tube-Based Zonotopic Data-Driven Predictive Control

Alessio Russo*! and Alexandre Proutiere’

Abstract— We present a novel tube-based data-driven predic-
tive control method for linear systems affected by a bounded
addictive disturbance. Our method leverages recent results in
the reachability analysis of unknown linear systems to formulate
and solve a robust tube-based predictive control problem. More
precisely, our approach consists in deriving, from the collected
data, a zonotope that includes the true error set. In addition
to that, we show how to guarantee the stability of the resulting
error zonotope in a probabilistic sense. Results on a double-
integrator affected by strong adversarial noise demonstrate the
effectiveness of the proposed control approach.

I. INTRODUCTION

A recent trend in the control community is that of con-
trolling unknown dynamical systems solely from their input-
output data. This trend, which has sparked from a growing
interest in machine learning and reinforcement learning
methods, is more commonly known as direct control, or
model-free control, and has already been investigated in
different ways, see for example Direct Adaptive Control [19],
data-driven control methods such as VRFT [13], and other
references in [25].

In addition to classical direct control methods, recent
research has made use of some results in [31], that allow
to characterize an unknown linear system through a finite
collection of its input/output data (which is also known as
Willem’s et al. lemma, or fundamental lemma, [31], [25]).
Consequently, thanks to this representation, it is possible to
directly analyze the system, or formulate a control law, using
only the collected input-output data, without the need of
identifying the underlying unknown system. Consequently,
it is possible to formulate a data-driven version of the linear
quadratic regulator [17], or data-driven model-predictive
control (MPC) formulations such as DEEPC [14].

Data-driven MPC formulations based on the fundamen-
tal lemma have several advantages compared to traditional
MPC: it may require less data compared to classical learning-
based approaches, and there is no need to identify the
underlying system, which could be a costly process for
complex systems. However, data-driven MPC formulations
based on the fundamental lemma tend to be brittle, and
several studies in the literature thoroughly investigate the
robustness of data-driven MPC procedures by analysing
the resulting multiplicative model uncertainty in the Hankel
matrices of the system. [15], [18], [9], [7].

In contrast, in this work we address the problem of
robustness for data-driven predictive control by exploiting the

* Corresponding author.

1 Alessio Russo and Alexandre Proutiere are in the Division of Decision
and Control Systems of the EECS School at KTH Royal Institute of
Technology, Stockholm, Sweden. {alessior,alepro}@kth.se

data-driven zonotopic reachability analysis proposed in [2].
Reachability analysis computes the set of trajectories that a
system can reach in a finite amount of time, and it is used for
formal verification and set-based estimation due to its robust
control guarantees [4], [5]. Following the analysis in [2],
our approach is based on providing robustness with respect
to all possible system matrices that are consistent with the
data collected by the user. Our method is inspired by [3],
where they provide a robust data-driven predictive control
procedure based on reachability analysis, that, however,
tends to be computationally intensive as well as sensitive
to potential instabilities.

We propose a tube-based approach to robust data-driven
predictive control. We first discuss how min-max robust con-
trol tends to be computationally infeasible for uncertainties
represented by zonotopes, and then propose our method.
The underlying idea is to treat the unknown quantities as
external disturbances of the system, while guaranteeing the
stability of the reachable error trajectories. We show that for a
stabilizing gain K it is possible to bound the resulting error
zonotope of the system. However, computing a stabilizing
gain K is NP-hard, and we provide probabilistic robustness
guarantee on learning and verifying that K is stabilizing.
We conclude by showing our method on a double-integrator
affected by strong-noise, demonstrating how our procedure
can guarantee robustness and constraint satisfaction.

II. RELATED WORK

The problem of robustness for MPC has been well studied
in the literature, see also the following standard references
[24], [27]. Standard min-max formulations usually assume
uncertainty in the process noise, and are usually solved by
means of semi-definite relaxations [24].

As an alternative, tube-based approaches [23], [26] tend
to be more computationally modest, while being robust to
all disturbance sequences. The goal of tube-based MPC is
to ensure that the nominal trajectory of the system satisfies
tightened constraints, so that all possible trajectories of the
true system satisfy the original constraint.

In contrast to classical robust MPC formulations, which
only assume additive process noise, herein we assume that
also the system matrices (A, B) are uncertain, and that the
cost function is a generic convex function. A similar problem
has been studied in [16], where the authors consider the
classical quadratic criterion on the state-action pair, and
assume a linear system not affected by noise with polytopic
uncertainty in the system matrices (A, B). Similarly, in [11],
the authors consider Scenario Optimization [12] to handle
generic bounded uncertainty sets.



