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Approximate solution of stochastic infinite horizon
optimal control problems for constrained linear

uncertain systems
Eunhyek Joa, Student Member, IEEE and Francesco Borrelli, Fellow, IEEE

Abstract— We propose a Model Predictive Control (MPC)
with a single-step prediction horizon to solve infinite horizon
optimal control problems with the expected sum of con-
vex stage costs for constrained linear uncertain systems.
The proposed method relies on two techniques. First, we
estimate the expected values of the convex costs using
a computationally tractable approximation, achieved by
sampling across the space of disturbances. Second, we
implement a data-driven approach to approximate the opti-
mal value function and its corresponding domain, through
systematic exploration of the system’s state space. These
estimates are subsequently used as the terminal cost and
terminal set within the proposed MPC. We prove recursive
feasibility, robust constraint satisfaction, and convergence
in probability to the target set. Furthermore, we prove that
the estimated value function converges to the optimal value
function in a local region. The effectiveness of the proposed
MPC is illustrated with detailed numerical simulations and
comparisons with a value iteration method and a Learning
MPC that minimizes a certainty equivalent cost.

Index Terms— Data-driven, Learning, Optimal control,
Predictive control.

I. INTRODUCTION

This paper proposes a computationally tractable approach
to compute a solution to the following problem

Q‹px0q “ min
πp¨q

Ew0:8

«

8
ÿ

k“0

ℓpxk, πpxkqq

ff

s.t., xk`1 “ Axk ` Bπpxkq ` wk,

xk P X , πpxkq P U ,

(1)

in a region x0 of the state space. In (1), wk is a random variable
with bounded support and a known probability distribution
function. We assume the existence of a zero-cost terminal set
O; once the system reaches O it remains in there at no further
cost. This infinite horizon optimal control problem (OCP) is
similar to the Stochastic Shortest Path problem in [3, Chap.
3] in having a cost-free terminal set, but differs because we
deal with discrete-time linear uncertain systems with state and
input constraints.

A classical way to solve this problem (1) is Dynamic
programming (DP), through value iteration [2, Chap. 5.3.1],
[3, Chap. 3.4],[22, Chap. 4.4] or policy iteration [2, Chap.
5.3.2], [3, Chap. 3.5], [22, Chap. 4.3]. These methods involve
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gridding the state and input spaces to obtain the optimal value
function and the associated DP policy globally, i.e., covering
all possible states and inputs.

Gridding is associated with well-known issued of control
smoothness and curse of dimensionality [12]. Approximate
DP addresses this issue by approximating the value function
and the policy [2, Chap. 6]. However, manually crafting
basis functions/features can often be challenging. Neural
Networks(NN), which can automatically extract features from
data, provide an alternative for approximating the value function
[2, Chap. 6.4.2] and the policy [2, Chap. 6.7]. However, when
solving the state/input-constrained OCPs (1) of safety-critical
systems, training NNs are difficult [13] and the resulting NNs
require additional safety measures like safety filter [23] or
constraint-admissible set [13] which can result in conservative
closed-loop performances.

Model Predictive Control (MPC) can be seen as a variation
of approximate DP when the terminal cost of the MPC is
chosen as an approximated value function [4]. In [8, 10,
11, 14], researchers solve problem (1) by using MPC. They
assume that the stage cost in (1) takes the form of a linear or
quadratic function and the associated probability distribution
exhibits a finite first and second moment. In this case, they can
reformulate the expected value of each stage cost as a certainty
equivalent cost and exactly calculate the value function of
(1) by solving the Riccati equation. However, without such
assumptions for the stage costs, it is generally difficult to
explicitly calculate the value function of (1). For deterministic
systems, a data-driven approach to calculating a value function
and its domain, called a Learning MPC (LMPC), is presented
in [18]. In [18], from historical data, the value function and
its domain are updated after each episode is completed and
are utilized as the terminal cost and terminal set of the MPC.
[18] proves that this LMPC converges to the optimal control
policy of the given infinite horizon OCPs for deterministic
linear time-invariant (LTI) systems under some assumptions.

In this paper, we propose a novel data-driven MPC approach
that provides an approximate solution to (1) within a local
region in the state space explored by the proposed algorithm.
In contrast to [8, 10, 11, 14], we consider a convex cost that
is not necessarily reformulated as a certainty equivalent cost.
Compared to [18, 19, 20], we consider the expected sum of
stage costs.

Our data-driven approach uses a forward iterative strategy,
unlike DP, which works backward from a target set O to
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the initial state. Our method moves forward from the initial
state to O and iteratively updates the value function and its
domain. In particular, we collect data from each episode, a
task starting from an initial state and ending when it reaches a
predefined target set O. After each episode, we explore areas
in the state space which the system has not visited before, a
process denoted as Exploration. Using data from completed
episodes and the Exploration, we update the estimated value
function and its domain. These updated values serve as the
terminal cost and terminal set in the MPC for the next episode.
Our contributions are summarized as:

‚ We formulate a one-step MPC which approximates prob-
lem (1).

‚ We prove that the closed-loop system controlled by the
proposed one-step MPC has the following properties: (i)
convergence in probability: the probability that the closed-
loop system converges to the target set O approaches one
as the time step goes to infinity, and (ii) robustly satisfies
state and input constraints.

‚ We prove that as the number of episodes increases an
upper bound of the closed loop optimal cost decreases.
Moreover, we prove that this upper bound converges to a
neighborhood of the optimal value function of (1).

‚ We propose a novel exploration method. Compared to the
[7, Algorithm 2] where the farthest reachable states along
certain predetermined or random directions are found, we
calculate the direction of improving the performance and
find the farthest reachable states along that direction.

‚ With numerical simulations, we compare our proposed
approach with the LMPC with certainty equivalent cost
[19] and the value iteration method in [26]. In terms of the
expected total cost, our proposed approach outperforms
the LMPC [19] by 16%. Additionally, the terminal cost
of our proposed MPC closely approximates the value
function of the value iteration method in a local region
while the proposed method is fifteen times faster than the
value iteration method.

Notation: Throughout the paper, we use the following
notation. The Minkowski sum of two sets is denoted as X‘Y “

tx`y : x P X , y P Yu. The Pontryagin difference between two
sets is defined as X a Y “ tx P X : x ` y P X ,@y P Yu. The
m-th column vector of a matrix H is denoted as rHsm. The
m-th component of a vector h is rhsm. PpAq is the probability
of the event A, and Er¨s is the expectation of its argument.
The notation xl:m means the sequence of the variable x from
time step l to time step m. dimpvq denotes the dimension of
the vector v. intpSq denotes the interior of the set S . convtSu

denotes the convex hull of the set S.

II. PROBLEM SETUP

A. System Dynamics

We consider an uncertain LTI system perturbed by a state
additive, stochastic disturbance. The system dynamics is given
as follows:

xj
k`1 “ Axj

k ` Buj
k ` wj

k, wj
k „ ppwq,

xj
0 „ ppx0q,

(2)

where xj
k P Rnx is the state, and uj

k P Rnu is the input at
time step k of the episode j. System matrices A and B are
known. The initial state of the system xj

0 is a random vector
with distribution ppx0q. At each time step k of the episode j,
the system is affected by a random disturbance wj

k P Rnx with
known distribution ppwq. We use the following assumptions
on the system (2).

Assumption 1: (Bounded Random Disturbance) We assume
that the random disturbance wj

k is an independently and
identically distributed (i.i.d.), zero-mean random variable with
known distribution ppwq and known support W . The set
W “ tw | Hww ď hwu is a nonempty polytope that contains
the origin in its interior. Furthermore, lw is the number of
vertices of W , and vWi is the i-th vertex of the W .

Assumption 2: (Bounded Random Initial State) We assume
that the initial state xj

0 is an independently and identically
distributed (i.i.d.) with distribution ppx0q and known support
S. Moreover, the set S is compact.

B. Constraints
System (2) is subject to the following constraints:

xj
k P X , uj

k P U , @wj
k P W,

@k ě 0, @j ě 0,
(3)

where X “ tx |Hxx ď hxu is a polyhedron, and U “

tu |Huu ď huu is a nonempty polytope. For the feasibility of
the problem setup, we use the following assumption.

Assumption 3: @xj
0 „ ppx0q, xj

0 P X .

C. Optimal Control Problem (OCP)
We consider a control task where we would like to steer the

system (2) towards the target set O Ă Rnx while minimizing
the expected sum of the stage cost ℓp¨, ¨q : Rnx ˆ Rnu Ñ R
and robustly satisfying the constraints (3) for every realization
of additive disturbances. We use the following assumptions on
the target set O and the stage cost ℓp¨, ¨q.

Assumption 4: (Robust Positive Invariant Set O) A set O Ď

X is a robust positive invariant set for the autonomous system
xk`1 “ pA ` BKqxk ` wk where wk P W and K is a given
state feedback gain, i.e., if xk P O ñ xk`1 P O, @wk P W .
Furthermore, the set O is a polytope with a nonempty relative
interior [1] where its vertices are tvO1 , vO2 , ..., vOlOu.
We define KO “ tu|u “ Kx, x P Ou. By Assumption 4,
@x P O, Du P KO such that Ax ` Bu ` w P O, @w P W .

Assumption 5: (Differentiable, Convex, and Positive Def-
inite Stage Cost) The stage cost ℓp¨, ¨q is differentiable and
jointly convex in its arguments. Furthermore, we assume that
ℓpx, uq “ 0, @x P O and @u P KO. Also, ℓpx, uq ą 0, @x P

RnxzO, @u P RnuzKO.
We want to compute a solution to the following infinite

horizon OCP under the Assumptions 1-5 for x „ ppx0q:

Q‹pxq “ min
πp¨q

Ew0:8

«

8
ÿ

k“0

ℓpxk, πpxkqq

ff

s.t., xk`1 “ Axk ` Bπpxkq ` wk,

x0 “ x, wk „ ppwq,

xk P X , πpxkq P U , @wk P W,

@k ě 0.

(4)
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Note that system (2) is uncertain and that the OCP (4) involves
an optimization over state feedback policies πp¨q [2, Chap.1.2]

Remark 1: Once the state xj
k of (2) reaches the target set

O, it will remain within it. This is because remaining in the
target set O is optimal according to Assumption 5. Moreover,
remaining in the target set O is feasible by Assumption 4.

