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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.

[. INTRODUCTION

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

0
Q*(x0) =min Ey, Z Uzg, 7(zg))
() k=0
s.t, Tri1 = Az + Br(zg) + wy,

ey

xp € X, w(xg) €U,

in a region x of the state space. In @, wy, 1s 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 (I) 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], [3L 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 [2l 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 (I)) of safety-critical
systems, training NNs are difficult [I3] 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 by using MPC. They
assume that the stage cost in (I)) 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
by solving the Riccati equation. However, without such
assumptions for the stage costs, it is generally difficult to
explicitly calculate the value function of (I)). 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 (I) 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 ().

« 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.

o 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 (T)).

« 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 XY@)Y =
{x+y:x e X,y e Y} The Pontryagin difference between two
sets is defined as Y)Y ={rx e X : x + y € X,Vy € Y}. The
m-th column vector of a matrix H is denoted as [H],,. The
m-th component of a vector A is [h],. P(A) is the probability
of the event A, and E[] is the expectation of its argument.
The notation z;.,, means the sequence of the variable x from
time step [ to time step m. dim(v) denotes the dimension of
the vector v. int(S) denotes the interior of the set S. conv{S}
denotes the convex hull of the set S.

Il. 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:

Jj J J J J
Ty 41 = Ay + By + wp, wy ~ p(w), 2

336 ~ p(l‘o),

where xfc e R™ is the state, and u?c € R™« is the input at
time step k of the episode j. System matrices A and B are
known. The initial state of the system 7, is a random vector
with distribution p(x¢). At each time step & of the episode j,
the system is affected by a random disturbance wj, € R™* with
known distribution p(w). We use the following assumptions
on the system (2).

Assumption I: (Bounded Random Disturbance) We assume
that the random disturbance wj is an independently and
identically distributed (i.i.d.), zero-mean random variable with
known distribution p(w) and known support V. The set
W = {w | Hyw < hy} is a nonempty polytope that contains
the origin in its interior. Furthermore, [,, is the number of
vertices of W, and v}V is the i-th vertex of the W.

Assumption 2: (Bounded Random Initial State) We assume
that the initial state 27, is an independently and identically
distributed (i.i.d.) with distribution p(z) and known support
S. Moreover, the set S is compact.

B. Constraints
System (@) is subject to the following constraints:
xi eX, ui eu, Vwi ew,
Vk >0, Vj >0,

where X = {z|H,x < hy} is a polyhedron, and U =

{u| Hyu < hy} is a nonempty polytope. For the feasibility of

the problem setup, we use the following assumption.
Assumption 3: Nz} ~ p(x¢), ) € 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 < R"= while minimizing
the expected sum of the stage cost £(-,-) : R"» x R"» — 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 £(-,-).

Assumption 4: (Robust Positive Invariant Set O) A set O ©
X is a robust positive invariant set for the autonomous system
Zr+1 = (A + BK)xy + wy, where wy, € W and K is a given
state feedback gain, i.e., if xx € O = x11 € O, Yw, € W.
Furthermore, the set O is a polytope with a nonempty relative
interior [1] where its vertices are {v{, v, ...,vl%}.

We define KO = {ulu = Kz,z € O}. By Assumption {4
Vo e O, Jue KO such that Ax + Bu+we O, Ywe W.

Assumption 5: (Differentiable, Convex, and Positive Def-
inite Stage Cost) The stage cost £(-,-) is differentiable and
jointly convex in its arguments. Furthermore, we assume that
L(z,u) =0, Vz € O and Yu € KO. Also, ¢(x,u) > 0, Yz €
R™=\O, Yu e R™\KO.

We want to compute a solution to the following infinite
horizon OCP under the Assumptions for z ~ p(xo):

3

o0
Q*(z) = Hl(lI)l Ewo.. l Z Lz, ﬂ'(xk))]
T k=0
s.t, Zp41 = Azy + Br(xg) + wg, @
ro =z, wy ~ p(w),
rp € X, 7T((£k) el, Ywp e W,

Vk = 0.
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Note that system (2) is uncertain and that the OCP (@) involves
an optimization over state feedback policies 7(-) [2, Chap.1.2]
Remark 1: Once the state 2, 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
[1l. APPROACH

A. Solution Approach

There are three main challenges in solving (@), namely:
(C1) Solving the problem (@) for 7' — oo is computationally
demanding.
(C2) Minimizing the expected cost in @) involves infinitely
nested multivariate integrals.
(C3) Optimizing over control policies 7(-) 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:
Vj(x) = mu}\n U(xg, ug) + Ey, [Qj_l(xk+1):|
s.t., Tx+1 = Axg + Buy + wy,
=, wg ~ p(w) ©)
T € X, Uk € U,
Ti41 € SSj_l, Vwk € W,

where xj4; is the state and wug4; is the input at predicted
time step k + 4. SS7~! is the terminal set and Q7= (-) is the
terminal cost, which is the estimated value function defined
on the terminal set SS’~*. The upper index is used to denote
the episode. Let T7 denote the end time of the j-th episode,
ie., 27, € 0.

For time step & of episode j, we store a state .’Li and the
associated optimal input u} = 7/*(z7) to learn the terminal
set SS7 and the terminal cost Q7 (-) for the next episode j + 1
after the episode j is completed, which will be detailed in
Sec. 88771 is also called a safe set [[18] since if properly
computed, it is robust positive invariant, i.e., Vx € 887 1 Jue
U, st., Az + Bu+we S8, Yw e W. The block diagram
of the proposed approach is illustrated in Fig. [I]

Offline
Learning
L 0i-1(. _1
Online . A el
xi‘ MPC Plant
; an
()

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

B. Tractable reformulation of (9)

Although the infinitely nested expected cost in (@) reduces to
a single expected terminal cost in (3)), it is still computationally
intractable for real-time applications, in general. This is
because evaluating the expected terminal cost in (§) involves
a multivariate integral. We present the tractable reformulation
of B) in this section.

1) Tractable reformulation of the expected terminal cost in
@): We reformulate the expected terminal cost in (3) by
approximating the multivariate integral with a discrete sum by
discretizing the disturbance set WW. 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 WW. 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 w™
denote m-th discretized disturbance. As the sampled distur-
bance set {w™}*_, includes vertices of WV, any disturbance
w € W can be parameterized as a convex combination of the

discretized disturbances as follows:

M
w = Z_l o (W)w™, 6)

where pi,,(w) is the parameterized convex coefficient. We
will use (6) to replace a generic disturbance w with the
convex combination of the sampled disturbance set {w™}M_,.
This replacement is needed to numerically compute the
expected cost. To compute the optimality gap in Section [V]
[Cl the parameterized coefficients need to satisfy the property
introduced next.