Recently, the authors in [3] proposed ZPC, a robust
data-driven predictive control approach based on data-driven
reachability analysis [2] to control an uncertain linear system
affected by bounded noise. The input-output data of the
system is used to construct a matrix zonotope that contains
all the possible matrices (A, B) that are consistent with
the data, which is then used to formulate a robust MPC
approach based on the reachable states. Their formulation,
however, is not a tube-based approach, and does not consider
the problem of instability in the set of matrices that are
consistent with the data. Other robust formulations of data-
driven predictive control approaches analyse the robustness
of data-driven MPC from a different perspective, mainly by
analysing the resulting multiplicative model uncertainty in
the Hankel matrices of the system [18], [7].

III. PROBLEM STATEMENT AND PRELIMINARIES

We provide some preliminary concepts on set representa-
tion, and then define the problem statement.

A. Set Representations

We define the following sets:

Definition 1 (Zonotope [22]). A Zonotope Z of dimension
n, with v generators, is a set defined as

Z={zeR":2=cz+Gz0,[|fllo <1, €R'} (1)

where cz € R" is the center, and Gz = {9(21)’ o ,g(;)} €

R™7, is the generator matrix. Furthermore, we define the
shorthand Z = {(cz,Gz).

Zonotopes, which are a special case of polytopes, are
widely used in reachability analysis [4] due to their compact
representation, efficient computation of linear transforma-
tions and Minkowski sums. A linear mapping is defined
sa TZ = {Tz : z € Z}, and the Minkowski sum
between two zonotopes Zp, Zo is computed as Z; B Zo =
(cz, +cz,, |Gz,,Gz,]). For simplicity, we denote the sum
between two zonotopes using the + sign instead of .

Similarly, we can also define the concept of matrix zono-
tope, which is a set of matrices.

Definition 2 (Matrix Zonotope [4]). A Matrix Zonotope M
of dimension (n,p), with v generators, is a set defined as

v
M = {XeR’LXp:XZCM+ZGS\Z/)13i75||oo < 1}

i=1
(

where Crng € R™ P is the center, and Gpng =
GS&L o GS&) € R"*PY js the generator matrix and 3 €
7 is the generator factor. We define the following shorthand

for matrix zonotopes M = (Cz,G ). As for constrained

zonotopes, the factors Ay = [Ag\l/[), . ,Aﬂ)] € R7exPy

~

We define the concatenation of two zonotopes, which is
the horizontal stacking of two matrix zonotopes Msp =

{[Xa Xp|:Xa€My,XpeMp}. From this defi-
nition, we let My r be the concatenation of a ma-
trix zonotope M4 with itself T times, i.e., Msr =

{{Xﬁf) xP Xf)] X0 e My,i= 1,...,T}.
B. Problem Definition

Model. We consider an uncertain discrete-time LTI model
affected by process noise:

i1 = Aoy + Bouy + wy, 3)

where t € Z is the discrete time variable, x; € R™ is the
state of the system, u; € R™ is the control signal, Ag €
R™*™ By € R™ ™ are the unknown system matrices, and
wy € R™ is the unmeasured process noise. We make the
following assumption of boundedness on the process noise,
which does not necessarily need to be i.i.d.

Assumption 1. The process noise w(t) lies in 2, =
(cz,,Gz,) ie, w(t) € Z, CR" for every t. Furthermore,
we assume that 0 € Z,,. We denote by -y,, the number of
generators of Z,,.

The objective is to robustly control the uncertain system
in Equation for all possible noise realizations w; € Z,,.
Since the pair (A, B) is unknown, we use a result on the
persistency of excitation of the data [31]. For a sequence of
input-state trajectories {(ug,x)}r of length T, define the
following matrices:

X, = [a:l xT] ,
X_ = [JJO JZT_l} ,
U_ = [uo uT,l] .

Assumption 2. The pair (Ao, By) is unknown, and the user
has available one input-state trajectory D = (X_, X, ,U_)

such that rank [X =n+m.

U_

The rank condition can be verified directly from data,
and can be guaranteed for noise-free systems by choosing
a persistently exciting input signal of order n + 1 [31], [17].
Since the pair (Ao, Bp) is unknown, as well as the actual
realization of the noise, there exist multiple pairs (A, B) that
are consistent with the data. We denote this set by Xp:

Yp={(A,B): Xy =AX_+ BU_+W_,W_ € Z,},
which we assume to be stabilizable.

