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Closed-loop Performance Optimization of Model Predictive Control
with Robustness Guarantees
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Abstract— Model mismatch and process noise are two fre-
quently occurring phenomena that can drastically affect the
performance of model predictive control (MPC) in practi-
cal applications. We propose a principled way to tune the
cost function and the constraints of linear MPC schemes to
achieve good performance and robust constraint satisfaction
on uncertain nonlinear dynamics with additive noise. The
tuning is performed using a novel MPC tuning algorithm
based on backpropagation developed in our earlier work. Using
the scenario approach, we provide probabilistic bounds on
the likelihood of closed-loop constraint violation over a finite
horizon. We showcase the effectiveness of the proposed method
on linear and nonlinear simulation examples.

I. INTRODUCTION

Model predictive control (MPC) is a model-based control
technique that can efficiently solve challenging control tasks
under input and process constraints by solving, at each time-
step, a receding horizon optimization problem. The mismatch
between the nominal model used by the MPC and the true
dynamics poses an important challenge in maintaining good
closed-loop performance and ensuring constraint satisfaction.
Many robust MPC methods have been developed in the liter-
ature, often relying on constraint tightening or probabilistic
satisfaction guarantees. However, most existing methods can
be over-conservative since tuning the constraint tightening
for maximal closed-loop performance is challenging. Here,
we study the MPC problem with model uncertainty and pro-
vide a structured strategy for optimal constraint tightening.

Tube MPC is a principled way to robustify MPC schemes
whenever the process dynamics are unknown or subject to
disturbances [1]. This strategy tightens the MPC constraints
so that the resulting closed-loop state-input trajectory sat-
isfies the nominal constraints. The tightening is generally
designed based on the support of the uncertainty/noise set,
which is assumed to be bounded [2]. Tube MPC schemes
have been developed for linear systems subject to bounded
additive noise [2], multiplicative uncertainty [3], and para-
metric uncertainty [4]. Moreover, extensions to nonlinear
Tube MPC to deal with additive noise [1] and model un-
certainty [5] have been developed. Despite its popularity,
Tube MPC can be conservative, since constraint tightening
is often designed for the worst-case uncertainty realization,
which is unlikely to occur in many practical applications,
leading to overly cautious MPC designs. Moreover, nonlinear
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tube-based solutions are generally cumbersome to implement
numerically and may require significant tuning effort [6].

A way to reduce conservatism is to construct a rep-
resentation of the uncertain elements (either implicitly or
explicitly) using data and derive probabilistic bounds on the
likelihood of constraint satisfaction. A notable example is
the scenario approach [7], where samples of the uncertain
parameters (called scenarios) are used to obtain a control
scheme with good out-of-sample performance. Unlike robust
tube MPC, the scenario approach can be applied without ac-
curate knowledge of the underlying uncertainty distribution.
However, constraint satisfaction is guaranteed only in prob-
ability instead of in worst case, where a smaller constraint
violation probability will likely produce a more conservative
performance. For example, [8] proposes a scenario approach-
based MPC design for uncertain linear systems subject to
additive disturbances and shows guarantees on the closed-
loop probability of constraint violation at each time step. The
scheme of [9], under a similar setting, is guaranteed to have
a small average constraint violation. The scenario approach
can also be used in settings where the model dynamics are
completely unknown [10]. Existing methods, however, are
almost exclusively limited to linear system dynamics, or have
guarantees for single time-steps, providing little insight into
the behavior over closed-loop trajectories.

In this paper, we design the cost and the constraints of
an MPC scheme to maximize performance while ensuring
robust constraint satisfaction. Our contribution is twofold: 1)
we provide a novel approach for optimal tuning of robust
nonlinear MPC problems and ii) we use the scenario ap-
proach to provide sample-efficient guarantees on the closed-
loop probability of constraint violation. The tuned MPC
can be formulated as a convex quadratic program (QP),
which can be solved efficiently and reliably with special-
ized software. The design parameters are the terminal cost
and the input cost of the MPC, as well as linear con-
straint tightenings. All variables are tuned using the recently
proposed BackPropagation-MPC (BP-MPC) algorithm [11],
which can achieve optimal closed-loop MPC designs using a
sensitivity-based procedure. Since the sensitivity information
involves the closed-loop trajectory, our method greatly re-
duces the conservatism compared to existing offline-designed
tube-based techniques.