Assumption 6: Yw € W, let m be in the set {m|m €
{1,--- , M} and py,(w) # 0}, the following conditions hold:
6.1. Existence of bound

35(w, M) > 0, ||lw—w™|| < d(w, M). @)

6.2 Decreasing bound as increasing M

Consider M = M, and we continuously sample the distur-
bance within YV while maintaining the previous M; samples.
Then, we have the following:

iN > My, VMy = N, §(w, My) > §(w, Ms). ®)
Remark 2: Assumption [6] implies that for any disturbance
w € W, the discretized disturbance w™ with non-zero
coefficient i, (w) is located close to w. Furthermore, as the
number of the discretized disturbances M increases sufficiently,
the bound §(w, M) decreases. Appendix |A| describes different
ways to calculate p,,(w) and its expected value for p(w),
which is p,, described next.
Once the function p,,(w) is calculated, we take the expec-
tation of it with respect to p(w), which is a coefficient of the
discrete sum to approximate the expected terminal cost in (3):

Pm = Eqy [ﬂm(w)] . ©)
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Using the coefficients p,,, we approximate the expected
terminal cost in the (3) with a discrete sum as follows:

E, [Qj_l(Axé‘k + Bug)lk + wi)]
M , , , (10)
~ 2 meJ_l(Ax'g)lk + Bu{]‘k +w™)
m=1
2) Tractable MPC problem: The tractable reformulation of
the MPC problem (5)) can be acheived by replacing the terminal
cost of (@) with its approx1mat10n in and robustifying the
terminal constraint x1| K € SS§I1 Vwk € W. In summary, the
tractable reformulation of (3)) is given as follows:

Z Pm@ "

S.t., Tpa1 = Aack + Buk,

VJ(:E) mm Uz, ug) (Ts1 + ™)

(1)

Tk = T,
rLeX, upelU,
T €SS oW,

where T, is a nominal state at predicted time step k£ + 1.
After solving (TT), we apply the optimal MPC policy 7/ (-):

ui = Wj*(zi) = uj (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 (I0) is an upper bound
of the expected terminal cost in @, 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 (I0) is an upper
bound of the expected terminal cost in (3)) similarly as proved
in [16, Thm.1].

Proposition 1: Suppose the value function )/ (+) is a convex
function. Let Assumptions E]-E] hold. Then, the value function
Q7 (-) satisfies the following inequality for all z € SS:

mecg (Az + Bu + w™) = E,[Q’ (Az + Bu + w)].

(13)
Proof: We have the following.
E,[Q7 (Az + Bu + w)]
= @’ (Az + Bu + w)p(w)dw
wewW
f Z fim (W)Q? (A + Bu + w™)p(w)dw
wWEW 4, (14)
= Z Q7 (Az + Bu + w™) f o (w)p(w)dw
m=1 wew
M .
= Z Pm @’ (Az + Bu + w™),
m=1

where the first inequality is due to the convexity of the value
function Q7 (-) and the definition of s, (w) (), and the last
equality is from the definition of p,, in (9). ]

We will prove that Q’(-) is a convex function in m

In Section we show that property (T3) is related to
the stochastic stability of the closed loop system [16]. In
Proposition [3| in Sec. [V-B| we prove that Qi1 (z) > V(z),
then the following result follows from Proposition

Q' (2)

> Uz, 7 (2)) +

M
2 pm@’ (Az + Bri* (z) + w™)
m=1
Vi(z) ;om [T
B, [Q7 (Az + Bri*(x) + w)].

15)

_

> ((z, 7 (x)) +

Inequality (T3) implies that Q7~!(x) decreases at each step.
This result will be key in proving that the closed-loop system
(@) controlled by the MPC policy (IZ)) converges to the target
set O with probability 1. Details will be provided in Sec.

IV. LEARNING THE SAFE SET §S7
AND VALUE FUNCTION @7(-) USING DATA

In this section, we present how the safe set SS’ and the
value function /() in (TT)) are updated using the data, which
is the "Learning” block in Fig. [T] This section is organized as
follows. First, we describe how to initialize the safe set SS’
and the value function Q’(-), i.e., how to compute 88° and
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 SS? and (7 (-) 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
SS7 and the value function Q7(-).

A. Initialization

In this subsection, we describe how to compute SS8Y and
Q°(-). To do that, we make the following assumption on the
existence of a feasible solution to the problem (@).

Assumption 7: A sub-optimal controller of the infinite hori-
zon OCP (@) 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
SS? and 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
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 X°, comprising these nominal states
and tube vertices. Specifically, the initial safe set is defined as:

880 = CODV{O U{U{[XOL}}}’

where L is the number of the states stored in the state data
matrix X, and [X°]; denotes i-th column vector of X°. Thus,

(16)
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SSY is the convex hull of the target set @ and every column
vector in X°.

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

[U°]; = Trube ([X]:).

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

a7

dim(J°)
@ = Y WX [0))

i=1

M
+ Z meO(A[XO]i + B[[JO]z + wm)}
m=1
(18)
where Q°(-) is the initial value function defined on SS°
computed using X° and J as:

0(7) — min FONO
Q(x)—n;\%nJ)\

s.t., XOAY =z, (19)

A0>0,1TA% =1,

and A% is an optimal vector of the problem (I9), which
represents € SS” as a convex combination of the data points
of X as described in the first constraint of (T9). In Appendix
we present a way to calculate J° to satisfy the condition (T8)
when the sub-optimal controller satisfied Assumption [7] is a
Tube MPC [15]]. Note that Q°(x) 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 Q°(x) does not
have to be calculated in prior as the minimization problem (I9)
can be incorporated into the problem (20) and form a single
unified optimization problem.

In summary, we initialize SS7 and Q’(-) with SS° in (T6)
and Q°(-) in (19).

B. Exploration

Exploration refers to finding a subset of the set {z € X|z ¢
SS!, and (TI) is feasible} after the episode j is completed
and before the episode j + 1 starts. The condition "(IT)

is feasible." implies that the state x can be robustly steered to
the safe set SS?~*. This condition will be used to prove the
robust positive invariance of the updated set SS7 in Proposition
[l which is a key to ensure the recursive feasibility of (TI)
in Sec. [V-A] The set of explored states will be appended to
the set SS7~! and utilized to update the function V7(-) to
improve the expected cost in (@) of the closed-loop system (2))
controlled by the MPC policy (I2), which we will refer to as
controller "performance".

We introduce an exploration strategy that allows improving
the cost V7*1(.) of (TT) and enlarging the safe set SS of
problems @ at the next episode j + 1 when compared to
V() and S§'~ at current episode .

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 > 1, which meant that some visited states -, might not be
in the safe set SSJ ! However, in our problem setting, all
visited states a:k are in the safe set SS7~!. This is because we
solve the MPC (L1) with prediction horizon N = 1 and enforce

1|k eSS 1o W which implies xl‘k €SS, Yuwy, e W.