III. APPROACH

A. Solution Approach
There are three main challenges in solving (4), namely:

(C1) Solving the problem (4) for T Ñ 8 is computationally
demanding.

(C2) Minimizing the expected cost in (4) involves infinitely
nested multivariate integrals.

(C3) Optimizing over control policies πp¨q is an infinite
dimensional optimization problem.

We address (C1)-(C3) by solving a simpler constrained OCP
with prediction horizon N “ 1 in a receding horizon fashion
and updating its parameters over multiple episodes. Specifically,
we design an MPC controller of the following form:

V jpxq “ min
uk

ℓpxk, ukq ` Ewk

“

Qj´1pxk`1q
‰

s.t., xk`1 “ Axk ` Buk ` wk,

xk “ x, wk „ ppwq

xk P X , uk P U ,
xk`1 P SSj´1, @wk P W,

(5)

where xk`i is the state and uk`i is the input at predicted
time step k ` i. SSj´1 is the terminal set and Qj´1p¨q is the
terminal cost, which is the estimated value function defined
on the terminal set SSj´1. The upper index is used to denote
the episode. Let T j denote the end time of the j-th episode,
i.e., xj

T j P O.
For time step k of episode j, we store a state xj

k and the
associated optimal input u‹

k “ πj‹pxj
kq to learn the terminal

set SSj and the terminal cost Qjp¨q for the next episode j ` 1
after the episode j is completed, which will be detailed in
Sec. IV. SSj´1 is also called a safe set [18] since if properly
computed, it is robust positive invariant, i.e., @x P SSj´1, Du P

U , s.t., Ax`Bu`w P SSj´1, @w P W . The block diagram
of the proposed approach is illustrated in Fig. 1.

Fig. 1. Overall block diagram of the proposed approach.

B. Tractable reformulation of (5)
Although the infinitely nested expected cost in (4) reduces to

a single expected terminal cost in (5), it is still computationally
intractable for real-time applications, in general. This is
because evaluating the expected terminal cost in (5) involves
a multivariate integral. We present the tractable reformulation
of (5) in this section.

1) Tractable reformulation of the expected terminal cost in
(5): We reformulate the expected terminal cost in (5) by
approximating the multivariate integral with a discrete sum by
discretizing the disturbance set W . Our discretization approach
involves sampling disturbances randomly within the disturbance
set W and including the vertices of W . The discretized
disturbances consist of all sampled points and the vertices
of W as shown in Fig. 2.

Fig. 2. A two-dimensional example of the discretization method. The
dark gray polytope is the disturbance set W . All dots are the discretized
disturbances. The blue dots denote randomly sampled points while the
red dots denote vertices of the disturbance set W .

Let M denote the number of discretized disturbances and wm

denote m-th discretized disturbance. As the sampled distur-
bance set twmuMm“1 includes vertices of W , any disturbance
w P W can be parameterized as a convex combination of the
discretized disturbances as follows:

w “

M
ÿ

m“1

µmpwqwm, (6)

where µmpwq is the parameterized convex coefficient. We
will use (6) to replace a generic disturbance w with the
convex combination of the sampled disturbance set twmuMm“1.
This replacement is needed to numerically compute the
expected cost. To compute the optimality gap in Section V-
C, the parameterized coefficients need to satisfy the property
introduced next.

Assumption 6: @w P W , let m be in the set tm|m P

t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ ,Mu and µmpwq ‰ 0u, the following conditions hold:
6.1. Existence of bound

Dδpw,Mq ą 0, ||w ´ wm|| ď δpw,Mq. (7)

6.2 Decreasing bound as increasing M
Consider M “ M1, and we continuously sample the distur-
bance within W while maintaining the previous M1 samples.
Then, we have the following:

DN ą M1, @M2 ě N, δpw,M1q ą δpw,M2q. (8)
Remark 2: Assumption 6 implies that for any disturbance

w P W , the discretized disturbance wm with non-zero
coefficient µmpwq is located close to w. Furthermore, as the
number of the discretized disturbances M increases sufficiently,
the bound δpw,Mq decreases. Appendix A describes different
ways to calculate µmpwq and its expected value for ppwq,
which is pm described next.

Once the function µmpwq is calculated, we take the expec-
tation of it with respect to ppwq, which is a coefficient of the
discrete sum to approximate the expected terminal cost in (5):

pm “ Ewrµmpwqs. (9)
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Using the coefficients pm, we approximate the expected
terminal cost in the (5) with a discrete sum as follows:

Ewj
k

”

Qj´1pAxj
0|k ` Buj

0|k ` wj
kq

ı

»

M
ÿ

m“1

pmQj´1pAxj
0|k ` Buj

0|k ` wmq

(10)

2) Tractable MPC problem: The tractable reformulation of
the MPC problem (5) can be acheived by replacing the terminal
cost of (5) with its approximation in (10) and robustifying the
terminal constraint xj

1|k P SSj´1, @wj
k P W . In summary, the

tractable reformulation of (5) is given as follows:

V̂ jpxq “ min
uk

ℓpxk, ukq `

M
ÿ

m“1

pmQj´1px̄k`1 ` wmq

s.t., x̄k`1 “ Axk ` Buk,

xk “ x,

xk P X , uk P U ,
x̄k`1 P SSj´1

a W,

(11)

where x̄k`1 is a nominal state at predicted time step k ` 1.
After solving (11), we apply the optimal MPC policy πjp¨q:

uj
k “ πj‹pxj

kq “ u‹
k (12)

to system (2) at time k of the episode j in closed-loop.
3) Convergence to the target set in probability: In this section,

we prove that the approximation in (10) is an upper bound
of the expected terminal cost in (5), and describe how this
property is used to ensure the convergence in probability to
the target set O when the system (2) is controlled by the MPC
policy (12).

First, we prove that the approximation in (10) is an upper
bound of the expected terminal cost in (5) similarly as proved
in [16, Thm.1].

Proposition 1: Suppose the value function Qjp¨q is a convex
function. Let Assumptions 1-5 hold. Then, the value function
Qjp¨q satisfies the following inequality for all x P SSj :

M
ÿ

m“1

pmQjpAx ` Bu ` wmq ě EwrQjpAx ` Bu ` wqs.

(13)
Proof: We have the following.

EwrQjpAx ` Bu ` wqs

“

ż

wPW
QjpAx ` Bu ` wqppwqdw

ď

ż

wPW

M
ÿ

m“1

µmpwqQjpAx ` Bu ` wmqppwqdw

“

M
ÿ

m“1

QjpAx ` Bu ` wmq

ż

wPW
µmpwqppwqdw

“

M
ÿ

m“1

pmQjpAx ` Bu ` wmq,

(14)

where the first inequality is due to the convexity of the value
function Qjp¨q and the definition of µmpwq (6), and the last
equality is from the definition of pm in (9).

We will prove that Qjp¨q is a convex function in IV-C.
In Section V-B, we show that property (13) is related to

the stochastic stability of the closed loop system [16]. In
Proposition 5 in Sec. V-B, we prove that Qj´1pxq ě V̂ jpxq,
then the following result follows from Proposition 1:

Qj´1pxq

ě ℓpx, πj‹pxqq `

M
ÿ

m“1

pmQjpAx ` Bπj‹pxq ` wmq

looooooooooooooooooooooooooooooomooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooon

V̂ jpxq from (11)

ě ℓpx, πj‹pxqq ` EwrQjpAx ` Bπj‹pxq ` wqs.

(15)

Inequality (15) implies that Qj´1pxq decreases at each step.
This result will be key in proving that the closed-loop system
(2) controlled by the MPC policy (12) converges to the target
set O with probability 1. Details will be provided in Sec. V-B.

IV. LEARNING THE SAFE SET SSj

AND VALUE FUNCTION Qjp¨q USING DATA

In this section, we present how the safe set SSj and the
value function Qjp¨q in (11) are updated using the data, which
is the "Learning" block in Fig. 1. This section is organized as
follows. First, we describe how to initialize the safe set SSj

and the value function Qjp¨q, i.e., how to compute SS0 and
Q0p¨q. Second, we present Exploration, which is a new method
to explore the state space while satisfying the constraints (3).
This is the novel part and one of our contributions. Third, we
describe how to update SSj and Qjp¨q offline using the data.
This part is similar to the methods in [20, Sec.V.B-D]. At the
end of this section, we introduce the properties of the safe set
SSj and the value function Qjp¨q.

A. Initialization
In this subsection, we describe how to compute SS0 and

Q0p¨q. To do that, we make the following assumption on the
existence of a feasible solution to the problem (4).

Assumption 7: A sub-optimal controller of the infinite hori-
zon OCP (4) is available, and the system (2) controlled by this
sub-optimal controller ends the episode within a finite time.

Remark 3: Assumption 7 is not overly restrictive in some
pratical applications. For instance, in autonomous racing
scenarios, which can be formulated as an infinite horizon
OCP as in [17, 18], a tube MPC [15], which follows a planned
trajectory, can be utilized for designing a sub-optimal controller
as in [25].

We provide a concise summary of the design process for
SS0 and Q0p¨q using the tube MPC method [15]. For a more
comprehensive understanding, please refer to Appendix B.

We conduct one closed-loop episode of the system (2)
controlled by the tube MPC and collect the predicted nominal
state and tube surrounding the nominal state. Then, we construct
an initial state data matrix X0, comprising these nominal states
and tube vertices. Specifically, the initial safe set is defined as:

SS0
“ conv

#

O
ď

#

L
ď

i“1

trX0siu

++

, (16)

where L is the number of the states stored in the state data
matrix X0, and rX0si denotes i-th column vector of X0. Thus,
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SS0 is the convex hull of the target set O and every column
vector in X0.

