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Abstract: Scenario-based optimization and control has proven to be an efficient approach
to account for system uncertainty. In particular, the performance of scenario-based model
predictive control (MPC) schemes depends on the accuracy of uncertainty quantification.
However, current learning- and scenario-based MPC (sMPC) approaches employ a single time-
invariant probabilistic model (learned offline), which may not accurately describe time-varying
uncertainties. Instead, this paper presents a model-agnostic meta-learning (MAML) of Bayesian
neural networks (BNN) for adaptive uncertainty quantification that would be subsequently used
for adaptive-scenario-tree model predictive control design of nonlinear systems with unknown
dynamics to enhance control performance. In particular, the proposed approach learns both
a global BNN model and an updating law to refine the BNN model. At each time step, the
updating law transforms the global BNN model into more precise local BNN models in real
time. The adapted local model is then used to generate scenarios for sMPC design at each time
step. A probabilistic safety certificate is incorporated in the scenario generation to ensure that
the trajectories of the generated scenarios contain the real trajectory of the system and that all
the scenarios adhere to the constraints with a high probability. Experiments using closed-loop
simulations of a numerical example demonstrate that the proposed approach can improve the
performance of scenario-based MPC compared to using only one BNN model learned offline for
all time steps.

Keywords: Uncertainty quantification, learning-based control, scenario-based control, model
predictive control, meta-learning, Bayesian neural networks.

1. INTRODUCTION

Uncertainty is ubiquitous in control systems and may
lead to system constraint violation and/or performance
deterioration of a designed controller. Scenario-based op-
timization, especially scenario-based model predictive con-
trol (MPC), has been developed to account for system
uncertainties by representing uncertainties with a scenario
tree, and reduce the conservativeness inherent to open-
loop robust MPC by introducing recourse into the optimal
control problem (Bemporad et al., 2002). However, gen-
erating scenarios offline based on worst-case uncertainty
descriptions obtained a priori can limit the performance
of sMPC. To generate a scenario tree that can accurately
represent the evolution of uncertainties depends on an
adequate description of uncertainties, which is generally
not available in practice. Using data-driven models of
uncertain nonlinear systems for MPC design (aka learning-
based MPC) has attracted increasing attention (Hewing
et al., 2020; Mesbah et al., 2022), as machine learning has
proven to be effective for modeling time-varying and/or
hard-to-model dynamics. However, there are still chal-
lenges for data-driven modeling to provide accurate and
generalizable models which are critical for sMPC per-
formance. One particular challenge is how to cope with
the discrepancy between the application environment and
the data-collecting environment (aka data drift (Ackerman
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et al., 2020)), which can degrade model accuracy and sub-
sequently control performance. Therefore, adapting data-
driven models to new environments in real-time is neces-
sary to ensure a desired control performance (Bao et al.,
2020b, 2021).

Gaussian process regression (GPR) (Rasmussen, 2003) is
the most widely-used approach for data-driven characteri-
zation of model uncertainty in learning-based MPC (Koller
et al., 2018; Hewing et al., 2019; Soloperto et al., 2018;
Bonzanini et al., 2021). While experiments demonstrated
that GPR was able to capture structural model uncer-
tainty, GPR suffers from a cubic complexity to data size,
which may restrict the size of data used for efficacy offline
training and online evaluation. Moreover, GPR assumes
that the model uncertainty can be described by a joint
Gaussian distribution, which may be invalid for appli-
cations. Alternatively, Bayesian neural networks (BNNs)
have been increasingly used to quantify uncertainties (Bao
et al., 2021; Bao and Mohammadpour Velni, 2022b) and
learning-based MPC (Bao et al., 2023b,a). BNNs treat
the weights of deterministic neural network (NN) models
as random variables and provide estimates of the poste-
rior distributions conditioned on a dataset. Compared to
GPR, BNNs can model both epistemic and aleatoric uncer-
tainties with arbitrary distributions, be trained efficiently
using ‘Bayes by Backprop’ (Blundell et al., 2015), and
be quickly evaluated without using the training dataset
to compute kernel matrices. BNNs can be viewed as an
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Fig. 1. Schematic of adaptive sMPC using MAML of
BNNs, where a global BNN model is adapted online
using recent trajectories for scenario generation.

ensemble of deterministic networks (ANN models) com-
bined by the posterior distributions and can provide robust
predictions using cheap model averaging (Carbone et al.,
2020). However, BNNs suffer from high computational cost
and noisy gradient as a result of estimating the evidence
lower bound (ELBO) from a single sample of weights
(Jospin et al., 2020), which increases the difficulty in
adapting BNN models on a small batch of data in real
time.