The exploration can be carried out by randomly selecting a
state « from the set X\SS’ ! and checking whether the state
x is feasible for the MPC (TI). Alternatively, one can find
the farthest reachable states from SS7~! 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 (TT)), w-j*(xfé). For brevity,
we reformulate the problem (TI)) as follows:

min f7(u) (20a)
st, H(Az] + Bu) <h, (20b)
Hou < ha, (20c)

where f7(-) is a cost function in abstract form and SS'~' ©

= {z|Hz < h}. Note that SS?~*©W is a convex polytope
that will be introduced in Sec. Although the parameters
H and h in (20b) are updated for every episode j, we denote the
constraint without any superscript 7 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:

Vi (u*)+ (HB)"vi* + H]~]

where V'Z* >0 and 'y',i* > 0 are the optimal dual variables at
time step k of the episode j associated with the constraints

and (20d), respectively. From the condition (21al), we can

calculate the gradient of the cost function V f7 (u*) as follows:
~Vfi(u*)=(HB) v + H]~]

Using V f7(u*), the descent direction dey, € R™ is a vector
which satisfies the following inequality:

V9 (1) dep < 0.

=0, (21a)

(22)

(23)

Note that deyp, € R+ 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 /(-,-), the function @Q7()
is continuous and piecewise affine, which will be introduced
in Sec. 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 f7(u) 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 SS7 .

‘Our exploration strategy is as follows: for each collected state
ac?g we find a 1-step robust reachable seﬂ from the given state
x;, that is situated at the maximum distance from the current
safe set SS~! in the descent direction dexp. To ensure that all
states in a 1-step robust reachable set are feasible solutions of
(TT)), we impose the following constraint: all states in the 1-step
robust reachable set should be robustly steered to SS” ! In
particular, we try to solve the following optimization problem
where the decision variables are the descent direction vector
dexp € R™ and a control policy Texp: & — U as follows:

dssi(z],) = (24a)

max dlSt(.Tk exp’ SSj_l) (24b)
e ()

st VI (u*) Tdep <0 (24¢)

x{%vexp = Axi + B(u* + dexp) + w, w ~ p(w),

(244d)
xi’exp eX, YweW, (24e)
U+ dexp €U, (241)

Amiyexp + BWeXP(x-Ii,exp) eSS Ywe W, (24g)

Texp (T} exp) €U, Yw €W, (24h)

where xi,exp is a state to be explored. The cost function (240)
is a distance measure between the state xy, . . and the safe
set SS?!. The constraint equal to (23) ensures that the
vector deyp, is a descent direction. The set of feasible solutions
z, oxp for all w e W is 1-step robust reachable set because of
@ (24¢), and (24f). The constraints (24g) and @) are to
robustly steer the 1-step robust reachable set to SS7~

There are two main challenges in solving the exploration
optimization problem (24). First, optimizing over control
policies Texp(+) 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 u)V, where i € {1, ,l,}. Remind that [, is the
number of vertlces of W and v}V is the i-th vertex of WW. Each
control input u!V satisfies the following:

Weu
Az + Bu)Y +we SSTY Ywe W,
x}/V=Amk+B(u +dexp)+vl-

(25)

This means that a control input u}Y robustly steers back the
system (@) at )Y to the safe set SS’~', where z}V is a

IRefer to Appendix |C| for the definition.

predicted state of the system (2) starting from xi, controlled
by u* + dexp and perturbed by 4 The control policy is

parameterized as a convex comblnatlon of ulV, ie {1, -+ 1y}
as follows:
Fexp(®) € {ufu = [u]Y, - WYX, A =0, 1TA =1,

x = Axi + B(u* + dexp) + [07Y,- - ,vlvr]()i}é)

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 SS7™! is a convex set. Let Assumption |1/ hold.
Then, the control policy (26) satisfies the constraints (24g) and

Proof Note that z)V, where i € {1,---,l,}, are the
predicted states perturbed by i-th vertex of W, v}Y, as described
in 25). Since WV is a convex set, we can write the state x7 ..
defined in (24d) for all w € W as a convex combination of
J},}N where i € {1,---,l,}, as follows:

J _ wlw w
xk,exp - Zi:l[A]ixi

= Az} + B(u* + dexp) + [0, 0}V A,

where A is an associated convex coefficient vector such that
A=0, lT)\ =1, and [A]; is the i-th element of the vector .

27

From u}Y € U in @3), exp() in 26), and 27), we have that
Foxp (Thoxp) = zézl[A]iuiW =[ul’ o u X @9

This implies that ﬁexp(zi, exp) €an be written as a convex
combination of w}V, i€ {1, ,l,}. As U is a convex set,
the input constraint (24h) is satisfied.i.e., fexp(2}, xpp) € U
Furthermore, from Az} + Bu)¥ +w € 8§77, Yw e W
in Z3) and by convex1ty of the set SS771, which will be
described in Sec. [[V-C] we have that

she [Ali(Az)Y + BulY + w) 29)
= Ax], exp T Btexp (2], exp) TWE S8 Ywew,
which shows that ﬁexp(xk exp) (O] satisfies (24g). [

We will see that SS?~! is a convex set in
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:
dist(z]

mk,cxp’ SSj_l) = H;lcn ||‘i';g,cxp - 335”2

T T
st,v]" Hr.=v]" h,
fi,exp = A;vk + B(u* + dexp),

. (30)
where ©]” is a dual variable of (20b) at time stgp k. By solving
the problem (30), dist (2], .., SS7™") = v]* H Bdexp.

Remark 6: If there exists a non-zero dual variable of (20B),
i.e., " # 0, the distance measure dist (7, exp,SSJ ) in (30)
is the distance from the disturbance-free state 73 .. 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 v]" has non-zero elements associated
with the active constraints from the dual feasibility and the
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S8 oW ={z|Hz < h}

dlSt(:L‘k exp,&S'j_l)

a‘:fC xp = Awi + B(u* + dexp)
Fig. 3. A two-dimensional example of the distance measure (30). The
Ilght blue polytope is the nominal safe set S§-1 W = {z|Hx < h}
in (206). The red line represents the active constraint.

complementary slackness of the KKT conditions [6]. Thus the

active constralnts in (20B) are written as /] Ty T =] T
as in (30). Therefore, the problem is to find the distance
from the state Ty, ., to the active constraint of (20b).

In summary, the exploration problem (24)) is reformulated by
approximating the control policy mexp(-) With a control policy
Trexp(+) in (26), explicitly calculating the distance measure
as in (30), and robustifying the constraints. The tractable
reformulation of (24) for x7, is given as follows:

dssi (ﬂfi) =
WT
max v HBdexp
dexp, ULily,
s.t., ij( VT dexp <0
xk ,exp Axk + B( + dexp)a
31
x;expe)(ew, u* + dexp €U, S
Az)V + BV e ST T ow,
zV = Azl + B(u* + dexp) + 07,
Wel,
1e{l, - Ly}
After solving (3T) for = for all k € {0,---,77}, we find
states to be explored as follows:
fop = L1 ). (32)

The states (32) are utilized to update the safe set SS?~! which
will be introduced in Sec. [V-Cl

To calculate the corresponding input to each explored state
in X7 exp> We solve (TI) for each element in X; = as the
initial condition and collect the optimal inputs as follows:

Ul = [0 (@), (33)

k,exp ’ ) Wj*(xx,\j*)]-
Remind that 77*(-) denotes the MPC policy (T2). All elements
in Xk exp A€ feasible points of the problem (TT) because the
optimal solution u)Y, where i € {1,--- ,1,,}, is a feasible input
of the problem @ for all elements in X7

k,exp*

C. Update the safe Set SS' and the value function Q! ()

After the j-th task and the exploration are completed, SS7~*
is updated. We augment the state and input data as follows:

Online
X7 = [XI ), a2, ,ijﬂ ”
Xf)exp"” ’ X;“j,expL ( )
From exploration
Uj = [Uj_laﬂ—j*(l‘%)f" Wj*('”%“j)? (35)
Ug) ,exp) U%"J exp]

We update SS? by taking the convex hull operation of all
elements in X7 as follows:

,
S8’ = conv{ U [Xj]i},

i=1

(36)

where dJ is the number of states stored in the state matrix
X7, ie., X7 e R" %% Note that as we augment the state data
matrix as shown in @]) the convex hull operation of them
will continue to expand, i.e., SS771 = 8857,

We set the value as ¢-th element of the cost data vector at
j-th episode, i.e., [J7];, as follows:

[37]: = e([X7];, [U7]:)

M - ) ) (37
+ 3 pm@Q THA[X]; + B[UY]; + w™).
m=1
where Q7~1(-) is calculated as follows:
Q7 (x) = min  J/TINITL
Ai—1eRIXI1
st,  XITINTl =g (38)

Nt=o0 1TN =1

We update Q7(-) by solving the following optimization
problem using (34) and (7).

Q' (r) = min JIN
AJeRIXI]
st, XIN = x, (39
N=0 1T\ =

Q7 (x) 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 @’(z) does not have to be calculated in prior as
the minimization problem can be incorporated into the
problem (20) and form a single unified optimization problem.

The function Q7 (z) is defined on SS’ because of X/ A/ =
x in (39). This constraint restricts its domain to the states
expressable as a convex combination of the recorded states in
[@4), which is equal to SS’ by construction (36). Since Q7 (x)
is defined on the bounded domain SS’ and is piecewise affine,
continuous, and bounded above, it is Lipschitz continuous in
SS7 defined as follows:

1Q7(2) = Q"W < L |}z — yll, Yz, ye SS,

where L7 > 0 is a Lipschitz constant.

(40)
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Let A7* denote the optimal solution of (T9) when j = 0
and of (39) when j > 1. We define the control policy 77, (-)
is defined for all z € SS7 as follows:

7TQ( x) = UIN*, 41)
which will be used to prove the robust positive invariance of
the safe set SS” and the pointwise non-increasing property of
the function @Q7(-) for all x € SS”.

D. Properties of SS' and Qi(-)

We introduce properties of the safe set SS” (36) and the
value function Q’(-) (39).

Proposition 3: (Robust Positive Invariance of 887 Let
Assumptions |17/ hold. Then, ¥j > 0, SS7 is a robust positive
invariant set for the closed-loop system (2) controlled by a
policy 3(-) @I).

Proof: See the Appendix [D [ |

Proposition 4: (Pointwise non-increasing of Q7(-)) Let As-
sumptions [1}7| hold. Consider the value function Q7(-) in (39).
Vj = 1, the value function does not increase pointwise:

VreSS™, QI l(z) = Qi (x).
Proof: We will prove the claim by induction.
(i) For the base case, we want to show Yz € SS°, Q°(z) >
Q'(x). Let zf,, = A[X"]; + B[U]; + w™. From (T8), we
have the following Vx € 889,

(42)

Q%(x)
> Zdlm(J ) )\o* {g XO “[UO] )+Zm 1me0( Zm)}
(43)
From (37), we have that,
[31: = (X", [U'],) (44)

+ M pnQU(A[XY]; + B[UY; +w™).

Note that, we augment the state data matrix X° to define X*

as in . Thus, we can define !, , = [A®*T7,0,0,...,0]" €
RIMUY) 5o that © = XOA* = Xlxgand. Then, Amd >0
and 1AL, = 1. These imply that A!, , is a feasible solution

to the problem in (39) at episode j = 1. Therefore, from (@3)
and (@), the following inequalities holds Yz € SS:

Q°()
> SN [UOT) + 2 pm Q)
dlm(J [}‘cand] [Jl]“

=1
> Ql(:@.
(45)
The last inequality holds because A, , is a feasible solution
of (B9) at episode j = 1, and Q'(x) is the optimal cost of
(39) at z in episode j = 1.
(ii) Now, we make an induction hypothesis as follows:

=1, VzeSS, QT x) = QU(x). (46)
We want to prove:
VeSS, Q(x) = Q' (x). (47)

Suppose A?* is an optimal solution of (39) at the episode j.
From the value function update (39) and the definition of the
cost data (37) J7, we have that, Vz € SS7,

Q7 (x)

= JIN\*

= VL

— s Im@D NI {0([X7];, [U7);)

+ S pm @ (A[X
>2d1m(JJ) )\j* {E Xj zy[UJ]z)

1 + B[U’]; + w™)}

+ 30 pm @7 (A[XI]; + B[U7]; + w™)}.
(48)
The last inequality is due to A[X7]; + B[U7]; + w™ € S§7~*
by the terminal constraint in (TT) and Q’~!(z) > Q(z) for
all z € SS/~! from the induction hypothesis (@6).
From (37), we have that,
[37F4]; = €([X7 3, [U7F1];)
+ Sm—1Pm @ (A[XI1]; + B[O + w™).
(49)
Note that, we augment the state data matrix X7 to define X7+1
as in @) Thus, we can define M1 = [A*T.0,0,...,0]T €
RImI™) 50 that z = XIAI* = XJ“)\’“ Then, Acgnld
0 and 1TA/}! = 1. These imply that )\Qnd is a feasible
solution to the problem in (39) at episode j + 1. Therefore,
from (@) and ([@9), the following inequalities holds Yz € SS:

Q (z)
> ydm@ NI L 0([(X7, [U7];)

+Zm—1me]( [X
im(J7+!
= TN [,

candJ?
> QI (z).
(50)

By induction, @2) 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 (TT).

Theorem 1: Let Assumptions hold. Then, for all time
steps k = 0 and all episodes j > 1, the MPC (II) is feasible
if the state a, is obtained by applying the MPC policy (I2) to
the system (2) starting from any initial state x5 € S.

Proof: We will prove the claim by induction.
For the base case, we prove that the problem (TT) is feasible
at k = 0, Vj > 1. From (36), we have zj = SS’7'. Thus,
from the Proposition [3] we have that 7 (xo) €U and Awo
B7TQ "@) +w e S8 Yyw e W, Wthh implies Az +
Bwé_l(xg) e SS'~1 © W. Therefore, ﬂé_l(x%) is a feasible
solution to (TIT) at k = 0, Vj > 1.