Notation: We use Z, ) = Z N [a,b] where Z is the
set of integers. We use x ~ & to say that x is drawn
from the probability distribution 4. E[x] and P[z] denote
the expectation and probability of the random variable .
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II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider an uncertain nonlinear system subject to
additive disturbances

xt-l—l :f(‘rtuuhd)—i_wtu xON'gzw(w (1)

where z; and u; denote, the state and input at time ¢,
respectively, and &, is an unknown distribution with known
mean Zo. The parameter d is a random variable representing
model uncertainty with unknown distribution &?;. The addi-
tive noise w; is drawn i.i.d. for every ¢ from the unknown
distribution &,,. The system needs to satisfy the following
state and input constraints for all ¢

met S hma Huut S hu (2)

We consider the case where the input u; is determined online
by an MPC policy u; = MPC(z¢, p,n), where p and 7 are
design parameters. The closed-loop dynamics are then given
by

Ti+1 = f(CCt,MPC(CCt,p,'f]),d) + wy (3)

The nominal dynamics can be obtained from (3) by setting
d=0and w;, =0

Ziy1 = f(Ze, MPC(Z¢,p, 1)) “4)

where we used f(Z¢,ut) := f(Z4,u,0), and 4 and u; =
MPC(Z,p,n) denote the nominal state and the nominal
input, respectively.

Our goal is to design an MPC policy that steers the system
to the origin while satisfying (2) for all possible wy ~ Py,
d ~ P4, and 9 ~ ., within a finite time horizon
T > 0. Both these objectives are captured by the following
optimization problem.

T
L 2
i B, |l
subject to  xpp1 = f(xe, up, d) + wy,
Uy = MPC(xtapa 77)1
met S hma Huut S hua

th, d, Zo, Vit S Z[O,T]'

(&)

where @, > 0 and w := (wo, ..., wr). Our framework can
easily allow for more complex cost functions. For simplicity,
we limit C to be a quadratic function of z, and refer the reader
to [11, Section VI-C] for more information.

We focus on MPC policies that can be expressed as
strongly convex quadratic programs. Specifically, given two
design parameters p := (P, R), with PR > 0 (terminal
and input cost), and 7 := (1), 7, ) (state and input constraint
tightenings), we choose MPC(z¢,p,n) = vgj¢ by solving

N-1
min. lznielly + D lzuelld, + llvwellh
0t k=0

st Zrgape = Agperge + BrjeVrje + Crjes 20t = T, (6)
szldt < hg — Wi,kv Huvk\t < hy — nz,kv
Vk € Z[O,N—1]7

where z; 1= (20t - -, 2N|t)> Ve = (Vs -+ - UN—1]t)s N 1=
(771,01 B anm,N)’ N = (77u,0, B 777u,N—1)’ and the square
in the tightenings is applied elementwise. The prediction
horizon N of the MPC is generally much smaller than 7T
Since (6) may become infeasible in practice, we relax the
state constraints with the technique of [11, Section VI-D].