Similarly, during the episode, we collect the corresponding
control input of each column vector of X0. Let πTube denote
the tube MPC policy. Then, i-th column vector of the initial
input data matrix U0 is defined as follows:

rU0si “ πTubeprX0siq. (17)

For each state in X0 and the corresponding input in U0, we
calculate an estimated cost-to-go value and store it in a cost
data matrix J0. This cost data matrix J0 should satisfy the
following conditions:

Q0pxq ě

dimpJ0
q

ÿ

i“1

rλ0‹si

"

ℓprX0si, rU0siq

`

M
ÿ

m“1

pmQ0pArX0si ` BrU0si ` wmq

*

(18)
where Q0p¨q is the initial value function defined on SS0

computed using X0 and J0 as:

Q0pxq “ min
λ0

J0λ0

s.t., X0λ0 “ x,

λ0 ě 0, 1Jλ0 “ 1,

(19)

and λ0‹ is an optimal vector of the problem (19), which
represents x P SS0 as a convex combination of the data points
of X0 as described in the first constraint of (19). In Appendix
B, we present a way to calculate J0 to satisfy the condition (18)
when the sub-optimal controller satisfied Assumption 7 is a
Tube MPC [15]. Note that Q0pxq is a convex, piecewise affine
function as it is an optimal objective function of the multi-
parametric linear program [5]. When calculating the optimal
input in (20) at episode j “ 1, the function Q0pxq does not
have to be calculated in prior as the minimization problem (19)
can be incorporated into the problem (20) and form a single
unified optimization problem.

In summary, we initialize SSj and Qjp¨q with SS0 in (16)
and Q0p¨q in (19).

B. Exploration
Exploration refers to finding a subset of the set tx P X |x R

SSj´1, and (11) is feasibleu after the episode j is completed
and before the episode j ` 1 starts. The condition "(11)
is feasible." implies that the state x can be robustly steered to

the safe set SSj´1. This condition will be used to prove the
robust positive invariance of the updated set SSj in Proposition
3, which is a key to ensure the recursive feasibility of (11)
in Sec. V-A. The set of explored states will be appended to
the set SSj´1 and utilized to update the function V̂ jp¨q to
improve the expected cost in (4) of the closed-loop system (2)
controlled by the MPC policy (12), which we will refer to as
controller "performance".

We introduce an exploration strategy that allows improving
the cost V̂ j`1p¨q of (11) and enlarging the safe set SSj of
problems (11) at the next episode j ` 1 when compared to
V̂ jp¨q and SSj´1 at current episode j.

Remark 4: In previous LMPC papers [18, 19, 20], the
exploration outside of the safe set was naturally incorporated
into the formulation. In their setups, the horizon length is
N ą 1, which meant that some visited states xj

k might not be
in the safe set SSj´1. However, in our problem setting, all
visited states xj

k are in the safe set SSj´1. This is because we
solve the MPC (11) with prediction horizon N “ 1 and enforce
x̄j
1|k P SSj´1

a W , which implies xj
1|k P SSj´1, @wk P W .

The exploration can be carried out by randomly selecting a
state x from the set X zSSj´1 and checking whether the state
x is feasible for the MPC (11). Alternatively, one can find
the farthest reachable states from SSj´1 along predetermined
directions as described in [7, Algorithm 2]. However, as this
method selects the directions of exploration not necessarily
relevant to the direction of improving the performance, it
can be computationally inefficient. The proposed approach in
this paper involves two steps. Specifically, we first calculate
a descent direction for improving the performance through
exploration and subsequently find states outside of the safe set
in the descent direction.

1) Calculating a descent direction: First, to find the direction
that is relevant to decreasing the cost, we calculate a descent
direction at the optimal solution of (11), πj‹pxj

kq. For brevity,
we reformulate the problem (11) as follows:

min
u

f jpuq (20a)

s.t., HpAxj
k ` Buq ď h, (20b)

Huu ď hu, (20c)

where f jp¨q is a cost function in abstract form and SSj´1
a

W “ tx|Hx ď hu. Note that SSj´1
aW is a convex polytope

that will be introduced in Sec. IV-C. Although the parameters
H and h in (20b) are updated for every episode j, we denote the
constraint without any superscript j for brevity. The goal is to
calculate the descent direction using the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker
(KKT) conditions [6].

The optimal solutions of (20), u‹, satisfies the following
stationarity condition of the KKT conditions:

∇f jpu‹q ` pHBqJνj‹

k ` HJ
u γ

j‹

k “ 0, (21a)

where νj‹

k ě 0 and γj‹

k ě 0 are the optimal dual variables at
time step k of the episode j associated with the constraints
(20b) and (20c), respectively. From the condition (21a), we can
calculate the gradient of the cost function ∇f jpu‹q as follows:

´∇f jpu‹q “ pHBqJνj‹

k ` HJ
u γ

j‹

k (22)

Using ∇f jpu‹q, the descent direction dexp P Rnu is a vector
which satisfies the following inequality:

∇f jpu‹qJdexp ď 0. (23)

Note that dexp P Rnu is the vector in the input space.
Remark 5: KKT conditions[6] require the differentiability

of the cost function. While Assumption 5 guarantees the
differentiability of the stage cost ℓp¨, ¨q, the function Qjp¨q

is continuous and piecewise affine, which will be introduced
in Sec. IV-C, but lacks differentiability at certain points.
However, these non-differentiable points have zero probability
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of occurring in states. Hence, in this paper, we primarily use
gradient notation instead of subgradient notation for the cost
function in (20). If the cost function f jpuq becomes non-
differentiable, its subgradient must be used.

2) Finding states to be explored: Second, we find states to be
explored. These states are outside of the safe set and located
in the descent direction. Moreover, these states are robustly
controlled to the current safe set SSj´1.

Our exploration strategy is as follows: for each collected state
xj
k, we find a 1-step robust reachable set1 from the given state

xj
k that is situated at the maximum distance from the current

safe set SSj´1 in the descent direction dexp. To ensure that all
states in a 1-step robust reachable set are feasible solutions of
(11), we impose the following constraint: all states in the 1-step
robust reachable set should be robustly steered to SSj´1. In
particular, we try to solve the following optimization problem
where the decision variables are the descent direction vector
dexp P Rnu and a control policy πexp : X Ñ U as follows:

dSSj pxj
kq “ (24a)

max
dexp,
πexpp¨q

distpxj
k,exp,SS

j´1
q (24b)

s.t., ∇f jpu‹qJdexp ď 0 (24c)

xj
k,exp “ Axj

k ` Bpu‹ ` dexpq ` w, w „ ppwq,

(24d)

xj
k,exp P X , @w P W, (24e)

u‹ ` dexp P U , (24f)

Axj
k,exp ` Bπexppxj

k,expq P SSj´1, @w P W, (24g)

πexppxj
k,expq P U , @w P W, (24h)

where xj
k,exp is a state to be explored. The cost function (24b)

is a distance measure between the state xj
k,exp and the safe

set SSj´1. The constraint (24c) equal to (23) ensures that the
vector dexp is a descent direction. The set of feasible solutions
xj
k,exp for all w P W is 1-step robust reachable set because of

(24d), (24e), and (24f). The constraints (24g) and (24h) are to
robustly steer the 1-step robust reachable set to SSj´1.

There are two main challenges in solving the exploration
optimization problem (24). First, optimizing over control
policies πexpp¨q involves an infinite-dimensional optimization.
Second, maximizing a distance measure is a non-convex
problem.

We address the first challenge by approximating the control
policy with a convex combination of the finite number of inputs,
denoted as uW

i , where i P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , lwu. Remind that lw is the
number of vertices of W and vWi is the i-th vertex of W . Each
control input uW

i satisfies the following:

uW
i P U ,

AxW
i ` BuW

i ` w P SSj´1, @w P W,

xW
i “ Axj

k ` Bpu‹ ` dexpq ` vWi .

(25)

This means that a control input uW
i robustly steers back the

system (2) at xW
i to the safe set SSj´1, where xW

i is a

1Refer to Appendix C for the definition.

predicted state of the system (2) starting from xj
k, controlled

by u‹ ` dexp and perturbed by vWi . The control policy is
parameterized as a convex combination of uW

i , i P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , lwu

as follows:

π̂exppxq P tu|u “ ruW
1 , ¨ ¨ ¨ , uW

lw sλ, λ ě 0, 1Jλ “ 1,

x “ Axj
k ` Bpu‹ ` dexpq ` rvW1 , ¨ ¨ ¨ , vWlw sλu.

(26)
Now, we prove that (26) is a control policy that satisfies the

constraints (24g) and (24h).
Proposition 2: (The control policy (26) is a valid policy.)

Suppose that SSj´1 is a convex set. Let Assumption 1 hold.
Then, the control policy (26) satisfies the constraints (24g) and
(24h).

Proof: Note that xW
i , where i P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , lwu, are the

predicted states perturbed by i-th vertex of W , vWi , as described
in (25). Since W is a convex set, we can write the state xj

k,exp

defined in (24d) for all w P W as a convex combination of
xW
i , where i P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , lwu, as follows:

xj
k,exp “

řlw
i“1rλsix

W
i

“ Axj
k ` Bpu‹ ` dexpq ` rvW1 , ¨ ¨ ¨ , vWlw sλ,

(27)

where λ is an associated convex coefficient vector such that
λ ě 0, 1Jλ “ 1, and rλsi is the i-th element of the vector λ.
From uW

i P U in (25), π̂expp¨q in (26), and (27), we have that

π̂exppxj
k,expq “

řlw
i“1rλsiu

W
i “ ruW

1 , ¨ ¨ ¨ , uW
lw sλ. (28)

This implies that π̂exppxj
k,expq can be written as a convex

combination of uW
i , i P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , lwu. As U is a convex set,

the input constraint (24h) is satisfied,i.e., π̂exppxj
k,expq P U .

Furthermore, from AxW
i ` BuW

i ` w P SSj´1, @w P W
in (25) and by convexity of the set SSj´1, which will be
described in Sec. IV-C, we have that

řlw
i“1rλsipAxW

i ` BuW
i ` wq

“ Axj
k,exp ` Bπexppxj

k,expq ` w P SSj´1, @w P W,
(29)

which shows that πexppxj
k,expq (26) satisfies (24g).

We will see that SSj´1 is a convex set in IV-C.
We tackle the second challenge by choosing a distance

measure in (24b) which is linear on the decision variable dexp

and thus changing a non-convex problem (24) into a convex
problem. The distance measure we choose is defined as follows:

distpxj
k,exp,SS

j´1
q “ min

xc

||x̄j
k,exp ´ xc||2

s.t., νj‹

k

J
Hxc “ νj‹

k

J
h,

x̄j
k,exp “ Axj

k ` Bpu‹ ` dexpq,
(30)

where νj‹

k is a dual variable of (20b) at time step k. By solving
the problem (30), distpxj

k,exp,SS
j´1

q “ νj‹

k

J
HBdexp.