Assumption 3. X is stabilizable, i.e., for any (A, B) € ¥p
there exists K such that (A + BK) is Schur.

Problem statement. Taking inspiration from [24], [8], [11],
[3], our objective is to robustly control the unknown system
in Equation (3)) using a receding horizon approach.
Specifically, the control objective is to minimize a sum of
convex loss functions {¢j(x,u)}, over an M-steps horizon,
while constraining the state of the system z; to a zonotope
Z, at each time step, and the control signal u; to be
constrained to a zonotope Z,. Furthermore, we also assume
that the initial condition zy belongs to a zonotope Z,.



Finally, we solve the problem by using a receding horizon
algorithm that at each iteration computes the optimal control
signal over an horizon of N < M steps.

Our approach consists of two phases: (1) an offline data-
collection phase, to construct an over-approximation of Xp,
a set of possible models consistent with the data collected
from the true system; (2) an online control phase that solves
a robust tube-based MPC formulation.

IV. METHOD

We begin by describing the offline phase, which consists
in collecting data from the true system and build a matrix
zonotope M that contains the set Xp. Later, we describe
the online control problem and illustrate our proposed control
approach.

A. Offline Learning Phase

The offline learning phase consists in collecting a dataset
D (of length T') and construct the uncertain set p using
the expressiveness of zonotopes.

Let Mzz be the T-concatenation of the noise zonotope
Z.,, where T is the length of the dataset D. Then, recalling
the following result from [2], we have that ¥p if a subset
of the matrix zonotope Mop.

Lemma 1 (Lemma 1 in [2]). Given an input-state trajectoq}
D of the system in eq. |i with the matrix [XI Uj]
having full column rank, then ¥p C Mp, where Mp is a
matrix zonotope defined as follows:
t
X_
[U_} - “)

Note that in [2] they provide a precise characterization of
Y¥p,i.e., it is possible to derive a constrained matrix zonotope
Np, which is a convex polytope, that is equal to Xop.
However, an over-approximation is still needed to practically
use Np. For this reason, we simply use Mp, and extend the
assumption of stabilizability to Mp.

M’D—( MZT)

w

Assumption 4. The set Mp is stabilizable.

B. Online Control Phase

We begin by briefly considering the min-max robust control
problem, and understand in which way this problem can
be solved. After that, we present our approach based on
tube-based MPC.

1) Min-max robust control.: Consider the following min-
max optimization problem over an horizon of N steps and

the uncertain set F5 = {(A, B,wi,...,wy) : (A,B) €
Mp,w; € Z4,i=1,...,N}:
Px(z:): min L (The, u
( ) Uil UN |t (A, Bwl7 wN)E]:N Z Ht k‘t
St Tpg1ye = Azgp + Bug + wr Ty = 24
xk+1|t€ZiE?uk|t€ZU3 kzl,,N
(5)

In general, robustly controlling the system in Equation (3)
by solving the problem in Equation (5) tends to be computa-
tionally prohibitive. We can show that the overall complexity
of the inner maximization problem is O (2%(T+N )).

Lemma 2. The inner maximization in eq. () amounts to
checking at-most 2 (Z”T 1 (T'Y“’_l) + Z”N ! (N“f“.’_l))

points in fD, which scales as O (2’7w(T+N)>.

Proof. Since the uncertainties (A, B, wy) belong to a poly-
tope, by linearity, for fixed control inputs, these uncertainties
generate set of predictions that is a polytope. Therefore,
we only need to check the vertices of this polytope to
compute the robust problem. The matrix zonotope Mp con-
sists of ~,, T generators, consequently Mp consist at most
of 2Z"T 1 (TV”;.’_l) < 277w vertices [10]. Similarly, the
matrix zonotope wy, .- JWN) tw; € Zyyi=1,...,N}
has at-most 2 )7 (N'y“’_l) < 2N vertices. O

We remark that it is possible to simplify this issue by
over-approximating a matrix zonotope by an hypercube.
By doing so, Mp can be approximated by an hypercube
with 2™ vertices, if v,7 > mnm. However, the set
{(wy,...,wN) : w; € Zy,i = ., N} can hardly
be simplified due to its dependency on N. To that aim,
we advocate that a tube-based approach may achieve
comparable level of robustness and performance, while
being computationally more efficient. In fact, by using a
tube-based approach we are able to remove the dependency
on N.