The equality constraints in (6) should be designed to
ensure that Agpzg)e + Brjevr)e + cepe = f(2k)e, vg)e) for
all k € Zjo,n—1). To this end, denoting with (z;_1,v¢-1)
the optimal state-input trajectory obtained by solving (6) at
time-step t — 1, we set

of of
Apje= %(Zkﬂ—l\t—la Vkt1)t1), Bt = %(Zlﬂ—lhﬁ—lv Ukt -1
it = f(Zrg1t—1> Vig1)t—1) = Akft 2kt 1)t—1 — Bt Vrt1]e—1-
This technique is commonly known as successive lineariza-
tion [12]. For simplicity, we assume that Ay, = A, By, = B
and cy; = 0 and refer the reader to [11, Section VI-A].
III. IMPROVING NOMINAL PERFORMANCE

To solve (5), we first design 6 := (p,n) to minimize the

cost in (5) for the nominal dynamics (4) by solving
T
Ce . _ 2
minimize Z 1Z:15,

=0 )
Tpy1 = f(Z, MPC(Z,0)), Zo given,
H.z < h, Vte Z[O,T]-

subject to

We omit the input constraints since the MPC policy (6)
satisfies them by design. Using a penalty function, we can
reformulate (7) as the unconstrained minimization problem

miniemize £(z(0)), (8)

where x(0) := (Zo(0),...,ZTr(0)) is the function mapping
6 to the nominal closed-loop trajectory Z(f) obtained by
setting Zo(0) = Zo and by iterating the nominal dynamics
Zt11 = f(Zs, MPC(Z4, 0)) until time-step T', and

T
Uz) =Y Nlwe(O)IG, + vl max{Hyw(6) — ha, 01
t=0

with ¢; > 0 and max applied elementwise. If (7) is
sufficiently well-behaved, and c; is large enough, we can
prove that (8) and (7) are equivalent.

Lemma 1 ([13, Theorem 2.1]). The set of calm local minima
of (7) coincide with the set of local minima of (8) provided
that cy is chosen at least as large as the calmness modulus.

For a discussion about calmness and calmness modulus,
the reader should refer to [13].

A. Conservative Jacobians

Problem (8) can be solved using a simple gradient-based
scheme. However, since the cost function in (8) is typi-
cally nondifferentiable, a more general notion of gradient
is needed. To this end, we use the concept of conservative
Jacobians [14].



Definition 1 ([14, Section 2]). Let ¢ : R® — R™ be a
locally Lipschitz function. We say that J, : R" = R™ is
a conservative Jacobian for ¢, if J, is nonempty-valued,
outer semicontinuous, locally bounded, and for all paths'
p:[0,1] - R™ and almost all ¢ € [0, 1]

L p(1)) = o p(0).

The function ¢ is path-differentiable if it admits a conserva-
tive Jacobian.

o € T, (p(1).

Given two path-differentiable functions ¢ : R™ — R™ and
X : R™ — RP, the function 1) := @ o x is path-differentiable
with Jy(2) = J,(x(2)) Ty (2). Importantly, not all locally
Lipschitz functions are path-differentiable. In this paper, we
focus on the class of semialgebraic functions.

Definition 2 ([15, Definitions 2.1.4 and 2.2.5]). A set A in
R™ is semialgebraic if it can be expressed as a finite number
of polynomial equalities or inequalities

I J
A=J({zeR": Py(x) <0, Qi(z) =0},
i=1j=1
where I,J < oo and Pj; and @;; are polynomials. A
function ¢ : R™ — R is semialgebraic if its graph {(x,v) :
v = ()} is semialgebraic.

Locally Lipschitz semialgebraic functions are ubiquitous
in control and optimization, and admit a conservative Ja-
cobian. Moreover, they can be minimized (locally) with
Algorithm 1, which is guaranteed to converge to a critical
point for a suitable choice of step sizes.

Algorithm 1 Minimization of path-differentiable function

Input: xo, {ak}keN, tol > 0.
1: for £ =1 to co do
2: pk S j@(xk)

3 aFtl = gk — oy pk
4 If [|2% — 2813 < tol return z* = zFt!
5: end for

Lemma 2 ([16, Theorem 6.2]). Let ¢ be locally Lipschitz
semialgebraic, assume that supy, ||7*||2 < oo for all k € N
and that

oo o0
Zak:oo, Zaz<oo. )
k=0 k=0

Then x* in Algorithm 1 converges to some x*, with 0 €

Tp(x").