Now use an induction step. Suppose the problem (T1) is
feasible at some k£ = ¢t > 0 at episode 7 > 1. We want to prove
the problem (IT) is feasible at some k = t+1 at episode j > 1.
From the induction hypothesis, we have that Az + Bri*(x7) e

i + B[U’]; + w™)},
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88771 © W, which is the terminal constraint of (I1) and
implies azg 11 € SSTH Vw{ € W. From the Propositi we
have that W{Q_l(x{ﬂ) € U such that Azl |+ ngl(xgﬂ) €
SS~' o W. Thus, wfg_l(xiﬂ) is a feasible solution to (TT)
at k = t+1 at episode j. By induction, the claim is proved. W

Based on the Theorem [T} we can prove the feasibility of the
exploration problem (3T).

Corollary 1: Consider thf; exploration problem (3I) where
the argument is the state z7, the primal optimal solution of
the MPC problem in (TT)) is u0| K and the corresponding dual

optimal solutions are I/i and ~;". Let Assumptions hold.
Then the exploration problem (31)) has a feasible solution.

Proof: From PropositionSSj ~! is a robust positive
invariant set for the closed-loop system (2) controlled by
Wé) '(-) @T). Thus, we can find a feasible point of (3T):

& —o,
1Iivexp (51)
u, —7TQ YAzl + Bu* +0)).
Thus, the problem (31) has a feasible solution. [ ]

B. Convergence

In this subsection, we prove the convergence in probability,
limy,_, o P(z, € O) = 1. We first prove the following.

Proposition 5: For j > 0, consider the value function Q7 ()
in (39) and the LMPC policy (12) at episode j+1, i.e., m/ F1*(.).
Let Assumptions l-l 7| hold. Then, the value function Q7(-)
satisfies the following inequality for all 2 € SS:

ﬂ_j+1*

Q' () = Uz, Z Pm@Q (Az+ B/ () +u™).

Proof: From Assumptlon [l the stage cost £(-,-) is
convex. Moreover, as Q’(-) is an optimal objective func-
tion of the mp-LP problem (39), it is convex. Suppose
A7* is an optimal solution of (39) in the episode j. Then,

we have that Zdlm(‘p [AM*];[X7]); = z from (39), and
Z?;T(J])[)\J*]Z[UJ]Z = 7TQ(3’J) from (@I). Using these facts,
we can derive the following inequalities for all 2 € SS starting
from the first inequality of (30):

Q’ (x)
> Zdlm(J )\J* {é X] 27 [U]] )
+ Sia1Pm @ (AX] + BIUY]; + w™)}

> €<zd”““ LX), z?;“i“”w*]i[uj]z«)

0l @ (£ N ADO), + B0+ ) )

= U(z, () + S 1pmQ’ (Ax + Brjy(x) + w™).
(52)
The second inequality is due to the convexity of the stage cost
¢(-,-) and the value function Q7(-).
From the proof of Theorem I any Fé(:ﬁ) is a feasible
solution of the MPC (II)) for all 2 € S§7, Vk 0. In the
MPC (II) at episode j, the cost £(x,u) + Z 1 Pm Q7 (Az +

Bu + w™) is minimized so we have that:
Q(x)
{(z, ’/TQ( ) +3M_ Qi (Ax + B’]TQ( x) +w™)

=
> 0z, 70 (2)) + M pn Q7 (Az + Bri T (z) + w™),
(53)
which proves the claim. [ ]
Theorem 2: For j > 1, consider the closed-loop system (2))
controlled by the MPC controller (T1) and (I2) at episode j.
Let Assumptions |17 hold. Then, limy_,o, P(z], € O) = 1.
Proof: From the Proposition [I] and [5] the following
inequality holds:

Q' H2) = Lz, 77 () + Eu[Q7! (Az + B (z) + w)],

for all z € SS. Then, starting from xé = xg, we can derive
the following inequalities:

@) |
> B, [0k, 77" (2})) + Q7 (a])]
>,y [(ah, a7 (o)) + Ll w0 (2])) + Q7 (#)] (54

\Y

B, St =" () + Q7 ) |
By definition of the value function, Q7~1(-) > 0. Thus, the
following inequalities hold from (54):

QM) > B,y 2ot w7 (@)

We know that from Proposition 4 Q7~ 1(x5) < Q%uxg).
Moreover, from Assumption [7] and (I9), Q°(zs) < o.

Let S, = B, | Siotlaf.m*(@])]
Since 4(-,-) = 0 l;y Assumption [5| S, is monotonically
increasing with n. Moreover, we know that it is bounded
above by (33). Therefore, we have that lim, ., S, =

E ; ZZO Og(xi,wj*(xi)) converges to a finite value [21].

LUO
[0, w7 (23))] = 0
[21]. By Assumptlonl this implies hm;CHOO P(xk €0) =1,
which proves the claim. ‘ [ ]
Remark 7: (33) shows that Q?~1(x}) 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
M} this upper bound decreases over episodes, which is one of
our contributions.

(55)

w for n > 1.

Thus we can conclude that limg o E

C. Optimality

In this subsection, we show the value function at any initial
state zg € S, i.e., Q7 (zs) (B9), converges close to the optimal
value function, i.e., Q*(zs) @), as the episode j — oo under
some assumptions.

We use the following assumptions.

Assumption 8: As j — oo, the MPC policy, the safe set,
and the value function converge as follows:

7 () > (), S8T - S5%, QI() > Q7 ().

Furthermore, the closed-loop state at the time step k of the
system (2) controlled by 7 (-), 3°, are located in the relative
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interior of the set SS*, and the end time T starting from
an initial state zg € S is finite.

Assumption 9: There exists an optimal value function of
@), denoted as Q* : X — R. Furthermore, the system (2)
controlled by the optimal control policy 7*(-) finishes the
episode within a finite time, denoted as 7.

Note that the optimal value function Q*(-) is convex as it is a
sum of convex stage costs as written in ().

We define the appr0x1mate Bellman operator T as follows:

TQ(x) := muin Oz, u) + Z PmQ(Az + Bu + w™)
m=1
st,xe X, uel,

Ax + Bue SSCoW.

Proposition 6: Let Assumptions |1| l-l hold. For all z € S8,
Q*(z) = TQ™ (). .

Proof: _The inequality Q% (z) = TQ®(z) is true from
Proposition [5| Now, we prove Q* () < TQ®(x) using proof
by contradiction.

Suppose for some z,, € SS*, Q®(z,) > TQ®(z,). As the
number of episodes j goes to oo, the probability of visiting x,,
approaches 1. Thus, z, is one of the column vectors within
the state data matrix X* defined in (34). Thus, from (37),
TQ*(x,) is an element of the cost data matrix J®.

Moreover, considering that Q(-) is the optimal cost func-
tion of (39) as j tends towards o, it follows that 7 Q7 (x,) >
Q?(x,). However, this contradicts the initial hypothesis.