2) Tube-based robust control: In tube-based MPC [26]
the problem in (5) is relaxed by not considering the actual
worst realization of the noise sequence w;. The idea is to
control some nominal dynamics Z; of the system, and to
make sure that the error e; = x; — Z; is bounded. In contrast
to classical tube-based MPC formulations, in the problem
herein considered (A, B) are unknown matrices.

We now illustrate our approach. It consists in devising
an algorithm that can take advantage of the theory of
zonotopes to guarantee robustness, while making sure that
the resulting error zonotope of e; is bounded in time. We
begin by considering the nominal dynamics of the system.

Nominal and error dynamics. Consider some nominal,
user-chosen matrices (A, B) € Mp, and define the nominal
predictive dynamics Z; and error signal e; as:

Cf't+1 = Ai’t —+ B'L_Lt, €t = Tt — .’Et. (6)
where %, is the nominal control signal, which is computed
by the receding horizon algorithm. Note that, as shown later,
stability-wise it is important that (A4, B) belong to Mp.

Let the true matrices (Ag, By) € Xp be given by Ag =
A+AAg and By = B+ ABy for some (AAgy, ABy). Then,
we can rewrite the system in Equation (3) as

Typ1 = Az + Bug + wy + AAgzy + ABoug,  (7)



where the rewriting comes from the intuition to treat w; +
AApx: + ABgu; as an additive disturbance of the system.
We consider a control signal u; defined as

Ut :K€t+7._l/t, (8)

where the gain matrix K € R™*" is used to stabilize the
error dynamics. Then, we can derive the dynamics of the
eITor €;:

€t+1 = (A + BK)et + AAO(et + i’t) + ABout + wy. (9)

From the expression of e;, due to the properties of zonotopes,
we have the following result.

Lemma 3 (Error zonotope). At time t the error zonotope is:

-
|
—

Zer = (Ao + BoK)' Z.o +

)

(Ao + BoK)* Zg 41,
0

~
Il

=(eo,0)
(10)

with Zg 4 = AAoZy + ABoty + 2. Moreover, if p(Ao +
ByK) < 1, and (Zy,u) are ultimately uniformly bounded,
then Z. . is a bounded set for any t > 0.

Z. represents the set of reachable errors at time ¢. The
proof stems from the expression of e;; and the fact that
the pair (Z;,u;), is bounded. The boundedness of this pair
follows from the MPC formulation provided below. The
idea is to solve a receding-horizon optimization problem
that at each step bounds the nominal dynamics Z;, so that
Tt + Ze, C 25, as to guarantee that the true dynamics will
belong to Z,. Similarly, we also constrain the signal ;.

The are two problems left to solve: (i) the zonotope Z. ;
cannot be used in practice since the true matrices (Ao, Bo)
are unknown; (ii) how to guarantee the stability of Ag +
By K. Regarding the former problem, the idea is to over-
approximate Z.; by another zonotope Ze,t, so that Z.; C
Z. . The latter problem, instead, can be solved by finding
K that is stabilizing for all (A, B) in Xp.

For the sake of illustrating our method, we begin by first
considering problem (i), and then problem (ii).

Over-approximating the error zonotope. As mentioned,
since the pair (Ag, Bg) is unknown, we cannot consider
directly Z.; in the optimization algorithm that we wish
to solve. Therefore, we construct an over-approximation
Ze,t of Z. . First, observe that from lemma [3| we have the
following recursive formula:

Zer = (Ao +BoK)Zc -1 +AAoZ + ABoty + 2. (11)

K] and M = Mp— [An Bn].

Then, we obtain the following over-approximation.

Define Mp i == Mp Lln

Lemma 4 (Error zonotope over-approximation). Let Z_e’t be
defined as

¢
Uy

Zep = Mp rZes 1+ Ma {m } + 2w, (12)

with 2670 = Ze0. Then, Z,; C Ze,t fort > 0.

Algorithm 1 TZ-DDPC: TUBE-BASED ZONOTOPIC DATA-
DRIVEN PREDICTIVE CONTROL
Input: Data D, zonotopes (2., Z.., Z,), horizons (N, M)

1: Use D to compute Mp, choose (A, B,) € Mp and
feedback gain K. Set 6 < (A, B,, K).

2: Sett<—07i't<—.’17t,€t<—0.