One way to guarantee bounded iterates x* is to introduce
a projection to a large enough polytopic set X’ in the gradient
descent update, i.e., 2"*1 = Px[z¥ — app®] (see discussion
in [16, Section 6.1]).

A path is an absolutely continuous function p : [0, 1] — R™ admitting a
derivative p for almost every ¢ € [0, 1] and for which the Lebesgue integral
of p between 0 and any ¢ € [0, 1] equals p(t) — p(0).

To ensure that (8) can be solved with Algorithm 1, we
require ¢(Z(6)) to be locally Lipschitz and semialgebraic.
This is the case if £ and T are locally Lipschitz semialgebraic,
as both these properties are preserved by composition.

Assumption 1. The cost function ¢ is locally Lipschitz and
semialgebraic.

B. The BP-MPC algorithm

The BP-MPC algorithm, recently proposed in [11], uses
backpropagation to efficiently construct 7, for a given d
recursively

leH»l (9) — jf,u(xta Ut, d) [jMPC,LEt (xtu e)jwt (p)

+ Nvpc,o(xe, 0)] + Tfo (e, ue, d) T, (P),
(10)

where J; , and Jy ,, are the partial conservative Jacobians of
f with respect to its arguments (and similarly for Jmpc a,
and Jmpc,g), and J(0) = 0, since z is independent of
6. We provide here a general algorithm that works for any
value of w, d, and zg, and later consider the nominal case.
To apply (10) we require the following.

Assumption 2. The function f is locally Lipschitz semial-
gebraic in (x,u) for all d ~ 2.

To compute the conservative Jacobian Jypc of the MPC
map, we rewrite (6) as a quadratic program in standard form

%yTQ(p)y +q(ze,p) 'y

minimize
y
subject to  G(p)y < g(xr, p,n), an
F(p)y = ¢(It7p)7
and obtain its Lagrange dual
1
minizmize izTH(p)z + h(ze,p,n) " 2 (12)

subject to  z = (A, u) € R™ x R™ X > 0.

Note that both problems (11) and (12) do not depend on
the choice of d and w, since the MPC (6) utilizes an
approximation of the nominal dynamics (4). The solution
y(p) of (11), where p := (x¢,p,n), is obtained from the
solution z(p) of (12) as y(p) = G(2(p), p), where

G(z(p),p) :=—Qp) " (IG(p) F(p)]" 2(p) + q(p)) -

The existence of 7, can be guaranteed under the following
assumptions.

Assumption 3. The maps Q(p), ¢(p), G(p), g(p), F(p), and
¢(p) are locally Lipschitz semialgebraic. Moreover, Q~*(p)
is locally Lipschitz.

Assumption 4. For all values of z;, p, and 7, problem
(11) is feasible, strongly convex, and satisfies the linear
independence constraint qualification (LICQ).

Assumption 3 is not restrictive in practice, as the class
of locally Lipschitz semialgebraic functions comprises most
functions commonly used in control and optimization. The
feasibility assumption is not restrictive as state constraints



can be relaxed using the techique of [11, Section VI-D].
The LICQ assumption holds e.g. if the constraints in (2) are
box constraints Tmin < Tt < Tmaxs Umin < Ut < Umax-

Proposition 1 ([11, Theorem 1]). Under Assumptions 3
and 4, the optimizer z(p) of (12) is unique and locally
Lipschitz semialgebraic. Its conservative Jacobian J,(p)
contains elements of the form —U 1V, where

UeT(—-~H(p) -1,
Ve —T(Az+ B),

T = diag(sign(A1), .. .,sign(Ay, ), 1,...,1),

where z = (\, ), A € TJu(p), B € Jn(D), and v is any
positive constant. Moreover, the optimizer y(p) of (11) is
unique and locally Lipschitz semialgebraic with conservative
Jacobian

W —=Q(p)'[G()" F(p)')Z € J,(),
where Z € J,(p) and W € Jg 5(2(P), P).
Proposition 1 provides a way to compute the conservative
Jacobian Jypc of the MPC map. Combining with (10),
we can iteratively construct the conservative Jacobian 7

of the closed-loop trajectory = for any value of w, d, xg.
The procedure is summarized in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Conservative Jacobian computation

Input: 0, w, d, xg.

