arXiv:2403.04559v2 [math.OC] 13 May 2024

Fourth-order suboptimality of nominal model predictive control in
the presence of uncertainty

Florian Messerer!, Katrin Baumgartner!, Sergio Lucia?, Moritz Diehl!:3

Abstract—We investigate the suboptimality resulting
from the application of nhominal model predictive control
(MPC) to a nonlinear discrete time stochastic system. The
suboptimality is defined with respect to the corresponding
stochastic optimal control problem (OCP) that minimizes
the expected cost of the closed loop system. In this context,
nominal MPC corresponds to a form of certainty-equivalent
control (CEC). We prove that, in a smooth and uncon-
strained setting, the suboptimality growth is of fourth order
with respect to the level of uncertainty, a parameter which
we can think of as a standard deviation. This implies that
the suboptimality does not grow very quickly as the level of
uncertainty is increased, providing further insight into the
practical success of nominal MPC. Similarly, the difference
between the optimal and suboptimal control inputs is of
second order. We illustrate the result on a simple numer-
ical example, which we also use to show how the proven
relationship may cease to hold in the presence of state
constraints.

Index Terms— Optimization, predictive control for nonlin-
ear systems, stochastic optimal control.

. INTRODUCTION

ODEL predictive control (MPC) is a control scheme

that, given the current system state, computes control
inputs by optimizing the predicted system trajectory [1].
Usually this takes the form of solving online an optimal
control problem (OCP). In its most common form, known
as nominal MPC, the predictions are treated as certain even
though usually they are associated with significant uncertainty.
In contrast, stochastic MPC explicitly considers uncertainty
and optimizes over probability distributions of trajectories.
With respect to the corresponding stochastic OCP, nominal
MPC can be considered as a form of suboptimal control [2].
Nonetheless, nominal MPC often yields powerful controllers
in practice [3], and there is a wide range of theoretical results
that support this observation, as outlined in the following.

A fundamental theorem from linear control theory is the
certainty-equivalence principle [4], which holds for linear sys-
tems with quadratic cost and independent noise. In this special
case, the control policy resulting from the nominal problem is
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optimal also for the stochastic problem. In line with this result,
applying the nominally optimal policy to a stochastic system
is often referred to as certainty-equivalent control (CEC), also
for nonlinear systems. This is different from simply applying
a nominally optimal sequence of fixed control inputs, because
the policy reacts to disturbances. However, in the general
nonlinear case, CEC is suboptimal.

Results from control theory are often not explicitly con-
cerned with suboptimality as defined above, but with a similar
motivation investigate the stability of nominal MPC under
the presence of perturbations [5], [6], [7], referred to as
inherent robustness. This covers also suboptimal solutions
of the nominal OCP [8], [9], and limitations present in the
nonlinear setting [10].

Taking a step back, the solution to a discrete time stochastic
OCP can be expressed via dynamic programming (DP) [11],
but the computation of the solution is in general intractable.
Arguably, whole fields of study are dedicated to a large extent
to finding tractable approximations and analyzing their con-
sequences. Besides MPC, this includes approximate DP [12],
which shares major results also with reinforcement learning
(RL) [13].

An overview of the suboptimality resulting from various
approximations in the context of DP is given in [2], including
bounds on the suboptimality of CEC. Suboptimality resulting
from sampling of the probability distribution is treated in the
stochastic programming literature in the context of the sample
average approximation [14]. Other results cover the subop-
timality resulting from the optimization over parametrized
policies [15], and — in a nominal setting — bounds on the
performance loss from finite horizon approximations [16], [17]
of the infinite horizon problem as well as the transient behavior
of the suboptimality [18].

A. Contribution and outline

In this paper we investigate the dependence of the subop-
timality of CEC on the level of uncertainty o, a parameter
that can be thought of as akin to a standard deviation of the
process noise. We prove that for smooth and unconstrained
problems with finite horizon the suboptimality is of size
O(c*). Similarly, the difference of the control inputs is of size
O(0?). Under a different set of assumptions and a different
line of proof, similar results have been obtained in [19] in a
continuous time setting and in [20] in an MPC context.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section II we define
the stochastic OCP and discuss its suboptimal solution via
CEC. We then analyze the resulting suboptimality in Sec-
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tion III. In Section IV we illustrate the result with a numerical
example, followed by a concluding Section V.