3: repeat

4. Solve Py(et,z,0) in (15) to get uF =
(@) U ds T = T 5 T b

50 SetTyyq a_:glt. Apply control signal u; = Ke; +ﬂf‘t
and observe €41 = Tt41 — iftJrl.
Sett <t +1.

until ¢ < M

e =A

Proof. We prove it by induction. Obviously it holds for ¢ =
0. For a fixed ¢ > 0 we observe that by construction of
M it holds that AAgT;+ AByty € Ma({T4,0) X (G, 0)).
Therefore AAgZ: + ABotr + 24 C Ma (25, X Z3,) +
Z,. Using the induction step, since Z.;_1 C Z_e,t_l, and
Ao+ BoK = [Ay Bo] [‘II?} € Mp ﬁ?], it follows that
(Ao + BoK)Ze 11 C Mp xZe 1.

Assume now that K is stabilizing for all (4, B) € Mp.

Then we obtain the following stability result for Z ;.

Lemma 5 (Stability of the error zonotope). If K is stabiliz-
ing for all (A, B) € Mp, (Z4,1;) € Z,x 2y, (A, B) € Mp
and ey = 0, then there exists a zonotope Z C R"™ that
satisfies: (i) Z&t C Z for every t > 0; (ii) Z is an
invariant set, i.e., for e € zZ = Mpge+w € Z, for
all v € MA(Z; X Z,) + 2.

Proof. The proof draws inspiration from [20, Thm. 4.1].
Define the disturbance set at time ¢ as:

V={A-A)z+ (B -Blu+w:

13
(A',B") € Mp,T € Z,,u € Zy,w € Z,} (13
and define the set of reachable errors:
t—1
E, = {Z(A+BK)’“V:(A,B) EMD}, (14)
k=0

with Et = {O} Then Et+1 = Et + (A + BK)tV We note
that V' is a zonotope, therefore bounded and compact. Since
(A,B) € Mp,and 0 € Z,, then 0 € V. Consequently, since
p(A+ BK) < 1 for all (A, B) € Mp, there exist y > 0
and A € (0,1) such that for all ¢ > 0, max(4,gyemp (A +
BK)'V C pA{0,1,). The rest of the proof follows as in
[20, Thm. 4.1] by noting that E, is a Cauchy sequence in
the Hausdorff metric. O

Therefore, with an appropriate choice of K we are
able to guarantee the stability of the over-approximated
error zonotope. We are now ready to illustrate our algorithm.

Optimization problem. Define § = (A4,B,K) to be



the parameter of the problem. Then, the optimization
problem is formulated as:

o min
ul‘t,...,uN“

N
Pn(et, T4, 0) : > @y tigge)
k=1

St Tppie = AZgp + Blge, i = T,

= = T

Ze,k+1|t = MD,KZe,k|t + Ma |:ﬂzz:| + 2w,
Ze kit + Tie € Za,
KZ_e,kH + ﬂk\t C Z,,

Ze7l|t:€ta
k=1,...,N.

Pn (e, T, 0) is a convex problem, and its solution yields
the optimal control sequence #; = {uj,..., Uy} and
the associated optimal nominal state sequence Z; =
{:i’l“l b Ty .}. By repeatedly solving this optimization
problem, we obtain the receding-horizon procedure in algo-
rithm E} Furthermore, it is straightforward to observe that if
P (es, T4, 0) is feasible at each time step, then the closed-
loop system satisfies z; € Z,,u; € Z, at each time step
under the process noise w; € Z,,.

Note that, depending on the application, additional convex
constraints can be imposed on (Z, @), and other modifications
can be added by considering Ty +C2, e where CZ, e
is the center of the error zonotope at step k + 1]¢.

Lemma 6 (Feasibility and robust constraint satisfaction). If
algorithm(I]is feasible at time t = 0 for any initial condition
o € Zg,, SO that Z,, O Z,, then it is feasible at every
iteration 0 <t < M, and the system satisfies x; € Z,,u; €
Z,, at each time step under the process noise w; € Z,,.

