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Adaptive Output Feedback Model Predictive Control

Anchita Dey, Abhishek Dhar and Shubhendu Bhasin

Abstract— Model predictive control (MPC) for uncertain
systems in the presence of hard constraints on state and
input is a non-trivial problem, and the challenge is increased
manyfold in the absence of state measurements. In this paper,
we propose an adaptive output feedback MPC technique, based
on a novel combination of an adaptive observer and robust
MPC, for single-input single-output discrete-time linear time-
invariant systems. At each time instant, the adaptive observer
provides estimates of the states and the system parameters
that are then leveraged in the MPC optimization routine while
robustly accounting for the estimation errors. The solution to
the optimization problem results in a homothetic tube where
the state estimate trajectory lies. The true state evolves inside a
larger outer tube obtained by augmenting a set, invariant to the
state estimation error, around the homothetic tube sections. The
proof for recursive feasibility for the proposed ‘homothetic and
invariant’ two-tube approach is provided, along with simulation
results on an academic system.

I. INTRODUCTION

Model predictive control (MPC) [1] is a well-known tech-
nique for making optimal control decisions in the presence
of hard constraints on states and control inputs. The classi-
cal MPC relies on exact system model knowledge without
consideration for any uncertainty or noise. Unfortunately, it
is practically challenging to obtain an approximate, let alone
an accurate model of the system. Thus, there are efforts to
relax the need for ‘M’ in MPC. Several questions, however,
arise. Can state predictions, which are at the heart of MPC,
be reliably made without an accurate model? How to account
for errors in those state predictions? Is recursive feasibility
guaranteed? These questions become harder to answer when
the state measurements are also unavailable.

There has already been a lot of progress on how to deal
with uncertainties in the system model, mostly using a robust
tube-based approach [2], [3]. However, robust approaches
typically handle additive disturbances. To account for para-
metric uncertainties in the model, adaptive MPC methods
were proposed, where the goal was to learn the unknown
parameters for better transient performance [4]-[7]. Another
learning-based approach is the iterative learning-based MPC
[8], [9] where learning is done to increase the accessible safe
region for the states to evolve. This method is particularly
useful for applications involving repetitive tasks.

A restrictive assumption made in most robust and adaptive
MPC literature is the availability of state measurements. To
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obviate this requirement, [10] and [11] use a Luenberger
observer to estimate the states, and then design robust tubes
for a system with known model parameters but additive
disturbances. In [12], a tube-based approach independent of
the state estimation method is presented. The application-
based paper [13] uses MPC with an observer for state
estimation; the adaptation done is in terms of switching
from one known system to another. Authors of [14] extend
the work in [10] to learning of the safe region for iterative
tasks, as in [8], while assuming the system parameters to be
known. Recently, some data-driven approaches using Hankel
matrix have been proposed in [15] and [16] which include
an initial data-driven system identification step before the
MPC optimization routine is run. A drastically different
method is adopted in [17], where input-output data is used to
estimate future outputs with an estimated ARX model, whose
parameters, along with the control input to be applied, are
obtained by solving recursive least square (RLS) problems.

Yet, a common assumption in [10]-[14] is that the system
parameters are known, whereas the techniques in [15] and
[16] need an offline phase for data collection and may
not give satisfactory performance if the parameters change
during operation of the optimization routine. The approach
in [17] uses RLS with saturated control inputs, which may
cause violation of any hard constraints on the outputs.