Remark 6: If there exists a non-zero dual variable of (20b),
i.e., νj‹

k ‰ 0, the distance measure distpxj
k,exp,SS

j´1
q in (30)

is the distance from the disturbance-free state x̄j
k,exp to the

active constraint of (20b) as illustrated in Fig. 3.
In this case, at least one of the constraints (20b) is active,
and the dual variable νj‹

k has non-zero elements associated
with the active constraints from the dual feasibility and the
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Fig. 3. A two-dimensional example of the distance measure (30). The
light blue polytope is the nominal safe set SSj´1 a W “ tx|Hx ď hu

in (20b). The red line represents the active constraint.

complementary slackness of the KKT conditions [6]. Thus, the
active constraints in (20b) are written as νj‹

k

J
Hxc “ νj‹

k

J
h

as in (30). Therefore, the problem (20b) is to find the distance
from the state x̄j

k,exp to the active constraint of (20b).
In summary, the exploration problem (24) is reformulated by

approximating the control policy πexpp¨q with a control policy
π̂expp¨q in (26), explicitly calculating the distance measure
as in (30), and robustifying the constraints. The tractable
reformulation of (24) for xj

k is given as follows:

dSSj pxj
kq “

max
dexp, uW

1:lw

νj‹

k

J
HBdexp

s.t., ∇f jpu‹qJdexp ď 0

x̄j
k,exp “ Axj

k ` Bpu‹ ` dexpq,

x̄j
k,exp P X a W, u‹ ` dexp P U ,

AxW
i ` BuW

i P SSj´1
a W,

xW
i “ Axj

k ` Bpu‹ ` dexpq ` vWi ,

uW
i P U ,

i P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , lwu.

(31)

After solving (31) for xj
k for all k P t0, ¨ ¨ ¨ , T ju, we find

states to be explored as follows:

Xj
k,exp “ rxW‹

1 , ¨ ¨ ¨ , xW‹
lw s. (32)

The states (32) are utilized to update the safe set SSj´1 which
will be introduced in Sec. IV-C.

To calculate the corresponding input to each explored state
in Xj

k,exp, we solve (11) for each element in Xj
k,exp as the

initial condition and collect the optimal inputs as follows:

Uj
k,exp “ rπj‹pxW‹

1 q, ¨ ¨ ¨ , πj‹pxW‹
lw qs. (33)

Remind that πj‹p¨q denotes the MPC policy (12). All elements
in Xj

k,exp are feasible points of the problem (11) because the
optimal solution uW

i , where i P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , lwu, is a feasible input
of the problem (11) for all elements in Xj

k,exp.

C. Update the safe Set SS j and the value function Qjp¨q

After the j-th task and the exploration are completed, SSj´1

is updated. We augment the state and input data as follows:

Xj “ rXj´1,

Online
hkkkkkkkkikkkkkkkkj

xj
0, x

j
1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , xj

T j ,

Xj
0,exp, ¨ ¨ ¨ , Xj

T j ,exp
loooooooooooomoooooooooooon

From exploration

s,
(34)

Uj “ rUj´1, πj‹pxj
0q, ¨ ¨ ¨ , πj‹pxj

T j q,

Uj
0,exp, ¨ ¨ ¨ , Uj

T j ,exps.
(35)

We update SSj by taking the convex hull operation of all
elements in Xj as follows:

SSj
“ conv

#

dj
x

ď

i“1

rXjsi

+

, (36)

where djx is the number of states stored in the state matrix
Xj , i.e., Xj P Rnxˆdj

x . Note that as we augment the state data
matrix as shown in (34), the convex hull operation of them
will continue to expand, i.e., SSj´1

Ă SSj .
We set the value as i-th element of the cost data vector at

j-th episode, i.e., rJjsi, as follows:

rJjsi “ ℓprXjsi, rUjsiq

`

M
ÿ

m“1

pmQj´1pArXjsi ` BrUjsi ` wmq.
(37)

where Qj´1p¨q is calculated as follows:

Qj´1pxq “ min
λj´1PR|Xj´1|

Jj´1λj´1

s.t., Xj´1λj´1 “ x,

λj´1 ě 0, 1Jλj´1 “ 1.

(38)

We update Qjp¨q by solving the following optimization
problem using (34) and (37).

Qjpxq “ min
λjPR|Xj |

Jjλj

s.t., Xjλj “ x,

λj ě 0, 1Jλj “ 1.

(39)

Qjpxq is a convex, piecewise affine function as it is an optimal
objective function of the multi-parametric linear program [5].
When calculating the optimal input in (20) at episode j, the
function Qjpxq does not have to be calculated in prior as
the minimization problem (19) can be incorporated into the
problem (20) and form a single unified optimization problem.

The function Qjpxq is defined on SSj because of Xjλj “

x in (39). This constraint restricts its domain to the states
expressable as a convex combination of the recorded states in
(34), which is equal to SSj by construction (36). Since Qjpxq

is defined on the bounded domain SSj and is piecewise affine,
continuous, and bounded above, it is Lipschitz continuous in
SSj defined as follows:

∥Qjpxq ´ Qjpyq∥ ď Lj∥x ´ y∥, @x, y P SSj , (40)

where Lj ą 0 is a Lipschitz constant.
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Let λj‹ denote the optimal solution of (19) when j “ 0
and of (39) when j ě 1. We define the control policy πj

Qp¨q

is defined for all x P SSj as follows:

πj
Qpxq “ Ujλj‹, (41)

which will be used to prove the robust positive invariance of
the safe set SSj and the pointwise non-increasing property of
the function Qjp¨q for all x P SSj .

D. Properties of SS j and Qjp¨q

We introduce properties of the safe set SSj (36) and the
value function Qjp¨q (39).

Proposition 3: (Robust Positive Invariance of SSj) Let
Assumptions 1-7 hold. Then, @j ě 0, SSj is a robust positive
invariant set for the closed-loop system (2) controlled by a
policy πj

Qp¨q (41).
Proof: See the Appendix D.

Proposition 4: (Pointwise non-increasing of Qjp¨q) Let As-
sumptions 1-7 hold. Consider the value function Qjp¨q in (39).
@j ě 1, the value function does not increase pointwise:

@x P SSj´1, Qj´1pxq ě Qjpxq. (42)
Proof: We will prove the claim by induction.

(i) For the base case, we want to show @x P SS0, Q0pxq ě

Q1pxq. Let x`
i,m “ ArX0si ` BrU0si ` wm. From (18), we

have the following @x P SS0,

Q0pxq

ě
řdimpJ0

q

i“1 rλ0‹si
␣

ℓprX0si, rU0siq `
řM
m“1pmQ0px`

i,mq
(

,
(43)

From (37), we have that,

rJ1si “ ℓprX1si, rU1siq

`
řM
m“1pmQ0pArX1si ` BrU1si ` wmq.

(44)

Note that, we augment the state data matrix X0 to define X1

as in (34). Thus, we can define λ1
cand “ rλ0‹J, 0, 0, ..., 0sJ P

RdimpJ1
q so that x “ X0λ0‹ “ X1λ1

cand. Then, λ1
cand ě 0

and 1Jλ1
cand “ 1. These imply that λ1

cand is a feasible solution
to the problem in (39) at episode j “ 1. Therefore, from (43)
and (44), the following inequalities holds @x P SS0:

Q0pxq

ě
řdimpJ0

q

i“1 rλ0‹si
␣

ℓprX0si, rU0siq `
řM
m“1pmQ0px`

i,mq
(

,

“
řdimpJ1

q

i“1 rλ1
candsirJ

1si,

ě Q1pxq.
(45)

The last inequality holds because λ1
cand is a feasible solution

of (39) at episode j “ 1, and Q1pxq is the optimal cost of
(39) at x in episode j “ 1.

(ii) Now, we make an induction hypothesis as follows:

Dj ě 1, @x P SSj´1, Qj´1pxq ě Qjpxq. (46)

We want to prove:

@x P SSj , Qjpxq ě Qj`1pxq. (47)

Suppose λj‹ is an optimal solution of (39) at the episode j.
From the value function update (39) and the definition of the
cost data (37) Jj , we have that, @x P SSj ,

Qjpxq

“ Jjλj‹

“
řdimpJj

q

i“1 rλj‹sirJ
jsi

“
řdimpJj

q

i“1 rλj‹si
␣

ℓprXjsi, rUjsiq

`
řM
m“1pmQj´1pArXjsi ` BrUjsi ` wmq

(

ě
řdimpJj

q

i“1 rλj‹si
␣

ℓprXjsi, rUjsiq

`
řM
m“1pmQjpArXjsi ` BrUjsi ` wmq

(

.
(48)

The last inequality is due to ArXjsi `BrUjsi `wm P SSj´1

by the terminal constraint in (11) and Qj´1pxq ě Qjpxq for
all x P SSj´1 from the induction hypothesis (46).

From (37), we have that,

rJj`1si “ ℓprXj`1si, rUj`1siq

`
řM
m“1pmQjpArXj`1si ` BrUj`1si ` wmq.

(49)
Note that, we augment the state data matrix Xj to define Xj`1

as in (34). Thus, we can define λj`1
cand “ rλj‹J, 0, 0, ..., 0sJ P

RdimpJj`1
q so that x “ Xjλj‹ “ Xj`1λj`1

cand. Then, λj`1
cand ě

0 and 1Jλj`1
cand “ 1. These imply that λj`1

cand is a feasible
solution to the problem in (39) at episode j ` 1. Therefore,
from (48) and (49), the following inequalities holds @x P SSj :

Qjpxq

ě
řdimpJj

q

i“1 rλj‹si
␣

ℓprXjsi, rUjsiq

`
řM
m“1pmQjpArXjsi ` BrUjsi ` wmq

(

,

“
řdimpJj`1

q

i“1 rλj`1
candsirJ

j`1si,

ě Qj`1pxq.
(50)

By induction, (42) holds.

V. CONTROLLER PROPERTIES

In this section, we show the main properties of the proposed
control algorithm.

A. Feasibility
First, we prove the recursive feasibility of the MPC (11).
Theorem 1: Let Assumptions 1-7 hold. Then, for all time

steps k ě 0 and all episodes j ě 1, the MPC (11) is feasible
if the state xj

k is obtained by applying the MPC policy (12) to
the system (2) starting from any initial state xS P S.