In summary, both inequalities Q®(z) > TQ®(z) and
Q™ (x) < TQ™(x) are true, which proves the claim. |

Proposition 7: Let Assumptions hold. Let §(w, M)
satisfies the inequality in (7), and § = max,ew 6(w, M ). Then,
the following inequalities hold for all x € S§%:

(56)

M

Eu[Q”(x +w)] = ). pmQ”(x +w™) = —L*5, (57)

m=1

where L* is a Lipschitz constant of the function Q% (+).
Proof: For the m € {1, -+, M} such that p,,(w) # 0,

we have the following:
Q" (2 +w) = Q% (z + w™)[| < L [w — w™|| < L*6.
(58)
The first inequality is from (40), and the second 1nequa11ty is

due to (7) and 6(w, M) < 6 by deﬁmtlon As S M (w) =
1, we can derive the following from (58):

Q°(x +w) = XM i (W)Q* (z + w™) — L®6.  (59)
Taking expectations to both sides of (39), we have that:
Eu[Q%(z + w)]
> Eu[Snopn ()Q* @+ w™) - L76]
= Z%zle[um(w)]Qw(x +w™) — L*5
=yM_ pnQ®(x +w™) — L%,
which proves the claim. [ |
Theorem 3: Let Assumptions [T}{9] hold. Let §(w, M) satis-
fies the inequality in (7), and § = maxye 6(w, M). Then,
the following hold for all z € S§%:
Q% (xs) = Q" (xs) = Q" (ws) — I'L™S, (61)

where ¢ > 1 is a constant, and T' = max(T™*,T%).

Proof: We first prove Q% (zg) = @Q*(xg). As the MPC
problem (II)) imposes the state and input constraint and is
feasible from Proposition [T} we have the following:

zp, = Azl + B (x
ry =5, wp ~ p(w),
zp € 88F < X, 7 (aff
Vk =0

koo) + wg,

62
)eU, Yw, e W, (62)

This implies that 7%*(-) is a feasible control policy of
@). Moreover, Q*(zg) is an optimal value function of (@).
Therefore, Q®(zs) = Q*(xs).

Now, we prove Q*(zg) = Q®(zg) — (T'L*5. f T > T*,
the linear policy u(z’) = Kz is applied to the system (2)
for k € {T®,--- ,T}. This control policy maintains the closed-
loop state x}° € O and the resulting stage cost £(z}°, Kz}") =
0 for k € {T®,--- , T} by Assumption 4 and [5} As z}° are
located in the relative interior of the set SS% by Assumption
there exists A € (0,1) such that:

xf =l + (1= N)zj € S8, ke {0,---, T},  (63)
which represents that z§, is a convex combination of z and
x}. By linearity of the system in (), % is a closed-loop state
of the system (2) controlled by the following control policy:
w(z) = A% (z) +

(1=2)

7 (x). (64)

Since the closed-loop states z§ € SS” for all k € {0,---,T}
from (63), Az§ + Br¢(af) +wy € SS* forall k € {0,--- , T}
and for all realization of disturbance wy € V. This implies
Az§ + Bro(z§) e SSTOW forall k€ {0,--- ,T}. n°(x) €
U, and 7 (x) e U for all x € SS*. Moreover, U is a convex
set. Thus, 7¢(z) € U for all z € SS™. This implies that 7¢(x)
is a feasible solution of (56) for the given z € SS*.

As £(-,-) is convex from Assumption |5} we have that:

Euwo.r i [Sh_o L(af, 7°(x5))]
< ABupry [Sh 2o Ui, (7))
+ (1 =NEyw,_ 1[Zk Olé(x;, T

<AQ*(ws) + (1 = N)Q* (ws),

6
*(@1))] )

where the second inequality is from (33).
Furthermore, we have the following:

Q" (x)
= TQ™(x)
< U, 7(x)) + Sh—1pmQ (Az + Br®(z) + w™)
<z, 7(2)) + By [QF (Ax + Br(z) + w)] + L.

(66)

The first equality is from Proposition [6] the first inequality is
because 7¢(-) is a feasible solution of (36), and the second
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inequality is from Proposition [7} From (66), we have that
Q" (xs)
(x5, 7(25)) + Eu, [Q* (Axs + Br(zs) + wo)] + L6
(xSa C(xs)) + Ewo [g(.’lﬁi, ﬁc(xi))]
+ By, [QF (Az§ + Br¢(xf) + wy)] + 2076

</
</

™
™

N

Eugr | SE2 s 7°(05) | + TL?0,

(67)
where the last inequality is because for all wr_; € W,
Az | + Br(25_)) + wr—1 € S8%, and Q*(Az5_, +
Br®(x$_) + wr—1) = 0.
From (63) and (67), we have the following:

Q" (x) < AQ”(ws) + (1 = NQ"(xs) + TL™0
= Q'(rs) > Q") ~ T TL7S,

which proves the claim. [ |

Remark 8: As described in Assumption [6] of Sec.
d = maxyew 6(w, M) 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 (). Thus, the steady-state function
Q* (-) converges sufficiently close to the optimal value function
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 (@) with the following
parameters. We consider the system:

1 1 0.5 1

30 1
s=|%]@f laoll < 3},

(68)

p(w) is a uniform distribution at W, and p(xo) is a uniform
distribution at S.
The constraints are defined as follows:

X={a:‘ [_ig]éxéﬁg]},u={u| —5<u<5).

The target set O is set to the minimum robust positive
invariant set for the closed-loop system (2)) controlled by linear
policy u(z) = Kz where K is the optimal LQR gain with the
é (1)] and Rpqr = 0.01. We utilize
this minimum robust positive invariant set to design a tube
MPC for initialization.

The stage cost is defined as follows:

parameters QrLqr =

Uz, u) = ||zl5 + [[ullko (69)
where
lzllo = Idrgg |z —dl|2, |lullko = drg,ic% llu—=dll2- (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 p,, @]), we sample 10, 000
disturbances from the distribution p(w) 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 ) 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
@I). Then, we conduct another 100 Monte-Carlo simulations
for episode j + 1. We repeat this process iteratively to evaluate
the algorithms.

Fig. [] 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 (I0), it shows better performance in terms
of the realized cost.

8500

—8— Proposed: realized cost

— = = Proposed: 3o bound

—&— LMPC with Nominal cost: realized cost
— - - LMPC with Nominal cost: 3¢ bound

8000 [ \

G
7500

7000

6500 [

@
=}
s}
=]

Expected cost

[
5500 |

5000 [

4500 -

4000
1

Task iteration j

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



12

IEEE TRANSACTIONS AND JOURNALS TEMPLATE

from the value iteration method in 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 zg = |30 5]T. There are two notable
points. First, as proved in Proposition [] the value function
of the proposed algorithm at point xg, Q’(xs) monotonically
decrease over episodes. Second, as the episode j increases,
the error between Q7 (xg) and the value function at point xg
calculated from the value iteration [26] decreases.

WBOOG'.“““..““‘..“|

16000 — & -Value iteration: Value function at xg of iteration j

—e— Proposed: Q/(xs)

14000

12000

10000 -

Value

8000
6000 |
4000 | p.3
2000 F @°

o

R I I O O I
Iteration j
Fig. 5. Comparison: (a) Value function at g calculated from the value

iteration method and (b) Terminal cost Q7 (xg) of the proposed MPC.