In this paper, we strategically combine an online state
and parameter estimator with MPC leading to an adaptive
output feedback MPC (AOFMPC) design for discrete-time
single-input single-output (SISO) linear time-invariant (LTT)
systems. The estimator deployed is an adaptive observer [18],
which uses input-output data to simultaneously estimate the
states and the system parameters online. The state estimation
error is accounted for by constructing an invariant set [19]
that is used to get a tightened constraint for the state
estimates. The constrained optimal control problem (COCP)
for MPC is reformulated in terms of the state and parameter
estimates, i.e., the cost function along with the constraints
are now defined in terms of the state and parameter estimates
obtained from the observer. Another challenge is to generate
future state estimate predictions required in the COCP by
somehow exploiting the adaptive observer dynamics; this
is non-trivial since it requires knowledge of the future
parameter estimates and outputs. To get around this issue,
the observer dynamics is rewritten in terms of the quantities
known at the current time instant, and an additive uncertainty
is considered to account for the mismatched dynamics. This
uncertainty in predicted state estimates is dealt with using
a homothetic tube framework [2, sec 3.3] that ensures that
the state estimate trajectory stays inside the homothetic tube.
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The set invariant to the state estimation errors is added to
the homothetic tube sections to obtain a larger outer tube,
inside which the true state evolves. This leads to a unique
two-tube architecture: an inner homothetic tube and an outer
invariant-added-to-homothetic tube.

The proposed AOFMPC relaxes the assumption on avail-
ability of state measurements as well as system parameters.
There is no offline pre-MPC system identification phase.
Additionally, this novel framework of an invariant annular
portion around a homothetic tube enables us to impose
constraints on all the states and inputs, and not only on the
outputs and inputs [15]-[17], [20], [21].

Notations: ||-||, represents g-norm of a vector (or induced
g-norm of a matrix) where g € {2,0}. For a vector (scalar) g,
||g||? = g"Vg where V is a matrix (scalar). For sets A and B,
A @®B denotes Minkowski sum and A ©B denotes Pontryagin
difference. I, € R8¢ is the Identity matrix. gy, € R&*" is
the zero matrix. Hg ={g,g+1,...h—1,h} with integers g
and h > g. The value of g at time 7 4 i predicted at time ¢ is
denoted by g;;. The estimate of g is § and g € £ implies
g is bounded. conv{gi,g2,...,84} represents convex hull of
81,82,-.-,8¢ Where ¢ is some finite integer.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider the constrained discrete-time SISO LTI system

Xer1 =Axs+bus , Y =cx; (1)
e, wme Viely )

where x; € R”, u; € R and y; € R denote the state, input and
output, respectively at time ¢. The parameters A € R"*" and
b,cT € R" are unknown constants. The goal is to stabilize
the system while satisfying hard state and input constraints
(2). Provided the state measurements and system parameters
are available, this is achievable with classical MPC [1] by
solving the following optimization problem (OP).

N—1
OP1: min (s ) 2 ¥ (1hviel1f o+ o ;) + o3
i=0
subject to xo =X, xj, € 2 Vi€ ), uy € % Viely ',
)CN‘[ S 32//]‘ g 2 and xi+1‘t :Axi‘t —|—blxll"t Vi e ]If)V71

where P, Q > Opsns R >0, W £ {ugy,uy)y,.ostty_1}> N is
the prediction horizon length (for states as well as control)
and Z7 is the terminal set containing the origin [1, ch 2].

In the absence of state measurements and accurate knowl-
edge of A and b, OP1 is not solvable. In this work, an
adaptive observer is used to simultaneously estimate the state
and system parameters. The estimates are used to solve a
reformulated COCP in a robust framework with a receding
horizon approach [1]. In developing the theory, we consider
the following standard assumptions [4], [6], [10] throughout.

Assumption 1: The state space realization given in (1) is
observable.

Assumption 2: The unknown parameter ¥ = [A b] €
R"™("+1) belongs to a set ¥ £ conv{y*', y*2, ..., y"} where
the vertices y*!, w2 ...yt € R"™("+1) are known, and L

is some finite positive integer. Each element in ¥ forms a
stabilizable system.

Assumption 1 is necessary for an observer-based approach
while Assumption 2 is considered to allow constraint tight-
ening as well as to find a terminal set in the MPC design.