B. Notation and preliminaries

For two column vectors x € R™, y € R™, we denote their
vertical concatenation by (z,y) := [z7,y"]T, ie., (z,y) €
R™*™ The identity matrix is denoted by I, with the dimension
inferred from context. The partial derivative with respect to a
variable x is denoted by % and means the derivative with
respect to the explicit argument of a function. The argument
can be indicated by parentheses or subscript, e.g., fo(x) has
two arguments: x and o. Gradients of functions are denoted by
Vif(x):= a% (x)T. Total derivatives also take into account
dependencies of function arguments, and are denoted by %.
For a multivariate scalar-valued function c¢: R” — R, z —
c(x) we denote by Z-c(z) e 2, for i = 1,..., the i-th order

. . . . 1
tensor product resulting in a scalar, consistent with aa—lc(:v) .

r! = Ve(z) Tz and a‘%c(a:) o 2? = 2TV2¢(7)r.

[I. STOCHASTIC OPTIMAL CONTROL AND
SUBOPTIMALITY

Consider the discrete time stochastic system
at = f(z,u,w), (1)

with continuous state € R™*, control u € R™+, and process
noise w € R™ . At each time step the process noise is
independently distributed as w ~ W, with zero mean and
unit variance.

A. The stochastic optimal control problem

We aim to optimize the system trajectory over the horizon

N, with discrete time index k = 0,..., N. Denoting by
jo({jﬁ ’lZ], ZL‘) =7,
Tpy1(0, w05 2) = f(Zk (0, W5 ), ug, w),

2

k = 0,...,N — 1, the forward simulation of the system
from initial state z under the control and noise trajectories
(ug,...,un—1) resp. w = (wp,...,wy—1), the total
cost incurred by this this trajectory is

u =

N-1
J(i, ;) = Y L(E(ii,0), u) + E(E (0,05 2)),  (3)
k=0

with stage cost L and terminal cost E.

We want to minimize the expected value of this cost for the
closed loop system, where each control uy is chosen only after
the corresponding state xj is known, i.e., after the preceding
disturbances have already been realized. This corresponds to
the recursive optimization problem

Vi(x) = minE,, minE,, ... min E,,_, J(@, ow;z). (4)
uo w1

UN-—1

Here, we introduced the parameter ¢ € R which provides
us with a convenient way of scaling the influence of the noise.
We refer to o as the level of uncertainty. We can think about
o as akin to a standard deviation, since the effectively applied
noise ow has variance o2I. However, we also allow negative
values of o.

Remark 1. For clarity of presentation and for a more
lightweight notation we consider (4) only for the case of
time-invariant dynamics and stage cost. However, the results
straightforwardly extend to the time-variant setting.

B. Certainty-equivalent control and nominal MPC

In this paper we are concerned with the suboptimality
resulting from nominal MPC resp. CEC. By setting o = 0 in
(4), the resulting nominal OCP can be written as the nonlinear
program (NLP)

N-1
min Z L(zg,uk) + E(zn) (52)
w1 2o
s.t. Ty =T, (5b)
Tk+1 :f(xkauk)ao)) k:077N_1 (SC)

The idea of nominal MPC is to solve (5) for the current
state = and to apply the first element of the resulting optimal
control vector, ug. After observing the resulting state, the
OCP (5) is again solved with this new initial state, either
for a receding or a shrinking horizon. In order to isolate
the suboptimality resulting from solving the nominal problem
from the suboptimality resulting from approximations of the
horizon, we will assume a shrinking horizon. Since we solve
(5) instead of (4), this leads to suboptimality, even if the
control input is recomputed at every time step.

