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Abstract

We study the impact of parameter estimation and state measurement errors on a control framework for optimally mitigating the
spread of epidemics. We capture the epidemic spreading process using a susceptible-infected-removed (SIR) epidemic model and
consider isolation as the control strategy. We use a control strategy to remove (isolate) a portion of the infected population. Our
goal is to maintain the daily infected population below a certain level, while minimizing the resource captured by the isolation
rate. Distinct from existing works on leveraging control strategies in epidemic spreading, we propose a parameter estimation
strategy and further characterize the parameter estimation error bound. In order to deal with uncertainties, we propose a
robust control strategy by overestimating the seriousness of the epidemic and study the feasibility of the system. Compared
to the optimal control strategy, we establish that the proposed strategy under parameter estimation and measurement errors

will sacrifice optimality to flatten the curve.
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1 Introduction

Effective management of both resources and risks is
crucial during an epidemic. In the context of the re-
cent COVID-19 pandemic, researchers have focused on
studying optimal control formulations to inform policy-
making for pandemic mitigation [1-6]. One study [1]
measured the social and economic costs based on the in-
tensity of the social distancing intervention. Meanwhile,
researchers in [2] calibrated epidemic models using data
from the USA to examine the impact of social distanc-
ing restrictions. Additionally, [3] proposed a strategy
that combines molecular and serology testing to aid in
epidemic mitigation, while [4] discussed the vulnera-
bility of optimal or near-optimal control strategies in
the face of model uncertainties. Beyond optimal control
approaches, researchers have explored model predictive
control frameworks [7-10] and other strategies [11-13]
to generate optimal or sub-optimal policies for epidemic
mitigation. For example, [12] utilized a transmission
network to identify vaccination targets, while [14] em-
ployed a reinforcement learning framework to aid in
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addressing the COVID-19 mitigation problem. Addi-
tionally, other studies have explored epidemic control
and resource allocation in various ways [15-23].

Most of the aforementioned research was built upon prior
knowledge of epidemic model parameters. Nevertheless,
works on epidemic modeling and prediction [24-26] have
demonstrated the difficulty in precisely modeling and
predicting the behavior of epidemic spreading processes.
Hence, it is challenging to obtain accurate model param-
eters when solving epidemic modeling and control prob-
lems. One common approach to tackle the problem is to
leverage continuous-time models to capture a spreading
process and use real-world spreading data to fine-tune
the model parameters. While leveraging continuous-time
models to analyze and design mitigation strategies for
an epidemic spreading process is widely accepted [16,
27-29], spreading data is typically only available in a
discrete format, such as hourly, daily, weekly, and/or
monthly infected cases. Thus, it is critical to investigate
the error introduced by leveraging sampled data to es-
timate model parameters for continuous-time spreading
dynamics. The existing literature offers estimation algo-
rithms to estimate parameters of continuous-time mod-
els from sampled data [30,31]. However, these methods
cannot be directly applied to our setting to obtain ex-
plicit error bounds of the estimated parameters due to
the specialized structure of the model we consider, as
well as measurement error.
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In this study, our focus lies in addressing optimal epi-
demic control problems by studying feasible optimal
control frameworks under uncertainties. To bridge the
gap between using continuous-time models to study the
spread and having discrete-format data, we consider
leveraging sampled states from continuous-time mod-
els to estimate the model parameters. These estimated
parameters will be used for control design. Specifically,
we will study the impact of discretization on analyzing
continuous-time epidemic spreading models. Our pri-
mary objective is to propose an algorithm for estimating
model parameters through sampling data, particularly
by utilizing spreading data from the early stages of a
pandemic within the same population of interest. By in-
corporating the estimated model parameters and noisy
measured states, we aim to enhance our proposed opti-
mal control strategy developed in continuous-time. The
ultimate goal is to generate a robust control strategy for
epidemic mitigation by leveraging the measured states
and estimated model parameters, instead of relying
solely on accurate model parameters and states.

In particular, we consider an existing optimal control al-
gorithm [3], which may fail under measurement and pa-
rameter estimation errors [4]. Building upon this optimal
control strategy, we propose a novel robust control strat-
egy that can handle these uncertainties, albeit at a higher
control cost. Furthermore, we generate an optimality
gap between the optimal control strategy with perfect
information and our proposed robust strategy with inac-
curate information. Specifically, we consider a isolation
strategy [3] as the control input variable, which involves
the removal of the infected population from the infected
group through uniform random sampling. This strategy
resembles vaccination strategies that target the suscep-
tible population within the mixed group [32], making
the isolation strategy another widely adopted approach
for epidemic mitigation [3,10,27,29, 33].