To tackle the challenges of online adaptation of BNNs, we
resort to model-agnostic meta-learning (MAML) methods.
MAML (Finn et al., 2017) is compatible with BNNs that
are trained with gradient descent (GD). Moreover, MAML
trains models that are easy to be fine-tuned, and enable
fast adaptation of deep networks with good generalization
performance. Specifically, MAML explicitly trains a model
on various tasks such that using a small amount of training
data to update the model parameters for a small number of
GD steps produces a good model for a new task. In the case
of control design, predicting system outputs/behaviors at
each time step is viewed as a different task such that the
sudden changes (at any time step) in the environments
can be coped with through model adaptation. Moreover,
different from Bao et al. (2020b) that requires a batch
of closed-loop data for online transfer learning and Bao
et al. (2021) that uses adaptive sliding mode control to
derive the updating law, the adaptation is performed by
a parameterized updating law which takes recent system
trajectory and the global model parameters as inputs and
outputs the adapted parameters of the precise local model.

For sMPC design using BNN models, a BNN model is
initially learned to model state- and input-dependent un-
certainties, and the statistics of the BNN predictions are
then used to generate adaptive scenarios online. Addition-
ally, the sMPC (Bao et al., 2023b) using BNNs improved
the robust control performance with respect to sMPC
with a fixed scenario tree and with respect to an adaptive
scenario-based MPC using Gaussian process regression, by
realizing a less conservative estimation of the model un-
certainty. This paper aims to further improve the control
performance by adapting the BNN model online. Fig. 1
illustrates the proposed scheme for adaptive sMPC design
using model-agnostic meta-learning of BNNs.

Additionally, Finn (2018) proposed a meta-learning ap-
proach for adaptive control using reinforcement learning
with deterministic models. To quantify uncertainty, Har-
rison et al. (2018) used meta-learning of Bayesian linear
regression in the feature space to model long-term dy-
namics and employed an LQR-type control scheme with a
linearized dynamics model for uncertainty-aware control.

Instead, Richards et al. (2021) proposed adaptive control-
oriented meta-learning to directly train a parametric adap-
tive controller using closed-loop simulations, which adapts
well to each model of an ensemble constructed from past
inputs/outputs data. Different from the aforementioned
works, this paper presents a MAML approach for fast
online adaptation of BNN-based uncertainty model and
then employs the adapted model for sMPC design of uncer-
tain constrained nonlinear systems. The main contribution
of this paper lies in presenting MAML of BNN models
for time-varying, state- and input-dependent uncertainty
quantification.

2. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND
PRELIMINARIES

Consider a constrained, discrete-time nonlinear system
with state- and input-dependent uncertainty of the form

x(k + 1) = f(x(k), u(k)) + g(x(k), u(k)), (1a)
x ∈ X , u ∈ U , (1b)

where x is the state, u is the control input, and k ∈ N is the
time instant; f : X ×U → X describes a known, Lipschitz
continuous model (1a) while g : X × U → Ω represents a
priori unknown model error term which is assumed to be
Lipschitz continuous; X ⊆ Rnx and U ⊆ Rnu in (1b) are
the constraint sets of the states and inputs, respectively.
X is assumed to be convex. The initial state x(0) = x0.
Remark 1. The known model f can be a first principles-
based model or obtained as a data-driven model. One in-
teresting class of models is linear parameter-varying (LPV)
models. LPV models use a linear structure to capture
time-varying and nonlinear dynamics, which allows the
development of computationally efficient control design
methods. Moreover, data-driven methods have been in-
creasingly developed for the global identification of state-
space LPV models (e.g., see Rizvi et al. (2018); Bao and
Mohammadpour Velni (2022a)).

Assuming a datasetD = {(x(i), u(i), x(i+1))|i = 1, · · · , ND}
that covers the entire feasible space X × U × X has been
collected from the real system (1), this paper aims to learn
an adaptable BNN model of g using MAML for sMPC
design with safety guarantees.

The closed-loop system model using sMPC can be ex-
pressed by

x(k + 1) = f(x(k), κ(x(k))) + g (x(k), κ(x(k)))

≜ Φκ(x(k))
(2)

with κ : X × N → U denoting the control law. We use
x(k|x0) ≜ {x(1), · · · , x(k)} to denote the solutions to the
model (2) given the initial state x0.
Definition 1. (Koller et al. (2018)). Given x0 ∈ X , the
system (1a) is said to be safe under a control law κ if

∀k ∈ N,Φκ(x(k)) ∈ X , κ(x(k)) ∈ U . (3)

The system (1a) is δ-safe under κ if
∀k ∈ N,Pr [Φκ(x(k)) ∈ X , κ(x(k)) ∈ U ] ≥ δ, (4)

where Pr[·] denotes the probability of an event.