C. Suboptimality of CEC

In the following, we define the suboptimality of CEC
with respect to (4). As the recursive structure implies, we
can conceptually solve (4) via DP. The optimal state value
function V¥, and state-action value function Q;k at time k
are recursively defined by

Von(z) = E(x), (6a)
Q;',k:(x7u) = L(Z‘,U) + Ew{v(;k+l(f(x7u70-w))}7 (6b)
Vip(r) =minQy y(v,u), k=N-1,...,0, (6¢c)

with associated optimal policy
7, k() = argmin Q7 4 (v,u), k=0,...,N—1. (6d)

Similarly, the value functions resulting from the evaluation
of a given policy 7 = (7, ..., mn—1) are defined by

o (@) = E(2), (7a)
g,k($7u) = L(x7u> + ]Ew{vo:-kJrl(f(xa ’U,,O"U)))}, (7b)
Vg’fk(x) = g’k(xﬂrk(x)), k=N-1,...,0. (70

While (6) defines the solution to (4), for o # 0 this will
in general be intractable without approximations. However, by
setting o = 0 in (6), we obtain the DP recursion corresponding
to the nominal OCP (5). The idea of CEC is to apply the policy
obtained by solving (6) for o = 0, even if the system actually
follows dynamics with o # 0. We introduce the shorthands

() = mg (), k=0,...,N—1, (8a)
e (a,u) = Qry (w,u), k=0,...,N—1 (8b)
() ==V (2),  k=0,...,N, (8¢)



for this policy and its evaluation (7) on a system with uncer-
tainty level o.

The resulting suboptimality is defined as the difference of
the optimal value function at K = 0 and the value function
resulting from the evaluation of 7°°°,

AV, (x) := Vi*(z) — V) (), )

where we dropped the time index, V °°(z) := V¢ (x), and
Vi(xz) = Vo(z) as in (4). If the real system has o = 0, the
suboptimality of CEC is trivially zero, and, intuitively, it will
grow as o is increased. Note that here, in order to isolate the
effect due to CEC, we do not consider the effect of additional
approximations, e.g., of the horizon. An important limitation
in practice is that in DP minimization is commonly understood
in a global sense, whereas numerical methods for solving (5)
can in general only guarantee local optimality [1]. However,
since our focus is on the suboptimality of CEC, we do not
address this further.

[1l. ANALYSIS OF SUBOPTIMALITY

We will now characterize in more detail how the subopti-
mality (9) depends on o. For the derivation of the results, it
will be useful to consider the DP operator 7, associated with
the recursion (6). Given a value function V: R"* — R, this
operator defines the updated value function as

T,[V](z) := m&nL(m,u) +E AV (f(z,u,0w))}.  (10)

This allows us to write the optimal value function at stage k
as the (N — k)-fold composition of the DP operator applied
to the terminal cost, V; ; = (T,)NF[E].

It will also be useful to decompose (10) into suboperations,

TY=9V](,0) = Lix,w) + B {V(f(2,u,00))}, (11)
YT [V]() = argmin 7Y OVI(ww),  (12)

T2 V[Q,7](x) == Q(=z,7(x)), (13)

such that T,,[V] = T@*™ V[TV =Q[V], TV >"[V]].
Similarly, we define the DP policy evaluation operator as

To[Voml(z) == T27V(T) OV 7)(2).  (14)

Our main result will be based on a Taylor expansion of the
suboptimality (9) with respect to o. For this purpose, we first
establish several lemmata on how the DP operators defined
above preserve derivative related properties. The assumptions
we need for this are mostly technical and ensure that all
necessary derivatives with respect to o exist. The zero mean
and unit variance assumption on the noise will simplify some
arguments, but is without loss of generality, as we can always
correspondingly adapt the definition of the dynamics f via
incorporation of affine transformations.

Assumption 1 (Smoothness). The dynamics function f, the
stage cost function L and the terminal cost ' are smooth with
respect to all arguments, f, L, F € C®.

Assumption 2 (Noise distribution). At each time point, the
noise w independently follows the probability distribution W.
This distribution has zero mean, E,,.yy{w} = 0, unit variance,

Ey,w{ww'} = I, and is supported only on a compact set
W < R™.