Proof: We will prove the claim by induction.
For the base case, we prove that the problem (11) is feasible
at k “ 0, @j ě 1. From (36), we have xj

0 Ă SSj´1. Thus,
from the Proposition 3, we have that πj´1

Q pxj
0q P U and Axj

0 `

Bπj´1
Q pxj

0q ` w P SSj´1,@w P W , which implies Axj
0 `

Bπj´1
Q pxj

0q P SSj´1
a W . Therefore, πj´1

Q pxj
0q is a feasible

solution to (11) at k “ 0, @j ě 1.
Now use an induction step. Suppose the problem (11) is

feasible at some k “ t ě 0 at episode j ě 1. We want to prove
the problem (11) is feasible at some k “ t+1 at episode j ě 1.
From the induction hypothesis, we have that Axj

t `Bπj‹pxj
t q P
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SSj´1
a W , which is the terminal constraint of (11) and

implies xj
t`1 P SSj´1, @wj

t P W . From the Proposition 3, we
have that πj´1

Q pxj
t`1q P U such that Axj

t`1 ` Bπj´1
Q pxj

t`1q P

SSj´1
a W . Thus, πj´1

Q pxj
t`1q is a feasible solution to (11)

at k “ t+1 at episode j. By induction, the claim is proved.
Based on the Theorem 1, we can prove the feasibility of the

exploration problem (31).
Corollary 1: Consider the exploration problem (31) where

the argument is the state xj
k, the primal optimal solution of

the MPC problem in (11) is uj‹

0|k, and the corresponding dual
optimal solutions are νj‹

k and γj‹

k . Let Assumptions 1-7 hold.
Then the exploration problem (31) has a feasible solution.

Proof: From Proposition 3, SSj´1 is a robust positive
invariant set for the closed-loop system (2) controlled by
πj´1
Q p¨q (41). Thus, we can find a feasible point of (31):

dj
k,exp “ 0,

uW
i “ πj´1

Q pAxj
k ` Bu‹ ` vWi q.

(51)

Thus, the problem (31) has a feasible solution.

B. Convergence

In this subsection, we prove the convergence in probability,
limkÑ8 Ppxj

k P Oq “ 1. We first prove the following.
Proposition 5: For j ě 0, consider the value function Qjp¨q

in (39) and the LMPC policy (12) at episode j`1, i.e., πj`1‹p¨q.
Let Assumptions 1-7 hold. Then, the value function Qjp¨q

satisfies the following inequality for all x P SSj :

Qjpxq ě ℓpx, πj`1‹pxqq`

M
ÿ

m“1

pmQjpAx`Bπj`1‹pxq`wmq.

Proof: From Assumption 5, the stage cost ℓp¨, ¨q is
convex. Moreover, as Qjp¨q is an optimal objective func-
tion of the mp-LP problem (39), it is convex. Suppose
λj‹ is an optimal solution of (39) in the episode j. Then,
we have that

řdimpJj
q

i“1 rλj‹sirX
jsi “ x from (39), and

řdimpJj
q

i“1 rλj‹sirU
jsi “ πj

Qpxq from (41). Using these facts,
we can derive the following inequalities for all x P SSj starting
from the first inequality of (50):

Qjpxq

ě
řdimpJj

q

i“1 rλj‹si
␣

ℓprXjsi, rUjsiq

`
řM
m“1pmQjpArXjsi ` BrUjsi ` wmq

(

ě ℓ

ˆ

řdimpJj
q

i“1 rλj‹sirX
jsi,

řdimpJj
q

i“1 rλj‹sirU
jsi

˙

`
řM
m“1pmQj

ˆ

řdimpJj
q

i“1 rλj‹sipArXjsi ` BrUjsi ` wmq

˙

“ ℓpx, πj
Qpxqq `

řM
m“1pmQjpAx ` Bπj

Qpxq ` wmq.
(52)

The second inequality is due to the convexity of the stage cost
ℓp¨, ¨q and the value function Qjp¨q.

From the proof of Theorem 1, any πj
Qpxq is a feasible

solution of the MPC (11) for all x P SSj , @k ě 0. In the
MPC (11) at episode j, the cost ℓpx, uq `

řM
m“1 pmQjpAx `

Bu ` wmq is minimized so we have that:

Qjpxq

ě ℓpx, πj
Qpxqq `

řM
m“1pmQjpAx ` Bπj

Qpxq ` wmq

ě ℓpx, πj`1‹pxqq `
řM
m“1pmQjpAx ` Bπj`1‹pxq ` wmq,

(53)
which proves the claim.

Theorem 2: For j ě 1, consider the closed-loop system (2)
controlled by the MPC controller (11) and (12) at episode j.
Let Assumptions 1-7 hold. Then, limkÑ8 Ppxj

k P Oq “ 1.
Proof: From the Proposition 1 and 5, the following

inequality holds:

Qj´1pxq ě ℓpx, πj‹pxqq ` EwrQj´1pAx ` Bπj‹pxq ` wqs,

for all x P SSj . Then, starting from xj
0 “ xS , we can derive

the following inequalities:

Qj´1pxj
0q

ě Ewj
0
rℓpxj

0, π
j‹pxj

0qq ` Qj´1pxj
1qs

ě Ewj
0:1

rℓpxj
0, π

j‹pxj
0qq ` ℓpxj

1, π
j‹pxj

1qq ` Qj´1pxj
2qs

¨ ¨ ¨

ě Ewj
0:8

”

ř8
k“0ℓpx

j
k, πj‹pxj

kqq ` Qj´1pxj
8q

ı

.

(54)

By definition of the value function, Qj´1p¨q ě 0. Thus, the
following inequalities hold from (54):

Qj´1pxj
0q ě Ewj

0:8

”

ř8
k“0ℓpx

j
k, πj‹pxj

kqq

ı

. (55)

We know that from Proposition 4, Qj´1pxSq ď Q0pxSq.
Moreover, from Assumption 7 and (19), Q0pxSq ă 8.

Let Sn “ Ewj
0:n´1

”

řn
k“0 ℓpx

j
k, π

j‹pxj
kqq

ı

for n ě 1.
Since ℓp¨, ¨q ě 0 by Assumption 5, Sn is monotonically
increasing with n. Moreover, we know that it is bounded
above by (55). Therefore, we have that limnÑ8 Sn “

Ewj
0:8

”

ř8

k“0 ℓpx
j
k, π

j‹pxj
kqq

ı

converges to a finite value [21].

Thus, we can conclude that limkÑ8 Ewj
k
rℓpxj

k, π
j‹pxj

kqqs “ 0

[21]. By Assumption 5, this implies limkÑ8 Ppxj
k P Oq “ 1,

which proves the claim.
Remark 7: (55) shows that Qj´1pxj

0q is a performance
upper bound of the expected cost of the system (2) controlled
by the MPC policy (12) at episode j. Moreover, by Proposition
4, this upper bound decreases over episodes, which is one of
our contributions.

C. Optimality
In this subsection, we show the value function at any initial

state xS P S , i.e., QjpxSq (39), converges close to the optimal
value function, i.e., Q‹pxSq (4), as the episode j Ñ 8 under
some assumptions.

We use the following assumptions.
Assumption 8: As j Ñ 8, the MPC policy, the safe set,

and the value function converge as follows:

πj‹p¨q Ñ π8p¨q, SSj
Ñ SS8, Qjp¨q Ñ Q8p¨q.

Furthermore, the closed-loop state at the time step k of the
system (2) controlled by π8p¨q, x8

k , are located in the relative
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interior of the set SS8, and the end time T8 starting from
an initial state xS P S is finite.

Assumption 9: There exists an optimal value function of
(4), denoted as Q‹ : X Ñ R. Furthermore, the system (2)
controlled by the optimal control policy π‹p¨q finishes the
episode within a finite time, denoted as T ‹.
Note that the optimal value function Q‹p¨q is convex as it is a
sum of convex stage costs as written in (4).

We define the approximate Bellman operator T̂ as follows:

T̂ Qpxq :“ min
u

ℓpx, uq `

M
ÿ

m“1

pmQpAx ` Bu ` wmq

s.t., x P X , u P U ,
Ax ` Bu P SS8

a W.

(56)

Proposition 6: Let Assumptions 1-9 hold. For all x P SS8,
Q8pxq “ T̂ Q8pxq.

Proof: The inequality Q8pxq ě T̂ Q8pxq is true from
Proposition 5. Now, we prove Q8pxq ď T̂ Q8pxq using proof
by contradiction.

Suppose for some xv P SS8, Q8pxvq ą T̂ Q8pxvq. As the
number of episodes j goes to 8, the probability of visiting xv

approaches 1. Thus, xv is one of the column vectors within
the state data matrix X8 defined in (34). Thus, from (37),
T̂ Q8pxvq is an element of the cost data matrix J8.

Moreover, considering that Q8p¨q is the optimal cost func-
tion of (39) as j tends towards 8, it follows that T̂ Qjpxvq ě

Qjpxvq. However, this contradicts the initial hypothesis.
In summary, both inequalities Q8pxq ě T̂ Q8pxq and

Q8pxq ď T̂ Q8pxq are true, which proves the claim.
Proposition 7: Let Assumptions 1-8 hold. Let δpw,Mq

satisfies the inequality in (7), and δ “ maxwPW δpw,Mq. Then,
the following inequalities hold for all x P SS8:

EwrQ8px ` wqs ´

M
ÿ

m“1

pmQ8px ` wmq ě ´L8δ, (57)

where L8 is a Lipschitz constant of the function Q8p¨q.
Proof: For the m P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ ,Mu such that µmpwq ‰ 0,

we have the following:

∥Q8px ` wq ´ Q8px ` wmq∥ ď L8∥w ´ wm∥ ď L8δ.
(58)

The first inequality is from (40), and the second inequality is
due to (7) and δpw,Mq ď δ by definition. As

řM
m“1 µmpwq “

1, we can derive the following from (58):

Q8px ` wq ě
řM
m“1µmpwqQ8px ` wmq ´ L8δ. (59)

Taking expectations to both sides of (59), we have that:

EwrQ8px ` wqs

ě Ew

“

řM
m“1µmpwqQ8px ` wmq ´ L8δ

‰

“
řM
m“1EwrµmpwqsQ8px ` wmq ´ L8δ

“
řM
m“1pmQ8px ` wmq ´ L8δ,

(60)

which proves the claim.
Theorem 3: Let Assumptions 1-9 hold. Let δpw,Mq satis-

fies the inequality in (7), and δ “ maxwPW δpw,Mq. Then,
the following hold for all x P SS8:

Q8pxSq ě Q‹pxSq ě Q8pxSq ´ cTL8δ, (61)

where c ą 1 is a constant, and T “ maxpT ‹, T8q.
Proof: We first prove Q8pxSq ě Q‹pxSq. As the MPC

problem (11) imposes the state and input constraint and is
feasible from Proposition 1, we have the following:

x8
k`1 “ Ax8

k ` Bπ8‹px8
k q ` wk,

x8
0 “ xS , wk „ ppwq,

x8
k P SS8

Ă X , π8‹px8
k q P U , @wk P W,

@k ě 0.