In terms of computation time, the value iteration [@] took
25hr 20min for 20 iterations while the proposed method
took lhr 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. [] 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 (IT)) 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,

-10 -5 0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Fig. 6. Comparison: (a) Value functigﬁ calculated from the value iteration
method and (b) Terminal cost Q7 (-) 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.
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APPENDIX

A. Calculating the coefficient jm(w) in (6) and pm ©)

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

J*(w, M) = min M| (w)
1 (w)

S.t., m

W = S fim (W)W,
Zir\/),[:hum(w) = 1;
/J“m(w) 207 Vm e {1a 7M}

(71)

The solution of (7I), u},(w), is given by an explicit piecewise
affine function [5].

Several methods can be used to compute the expectation
@) 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 (@) as follows:

1

N:;ampled
N Yin—1 Hm (wn)
sampled

Pm = (72)
for a large number Ng,mpleq. For each sampled disturbance
wy,, we can calculate p,, (w,) by solving the following linear

programming (LP) as follows:

Jip(wn, M) = min Z%:1||wm||§/tm(wn)
w1 (Wn)
s.t., Wy = Z%:l,um,(wn)wma

Z%:lum<wn) =1,
pm(wy) =0, Yme{1,--- , M}.
(73)
After solving the LP for all n € {1, -, Nsampled }» We
calculate (9) as in (72).

3) Prove that Assumption|§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 satisfies Assumption [6] which will be described
at the end of this section.

It is trivial that there exists a bound 0(w, M) as the
discretized disturbances w™, Ym € {1,--- , M} 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 6(w, M) in (7) converges to zero.

We consider the problem (7). For a given w, let u}, (w)
denote the optimal solution of the problem (71)). Moreover, let
pi, 1€ {l,---, P} denote the discretized disturbances where
the associated coefficient u), (w) are non-zero. Let a;(w), i €
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{1,--- , P} denote associated coefficient of p;, i € {1,--- , P}.
Then, we have the following:

J*(w, M) = 5124 [Ipill5a: (w)
w = Z£1ai(w)Pi~
Proposition 8: For a given w, there do not exist discretized

disturbances g;, j € {1,---,Q} that satisfies the following
conditions:

(74)

2?:11)](1”) = 17
bj(w) = 0> Vj € {17 7Q}a

cone{ (]} et cms{ ] ).

j=1 i=1

(75)

where relint(-) represents the relative interior of the set.
Proof: We use proof by contradiction. Suppose such
discretized disturbances ¢;, j € {1,---,Q} exist.

Since ¢; is located within the relative interior of the convex
hull of p;, i€ {1,---, P} from (73), each ¢, je {1,---,Q}
can be represented as a strict convex combination of p;, ¢ €
{1,---, P} as follows:

q; = 25;101‘171‘7 j € {17 e aQ}

76
Zleci =1, ¢; > 0. (76)

Moreover, as a quadratic function is strictly convex, we have
the following for all j € {1,--- ,Q}:

-
quqg‘ = (2ap) (2icimi) < qep! pi )

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

cp _{G{ 7 4.

0 (78)
-enl B[}
Q conv{jL_Jl{ [ 0

Note that J*(w, M) = s ||p;[|3a:(w) = 3, p/ piai(w)
and w = Zil a;(w)p; from (74). This implies that a point
[J*(w, M) wT]T can be written as a convex combination
of [p] pi piT]T7 i€ {l,---, P}, which are the elements of
CP. Thus, [J*(w, M) w']" eCP.

Similarly, let J(w) = Z?=1 q; qjbj(w). From @),Twe
also have that w = Z?Zl bj(w)g;. Thus, [J(w) wTT] €
CQ. Furthermore, from (/7), all vectors [quqj qu] , JE
{1,--- ,@Q} cannot be written as a convex combination of
[p! pi piT]T7 i€ {l,---,P}. Thus, we have that:

T,

[qﬂ qﬁ} ¢ CP, (79)

j
which implies that CP and CQ are disjoint.

Now, we will prove J(w) < J*(w,M) by contra-
diction. If J(w) = J*(w, M), there exists an element
[J*(w, M) wT]T in CP () CQ, which contradicts the result
CP and CQ are disjoint.

Suppose J(w) > J*(w, M). Consider the following line
segments for ¢ € [0, 1]:

U K Fipl C””i”’l} -[ 7)),

iz Cibi w

rat = [70] (%] - |70
w q; w
(80)
Note that Lp(t) = CP and Lg(t) = CQ by convexity of CP
and CQ, respectively.

At t = 1, the first elements of the line segments sat-
isfy that [Lp()]y = 2, eplpi > qa; = [Lo(Dh
from (77), while other elements are same [Lp(1)]2:n,+1 =
[Lo(D)]am,+1 = X, cipi = q; from (T6).

Att =0,[Lp(0)]; = J*(w,M) < J(w) = [Lg(1)]; based
on the hypothesis, while [Lp(0)]2:n,+1 = [Lg(0)]2:m,+1 = w.
Thus, by the intermediate value theorem [21], there exists an
intersection point of Lp(t) and Lg(t). This implies that there
exists an element in CP (| CQ contradicting the result that CP
and CQ are disjoint. Hence, J(w) < J*(w, M).

However, J(w) < J*(w, M) contradicts that J*(w, M) is
the optimal cost of the problem (7I)). This proves the claim. ®

Proposition [§] implies the following: Consider the scenario
when we continuously sample the disturbance within W
while maintaining the previous M; samples until there exist
discretized disturbances ¢;, j € {1,---,Q} that satisfy (73)
for some w. Then, we can find a smaller bound than the bound
d(w, My). Specifically, we have the following:

AN > ]\4-17 VMQ = N, 5(11),M1) > 5(w,M2) (81)

Therefore, the optimal solution of satisfies Assumption [6]
When using (73)), Proposition [§] can be proved by replacing w
with w,, and J*(w, M) with J}'p(wy, M).

B. Initialization using Tube MPC

For initialization, we have the following suboptimal con-
troller that satisfies Assumption

0 _

Vol,r(Zs) = min 0
Lo,
s.t., T, = AZ) + Bay,

T = g,

T, eXOE, ul e UOKE,

9., €06E,

ke {0, ,T),

(82)

where the superscript © is to denote an initialization, z{ and
@) are a nominal state and a nominal input at time step k,
respectively, and £ is a robust positive invariant set for the
autonomous system 241 = (A + BK)xy + wg, w, € W and
K is a given state feedback gain such that A+ BK is Hurwitz.
Moreover, S € Ts @ E < X and £ < 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 ¥ of the closed-
loop system (2)) under the control policy Trupe(z) = ad* +
K(2) — z0*) always satisfies the state constraint X while
Trube (2§,) € U. Moreover, the terminal state z. , € O.
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1) Compute the initial safe set SS°: We denote the optimal
nominal inputs and the associated states of (82) as u)%, and

z0%, respectively. We define the following sets:

& =2V ®E, kef0,--,T+1} (83)

Note that, since £ is invariant, the number of vertices of &},
is same for all k€ 0,--- ,7 + 1. Let | denote the number of
vertices of £, and v‘f’“‘, e ,vlg’“ denotes the vertices of &
The initial safe set is defined as:
T+1

SS° = conv{@ U{ka Ek}},

(84)

where SS? is the convex hull of the target set O and Ufiol Ek.