Remark 2 (Support of the noise distribution). We introduce
the bounded noise support to ensure that all expectations are
finite and that we can compute their derivatives. In princi-
ple, the results could also be derived for distributions with
sufficiently fast decaying tails, e.g., normal distributions. This
would require some additional assumptions on the considered
functions to ensure they do not counteract the tail decay. In
more detail, they need to be Lebesgue-integrable with respect
to the measure space corresponding to W, cf., e.g., [21, Thm.
2.27].

Assumption 3 (Regularity). For the considered value func-
tions V,, the DP operator (10) is associated with a unique
minimizer 7, (x) = TY ~"[V,](z) for all z and o € [-5,5],
for some & € R ;. At this solution, the second order sufficient
condition holds, ie., V2Q,(z,7,(x)) > 0, where Q, =
TY—Q[V,] is the associated state-action value function. More
specifically, we assume this to hold at every step of the DP
recursion (6).

Lemma 1. Let Assumptions 1 to 3 hold. The operators T) =%,
T;/_”“, TUQX”_’V, T, TU as defined in (10) to (14) preserve
the smoothness of the respective functions with respect to all
arguments.

Proof. L7et V, be a smoothﬁvalue functioniand degotg Qs =
TV=RV,], mo = TY 27V, ], Vo = ToVe] = TolVe, Tol-
Then

Qo(z,u) = L(z,u) + E,{V,(f(z,u,ocw))}, (15a)
To(x) = arg min Qo (z,u), (15b)
Vo(z) = Qp(z, 75 (x)). (15¢)

Smoothness of @, follows from smoothness of V., L, f,
(Assumption 1) and the measure theoretic statement of the
Leibniz integral rule [21, Thm. 2.27], which can be ap-
plied since the bounded noise support (Assumption 2) in
combination with smoothness ensures boundedness of both
the expectation and the expectation of the derivatives. Thus,
TV =@ preserves smoothness. Due to (15b), the policy 7, is
implicitly defined via V,,Q,(x, 7, (x)) = 0. Then smoothness
of 7, follows from the implicit function theorem, which can be
applied due to smoothness of @), and the regularity assumption
(Assumption 3). Thus, T;/ —7T preserves smoothness. Further,
TE*7=V trivially preserves smoothness, cf. (15c). Since T,
and T, are compositions of the preceding three operators, the
property transfers. O

Having established the technical necessities, we will now
derive the main result. For this purpose we first establish
several consequences of applying the DP operator 7, to a
value function V, of which the first-order derivative with
respect to o is zero at zero, ie., 2V, (z)|,—o for all z.
This is trivially true for the terminal cost E since it does
not depend on . In Lemma 2 we show that this property is
preserved by the DP operator. In Lemma 3 we show that also

the corresponding derivative of the resulting policy 7, is zero



at zero. In Lemma 4 and 5 we derive further results on the
partial derivatives of the value functions.

Lemma 2. Let Assumptions 1 to 3 hold. Let V, be a smooth
value function for which aiVa(x)LT:O = 0 for all x. Then
this property is preserved by the DP operator T,, i.e., also

for the updated value function V, = T,[V,] it holds that
.’L‘)‘g=0 =0.

Proof. The updated value function is given by V,(z) =
Qo (z, 7, (7)), where Q, = TV ~?[V], 7y = TV =7[V]. The
derivative is

35 Vo

2 Vo(1) = 35 Qo(z, 7 () (16a)
= %Qa(xaﬂ'o(x)) + %ﬂa(l‘)Tqua(maﬂo(l‘)) (16b)
= LQo(z, 7 (2)), (16¢)

where V,Q, (2,7, (z)) =
Further,

Q%Qg(x,u) = %Ew{Vg(f(:r,u, ow))} (17a)
=E{ZV,(f(z,u,ow) (17b)
+ wTwa(x,u,aw)wa/g(f(x,u,Uw)},

where the derivative and expectation operator can be swapped
due to the measure theoretic Leibniz integral rule [21, Thm.
2.27], which applies due to the bounded noise support and
smoothness of V.. When evaluating at 0 = 0, the first term
in (17b) drops due to the assumption on V,,, while the second

term drops due to the zero mean of w. Then %Vg(,T)‘ =
o=0
2
%QU (J), U)
o=0

= 0 follows. O
Lemma 3. Let Assumptlons 1 to 3 hold. Let V,, be a smooth
value function for which =V, (x)|o=o = 0 for all x. Denote
by m, = TV_’”[VU] the policy associated with the DP
operator applied to V,. Its first-order derivative with respect
to o is zero at zero, %ﬁg(xﬂg:o =0.