Next, we introduce the preliminaries of meta-learning and
BNNs for uncertainty quantification.

2.1 Meta-learning

Meta-learning seeks the adaptation of machine learn-
ing models to unseen tasks that are vastly different



from trained tasks (Peng, 2020). Specifically, given a
distribution p(T ) of tasks, meta-learning aims to solve
minw ET ∼p(w)L(D;w) where T = {D,L} denotes a task
consisting of a dataset D and a loss function L, and w de-
notes the meta-knowledge (such as the choice of optimizer
and the function class for a task).

Meta-learning consists of an inner level for base learn-
ing and an outer level as the meta-learner. At the inner
level, a new task with a dataset D(i)

source from a set of
M source tasks Dsource = {(Dtrainsource,Dvalsource)

(i)}Mi=1 is
presented, and the agent aims at quickly learning the as-
sociated concepts with the task from the training observa-
tions, i.e., finding ρ∗ = argmaxρ log p(ρ|w∗,Dtrainsource). This
quick adaptation is facilitated by knowledge accumulated
across earlier tasks (Huisman et al., 2021) (aka, meta-
knowledge). At the outer level, the learner updates the
inner level algorithm such that an outer objective function
(e.g., generalization performance) is improved for learning
meta-knowledge, i.e., w∗ = argmaxw log p(w|Dsource).
In this way, meta-learning can continually perform self-
improvement as the number of tasks increases.

To quantify uncertainties, we use BNNs as the base learner
for MAML. For fast online adaptation, rather than collect-
ing a batch of closed-loop data for online transfer learning
(Bao et al., 2020b), we adopt an unsupervised domain
adaptation approach, and the online adaptation will be
based on the updating law, which avoids noisy gradients of
training BNNs by backpropagation. The details of MAML
of BNNs will be provided in Section 4.

2.2 Bayesian Neural Networks

The key component of a BNN is the DenseVariational layer
which approximates the posterior density p(W |D) of the
parameters W by variational inference (VI) given a prior
density p(W ) where D denotes a dataset. A reparameter-
ization trick is employed to parameterize q(Wj ; θj) with
parameters θj for approximating p(W |D), i.e.,

Wj = µW j + σWj ⊙ ϵWj (5)
where θj = {µWj

, σWj
} in this case; ⊙ denotes element-

wise multiplication; ϵWj ∼ N (0, I). A multi-layer, fully
connected BNN is used to model the unknown vector-
valued function g. Dg = {x(i) = (x(i), u(i)), g(i)|i =
1, · · · , Ng} for training the BNN is obtained by computing
g(i) = x(i+1)−f(x(i), u(i)) = g(x(i), u(i)) on the dataset D,
where x(i) denotes the input to the BNN, and g(i) is the
uncertainty to be predicted by the BNN. The details of
training BNNs can be found in Bao et al. (2021). With the
trained BNN, the probability density function of ĝ for a
given (x(k), u(k)) can be approximated by sampling from
the posterior distributions of weights using Monte Carlo
(MC) methods and computing ĝ for each set of sampled
weights.

2.3 Scenario-based MPC Design Approach

At the time instant k, the stochastic MPC minimizes

E

{
N−1∑
i=0

ℓ(x(i|k), u(i|k)) + VN (x(N |k))

}
(6)

where E{·} is the expectation operator over the random
vector sequence g = {g(0), · · · , g(N − 1)}. The uncertain-
ties of g are propagated forward through the prediction
model (1a), making it difficult to derive the closed-form

probability density function of g. To evaluate the cost
in (6), scenario-based MPC (sMPC) uses a tree of dis-
crete scenarios to represent the uncertainty evolution of a
system. Consequently, the scenario-based optimal control
problem for an uncertain system at time step k can be
formulated as follows:

min
xj ,uj

S∑
j=1

pj

[
N−1∑
i=0

ℓ
(
xj(i|k), uj(i|k)

)
+ VN

(
xj(N |k)

)]
(7a)

s.t. xj(i+ 1|k) = f
(
xj(i|k), uj(i|k)