2) Compute the initial value function Q°(-): To construct the
initial value function 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 X° as follows:

o_ |, 0o o0 & £o Eria Eri1
X 7[”17...’vlo7v1 ’...7vl ’...7/()1 ’...,vl s

which consists of the vertices of the target set O and
Ep(ZY), VEe{0,--- , T +1}.

Second, we define an initial input data matrix U° where
we store the corresponding input of each element of the initial
state data matrix X" as follows:

U = [Kv?, KU?, ey Kvl(?g,ﬂ'Tube(vlgo), e ,WTube(leO),
& £
e (0], e (0 .

As the target set O is the robust positive invariant set
for the closed-loop system controlled by the linear policy
u(x) = K, the corresponding inputs for the vertices of O are
KvP, K9, ..., Kvl%.

Third, we introduce an initial cost-to-go data vector denoted
as JO, where i-th element of JO, i.e., [J°];, corresponds to
[X°]; and [U°];. For k € {0,---,T + 1}, we compute the
cost-to-go value J9 for each tube & ®3), ie., f: E — J2,
by solving the following optimization problem:

J) = max U@, Trube (7)) + Jpin &)
s.t., x€ gk(fg*),

Note that J9.,, = 0 since £y < O. If [X]; falls within a

tube &y, we assign the corresponding cost-to-go value J} to it.

Remark 10: As the objective function in (83) is convex and
& (z*) is a polytope, there exists a vertex of & (Z*) which
is the global maximizer of (83) [I, Prop. 1.3.4]. Thus, we
can solve this maximization problem by enumerating the
cost-to-go values of all vertices of & (z9*). The enumeration
number is 1" - [,,.

For the first [ elements of the cost data vector J°, their
corresponding state data in X" are the vertices of O. Thus, the
first lo elements of the JV are zeros. The remaining elements
of the J° are assigned based on the tube to which the respective
state belongs. To sum up, we define the initial cost data vector
JO as follows:

J°=10,0,...,0, JJ, -, J3, -
—

lo l l

0 0
: aJT+17"' 7JT+1]'

(86)

3) Prove that the cost-data vector (86) satisfies the condlition
(T8): For the simplicity of the proof, we define the function
JO(+) as follows:

J, ifxe&, ke{0,---,T},
J(x) =10, elseifze,
0

(87)

, otherwise.

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

JO([X°];) = [3°. (88)

By construction of the tubes & (z9*), k€ {0, , T} ®3)
and by Assumption 4] for any state in X°, the corresponding
input in UY will steer the system (2)) inside one of the tubes
(83) or the target set O. Therefore, we have that:

JO(A[X]; + B[U%]; + w) = const. < o0, Ywe W. (89)

In [83), 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 X°:

JO([X):)
> (([X°];, [U%)s) + JO(A[XO); + B[U°); +w), Ywe W,
(90)
From (89), we know that J°(A[X"]; + B[U°]; +w) is constant
for any realization of w € W. Thus, we can rewrite (90) as:
JO(X°]:)
> U([X");, [U%0:) + = 1P (A[X); + B[U°]; + w™),
O
Remind that w™ is the m-th discretized disturbance. For brevity
of the proof, we will denote A[X°]; + B[U°]; + w™ as z],,
in the rest of the proof.
Suppose an optimal solution of (T9) is A°*. From the
definition of Q°(x) (19), we have that:

QO(CL‘> _ JO)\O*
im(J° *
= s A0, 70 (X))
im(J° *
> s I 0([XO):, [U°]) + 22 1o O (2 ,))

)

92)
where the last inequality is due to (@T).
Next, we want to prove:
Jz},,) = Q%) (93)

As aforementioned in (89), =], belongs to either the target

set O or one of the tubes E(ZY*), k € 1,---,T. Let us
denote the set to which z;, belongs as S, . Then, we can
+

express x;,as a convex combination of the vertices of the set
S:m which are the elements of X°. Let AV is the associated
convex coefficients, i.e., X0\ = xjm Moreover, Jo(xj'm) is
constant over the tube Sf’ m- Thus, we have the following:
0 0(,.+
JA=J (xi,m)7
Oyv __ .+
XAY = xi,m’

AVU>0, 1TAY =1.

(94)
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This implies A” is a feasible solution of the mp-LP problem
in (M9 and thus JO(z],,) = Q°(z},). From ©2) and
JOzf,,) = Q%) we show that the cost-data vector (36)
satisfies the condition (T8)).

C. Robust Reachable Set [5]

Definition 1: (Robust Successor Set): Given a control policy
m(-) and the closed-loop system xyy; = Axy + Br(zy) +
wy, wi € W, we define the robust successor set from the S
as:

Succ(S, W, ) = {xk41 | Jok € S, Fwk € W,

Tpr1 = Azy, + Br(zg) + wi}.
Given the set S, the robust successor set Succ(S, &, ) 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 7(-) and the closed-loop system zjy; =
Az + Br(xg) + wg, wi € W, we recursively define the
N step robust reachable set from a given initial set S subject
to a constraint z; € X as:

RO(vaaﬂ-) = 87
Riv1(S, W, m) = Suce(R;(S, W, ), W, m) N X,
i=01,. 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 % 41 € OSE, the
realized state z. ; of the closed-loop system (2) controlled
by 7TTube(:) is in the target set . Moreover, for all N €

{0,---,T + 1}, N-th tubes Ey contains a N-step robust
reachable set Ry (xg, W, TTube). Thus, by [20, Proposition
11, SS° is a robust positive invariant set for the closed-loop
system (2)) controlled by the policy w%(~) @1).

Assuming for a particular j — 1 > 0, S§’~! is a robust
positive invariant set for the closed-loop system (2) controlled
by the policy 7r61(-). We want to show that SS” is a robust
positive invariant set for the closed-loop system (2) controlled
by the policy 72 (-). From the formulation of the and the
control policy , we have that,

Az + Bri*(z]) + we SST7Y, Ywe W. 95)

Similarly, for any element zJ_ of X! and ul

" exp k,exp exp
o j ;
T (2lyp,) of Uy, ., where k € {0,--- , 77}, we have that,

A;zchp +Bul_, +weSS! YweW.

exp (96)
Moreover, by the induction hypothesis and @T), V2 € SS7~*,

AXITIN L BUITIN ™ 4w e 88771 Ywe W. (97)

x

3 (@)

The above equations (©3), (96) and imply that Vo =
XIAI* € SS7 at episode j, satisfy the following equation:

AXIN* +BUIN* +we 8§71, Yvwe W.  (98)
—— ——

@ wl, (@)

Also, by (36), 88771 < 887. Therefore, Vo € SS7, Az +
Bry(z) + w e 887! « 887, Yw € W. This implies that
SS&7 is a robust positive invariant set for the closed-loop system
() controlled by the policy 7, (-).
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