Proof. As before, m, is implicitly defined from
VuQo(x,ms(x)) = 0. Via the implicit function theorem, its
derivative is given by

5o (1) = =(V3Qo (2,76 (2))) ™! 5 VuQo (2, 7 (1))

From (17b) we have that 2Q,(z, u)|g o = 0 for all z, u.
Thus, also Vua Qo (@)oo = £=VuQos(z,u)|o—p = 0
holds for all z, u. Therefore, evaluatlng the policy derivative
at o = 0 yields Z£7,(z)|,—o = 0. O

0 due to the definition of =,.

Lemma 4. Let Assumptions 1 to 3 hold. Let V, be a smooth
value function for which 5=V, (x)|s—=0 = 0 for all x. Denote
by V, = T,[V,] the updated value function. At o = 0, the
derivatives of V, up to third-order are given by

%Vo’(m) = %Qa(xyﬁa('r» 5
o=0 o=0

2,3 and with Q = TY ~9[V,],

(18)
fori=1, Tg =TV 2T [V,].

Proof. The first-order derivative, i.e., (18) for ¢ = 1, is given
in (16). Continuing this derivation, we get

Z V() = L LQo(a,mo(2)) (19)
= Qo (2,76 (2)) + £70(2) T ZVuQo (2,75 (x)).

Evaluating at ¢ = 0 and noting that the first derivative of
7o (x) is zero from Lemma 3 yields (18) for ¢ = 2. The third-
order derivative is

Z5Vol(2) (20a)
— £ (&Qo(wmo(@) + %mm%vu@a@,%@)))
= aUsQo(x 7o (2)) + 2275 (1) T 25V, Q0 (2, 7y (2))
+ Lm0 (2)T 2 VuQo (3,70 (x)) (20b)
T Ly (0) V2L Qo 70 (1)) Lo ().

When evaluating at zero, we again have L7 (2)|o=0 = 0
from Lemma 3. Further, - qug(,T u)|y=0 = 0, cf. the proof
of Lemma 3. Thus only the first term remains, and (18) for

1 = 3 follows, concluding the proof. O

Lemma 5. Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Let V, be a
smooth value function for which =Vy(z)|,—0 = 0 for all
x. Denote by Q, = T)Y ~9[V,] the resulting state-action
value function, and by Vy(w;z,u) := V,(f(z,u,w)) the
corresponding stochastic cost-to-go. Then, for 1 = 2,3,

R,

%Qd(xau”a:o = 207 J(f(xvu70w))|a:0

+ By {2

(cw;z,u)| _ ew'}. (21

8w7 o=0

Proof We have Q, (z,u) = L(:z: u) + By {V, (cw; x u)} such
that - L Qqlz,u) = By {dal s (ow;x,u)}, for i = 1,2,3.
Dropping the dependence on x,u for ease of notation, the
total derivatives are

%VU(UU)) = %Vg(aw) + Q%VVU(UU))T’LU (22a)
+w' V2V, (ow)w,
LV, (ow) = 25V, (ow) + 325V, (ow) Tw (22b)
+ 3wT 2 VQ Vo (ow)w + 0w3V (ow) e w?.
For evaluation at 0 = 0 we first note that V (W)|g=p =

0 for all w by assumption on a V In consequence also
9‘1 V2V, (w)|g—0 = 0. When takmg the expectation with
respect to w, all terms that are linear in w after evaluation
at 0 = 0 drop due to the zero mean assumption. O

Based on the previous results, we can now show that the
optimal state value function and the state value functions
resulting from the evaluation of the CEC policy only differ
as O(c?).