III. ADAPTIVE OBSERVER FOR STATE AND PARAMETER
ESTIMATION

Following Assumption 1, there is no loss of generality if
(1) is considered to be in the observable canonical form with
the parameters as

Infl
3
O1x(n—1) ©)

b=[b1 b ba)" and c=[1 0y, 1] e

T

A:[a }withaz[al a ... anl

The structures in (3) and (4) are used to construct the
observer. Let F' € R"™" be any user-defined stable matrix
of the form

Ut

T
O1x(n1 Bl ®

) } with f=[fi o
Using (3)-(5), the plant dynamics in (1) can be re-written as
X1 =Fx,+(A—F)x; +bu; = Fx; + (a— )y + bu,. (6)

The adaptive observer dynamics is given by
K1 =F& 4 (& — )y + by @)

where @, £ (a1, Gy, ... an,]", by 2 [by, by, ... by,]" €R" are

the estimates of a and b respectively, obtained at time f.

Introducing p £ L(a Nt b7 " € R?" and its estimate p; 2

[(@—f)T bI']" € R, the solution of (7) is given by [18]

&= My, M| pi+F' ®)

=i =0 pi+cF'% )

where §; is the observer output, ¢, = [M|, Ma,| Tl ern
with My, M, € R"™" satisfying

M1r+l = FMI, +In)’t, Ml() = On><n

(10)
M2r+l = FMZ, +Inut7 MZ() = Onxn-

Let %, 2 x; — £, € R”" be the state estimation error and Dt £
p— pr € R¥ be the parameter estimation error. It follows
from (6), (8) and (10) that

%= M, M| pi+F'. (1)

Since %) € % and F is Hurwitz, F'%, exponentially con-
verges to zero. Thus, the convergence of &; to zero is dictated
by the convergence of p; to zero. The following adaptive
law is considered for updating p; using an exponentially
weighted least squares method [22, ch 3]

Pr= P+ 109 (i — cF'%o — ¢ pr)
_1lr o L1909/ T
L 8+
where ¢ € (0,1) and Ty = y*b, where y>> 1 [18]. The
estimate = [A, IA),} (where A, is structurally similar to

12)

I 13)



A, except for a being replaced by 4,), is constructed using
pr given by (12).

Lemma 1: If the regressor ¢ is persistently exciting, then
the parameter estimation error p; and consequently the state
estimation error X; exponentially converges to zero as t — oo.
(Proof: In [18, Appendix] and from (11)).

Remark 1: For an LTI system, the persistent excitation
condition is guaranteed by choosing the input u; to be
sufficiently rich [23].

The parameter estimates {; obtained using (12) and (13)
may lie outside W. Since it is desirable that {; € ¥ (As-
sumption 2), the adaptation law in (12) is replaced by the
following two equations

P2 b+ —cF'So— ¢/ pi) (14)
o, if Y € P
P pt,.l llit € . (15)
Proj(p;), otherwise

where Projri(p;) is an operator that projects p, orthogo-
nally [24, ch 4] onto the set IT= { [(a— f)T IQT}T| a,be
R", { a ‘ OIIX”(;U ‘ b } e‘P}.

Remark 2: Lemma 1 is applicable to the projection mod-
ified recursive updates of p; given by (13)-(15) [24, ch 4].

IV. ADAPTIVE OUTPUT FEEDBACK MPC

In absence of state measurements, the COCP OP1 is
reformulated in terms of the state estimates. This implies
that we need to find a constraint set for £;, so that x; € 3&;
Since £ = x; — &, it is possible to obtain a constraint set 2"
for % by tightening 2" using an invariant set for & [19].