Init: 7,,(9) = 0.
1: for t =0to T do
2 Solve (6) and set uy = MPC(z4, ).
3 Compute 7, ., (¢) using (10) and Proposition 1.
4: Compute next state x¢+1 = f(x¢, ut, d) + wy.
5: end for
6: return 7, (6)

To compute the conservative Jacobian of Z for a given 6
it suffices to set w = 0, d = 0, and zy = Z( in Algorithm 2.

C. A gradient-based solution

Once the conservative Jacobian of the closed-loop trajec-
tory Z is available, we can obtain the conservative Jaco-
bian of the objective in (8) using the chain rule J;(0) =
Jo(Z)Jz(6). Combining this with Algorithms 1 and 2, we
obtain Algorithm 3, which converges to a critical point of

(8).

Algorithm 3 BP-MPC for Nominal Performance
Input: 0°, {ay}ren, tol > 0.

1: for £ =0 to co do

2: Compute J¥ € J;(0%) with Algorithm 2.
3 Compute J5 € J,(7).
4 Compute J*¥ = JEJF.
5. Update 0*t1 = 9k — qy, JF.
6
7

If [|0*+1 — 0%||]2 < tol return 0* = 9+ +!
: end for

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and 4 hold,
that {ay }ren satisfy (9), and that supy, |[p¥|l2 < oo. Then
0% as obtained in Algorithm 3 converges to a critical point
0% of (8). Moreover, if (7) is calm at 0%, and c1 in (8) is
chosen at least as large as the calmness modulus, then 0* is
also a local minimizer of (7).

Proof. The first part follows immediately by recognizing
that Algorithm 3 is implementing a gradient-descent rule
equivalent to that in Algorithm 1, and by applying Lemma 2.
The second follows from Lemma 1. o

IV. ROBUST CONSTRAINT SATISFACTION
We now focus on ensuring robust constraint satisfaction

by solving the problem

minimize |0 — 6*||2

subject to w1 = [z, up, d) + wy,
Uy = MPC(ZEt, é),
Hx'rt S hzv Huut S h/'u.a
th, d, Zo, YVt € Z[O,T]a

13)

where 6* is the solution of (7) obtained with Algorithm 3.
By penalizing the difference between 6 and 6%, we ensure
that 0* ~ 0* while satisfying the constraints.

A. Robust constraint satisfaction using BP-MPC
To solve (13), we assume that a set of i.i.d. samples is

available:

— i3 A I\M L T j J
Si={(w,d,x)iZ, cw! ~ Py, &~ Py, )~

o}

Utilizing the samples, we substitute the cost and the con-
straints in (13) as follows

16 — 6713

_ minimize
0,29 ud ,jE€L

xg-i—l = f(xij’uijvdj) + wijv
ui = MPC(a,9),
Hyx] < hy, Y(w?,d? 2}) € S.

subject to (14)

With the same strategy as in Section III, we can remove
all constraints from (14) using a penalty function to obtain
an unconstrained minimization problem

M T
min. |6 =073+ D [lmax{Huy (0) — ha, 0},
0 j=1t=0
15)
where 27 (6) := (3(6),...,2%.(0)) is the function mapping

6 to the closed-loop trajectory z7(f) obtained by setting
zp(0) = x and by iterating (1) until time-step 7' with
parameters 6, w’, and d’.

Solving (15) using Algorithm 3 is computationally expen-
sive, since each gradient computation requires the simulation
of the closed loop trajectory for all samples of w, d, and
zo. To reduce the computational burdain while retaining
convergence properties, we use a stochastic gradient descent



scheme that considers a single sample (w?, d?, :C{J) at a time.
The procedure is summarized in Algorithm 4.