Lemma 6. Let Assumptions I to 3 hold. The Taylor expansions
in o at o = 0 of the optimal value function V}, () and the
CEC value function V;,‘ff(:r), are identical up to including
third order, such that, for k =10,...,N — 1,

i (@) = Vo () + O(o).

Proof. We will show that from zeroth up to third order, the
derivatives with respect to o are identical at ¢ = 0. For
the zeroth-order term, V7 9°(z)|,—0 = V;,(2)|o=0 follows
directly from the definition of the certainty-equivalent policy.

For the first-order derivative we first note that the derivative
of the terminal cost with respect to o is trivially given by
zero since it does not depend on o. By Lemma 2, the DP

(23)



operator preserves this property, such that %V;ﬁf (2)|o=0 =
%V;’k(zﬂgzo =0, for k = N —1,...,0. In consequence,
Lemmata 3 to 5 apply to each of the value functions.

The second- and third-order derivatives of V; 9(z) =

ok, m°¢(z)) are given by the partial derivatives of Q¢°F,
since m;°°() does not depend on ¢. From Lemma 4 we have
that the second- and third-order derivatives of V,}, () are also
given from the partial derivatives of the corresponding state-
action value function Q3 . (z,u).

These partial derivatives are given from (21) with V, () =
Ve (@) resp. Vo(x) = V2y,y(z), and correspondingly

defined V¢, | (w), f/a*’kﬂ(w), for k = N —1,...,0. From

ok+1 ~ -
Voc,?ccﬂ(x) = Votktl(x) follows Voc,?ccﬂ(zﬂ) = V0*7k+1(w)
such that also 22— rir1(W)]o=0 = 2 ka1 (W)]o=0 for

1 = 1,2, 3. This establishes identity of the second term in (21),
when comparing the derivatives of Q55 (7, u) and Q} . (z,u).
The first term in (21) is identical if

0 yscec

V@) = Vi (@), i=12. (24

For k = N—1 this trivially holds due to V% () = V) y(2) =
E(x). In consequence, for k = N — 1,
VR @) o = S Q5 (@, i ()],

= Qo (e k(@) = Vo), _os
for ¢+ = 2,3. This establishes (24) also for k = N — 2.
Repeating this reasoning throughout the DP recursion, we see
that (25) holds also for k = N —2,...,0. Having established
that the derivatives with respect to o are identical at o = 0 up
to third order, (23) immediately follows. L]

(25)

Theorem 1. Let Assumptions 1 to 3 hold. The suboptimality
(9) of applying the nominally optimal policy 7w°° to the
stochastic process with uncertainty level o is of fourth order
with respect to the level of uncertainty, AV, (z) = O(c*). The
difference between the controls is of second order, |7¢(x) —
(@) = O(o?).

Proof. From Lemma 6 we immediately have AV, (z) =
Vet (z) — Vi y(x) = O(c*). The statement on the controls
follows from a second-order Taylor expansion and noting

that Z7%(z)|o—0 = 0 (Lemma 3) and Z7°°(z) = 0
(trivially). O]

[V. NUMERICAL ILLUSTRATION

We will now illustrate the results with a simple example,
which allows us to evaluate the value functions and policies
up to numerical precision. This example is implemented via
the Python interface of CasADi [22] with IPOPT [23] as
solver. The code is publicly available at www.github.com/
fmesserer/suboptimality-nominal-mpc.

Consider the scalar state x € R, control v € R and
disturbance w € R. The continuous time dynamics, over the
time interval [0, 7], are given by & = = + 23 + u from which
we obtain the discrete time dynamics

Tr+1 :fRK4(xk7uk)+0'wk7 kzoa"'aN_lv (26)

by numerical integration with one step of the Runge-Kutta
method of fourth order, where the controls uj are piecewise

1_
)
g \\\\\\\\\\“--______
5
k7
[ R = e e e
T T T T
s 01
3 —
E 9 oc=0.1
g — =0
T T T T
0 2 4 6 8 10

discrete time k&

Fig. 1. Two solutions of the tree OCP (28) with different levels of
uncertainty for the initial value = 1.

constant over the time step h = T'/N. The disturbance wy
follows a discrete distribution and takes values from the set
W = {—1,1} with probability p = 3 for each value.