A. An invariant set for the state estimation errors

From (7), we can write the adaptive observer dynamics as

)2;4,1 ZF)?,—F(AI—F))C,—I—IA?IMI. (16)
Subtracting (16) from (6), we get
ft+1 :Fit'i'li/tzt (17

where ¥ £ y— ) € R+ and 7, £ [x] u,]T e R,
Next, we make a standard assumption regarding the uncer-
tainty in initial state estimate [10], [11].
Assumption 3: There exists a known, convex, compact set
Wy containing ¥y and the origin, and Wy C 2".
Assumption 3 is required to characterize a bounded set for
% Vvt €I[y. Using it and (17), we can write
i1
foeWoand & € W, 2 FWoa (PF'Q, Viel (18)
k=0

where Q1 2 {§Z | ||| e BY, Z= [x" u]" withxe 2,
u€ %} and IB%O\P is a ball centred at the origin with radius
equal to max{y(1)— ¥ | V), V) € ¥}

Let Qo 2 lim; e @l F¥Qy. Since Q; is a compact,
convex polytopic set containing the origin, we can find a
minimal robust positively invariant set Q.. that satisfies [11]

Q. = FQ.. & Q. (19)

Computing an outer approximation [19] of Q. is more
tractable; let Q,, be that outer approximation. Using Q,,
and the fact that Wy O FW, D FZWO O..., we get

HEWW 2Wod Qo  VIEI. (20)

Finally, using W,, in which the state estimation error %
evolves, the tightened constraint set for the state estimate X;
is obtained as

X —F =R EXLE X OW,, 1)

which implies that the smaller the size of W,,, the larger the
feasible region for the COCP.

The initial constraint tightening in (21) allows us to
reformulate the COCP in terms of the state estimate. Adding
back W,, to the state estimate trajectory, obtained from the
subsequently reformulated COCP, results in a tube [2] for
the true state trajectory.

The observer dynamics in (7), in addition to generating
state estimates, is exploited for computing state estimate
predictions that are used in the MPC optimization routine.
To that end, the dynamics in (16), which is an equivalent
form of (7), is rewritten as

Viely.
However, in its current form, (22) is not usable for computing
state estimate predictions due to the presence of A;1;, b/

Vi € IT and x,y; Vi € I, which are unavailable at current
time 7. Hence, (22) is rewritten as

Rrvirt = FRei+ (Arri — F)Xepi + byt (22)

Viely  (23)

where & 2 (Ary; — F)%ei + (Wi — ¥)Z4i € R”, with
Zivi & [#1, wyi] € R™! is coined as the prediction
uncertainty. All the terms involving the unavailable quantities
at time ¢ in (22) are lumped together in &;. This predic-
tion uncertainty is handled using a homothetic tube [2], as
detailed in the subsequent subsections.

Xiqiv1 = Ay i by i+ &y

B. Sets for the prediction uncertainties
ABy deﬁnition, ShL'[ = (A;+[ — F))E;+[ + (lp;+[ — lilt)ZtJri =
(Ai — F)Fi + X5 (W1 — W) Zess Vi € T Thus,

&1i €EQ DI Viely 24)
where Q) 2 {(A-F)F€R" | A€Wy, €W, }, Wa 2 {Ac
R |[A b] €W with beR"} and Q3 £ { (Y1) — V) Z €

N N . o T .
R" | 190y = Po)ll € By, Z = [27 ] with $), o) €
Y, 2 2, uc¥}.
C. Tubes for state estimate and control input

The optimization routine provides a state estimate tube
St £ {So/r»S1jr» --» S} and a control tube U; £ {Uyy,, Uy,
...,UN,I‘,} at each 7. The state estimate tube sections are
designed as [2]

Syu=Bu+owDCZ  Viel. (25)

where D = conv{d"',d"?,...,d"’} [(-)"* denotes k'™ vertex] is
a convex polytope containing the origin, and {;, } and {0, }
are the sequences of centers and scaling factors, respectively,
for the tube sections in S;. From (25), we express,



v2

Sij = conv{sl‘l, e

. z\z} where s ﬁ,‘,—i—a,‘td V(i k) €

Hf)v X H{. And the control tube sectlons are given by [2]
' - TN—1
U‘[ {Ml‘l’ l‘l’ :/‘i} g w Vie ]IO

where each f is linked to si% V(i,k) € If ' x I, and is
required to satisfy the inclusion given later in (28d).