Algorithm 4 BP-MPC for Robust Constraint Satisfaction
Input: 0*, {ax}ren, S, max_it € N,
Init: 0° = 0*.
1: for K =0 to max_it do
2: Sample j € Zy, a7 randomly.
Compute Ji7 € 7,;(6%) with Algorithm 2.
Compute Jy7 = % — 6*.
Update 01 = 6% — ayp J3 7 I
6: end for
7: return §* = GF+1

A

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumptions 2, 3 and 4 hold, that
{ou }ren satisfy (9), and that supy, ||0%||2 < co. Then 6% as
obtained in Algorithm 4 converges to a critical point 6* of
(15). Moreover; if (14) is calm at é*, and cy in (15) is chosen
at least as large as the calmness modulus, then 0* is also a
local minimizer of (14).

Proof. The proof is identical to that of Theorem 1, we only
need to show that the stochastic gradient descent update used
in Algorithm 4 ensures convergence to a critical point of
(15). To prove this, we can invoke [14, Theorem 3]. O

B. Out-of-sample constraint satisfaction

In this section, we study how well 0 performs on unseen
samples obtained from Py, P4, P, (that is, assuming no
distribution shift) by adapting the results of [17]. We want
to ensure that the constraint violation probability

V(é*) = Pw,d,zo {met(é*a w, da IO) > hz vt € Z[O,T]} .

is smaller than a certain tolerance ¢ € (0,1), i.e., V() <
€, where z(6*,w,d, o) denotes the closed-loop trajectory
obtained from (1) starting from zy with parameters w, d,
and 6. This bound is well approximated by the condition

Ps {V(é*) > e} <8

if 5 € (0,1) is close to 0. In (16) the stochasticity is in the
choice of S in (14), which is drawn from 3”5 X PgX Py,
If (16) is satisfied for very small values of 3 (e.g. 3 = 10~9),
we can practically guarantee V (6*) < e [17].

Before proceeding, we need to introduce the following.
For simplicity, let § := (w, d, x¢).

(16)

Definition 3 (Support constraint). Given a collection of
samples S = {67,j € Zp ), a support subsample is
a collection of k elements D = {67 : i € Zp )}, with
j1 < -+ < jg, such that solving (14) with S replaced with
D produces the same solution.

The support constraints of (15) comprise the samples
(w,d,zg) € S satisfying met(é*,w, d,z9) = h, for at
least one ¢t € Zjg 1), as all other constraints do not affect the
gradient of the objective of (15).

We further require the following assumption, which is
verified if the calmness constraint qualification is satisfied
and ¢; in (15) is chosen large enough.

Assumption 5. For all (w,d,zo) € S, met(é*, w,d, xp) <
h,, where 0* is the solution of (14) obtained with
Algorithm 4.

Theorem 3 ([17, Theorem 1]). Let Assumption 5 hold, and
let B € (0,1). Let € : {0,M} — [0,1] be any function
satisfying

M
=1 Y (§) 0wt =5
k=0

Then Ps{V (0*) > e(k*)} < f, where k* is the number of
support constraints of (14).

We can choose, for example

B .
1— M-k if keZ _
M [0,M—1]5
\ M (%)

1 if k=M.

e(k) =

Remark 1. Note that (5) can be solved directly by ap-
plying Algorithm 4 on a problem with the constraints of
(14) and cost function 1/M Zﬁl 0(z7(0)). The obtained
solution may perform well on unseen samples; however,
it would be challenging to identify the number of support
constraints because of the dependency of the cost function
on the samples in S. The two-step strategy of this paper
seeks a suboptimal solution of (5) for which identifying the
support constraints is easier. This can potentially produce
worse out-of-samples performance, but will have a known
and guaranteed upper bound on the chance of closed-loop
constraint violation.