The control goal is to stabilize the system near the origin
while keeping the state above a lower bound, = > xy3,. This
is expressed by the stage cost

Lz, u) = gz + ru® + poe (@ — z11), (27)

which is visualized in Fig. 2. Here, the first two terms are
standard quadratic costs. The third term, with ¢.(x) :=
%Vaz? +e2 — %:L’, is a smoothed overapproximation of the
exact penalty max(0, —z), with smoothing parameter ¢ and
penalty weight p. The terminal cost is E(x) = G2 + pde (v —
21, ), where ¢ is chosen as the solution to the algebraic Riccati
equation corresponding to the infinite horizon LQR problem
obtained by linearizing the system at the origin and with cost
matrices ¢ and r. The parameter values are 7' = 2, N = 10,
p=—01,g=5,r=1,p=10,e = 10~2,

Due to the discrete distribution of the process noise, the set
of possible trajectories can be described by a scenario tree.
Starting from the root Z(, the number of scenarios is multiplied
by m = |W)| with every time step. We denote the possible
values of the state at time k by 2%, i = 1,...,m*, k =
0,...,N. Associating a control u}, with every node implicitly
encodes a policy, as the control value depends on the realized
state. The resulting stochastic OCP corresponds to (4) and
takes the form of a tree-structured OCP,

N-—1 mF m™
Juin P Y L ug) |+ ) Bely)  (28a)
©le = i=1 i=1
s.t. x8 =ux, (28b)
; i/mF i/mF i|m
why = ™ L gw i, (28¢)
i=1,...,m"*1k=0,... N—-1

3

where [-] denotes the ceiling function and 4]]" wraps the
integer ¢ to the set {1,...,m}. Thus, foreach k =0,..., N —
1, the dynamics constraint (28c) cycles through all scenarios
of the current stage, (2%, ut), i = 1,...,m¥, and simulates it
forward once for every possible disturbance value, w' € W.
The resulting scenario trees are collected in z¢ resp. ue. For
the cost contribution, the tree nodes are summed up within
each stage and weighted by their respective probability. Two
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Fig. 2. The value function V,£e¢ of CEC and the optimal value function
V for three values of o, as well as the stage cost L with respect
to the state . For & = 0.05, the two value functions are barely
distinguishable.

solutions of (28) are visualized in Fig. 1. The nominal OCP
with o = 0 can equivalently be written as the degenerate tree
OCP resulting from the singleton disturbance set W = {0}.

We compute the suboptimality of CEC for varying values
of x and 0. The optimal value function V}(z) is given by
the optimal value of (28). The value function of CEC results
from simulating the system (26) for every possible value of
(wo, ..., wn—1). At each time k and for each possible state
zi, the corresponding control u} is computed by solving the
nominal OCP over a reduced horizon N = N — k. The costs
are then summed up as in the objective of (28).

Fig. 2 shows the value functions for several values of o,
whereas Fig. 3 visualizes the suboptimality and difference in
policy as a function of o for several values of . We see that for
small values of o the suboptimality is O(c*) and the difference
in policy is O(c?), as predicted by the theory. At roughly
o ~ 0.1, this relationship ceases to hold for larger values of
z. Even though we have only enforced the bound = > zy3,
via a penalty, we can think about this event roughly as this
constraint becoming active. With respect to the stage cost, this
corresponds to the strongly nonlinear region around z ~ xy;,
influencing the solution, cf. Fig. 2. Strong nonlinearity here
means that the higher-order terms of the Taylor expansions
are significant and start to influence the solution already at
relatively small uncertainty levels.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have shown that in a smooth and unconstrained setting
the suboptimality of CEC grows only with fourth order as the
level of uncertainty increases. This suggests that uncertainty-
aware MPC schemes are able to significantly outperform
nominal MPC only in the presence of large disturbances or
constraints.
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