)
+ ĝj(i|k), (7b)(

xj(i|k), uj(i|k)
)
∈ X × U , (7c)

xj(0|k) = x(k), (7d)
uj(i|k) = ul(i|k) if xp(j)(i|k) = xp(l)(i|k), (7e)

where the superscript j ∈ {1, . . . , S} is the index of
the scenario; pj is the probability of the j-th scenario;
ℓ
(
xj(i|k), uj(i|k)

)
and VN

(
xj(N |k)

)
are the stage cost

and terminal cost for the j-th scenario, respectively; N is
the prediction horizon length; ĝj is the uncertainty realiza-
tion in the j-th scenario; and (7e) is the non-anticipativity
constraint. The control law can be determined by the
solution to (7) as κ (x(k)) = u⋆(0|k).

3. LEARNING-BASED SCENARIO GENERATION
FOR SMPC DESIGN

At each time step k, we draw N̄MC samples from normal
distributions and calculate weights W (i) by the trans-
formation (5) to the i-th sample. Although Lemma 1
in Bao and Mohammadpour Velni (2023) states that
the trajectories of the N̄MC sampled models encom-
pass the system trajectory, N̄MC can be too large to
be practical for online optimization. To reduce the
number of scenarios, we instead evaluate the estimate
ĝ(i)(k) using W (i), then calculate the sample mean
µ̂g(k) =

1
N̄MC

∑N̄MC
i=1 ĝ(i)(k) and standard deviation σ̂g(k) =√

1
N̄MC

∑N̄MC
i=1 (ĝ(i)(k)− µ̂g(k))⊤(ĝ(i)(k)− µ̂g(k)), and use

µ̂g(k), µ̂g(k) + mj σ̂g(k), µ̂g(k) − mj σ̂g(k), j = 1, · · · , S−1
2

wheremj are the tuning parameters and S is the number of
scenarios. The probabilities of the scenarios are calculated
using the moment matching method (Høyland and Wal-
lace, 2001) to maintain the original statistical properties.
To save computational cost, we only update the uncer-
tainty estimation when solving (7) and fix the scenarios
over the prediction horizon. Specifically, we use the solu-
tion u∗(1|k−1) to (7) at k−1 and the state x(k) to estimate
uncertainty ĝ(k), and ĝ(i|k) = ĝ(k), i = 0, · · · , N − 1 for
(7) at k. This approach is more tractable than considering
time-varying uncertainties and adaptive scenarios within
the prediction horizon, as the uncertainties are input-
dependent and the control input sequence in the prediction
horizon are decision variables of the sMPC problem. When
the uncertainties do not change significantly within the
prediction horizon, fixing the uncertainty estimation is
reasonable and less conservative than using worst-case
error bounds.

4. META-LEARNING OF BNN FOR SMPC DESIGN

In this section, we present the model-agnostic meta-
learning (MAML) approach for fast adaptation of BNN
models. In particular, MAML learns a parameterized
adaptation law that transforms a global BNN model (i.e.,
the meta-knowledge on a distribution of tasks) into a local



BNN model with improved accuracy at each time step, to
provide a tighter uncertainty quantification for scenario
generation and thus improves the control performance.
Specifically, meta-learning aims to find meta-knowledge
that is useful for a distribution of tasks p(T ), i.e.,

w∗ = argmin
w

ET ∼p(T )L(D;w) (8)

where D denotes a dataset, L is the loss function, and
T = {D,L}. To adapt to a specific task T (i), meta-learning
finds task-specific parameters θ(i) by solving

min
θ(i)
L(i)(D(i), θ(i);w∗) (9)

based on the meta-knowledge, which facilitates quick
adaptation. In our case, inspired by Finn (2018), we view
the model adaptation at each time step as a different
task and obtain the parameters of the model at time step
k by θ(k) = w∗ + ∆θψ(τ(k − M,k − 1)) where τ(k −
M,k − 1) = (x(k −M), u(k −M), · · · , x(k − 1), u(k − 1))
denotes the trajectory of the system in the last M time
steps and ∆θψ is the step size function represented by an
ANN with parameters ψ. Fig. 2 demonstrates the online
adaptation of the global BNN model parameterized by w∗

to the local BNN model parameterized by θ(k). Then, the
meta-learning problem is

min
w,ψ

Ei∼U{M,··· ,N−K} [L(τ(i, i+K), θ(i))] (10)

s.t. θ(i) = w +∆θψ(τ(i−M, i− 1)). (11)
Moreover, the loss function of a task is

L = L(τ(i, i+K), θ(i))

=
1

K

K∑
k=1

L(x̂(i+ k), x(i+ k); θ(i+ k − 1)).