Proof. This is a standard argument and can be easily verified.
By the feasibility of Py in at time ¢ = 0 we are
guaranteed that x; € zg + Ze,2|0 C Z,. Recursively, for
any t we see that w;y1 € Ty + Zeapp C 2y, efc. O]

Simplification. We propose a simple change that can be
used to improve the computational efficiency of the al-
gorithm. Taking advantage of the stability induced by K,
define the operator Tp k2 = Mp kZ, so that Tp 2 =

Tp Kk (Tg}gZ). Then, we can rewrite Z}t recursively as

t—1 _
Zor =Th xZeo+ Y Th [MA |:2t—k—1:| N Zw} _

P t—k—1
(16)
Then, for negligible errors, the user may consider approxi-
mating Z.; as follows for ¢t > ko:

ko—1

Z_e,t ~ Z Tz’%y [MA Ft_k_l} —|—Zw} . a7

Ut —fo—
5—0 t—k—1

where kg is a user-chosen parameter that can be tuned to
only account the last kg disturbance terms.

3) Selection of a feedback gain K : Finally, we consider
the problem of computing K. To guarantee the stability of
Ap+ BoK we may a worst-case approach, which essentially

comes down to compute K such that the following LMI is
satisfied

(A+ BK)"P(A+BK)—P <0, Y(A,B)ée Mp, (18)

for some P > 0. This is well known to be an NP-hard
problem [6], [29], since it amounts to checking the vertices
of Mp, which scales as O(2™™) if we approximate Myp
by an hypercube. The problem we face here is, in nature,
similar to the one that we discussed regarding the min-max
robust optimization problem in the previous section.

In the following we consider two problems: (1) that of
verifying that a given K is stabilizing; (2) the problem of
computing a stabilizing K. For both problems, we make use
of randomized algorithms to provide probabilistic guarantees.

Verification of K through random sampling. Assume
to compute K through some procedure. For example, the
user may use concave-programming techniques to compute
the bi-level optimizaiton problem {K : p(A + BK) <
1,(A,B) € argmax s gyemp |4 + BK|l2}, where the
2-norm is used as a proxy of the spectral radius. Since
the solution to the inner maximization problem is usually
difficult to compute, we need to verify that the resulting
gain K is stabilizing. In that sense, it is possible to assess
the robustness of K in a probabilistic sense. The idea is to
provide a high-confidence guarantee by sampling a batch
wy = {(AD, BM) ... (AN BV} € MY of N iid.
samples drawn according to some measure P over Mp. For a
pair (A, B), define gx (A, B) := 1,44+ BK)>1 to be a binary
function that returns 1 if p(A + BK) > 1. Similarly, for a
sample wy define g (wx) = max;—1  n gx(AD, BW).
Then, define the risk of violation over Xp as:

RK(wN) = ]P((A,B) €EXp: gK(A,B) > gK(wN)).
(19)
We have the following result.

Lemma 7 (Robustness guarantee for a given K). For a
given accuracy € € (0,1) and confidence § € (0,1), if
N > ln(%)/ln(l—ie), then with probability 1 — § we have
Rk (wn) <, that is

Plwy € MY : Rg(wy) <e) >1-34. (20)

Proof. Let Ri(wy) = P((A,B) € Mp : gx(A,B) >
9k (wn)). Using [30, Lemma 11.1], we can straightforwardly
obtain P(wy € MY : Rr(wy) > ) < (1 —¢)N. Since
Yp C Mp it follows that for a given wy the inequality
Ri(wn) > Ri(wy) holds, thus P(wy @ Rig(wn) > ¢€) <
P(wy : Ri(wy) > €) < (1 —¢)N. The proof follows by
considering the complement and setting § > (1 —¢)V. O

Hence, if K is stabilizing for a given batch wy, i.e.
gk (wn) = 0, then with confidence 1 — § we can state that
the probability that there exists (A, B) € Xp for which
p(A+ BK) > 1 is lower than, or equal, to ¢. Finally, note
that the probability measure P is chosen by the user, and,
in general, should represent the uncertainty that the user
assigns to the various regions of Mp.



Computation of K through random sampling. Similarly,
we can learn K by using a random sample wpy sampled
according to P. For example, K can be computed by solving

X AX + BZ
(AX + BZ)T X

for some X > 0,Z. Then we obtain K by K = ZX 1.
Alternatively, the user can compute K through any other
method. However, note that K is now a random variable,
since it is function of wy, i.e. K = K(wy). Therefore, the
bound used in the previous section does not hold. We provide
the following robustness guarantee if [V is sufficiently large.