V. SIMULATION EXAMPLE
A. Nonlinear example

We test our method on the pendulum on a cart of [18]

mpg sin(¢) — pcos(¢) (u + ud* sin(4))
mJ — u? cos(¢)? ’

J(u+ pd? sin(¢)) — p*gsin(¢) cos(¢)
mdJ — p? cos(¢p)? ’

where z and % are the linear position and velocity of the
cart, and ¢ and (b are the angular position and velocity of the
pendulum, respectively. The input w« is the force applied to
the cart. We use Runge-Kutta 4 with a sample time of 0.05
seconds to obtain discrete time dynamics, and impose the
constraints u(t) € [—0.75,0.75], z(t) € [-0.2,0.2], ©(t) €
[-1,1]. The mass m, the inertia J and the coefficient p of
the system are given by

i) =

b=

m:m(1+d1), J:j, ,LL:,L_L(l—i-dQ),

where M, J, [ are known nominal values of [18], and
d = (dy1,ds) is a random variable uniformly distributed in
the set [—0.025,0.025)2. The noise w; is sampled uniformly



from the set {0} x [—0.05,0.05] x {0} x [—0.05,0.05].
The initial condition is zy = Zg + (0,w1,0,ws), where
Zo = (0,0, —m,0) (pendulum down) and wy,ws are sampled
independently and uniformly from the interval [—0.05, 0.05].
We use the successive linearization strategy of [11] to obtain
linear dynamics for (6). Moreover, we choose a short horizon
N =5 and Q, = diag(1,0.001,1,0.001).

We run Algorithm 3 to obtain #*, and then run
Algorithm 4 with a set S of 250 samples for 4000 iterations
with c3 = 80. We additionally add a squared 2-norm penalty
on the constraint violation to the cost of (15), multiplied by
the factor co = 80. This introduces an additional degree of
freedom for tuning the algorithm without compromising the
results of Theorem 2. To ensure constraint satisfaction for
the original problem (14), we additionally run 100 iterations
of gradient descent on (15) by replacing S with the set S of
samples associated to constraints that are violated after 4000
iterations. Then, we test the tuned MPC policy MPC(-, §*)
on 1000 unseen samples of (w,d, zg).

Table I compares the performance of our method against
the nominal MPC obtained with Algorithm 3, and against
a nominal nonlinear MPC controller with horizon N = 15.
Both these alternatives fail to satisfy the constraints on every
scenario, whereas our method has a closed-loop constraint
violation of only 1.8%. The number of support constraints
is k* = 1, which provides a theoretical bound of Vs (n*) <
0.095 with confidence 8 =1 — 1076.

TABLE I
CLOSED-LOOP COST AND CONSTRAINT VIOLATION — NONLINEAR

Average closed-loop cost  Constraint violation

MPC(-, 6*%) 233.497 1.8%
MPC(-, 0%) 225.442 100%
Nonlinear MPC 277.828 100%

B. Linear example

We further compare our method to the Tube MPC of [19]
on the linear system of [19]. In this setting, the model is
known but subject to additive noise. We use N = 5 for our
scheme and N = 15 for the tube MPC. We draw 500 samples
to construct $ and obtain € = 0.0512 with confidence 1 —
1075, The results (obtained by simulating with 1000 unseen
samples) are reported in Table II. Note that we achieve a 50%
performance improvement at the cost of marginal constraint
violations.

TABLE II
CLOSED-LOOP COST AND CONSTRAINT VIOLATION — LINEAR

Average closed-loop cost Constraint violation

216.149 0.3%
434.232 0%

Proposed method
Tube MPC of [19]

VI. CONCLUSION

We proposed a principled way to design the cost and
the constraint tightenings of an MPC scheme to achieve

good performance and constraint satisfaction under noise
and uncertainty. We used the scenario approach to provide a
probabilistic bound on the closed-loop constraint violation.
Future work will focus on developing a design strategy that
allows the constraint violation chance to be user-defined.
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