It is noted that the loss function is evaluated on the
future transitions such that the prediction errors of the
adapted models are minimized in the next K time steps.
The training process is summarized in Algorithm 1, and
the testing process is presented in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 1 Learning the meta-knowledge

Require: learning rate α, β ∈ R+ for ψ,w, respectively;
number of tasks NT ; dataset D

1: Initialize w
2: while not done do
3: for i = 1 to NT do
4: Sample i ∼ U{M, · · · , N − K} and have τ(i −

M, i− 1), τ(i, i+K)
5: θ(i) = w +∆θψ(τ(i−M, i− 1))
6: Lj = L(τ(i, i+K), θ(i))
7: ψ ←− ψ − α▽ψ Lj
8: end for
9: meta-update: w ←− w − β 1

NT

∑NT
j=1▽wLj

10: end while
11: return w∗ and ∆θψ

We directly learn a set of parameters of model weights pos-
teriors as the meta-knowledge and adapt to task-specific
model weights posteriors by modeling the task-specific
parameters of the model weights posteriors as a function
of the past trajectory and the meta-knowledge for fast
adaptation. Moreover, we initialize the meta-knowledge
with the model learned in Section 2.2 to facilitate learning.

Prior distributions affect the accuracy of the BNN models,
and their selection has been studied by Fortuin et al.
(2021). A proper prior is usually unknown or hard to
choose. For MAML of BNNs, we directly use the learned

Fig. 2. Online adaptation of the BNN model.
Algorithm 2 Online adaptive control design approach
Require: meta-knowledge w∗; update rule ∆θψ; experi-

ence τ(−M,−1) and time steps N̄ for control
1: for k = 0 to N̄ do
2: Adapt model by θ(k) = w∗ +∆θψ(τ(k −M,k − 1))
3: Compute control input u(k) using the model with

θ(k)
4: Apply u(k) and collect data (x(k), u(k), x(k+1)) for

validating/fine-tuning the model
5: end for

posterior as the prior of the BNN weights. That way, the
local model adjusts the posteriors in a way that is as close
as possible to the posteriors of the global model, i.e.,

min
w,ψ

(
Eq(W ;w,ψ) [log q(W ;w,ψ)]− Eq(W ;w,ψ) [log p(W ; θ0)]

− Eq(W ;w,ψ) [log p(D|W )]
)
,

(12)
where θ0 denotes the parameters of the learned posterior.

5. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS AND VALIDATION
Consider the following nonlinear system{

ẋ1 = 10x1 − x1x22 + 0.5x21 + 0.5x1u1 + 0.5u2
ẋ2 = −x2 + 0.1x21 + 3x21x2 − x1x2u1

(13)

with the state and input constraints
− 5 ≤ x1 ≤ 3, 0 ≤ x2 ≤ 10;
− 1 ≤ u1 ≤ 1, − 1 ≤ u2 ≤ 1.

The system model (13) is assumed to be unknown but we
can collect data from the system for modeling and control
design purposes.

Plant-model Mismatch Modeling We applied a ran-
dom input sequence drawn from the uniform distribu-
tion U(−0.5, 0.5) to the system and collected a dataset
D = {u(i), x(i), x(i+1)|i = 1, · · · , 1000} with the sampling
time of 0.1 s. Additionally, the dataset is randomly split
into training and testing sets by the ratio of 75%/25%.
First, using the approach (Bao et al., 2020a), we learned
an ANN-based linear parameter-varying (LPV) model as
the nominal model, i.e., f(x(k), u(k)) = A(ρ(k))x(k) +
B(ρ(k))u(k) where ρ = [x1;x1x2] are used as the schedul-
ing variables. In particular, we use two one-layer ANNs
without activation functions to represent matrix function
A and B, respectively. Fig. 3 shows the validation results
of the ANN-based LPV model.

Then, we used the proposed MAML of BNN to model the
mismatch between the system and the nominal model us-
ing the dataset Dg = {(x(i), u(i)), x(i+1) − f(x(i), u(i))|i =
1, · · · , 1000}.



(a) BFRx1 = 93.94%. (b) BFRx2 = 92.77%.

Fig. 3. Validation results of the nominal model for the
second example.