(62)

This implies that π8‹p¨q is a feasible control policy of
(4). Moreover, Q‹pxSq is an optimal value function of (4).
Therefore, Q8pxSq ě Q‹pxSq.

Now, we prove Q‹pxSq ě Q8pxSq ´ cTL8δ. If T ě T8,
the linear policy upx8

k q “ Kx8
k is applied to the system (2)

for k P tT8, ¨ ¨ ¨ , T u. This control policy maintains the closed-
loop state x8

k P O and the resulting stage cost ℓpx8
k ,Kx8

k q “

0 for k P tT8, ¨ ¨ ¨ , T u by Assumption 4 and 5. As x8
k are

located in the relative interior of the set SS8 by Assumption
8, there exists λ P p0, 1q such that:

xc
k “ λx8

k ` p1 ´ λqx‹
k P SS8, k P t0, ¨ ¨ ¨ , T u, (63)

which represents that xc
k is a convex combination of x8

k and
x‹
k. By linearity of the system in (2), xc

k is a closed-loop state
of the system (2) controlled by the following control policy:

πcpxq “ λπ8pxq ` p1 ´ λqπ‹pxq. (64)

Since the closed-loop states xc
k P SS8 for all k P t0, ¨ ¨ ¨ , T u

from (63), Axc
k`Bπcpxc

kq`wk P SS8 for all k P t0, ¨ ¨ ¨ , T u

and for all realization of disturbance wk P W . This implies
Axc

k `Bπcpxc
kq P SS8

aW for all k P t0, ¨ ¨ ¨ , T u. π8pxq P

U , and π‹pxq P U for all x P SS8. Moreover, U is a convex
set. Thus, πcpxq P U for all x P SS8. This implies that πcpxq

is a feasible solution of (56) for the given x P SS8.
As ℓp¨, ¨q is convex from Assumption 5, we have that:

Ew0:T´1

“

řT´1
k“0 ℓpx

c
k, πcpxc

kqq
‰

ď λEw0:T´1

“

řT´1
k“0 ℓpx

8
k , π8px8

k qq
‰

` p1 ´ λqEw0:T´1

“

řT´1
k“0 ℓpx

‹
k, π‹px‹

kqq
‰

ď λQ8pxSq ` p1 ´ λqQ‹pxSq,

(65)

where the second inequality is from (55).
Furthermore, we have the following:

Q8pxq

“ T̂ Q8pxq

ď ℓpx, πcpxqq `
řM
m“1pmQ8pAx ` Bπcpxq ` wmq

ď ℓpx, πcpxqq ` EwrQ8pAx ` Bπcpxq ` wqs ` L8δ.

(66)

The first equality is from Proposition 6, the first inequality is
because πcp¨q is a feasible solution of (56), and the second
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inequality is from Proposition 7. From (66), we have that

Q8pxSq

ď ℓpxS , π
cpxSqq ` Ew0rQ8pAxS ` BπcpxSq ` w0qs ` L8δ

ď ℓpxS , π
cpxSqq ` Ew0rℓpxc

1, π
cpxc

1qqs

` Ew0:1rQ8pAxc
1 ` Bπcpxc

1q ` w1qs ` 2L8δ

¨ ¨ ¨

ď Ew0:T´1

”

řT´1
k“0 ℓpx

c
k, πcpxc

kqq

ı

` TL8δ,

(67)
where the last inequality is because for all wT´1 P W ,
Axc

T´1 ` Bπcpxc
T´1q ` wT´1 P SS8, and Q8pAxc

T´1 `

Bπcpxc
T´1q ` wT´1q “ 0.

From (65) and (67), we have the following:

Q8pxq ď λQ8pxSq ` p1 ´ λqQ‹pxSq ` TL8δ

ðñ Q‹pxSq ě Q8pxq ´
1

1 ´ λ
TL8δ,

which proves the claim.
Remark 8: As described in Assumption 6 of Sec. III-B,

δ “ maxwPW δpw,Mq is related to the approximation in
the expected terminal cost in (5). Moreover, as we sample
a sufficiently large number of discretized disturbances, we can
decrease the bound from (8). Thus, the steady-state function
Q8p¨q converges sufficiently close to the optimal value function
Q‹p¨q as the number of discretized disturbances increases,
which is one of our contributions.

VI. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we present numerical simulations. We
consider an infinite horizon OCP (4) with the following
parameters. We consider the system:

A “

„

1 1
0 1

ȷ

, B “

„

0.5
1

ȷ

,W “

!

w | ||w||8 ď
1

3

)

,

S “

„

30
5

ȷ

‘

!

x0 | ||x0||8 ď
1

3

)

,

(68)

ppwq is a uniform distribution at W , and ppx0q is a uniform
distribution at S.

The constraints are defined as follows:

X “

!

x
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

„

´10
´40

ȷ

ď x ď

„

40
10

ȷ

)

, U “ tu | ´ 5 ď u ď 5u.

The target set O is set to the minimum robust positive
invariant set for the closed-loop system (2) controlled by linear
policy upxq “ Kx where K is the optimal LQR gain with the

parameters QLQR “

„

1 0
0 1

ȷ

and RLQR “ 0.01. We utilize

this minimum robust positive invariant set to design a tube
MPC for initialization.

The stage cost is defined as follows:

ℓpx, uq “ ∥x∥2O ` ∥u∥2KO, (69)

where

∥x∥O “ min
dPO

||x ´ d||2, ∥u∥KO “ min
dPKO

||u ´ d||2. (70)

Note that (69) is differentiable as it is a sum of the square of
the distance to the convex polytope.

We set the number of the discretized disturbances M as
100. To calculate the coefficient pm (9), we sample 10, 000
disturbances from the distribution ppwq and perform Monte
Carlo integration [24].
A. Comparison between the proposed method and LMPC
with a Certainty Equivalent cost

This subsection compares the proposed method with an
LMPC that minimizes a certainty equivalent cost, i.e., a nominal
cost [19]. Both algorithms utilize data from previous tasks
and update their safe set and terminal cost for each episode.
However, the proposed method minimizes the expected sum
of the stage cost, while the LMPC in [19] minimizes the sum
of the certainty equivalent stage cost.

To evaluate the performance of each algorithm, we conduct
100 Monte-Carlo simulations of the system in (2) with (68) as
the parameters, controlled by each algorithm without updating
the safe set and the value function for each episode j. We then
investigate the sample mean of the total cost incurred by the
system. After completing the 100 Monte-Carlo simulations of
episode j, we update the safe set and the value function using
data from one of the 100 simulations as shown in (36) and
(39). Then, we conduct another 100 Monte-Carlo simulations
for episode j ` 1. We repeat this process iteratively to evaluate
the algorithms.

Fig. 4 shows the results of the comparison between the
proposed method and the certainty equivalent LMPC [19]. At
episode 10, the proposed method achieves a total cost of 4616.8,
while the certainty equivalent LMPC [19] achieves 5360.0,
resulting in a 16.1% improvement for the proposed method.
The certainty equivalent LMPC [19] converges faster than the
proposed method, as it has a longer horizon. However, its cost
function is different from the expected cost, and its control
policy parameterization makes the performance conservative.
On the other hand, the proposed method takes a few more
episodes to converge, but as it minimizes the approximation of
the expected cost (10), it shows better performance in terms
of the realized cost.

Fig. 4. sample mean of the realized cost for episode j

B. Comparison between the proposed MPC and the
Value iteration method

In this subsection, we compare the value function of the
proposed method algorithm with the value function calculated
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from the value iteration method in [26] which grids the state
and input space and approximates the Bellman operator as a
convex optimization. We grid the state space with grid size 1
and the input space with grid size 0.5.

In Fig. 5, we present a comparison of the value function
for both algorithms at xS “

“

30 5
‰J

. There are two notable
points. First, as proved in Proposition 4, the value function
of the proposed algorithm at point xS , QjpxSq monotonically
decrease over episodes. Second, as the episode j increases,
the error between QjpxSq and the value function at point xS

calculated from the value iteration [26] decreases.

Fig. 5. Comparison: (a) Value function at xS calculated from the value
iteration method and (b) Terminal cost QjpxSq of the proposed MPC.

In terms of computation time, the value iteration [26] took
25hr 20min for 20 iterations while the proposed method
took 1hr 37min for 20 episodes including offline and online
calculation. Thus, for this scenario, the proposed method is
15.57 times faster than the value iteration method. Note that
as the grid size becomes finer, the computation time gap
will exponentially increase by Curse of Dimensionality [12].
However, as illustrated in Fig. 6, the proposed method only
finds the value function locally, meaning that it only calculates
the value function where the closed-loop systems (2) controlled
by the proposed MPC (11) swept, while the value iteration
calculates the value function in the entire region. For both
figures, the light region indicates the feasible region. The
dark blue grid represents the infeasible region for the value
iteration method. For the proposed method, the dark blue grid
represents either the infeasible region or the region that has
not been visited.

VII. CONCLUSTION

We proposed a Model Predictive Control (MPC) method
to approximately solve a class of infinite horizon optimal
control problems where the objective is to minimize the
expected sum of the stage costs for linear uncertain systems.
The uncertainty included is bounded, state additive random
disturbance. The control task considered is to steer the linear
uncertain system from a randomly sampled initial state within
a given initial set to a given target set. The proposed method
achieved robust satisfaction of the state and input constraints
and convergence in probability to the target set. We further
proved that as the number of episodes increases, the value
function monotonically decreases, and under some assumptions,

Fig. 6. Comparison: (a) Value function calculated from the value iteration
method and (b) Terminal cost Qjp¨q of the proposed MPC.

the value function converges to the optimal value function.
With numerical simulations, we demonstrated that the proposed
method obtained 16.1% performance improvement compared
to the LMPC with minimizing a certainty equivalent cost.
Moreover, compared to the value iteration, the proposed method
is up to fifteen times faster while the value function of the
proposed method converges towards that of the value iteration.