=0, V(A4,B)c€wn

Lemma 8 (Robustness guarantee for a learnt K (wy)). For
a given accuracy ¢ € (0,1) and confidence § € (0,1), let
N > 5(In5 + dIn ) with d = 2nm]logy(2en?(n + 1)).
Consider an i.i.d. sample wy from Mp sampled according
to P. Assume that K = K(wy) is computed according to
wy, and that p(A+ BK(wyn)) < 1 for every (A, B) € wy.
Then, with probability at-least 1 — § we have

P((A,B) € £p : p(A+ BK(wy))) <e. (2

Proof. The problem can be framed as a statistical learning
problem [29]. The sample complexity then can be found by
computing the VC-dimension of C = {S(K), K € R™*"},
where S(K) = {(A,B) € Mp : p(A+ BK) < 1}.
The stability test of A + BK can be formulated using the
Routh-Hurwitz criterion in the s-domain through a bilinear
transform. Then, the Routh-Hurwitz test consists of n poly-
nomial inequality, each with maximum degree n(n + 1) in
the elements of K. Following the argument in [29, Thm.
3] we apply [30, Corollary 10.12] with | = nm,d = n(n +
1)/2,s = n, which yields VC(C) < 2nmlog,(2en?(n+1)).
The result follows by applying standard statistical learning
arguments, for example by applying [1, Corollary 4]. O

V. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

Similarly to [26, Sec. 4.1], we illustrate our method on
a double integrator affected by strong adversarial noise.
To handle the mathematical operations with zonotopes,
we created a python library PYZONOTOPE{H The code for
TZ-DDP was written in Python, and can be found on
GitHub. To implement the problem in (I5)), the zonotope
inclusion constraints are approximated by considering their
right and left interval limits as in [3]. Finally, to reduce
the complexity of the problem, the order of all the matrix
zonotopes is reduced to 1 using the box reduction method
presented in [21].

Simulations. The sampled double integrator is defined
by the equation:

1 1 0.5 -5
Tiy1 = {0 J Ty + { 1 } U + Wy, To = {_2} . (22)

IPYZONOTOPE: https://github.com/rssalessio/pyzonotope
2TZ-DDPC: https://github.com/rssalessio/TZDDPC

. o
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-1 TZ-DDPC - Z,,
t=0 % TZDDPC- 2
) / ZPC - predicted reachable set
B ¥— ZPC- z;
8 -7 —6 -5 —4 -3 -2 —1 0
T
Fig. 1. Double integrator: comparison of TZ-DDPC and ZPC. The gray

area depicts the complement of Z;. As seen from the image, ZPC is not
feasible for the original constraint zonotope Z;, which was then enlarged
by 25% to make the problem feasible for ZPC.

We chose a strong adversarial noise w; that is uniformly

. 0.1 0.05
sampled from the vertices of Z,, = <0, {0.05 0.1}>.
The state zonotope is Z, = ([—4, O]T ,diag(4,2)), while
the control signal zonotope is Z,, = (0, 1). The cost function
at any step k is defined by ¢(z,u) = ||z|3 + 1072|u|. The
matrix zonotope Mp was built using 7' = 100 samples,
collected using a A(0,1) distribution for u;. The matrix
K = [-0.561 —1.385] was computed by approximately
solving the bi-level optimization problem illustrated in
through the use of concave programming [28]. Finally,
the solution was verified using lemma [7| with ¢ = 1072, 6 =
10~°. In fig. [I| we compare results for TZ-DDPC and
ZPC with M = 12. Due to ZPC being slightly more
computationally complex, we simulated ZPC with N = 2,
and for fair comparison we used the same value of N also
for TZ-DDPC. With the same data, and constraints, ZPC
could not solve the problem without enlarging the size of
Z, by approximately 25%. This constraint violation is also
seen in fig. [l We conclude that using a stabilizing matrix
K can help improve stability, and reduce the complexity of
using zonotope-based methods.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work we proposed a tube-based MPC formulation
based on zonotopes to deal with generic convex loss func-
tions, bounded process noise and uncertainties in the system
matrices. Our method builds on [2], [3], and consists of two
phases: (i) an offline data-collection phase that builds a set
of possible system matrices that are consistent with the data;
(i) an online control phase that uses a tube-based MPC
paradigm to robustly control the unknown linear system.
We show how to guarantee stability of the resulting error
zonotope, and provide probabilistic robustness guarantees
for the stabilizing gain matrix K. Future venues of research
include: how to better approximate the uncertainty set over
the system matrices (for example when the noise is bounded
and i.i.d.), and the study of specific convex functions as well
as extending the analysis to non-linear systems.
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