Technical details for MAML of the BNN: We con-
sider the form g(x(k), u(k)) = h(x(k))[ρ(k);u(k)]. We used
one DenseVariational layer without an activation function
fully connected to a three-layer fully-connected ANN with
the ELU as activation functions to represent h. The prior is
p(W 4) = πN (0, (σ1)

2) + (1− π)N (0, (σ2)
2) with π = 0.5,

σ1 = 1.5, and σ2 = 0.1. Each of the two hidden layers
has 8 units. Moreover, we used a fully-connected layer
to model the updating rule δθ(τ(k − M,k − 1)), and
M = 5. Additionally, we only update the posteriors of
the weights and biases terms in the DenseVariational layer
to reduce the model complexity, which was sufficient for
modeling and safe control as shown in the experimental
results. First, we trained a BNN model and then used the
posteriors of the weights in this BNN as the priors of the
global model weights, to enhance the learning efficiency.
Specifically, similar to the transfer learning approach for
BNN training Bao et al. (2021), we first trained an ANN
model which shares the same architecture with the BNN
model and then transferred the weights of the ANN model
to the BNN model to improve the training efficiency of the
BNN model. For model optimization, we used the Adam
optimizer. Both the ANN and BNN model were trained
for 30, 000 epochs with a batch size of 32 and the initial
learning rate of 1e− 3. The meta-learning of the BNN by
Algorithm 1 was executed for 100 epochs with the initial
learning rate of 1e− 5.

Results and discussion: The performance comparison
between BNN and MAML of BNN on the testing set
is shown in Fig. 4. It is noted that the accuracy of the
average model by MAML-BNN is much higher than that
by BNN and the credible intervals of MAML-BNN are far
less conservative than those of BNN, which demonstrates
that the proposed approach can improve the uncertainty
quantification of BNN. Moreover, the closed-loop simula-
tion results will demonstrate that the improved model will
also improve the control performance.

Closed-loop Simulations Next, we use the MAML-BNN
for scenario generation and design of an adaptive sMPC
scheme. Similar to the first example, the control objective
here is to stabilize the system while satisfying the system
constraints.

At each time instant, we sampled N̄MC = 50 models
to estimate the mean µg and standard deviation σg.
Subsequently, at each node of the scenario tree in the
robust horizon, we used µ̂g, µ̂g + 3σ̂g and µ̂g − 3σ̂g as the
discrete scenarios branching from that node. Furthermore,
the worst-case bounds of the mismatch are |g1| ≤ 0.21
and |g2| ≤ 0.85. When the predictions of the scenarios
are out of the bounds of g, we use the bounds instead of
the predictions and uniform distribution as the probability
of scenarios. For sMPC design, we used a prediction
horizon N = 7 and a robust horizon Nr = 1. The
parameters of the adopted quadratic stage and terminal
cost functions are Q = I, R = 100I, and P = I, and
the initial state is x(0) = [−1; 5]. As shown in Fig. 5, the

(a) Comparison between the av-
erage models w.r.t. x1.

(b) Comparison between the av-
erage models w.r.t. x2.

(c) CIs by BNN w.r.t. x1. (d) CIs of x1 by MAML-BNN.

(e) CIs by BNN w.r.t. x2. (f) CIs of x2 by MAML-BNN.

Fig. 4. Comparison between BNN and MAML-BNN for
the second example.

proposed approach stabilized the system while satisfying
the system constraints. Moreover, the trajectories of the
three scenarios contain the trajectory of the system with
a high probability, which guarantees safety.

Fig. 5. Closed-loop simulation results of the proposed
sMPC with BNN by MAML for uncertainty estima-
tion and weighted scenarios for system stabilization.

Fig. 6. Closed-loop simulation results of the sMPC with
BNN, clearly showing that the controller designed
based on the BNN model failed to stabilize the system
due to the inaccurate uncertainty quantification.

For comparison, we also examine the performance of the
adaptive sMPC using the predictions of the plant-model
mismatch by BNN without MAML. Fig. 6 illustrates that
x1 did not converge to 0, which implies that the controller
has failed to stabilize the system due to the inaccurate
uncertainty quantification of the global BNN model.



6. CONCLUDING REMARKS
A model-agnostic meta-learning approach was presented
to fine-tune BNN models online for sMPC design with
safety guarantees. In particular, a global BNN model
and an updating law for model adaptation were learned
from data in the training phase. Then, the local BNN
model adapted from the global model using the updating
law was used to generate scenarios online for sMPC
design purposes. To ensure safety, the behaviors of the
generated scenarios contained the system behavior with
high probability, and the constraints were enforced for all
the scenarios. The closed-loop simulations demonstrated
that the proposed approach improved model accuracy and
control performance compared with sMPC designed based
on a global BNN model.
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