REFERENCES

[1] Dimitri Bertsekas. Convex optimization theory. Athena
Scientific, 2009.

[2] Dimitri Bertsekas. Dynamic programming and optimal
control: Volume I. Athena scientific, 2012.

[3] Dimitri Bertsekas. Dynamic programming and optimal
control: Volume II. Athena scientific, 2015.

[4] Dimitri Bertsekas. “Newton’s method for reinforcement
learning and model predictive control”. In: Results in
Control and Optimization 7 (2022), p. 100121.

[5] Francesco Borrelli, Alberto Bemporad, and Manfred
Morari. Predictive control for linear and hybrid systems.
Cambridge University Press, 2017.

[6] Stephen Boyd and Lieven Vandenberghe. Convex opti-
mization. Cambridge university press, 2004.

[7] Monimoy Bujarbaruah et al. “Robust MPC for LPV
systems via a novel optimization-based constraint tight-
ening”. In: Automatica 143 (2022), p. 110459.

[8] Mark Cannon et al. “Stochastic tube MPC with state
estimation”. In: Automatica 48.3 (2012), pp. 536–541.

[9] Biswa Datta. Numerical methods for linear control
systems. Vol. 1. Academic Press, 2004.



JOA AND BORRELLI: APPROXIMATE SOLUTION OF INFINITE HORIZON OCPS FOR LINEAR SYSTEMS 13

[10] Marcello Farina et al. “An approach to output-feedback
MPC of stochastic linear discrete-time systems”. In:
Automatica 55 (2015), pp. 140–149.

[11] Lukas Hewing, Kim P Wabersich, and Melanie N
Zeilinger. “Recursively feasible stochastic model pre-
dictive control using indirect feedback”. In: Automatica
119 (2020), p. 109095.

[12] Donald E Kirk. Optimal control theory: an introduction.
Courier Corporation, 2004.

[13] Zhaojian Li, Uroš Kalabić, and Tianshu Chu. “Safe
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APPENDIX

A. Calculating the coefficient µmpwq in (6) and pm (9)

1) Using a multi-parametric linear programming (mp-LP): We
can calculate µmpwq by solving the following multi-parametric
linear programming (mp-LP) as follows:

J‹pw,Mq “ min
µ1:M pwq

řM
m“1∥wm∥22µmpwq

s.t., w “
řM
m“1µmpwqwm,

řM
m“1µmpwq “ 1,

µmpwq ě 0, @m P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ ,Mu.

(71)

The solution of (71), µ‹
mpwq, is given by an explicit piecewise

affine function [5].
Several methods can be used to compute the expectation

(9) offline. If probability distribution is available, one can use
numerical integration by gridding [9]. When the probabilistic
distribution is not available, one can use recorded disturbances
to perform the Monte Carlo integration [24].

2) Using multiple linear programming (LP): As mp-LP might
be computationally intractable for high-dimensional systems,
we propose an alternate way to solve this problem. Considering
that using Monte Carlo integration [24] to calculate (9), then
we can write (9) as follows:

pm “
1

Nsampled

ř
Nsampled

n“1 µmpwnq (72)

for a large number Nsampled. For each sampled disturbance
wn, we can calculate µmpwnq by solving the following linear
programming (LP) as follows:

J‹
LPpwn,Mq “ min

µ1:M pwnq

řM
m“1∥wm∥22µmpwnq

s.t., wn “
řM
m“1µmpwnqwm,

řM
m“1µmpwnq “ 1,

µmpwnq ě 0, @m P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ ,Mu.
(73)

After solving the LP (73) for all n P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , Nsampledu, we
calculate (9) as in (72).

3) Prove that Assumption 6 is satisfied.: We will prove that
Assumption 6 is satisfied for the optimal solution of the problem
(71). Based on this proof, it is straightforward that the optimal
solution of (73) satisfies Assumption 6, which will be described
at the end of this section.

It is trivial that there exists a bound δpw,Mq as the
discretized disturbances wm, @m P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ ,Mu are located
within the bounded set W . In the following, we will prove that
as the number of the discretized disturbances goes to infinity,
the bound δpw,Mq in (7) converges to zero.

We consider the problem (71). For a given w, let µ‹
mpwq

denote the optimal solution of the problem (71). Moreover, let
pi, i P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , P u denote the discretized disturbances where
the associated coefficient µ‹

mpwq are non-zero. Let aipwq, i P
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t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , P u denote associated coefficient of pi, i P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , P u.
Then, we have the following:

J‹pw,Mq “
řP
i“1∥pi∥22aipwq

w “
řP
i“1aipwqpi.

(74)

Proposition 8: For a given w, there do not exist discretized
disturbances qj , j P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , Qu that satisfies the following
conditions:

w “
řQ
j“1bjpwqqj ,

řQ
j“1bjpwq “ 1,

bjpwq ě 0, @j P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , Qu,

conv
" Q
ď

j“1

qj

*

Ă relint
ˆ

conv
" P
ď

i“1

pi

*˙

.

(75)

where relintp¨q represents the relative interior of the set.
Proof: We use proof by contradiction. Suppose such

discretized disturbances qj , j P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , Qu exist.
Since qj is located within the relative interior of the convex

hull of pi, i P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , P u from (75), each qj , j P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , Qu

can be represented as a strict convex combination of pi, i P

t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , P u as follows:

qj “
řP
i“1cipi, j P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , Qu

řP
i“1ci “ 1, ci ą 0.

(76)

Moreover, as a quadratic function is strictly convex, we have
the following for all j P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , Qu:

qJ
j qj “

`

řP
i“1cipi

˘J`
řP
i“1cipi

˘

ă
řP
i“1cip

J
i pi. (77)

(77) holds for any convex coefficient that satisfies (76).
Now, consider the following two sets:

CP “ conv
" P
ď

i“1

"„

pJ
i pi
pi

ȷ**

,

CQ “ conv
" Q
ď

j“1

"„

qJ
j qj
qj

ȷ**

,

(78)

Note that J‹pw,Mq “
řP
i“1∥pi∥22aipwq “

řP
i“1 p

J
i piaipwq

and w “
řP

i“1 aipwqpi from (74). This implies that a point
“

J‹pw,Mq wJ
‰J

can be written as a convex combination
of

“

pJ
i pi pJ

i

‰J
, i P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , P u, which are the elements of

CP . Thus,
“

J‹pw,Mq wJ
‰J

P CP .
Similarly, let Ĵpwq “

řQ
j“1 q

J
j qjbjpwq. From (75), we

also have that w “
řQ

j“1 bjpwqqj . Thus,
“

Ĵpwq wJ
‰J

P

CQ. Furthermore, from (77), all vectors
“

qJ
j qj qJ

j

‰J
, j P

t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , Qu cannot be written as a convex combination of
“

pJ
i pi pJ

i

‰J
, i P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , P u. Thus, we have that:

„

qJ
j qj
qj

ȷ

R CP, (79)

which implies that CP and CQ are disjoint.
Now, we will prove Ĵpwq ă J‹pw,Mq by contra-

diction. If Ĵpwq “ J‹pw,Mq, there exists an element
“

J‹pw,Mq wJ
‰J

in CP
Ş

CQ, which contradicts the result
CP and CQ are disjoint.

Suppose Ĵpwq ą J‹pw,Mq. Consider the following line
segments for t P r0, 1s:

LP ptq “

„

J‹pw,Mq

w

ȷ

` s

ˆ

«

řP
i“1 cip

J
i pi

řP
i“1 cipi

ff

´

„

J‹pw,Mq

w

ȷ˙

,

LQptq “

„

Ĵpwq

w

ȷ

` t

ˆ„

qJ
j qj
qj

ȷ

´

„

Ĵpwq

w

ȷ˙

.

(80)
Note that LP ptq Ă CP and LQptq Ă CQ by convexity of CP
and CQ, respectively.

At t “ 1, the first elements of the line segments sat-
isfy that rLP p1qs1 “

řP
i“1 cip

J
i pi ą qJ

j qj “ rLQp1qs1

from (77), while other elements are same rLP p1qs2:nx`1 “

rLQp1qs2:nx`1 “
řP

i“1 cipi “ qj from (76).
At t “ 0, rLP p0qs1 “ J‹pw,Mq ă Ĵpwq “ rLQp1qs1 based

on the hypothesis, while rLP p0qs2:nx`1 “ rLQp0qs2:nx`1 “ w.
Thus, by the intermediate value theorem [21], there exists an
intersection point of LP ptq and LQptq. This implies that there
exists an element in CP

Ş

CQ contradicting the result that CP
and CQ are disjoint. Hence, Ĵpwq ă J‹pw,Mq.

However, Ĵpwq ă J‹pw,Mq contradicts that J‹pw,Mq is
the optimal cost of the problem (71). This proves the claim.

Proposition 8 implies the following: Consider the scenario
when we continuously sample the disturbance within W
while maintaining the previous M1 samples until there exist
discretized disturbances qj , j P t1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , Qu that satisfy (75)
for some w. Then, we can find a smaller bound than the bound
δpw,M1q. Specifically, we have the following:

DN ą M1, @M2 ě N, δpw,M1q ą δpw,M2q. (81)

Therefore, the optimal solution of (71) satisfies Assumption 6.
When using (73), Proposition 8 can be proved by replacing w
with wn and J‹pw,Mq with J‹

LPpwn,Mq.

B. Initialization using Tube MPC
For initialization, we have the following suboptimal con-

troller that satisfies Assumption 7.

V̄ 0
0ÑT px̄Sq “ min

ū0
0:T

0

s.t., x̄0
k`1 “ Ax̄0

k ` Bū0
k,

x̄0
0 “ x̄S ,

x̄0
k`1 P X a E , ū0

k P U a KE ,
x̄0
T`1 P O a E ,

k P t0, ¨ ¨ ¨ , T u,

(82)

where the superscript 0 is to denote an initialization, x̄0
k and

ū0
k are a nominal state and a nominal input at time step k,

respectively, and E is a robust positive invariant set for the
autonomous system xk`1 “ pA`BKqxk `wk, wk P W and
K is a given state feedback gain such that A`BK is Hurwitz.
Moreover, S Ď x̄S ‘ E Ă X and E Ď O. Remind that S is
defined in Assumption 3.