(26)

D. Characterization of the Terminal Set

For the AOFMPC, we make the following assumption.

Assumption 4: There exists a pair (P,K) corresponding
to a matrix Z > 0,x,, where P, Z € R™" KT ¢ R" such
that P > 0,x, and — (A+bK)"P(A+bK)+P—Z> om
V(A b] € W. In addition, 3 a A-contractive set 27 2
ED C 2 where £ € R such that ||(A+ BK)%||p < A||£]|p
V(%,K£) € 27 x U with A € (0,1). _

The terminal set for/x\AOFMPC is 27, inside which control
input u, = K%, V&, € Z7. The constant A is chosen such that

A2 C 27 0{Qa (N—1)Qs) (from 24)).  (27)

Assumption 4 is standard in the context of adaptive MPC
[6]. A set EKT satisfying (27) is computable following [25].

E. Reformulated COCP for AOFMPC

Let 6, £ {{ai},{By}, U} Vi € Ij|. The reformulated
COCP for AOFMPC is given by

OP2: min J(%,6;) where

J
J60)2 Y X (53113 + 1 13) +Z sk, B (28)
i=0 k=
subject to fo; =%, g, =0 and 0o, >0 Viel) (28a)
S C 2, UpyCu Yiell™  (28b)
SwC2rc 2 (28¢)

Austf+ by € i1, ©{Q2 @ iQ3} V(i k) € ) x ] (28d)

where Q > 0,,x,, R >0, and P and 3?//”; are defined following
Assumption 4 and (27). From (28a), So|; and U, are single-

ton sets with respective elements £; and ug, = = 2 —

(V)\lt ot —

‘ The control input applied to (1) and (16) at time
1 is u = ug;. The inclusion (28d) obtained from (22)-(24)
ensures that £, € Sy, V(2,i) € I5 x If).

The complete homothetic tube contalning the state esti-
mate trajectory is constructed using Sojo 3 £o and Sy 3 %44
vt € Iy Its pictorial representation is given in Fig.1 as the
yellow inner tube, with the state estimate trajectory in red.
Adding the invariant set W,, to the tube sections of the
homothetic tube results in a larger outer tube (Fig.1). Since
the state estimation errors belong to W,,, the actual state
trajectory is guaranteed to lie inside the outer tube. Algorithm
1 provides the steps to implement AOFMPC in a receding
horizon fashion [1].

Remark 3: The proposed method allows the imposition of
a user-defined bound on the internal states and not only on
the system output (unlike [15]-[17], [20] and [21]).

=Uu

Outer Tube
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Fig. 1. Pictorial representation of the tubes’ structure along with the true
and estimated states of a 2nd-order SISO LTI system. Superscripts on x;
and £; denote the respective components.

Algorithm 1 AOFMPC

Offline: Compute W, from (20), 2 from (21), s, Qs
from (24) and, (P,K) for ¥ and 27 from Assumption 4
and (27).

Online:
for t > 0 do

e Measure y, from the plant (1).
« Run OP2 with %, A, and b, to get u;.
« Apply u; and y; to the observer (16) to get &1, A,
and I;,H. Simultaneously, apply u; to the plant (1).
o Update t <1+ 1.
end for

F. Recursive Feasibility and Boundedness

We make the following claims for OP2.

Lemma 2: Suppose xo € 2, £y € Z and QP2 is initially
feasible (i.e., solution of QP2 exists at + = 0) resulting in
control uy. Then, & € Q, BiQ3 Vi € ]IIOV ~1 and X e Wy,
guaranteeing x; € 2~ Vi€ IV,

Proof: From (20), %y =x0— %0 € 2 — % = %o € Woq.
" & = (Ag — F)Zo € Q, (by definition of Q). Further, (20)
and (28d) guarantee that ¥ X1 € €eW,, and £ € 51\0 C % respec-
tively. ... x; =%+ % € 2 eW,, = x1 € Z (from (21)).