Remark 9: This problem is a tube MPC [15] with horizon
length N “ T ` 1. By [15, Prop.1], the state x0

k of the closed-
loop system (2) under the control policy πTubepx0

kq “ ū0‹
k `

Kpx0
k ´ x̄0‹

k q always satisfies the state constraint X while
πTubepx0

kq P U . Moreover, the terminal state x0
T`1 P O.
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1) Compute the initial safe set SS0: We denote the optimal
nominal inputs and the associated states of (82) as ū0‹

0:T and
x̄0‹
0:T , respectively. We define the following sets:

Ek “ x̄0‹
k ‘ E , k P t0, ¨ ¨ ¨ , T ` 1u. (83)

Note that, since E is invariant, the number of vertices of Ek
is same for all k P 0, ¨ ¨ ¨ , T ` 1. Let l denote the number of
vertices of Ek and vEk

1 , ¨ ¨ ¨ , vEk

l denotes the vertices of Ek
The initial safe set is defined as:

SS0
“ conv

#

O
ď

#

T`1
ď

k“0

Ek

++

, (84)

where SS0 is the convex hull of the target set O and
ŤT`1

k“0 Ek.
2) Compute the initial value function Q0

p¨q: To construct the
initial value function Q0p¨q, we define a state data matrix, an
input data matrix, and a cost-to-go data vector. First, we define
an initial state data matrix X0 as follows:

X0 “

”

vO1 , ¨ ¨ ¨ , vOlO , v
E0
1 , ¨ ¨ ¨ , vE0

l , ¨ ¨ ¨ , v
ET`1

1 , ¨ ¨ ¨ , v
ET`1

l

ı

,

which consists of the vertices of the target set O and
Ekpx̄0‹

k q, @k P t0, ¨ ¨ ¨ , T ` 1u.
Second, we define an initial input data matrix U0 where

we store the corresponding input of each element of the initial
state data matrix X0 as follows:

U0 “

”

KvO1 ,KvO2 , ...,KvOlO , πTubepvE0
1 q, ¨ ¨ ¨ , πTubepvE0

l q,

¨ ¨ ¨ , πTubepv
ET`1

1 q, ¨ ¨ ¨ , πTubepv
ET`1

l q

ı

.

As the target set O is the robust positive invariant set
for the closed-loop system controlled by the linear policy
upxq “ Kx, the corresponding inputs for the vertices of O are
KvO1 ,KvO2 , ...,KvOlO .

Third, we introduce an initial cost-to-go data vector denoted
as J0, where i-th element of J0, i.e., rJ0si, corresponds to
rX0si and rU0si. For k P t0, ¨ ¨ ¨ , T ` 1u, we compute the
cost-to-go value J0

k for each tube Ek (83), i.e., f : Ek Ñ J0
k ,

by solving the following optimization problem:

J0
k “ max

x
ℓpx, πTubepxqq ` J0

k`1

s.t., x P Ekpx̄0‹
k q,

(85)

Note that J0
T`1 “ 0 since ET`1 Ď O. If rX0si falls within a

tube Ek, we assign the corresponding cost-to-go value J0
k to it.

Remark 10: As the objective function in (85) is convex and
Ekpx̄0‹

k q is a polytope, there exists a vertex of Ekpx̄0‹
k q which

is the global maximizer of (85) [1, Prop. 1.3.4]. Thus, we
can solve this maximization problem (85) by enumerating the
cost-to-go values of all vertices of Ekpx̄0‹

k q. The enumeration
number is T ¨ lw.

For the first lO elements of the cost data vector J0, their
corresponding state data in X0 are the vertices of O. Thus, the
first lO elements of the J0 are zeros. The remaining elements
of the J0 are assigned based on the tube to which the respective
state belongs. To sum up, we define the initial cost data vector
J0 as follows:

J0 “ r0, 0, ..., 0
looomooon

lO

, J0
0 , ¨ ¨ ¨ , J0

0
looooomooooon

l

, ¨ ¨ ¨ , J0
T`1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , J0

T`1
loooooooomoooooooon

l

s.
(86)

3) Prove that the cost-data vector (86) satisfies the condition
(18): For the simplicity of the proof, we define the function
J0p¨q as follows:

J0pxq “

$

’

&

’

%

J0
k , if x P Ek, k P t0, ¨ ¨ ¨ , T u,

0, else if x P O,

8, otherwise.
(87)

Note that this is a function whose output is the cost-to-go value
(85) of the tube to which the argument x belongs. Thus, for
any i-th column of X0, the following is satisfied:

J0prX0siq “ rJ0si. (88)

By construction of the tubes Ekpx̄0‹
k q, k P t0, ¨ ¨ ¨ , T u (83)

and by Assumption 4, for any state in X0, the corresponding
input in U0 will steer the system (2) inside one of the tubes
(83) or the target set O. Therefore, we have that:

J0pArX0si ` BrU0si ` wq “ const. ă 8, @w P W. (89)

In (85), we define the cost-to-go value by taking a maxi-
mization over the tube while setting the cost-to-go value in the
target set O to zero. This implies the following inequality is
satisfied for all elements of X0:

J0prX0siq

ě ℓprX0si, rU0siq ` J0pArX0si ` BrU0si ` wq, @w P W,
(90)

From (89), we know that J0pArX0si`BrU0si`wq is constant
for any realization of w P W . Thus, we can rewrite (90) as:

J0prX0siq

ě ℓprX0si, rU0siq `
řM
m“1pmJ0pArX0si ` BrU0si ` wmq,

(91)
Remind that wm is the m-th discretized disturbance. For brevity
of the proof, we will denote ArX0si ` BrU0si ` wm as x`

i,m

in the rest of the proof.
Suppose an optimal solution of (19) is λ0‹. From the

definition of Q0pxq (19), we have that:

Q0pxq “ J0λ0‹

“
řdimpJ0

q

i“1 rλ0‹siJ
0prX0siq

ě
řdimpJ0

q

i“1 rλ0‹sitℓprX0si, rU0siq `
řM
m“1pmJ0px`

i,mqu,
(92)

where the last inequality is due to (91).
Next, we want to prove:

J0px`
i,mq ě Q0px`

i,mq. (93)

As aforementioned in (89), x`
i,m belongs to either the target

set O or one of the tubes Ekpx̄0‹
k q, k P 1, ¨ ¨ ¨ , T . Let us

denote the set to which x`
i,m belongs as S`

i,m. Then, we can
express x`

i,m as a convex combination of the vertices of the set
S`
i,m which are the elements of X0. Let λv is the associated

convex coefficients, i.e., X0λv “ x`
i,m. Moreover, J0px`

i,mq is
constant over the tube S`

i,m. Thus, we have the following:

J0λv “ J0px`
i,mq,

X0λv “ x`
i,m,

λv ě 0, 1Jλv “ 1.

(94)
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This implies λv is a feasible solution of the mp-LP problem
in (19) and thus J0px`

i,mq ě Q0px`
i,mq. From (92) and

J0px`
i,mq ě Q0px`

i,mq, we show that the cost-data vector (86)
satisfies the condition (18).

C. Robust Reachable Set [5]
Definition 1: (Robust Successor Set): Given a control policy

πp¨q and the closed-loop system xk`1 “ Axk ` Bπpxkq `

wk, wk P W , we define the robust successor set from the S
as:
SuccpS,W, πq “ txk`1 | Dxk P S, Dwk P W,

xk`1 “ Axk ` Bπpxkq ` wku.
Given the set S , the robust successor set SuccpS, En, πq denotes
the set of the states that the uncertain autonomous system can
reach in one time step.

Definition 2: (N step Robust Reachable Set): Given a
control policy πp¨q and the closed-loop system xk`1 “

Axk ` Bπpxkq ` wk, wk P W , we recursively define the
N step robust reachable set from a given initial set S subject
to a constraint xk P X as:

R0pS,W, πq “ S,
Ri`1pS,W, πq “ SuccpRipS,W, πq,W, πq

Ş X ,

i “ 0, 1, .., N ´ 1.

D. Proof of Proposition 3
We will prove the claim by induction. Consider the case

j “ 0. Since the terminal constraint in (82) is x̄0
T`1 P OaE , the

realized state x0
T`1 of the closed-loop system (2) controlled

by πTubep¨q is in the target set O. Moreover, for all N P

t0, ¨ ¨ ¨ , T ` 1u, N -th tubes EN (83) contains a N -step robust
reachable set RN pxS ,W, πTubeq. Thus, by [20, Proposition
1], SS0 is a robust positive invariant set for the closed-loop
system (2) controlled by the policy π0

Qp¨q (41).
Assuming for a particular j ´ 1 ě 0, SSj´1 is a robust

positive invariant set for the closed-loop system (2) controlled
by the policy πj´1

Q p¨q. We want to show that SSj is a robust
positive invariant set for the closed-loop system (2) controlled
by the policy πj

Qp¨q. From the formulation of the (11) and the
control policy (12), we have that,

Axj
k ` Bπj‹pxj

kq ` w P SSj´1, @w P W. (95)

Similarly, for any element xj
exp of Xj

k,exp and uj
exp “

πj‹pxj
expq of Uj

k,exp where k P t0, ¨ ¨ ¨ , T ju, we have that,

Axj
exp ` Buj

exp ` w P SSj´1, @w P W. (96)

Moreover, by the induction hypothesis and (41), @x P SSj´1,

AXj´1λj´1‹
looooomooooon

x

`BUj´1λj´1‹
looooomooooon

πj´1
Q pxq

`w P SSj´1, @w P W. (97)

The above equations (95), (96) and (97) imply that @x “

Xjλj‹ P SSj at episode j, satisfy the following equation:

AXjλj‹
loomoon

x

`BUjλj‹
loomoon

πj
Qpxq

`w P SSj´1, @w P W. (98)

Also, by (36), SSj´1
Ă SSj . Therefore, @x P SSj , Ax `

Bπj
Qpxq ` w P SSj´1

Ă SSj , @w P W . This implies that
SSj is a robust positive invariant set for the closed-loop system
(2) controlled by the policy πj

Qp¨q.
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