Using similar steps as done for &, %; and xi, it can be
proved that & € Q, BiQ3 Vi e ]IIIV ~1 and X € W,, guaran-
teeing x; € 2° Vi € I). |

Corollary 1: ¥Vt €I, x, € &, % € Z and OP2 is
feasible at time 7 resulting in control L, then, &4; € Qr ©i3
Vi e ]If)vfl, and %; € W,, Vi e ]I1 guaranteeing x;; € 2~
viely.

Theorem 1: If QP2 is feasible at any time ¢, then it will
be recursively feasible at all time ¢t +i Vi€ IT.

Proof: Given that OP2 is feasible at time 7, (28a)-
(28d) are satisfied. For time 7+ 1, let a solution be proposed
in terms of state and input tubes as

St1 = {S0r+1:S 115> SN+ 1}
Uit ={Uopr1: Uit Un— 141}

where S =Siq, Viel) ™!, Sy = 7 @
Uirr1 =Uprrp Vi€V %, Un_yjpn =K27.

The convex combination of the vertices of Sy, that results in
fr41, is used to get ury1 from Uy,. Thus, Bo,41 = %41 and



|1 = 0 implying So[r+1 = {%+1} and Uojr+1 = {urs1}, e,
vl V2 . _
B e e A
Adding and subtracting Atsl.v‘ll‘ 1 —i—b,ul.v"; 41 to the LHS of

(28d) at time ¢+ 1, instead of £, V(i,k) € I 72 x T/, we get
AHIS?\I;H +[;f+1u:')\lt(+1

(T - vk T vaAvk bk

=(Wie1— W) Sije+1 ui\t+1} T A1) T Drlti g

€ Q3@ [Si1op ©{ Q@ (i+ 1)Q3}] = Siy 111 © (Q2iQ3).

From (28c) and (29), Sy_1)14+1 =Sy C 32//”; and Uy 141 =
K Z7. Using Assumption 4 and (27), Vk € I,

AHlSIv\;{fl\tJrl +I;l+1u1v\§:1\t+l = (At "'IA’IHK)SIV\;:H:H
€ ASy_ 141 = ASn SAZT C Sy ©{Q & (N —1)Qs}.

Thus, OP2 is feasible at 7 4 1 with the proposed solution.
Similarly, it can be proved that OP2 will be feasible at 7 +2
using the solution for 7+ 1, and one can recursively continue
to prove recursive feasibility at all time 7 +i Vi € I7. [ |

Corollary 2: The application of control u; = ug|; ensures
x € 2 and u € Upy C % Vit € I§. (Proof: Follows from
Lemma 2, Corollary 1, and Theorem 1. Note: the control
input constraint has not been modified in this paper).

The recursive feasibility of QP2 implies % enters 27
in at most N steps. From (29), the control inputs being
implemented are u, = ug, Vi € ]18/ “Uand u, = K% Vr €
I§. Using Assumption 4, it follows that £; exponentially
converges to the origin if (22) is used for prediction. Since
(23) replaced (22), we arrive at two possible scenarios.

e & converges to zero: This requires p;, and con-
sequently, X; converging to zero following (11). By
Remarks 1 and 2, &4; converges to zero if the in-
put is sufficiently rich. This can be achieved using a
constraint on u; to be sufficiently rich, following [4,
inequality (29)]. With such u;, lim;_... X; = x;. However,
the excitation constraint prevents X; and x; from settling
at zero even as t — oo,

e & does not converge to zero: In absence of any
excitation, there is no guarantee that p, and hence, %
will converge to zero. At best, it can be guaranteed that
X € X B W,

In either case, recursive feasibility of OP2 guarantees that

Xr,ur € Lo ¥Vt € I By definition of 27, £ € Zoo = x; € Lo
vt € I7. Additionally, (15) ensures A,,fat €L, Vtely.

V. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

We consider a 2" order LTI system!

156 1 0.12
x’“_{—o.n 0]"’ [0.16] woyyi=[1 0]x.

The set ¥ = comv{y"', y"?, y*3} where y'' =[3 1 0.3 ;
050 04], vw?>=[-0210; —08 0 0] and y" =

TA 27 order example is chosen for ease of visualization of the tubes,
although implementation on higher order systems can also be achieved,
albeit at a higher computational cost.
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Fig. 2. Normalized parameter estimates obtained from adaptive observer.
The normalized estimates do not converge to 1 in the absence of sufficient
excitation.
10F 1 (1 2 NE)
~ — ) — )
FANY ]
« 5 \
o \
ENU
;: 05 ’"'\\
5 A 05 ==
10 L 18 20 22, 24 26 28 30
0 5 10 Time. ¢ 15 20 25 30

Fig. 3. True states and their estimates. Superscripts on x; and £, denote the
respective components. The zoomed figure shows that £; does not converge

to x;.
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Fig. 4. State tubes for N = 5. The inner (yellow) and the outer (combined
yellow and white) tubes are obtained using the estimates in Figs. 2 and 3.
Superscripts on x; and X; denote the respective components.
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0 5 10 Time, t 15 20 25
Fig. 5. Control input without any imposed excitation condition.

[1 1 0; —09 0 0]. The initial conditions are chosen
to be xo = [—10 ; 8.9], £ = [-10 ; 8.3], Yo = [1.02
1 0.003 ; —0.886 0 0.004] and Wy = {w € R?: ||w]|- <
1.8}. State and input constraints are ||x;|]« <38 and ||u/||e <
45.5. The other parameters for AOFMPC are: N =5, Q =D,
R=0.1, K= [—6.8959 —2.1518}, Iy = 10014, £ =0.25,
P=[38.342 —81.5595 ; —81.5595 213.5527] and F =[0.4
1 ; —0.05 0]. The simulations have been carried out using
[26] and [27].

Figs. 2 and 3 demonstrate that, in the absence of sufficient
excitation, X;, 4, and B, reach the vicinity of their respective
true values without actually converging to them. The two
tubes are shown in Fig. 4 where the inner tube (in yellow) is
for £; (in red line). The blue line is for x; that evolves inside
the outer tube. Fig. 5 shows the implemented control input.

Figs. 6 and 7 highlight the case when u, is additionally
constrained to be sufficiently rich. Fig. 6 shows that d, and b,
converge to a and b respectively within ¢ = 30. This results
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Fig. 6. Normalized parameter estimates with sufficiently rich u,. Here, the
estimates converge to their true values.
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Fig. 7. True states and their estimates with sufficiently rich u,. Superscripts
on x; and X; denote the respective components. The zoomed figure shows
that £, converges to x;.

in the convergence of %; to x; (Fig. 7).

VI. CONCLUSION

The paper proposes a technique to solve the COCP for
uncertain discrete-time SISO LTI systems using only output
measurements. The solution approach involves an MPC using
estimates of the states and system parameters, which are ob-
tained simultaneously from an adaptive observer at each time
instant. Reformulating the COCP using the online available
estimates leads to the introduction of uncertainties in the
state estimate predictions, and is tackled using a homothetic
tube. Additionally, an invariant set for the state estimation
error is characterized. The optimization routine ensures that
the state estimates are in a constraint set tightened by the
invariant set. Adding the invariant set to the homothetic
tube sections creates a larger tube that contains the actual
state trajectory. The two-tube architecture ensures that the
hard constraint on the actual state is never violated for any
possible value of the state estimation error. Simulation results
show the performance of the proposed AOFMPC with and
without a sufficiently rich input. A detailed stability analysis
of the proposed theory will be done as a part of future work.
An immediate extension of this work would be to design
AOFMPC for multiple-input multiple-output systems, and to
show how the persistent excitation condition in Lemma 1
and Remark 2 can be relaxed (possibly by leveraging initial
excitation condition [28]). The proposed method also serves
as a stepping stone to construct adaptive tubes for increasing
the feasible space and thus, reducing conservatism.
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