In summary, we propose a model parameter estimation
strategy and investigate the impact of sampling rate and
state measurement error on the estimation error bound.
Additionally, we define a robust control strategy for epi-
demic mitigation that takes into account the influence of
uncertainties resulting from both parameter estimation
and noisy states. To summarize, our contributions are:

e We formulate the parameter estimation problem as a
linear regression problem to estimate epidemic model
parameters. Additionally, we establish an estimation
error bound considering the sampling rate and mea-
surement error.

e We introduce a robust control strategy by overesti-
mating the seriousness of the spread. This approach
enables us to adapt the optimal control strategy by
leveraging the bounds of the estimated model param-
eters and measured states, ensuring the feasibility of
the system.

e Our work bridges the gap between parameter estima-
tion for epidemic spreading and the theoretical anal-

ysis of the feasibility of optimal control strategies for
epidemic mitigation [28].

e We examine the impact of parameter and state uncer-
tainties on the proposed optimal policy [3] by study-
ing the additional control cost required for feasibility.

Note that this paper is an extension of our conference pa-
per [34]. In [34], we consider a non-zero lower bound on
the control input, whereas in this work, the lower bound
on the control input is zero, the same as that in [3]. Fur-
thermore, our robust control strategy will be exactly the
same as the optimal control strategy, when we have ac-
curate model and state estimation. Additionally, build-
ing upon our conference paper [34] where we mainly dis-
cuss the control problem, in this work, we introduce a
parameter estimation method; quantify the parameter
estimation error bounds in Theorem 1 and Corollary 1;
and study the impact of the parameter estimation er-
ror bounds and state measurement error bounds on the
additional control cost in Theorem 4.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we in-
troduce the parameter estimation problem, the optimal
epidemic control problem, and the goals of this work.
Section 3 presents a parameter estimation algorithm to
estimate the epidemic model parameters. Additionally,
we provide an upper bound for the error generated by
the parameter estimation algorithm and further quan-
tify the factors affecting the parameter estimation er-
ror bound. In Section 4, we introduce a robust control
strategy to study the feasibility of the control problem
under uncertainties. We characterize the additional con-
trol cost by comparing the strategy with the optimal
policy generated with accurate models and true states.
Section 5 illustrates the proposed model parameter es-
timation algorithm and control strategy through simu-
lations. Finally, Section 6 presents the conclusions and
outlines potential future work.

Notation

Vectors are considered as column vectors unless other-
wise indicated. Let R and R.y denote the sets of real
numbers and positive real numbers, respectively. Let
Amax(*) and Apmin(+) represent the largest and smallest
eigenvalues in magnitude of a given matrix, respectively.
For a given matrix A, AT denotes its conjugate trans-
pose. The spectral norm and Frobenius norm of matrix A
are denoted by ||A|| and ||A|| r, respectively. The closed
l5 ball in d-dimensional space with a center at ¢ and ra-
dius r is denoted by By(zg, ) £ {z € Re: [|[x—x¢|| < 7}
We use X*(t*) to represent the state generated under
the optimal control strategy. We use X (t) to represent
the state generated by a control strategy, excluding the
optimal control strategy. We use X (f) to represent the
measured state with measurement noise.

2 Problem Formulation

In this section, we introduce the epidemic spreading
model and formulate the optimal resource allocation



problem for epidemic mitigation. We first present the
continuous-time model for analysis and control design.
Subsequently, we introduce its corresponding discrete-
time model for parameter estimation and error analysis,
acknowledging the reality of having access only to sam-
pled data. Our objective is to propose a potential ap-
proach for policymakers to implement a control strategy
by estimating a spreading model. This approach aims to
mitigate an epidemic using estimated model parameters
and measured states.

2.1 Isolation as the Control Strategy

In this section, we present the model for the epi-
demic mitigation problem. We consider the closed-loop
susceptible-infected-recovered /removed (SIR) model

as(o)

dt = —ﬁS(t)I(t), (1&)
1O _ ss0)10) - (o + a1, (1)
%}(f) = (v +u(t)I(t). (1c)

We use S(t), I(t), and R(t) to represent the susceptible,
infected, and removed proportions of the population of
interest, respectively. Note that S(t), I(t), R(t) € [0, 1]
and S(t) + I(t) + R(t) = 1, for all ¢ > 0. The param-
eters B and y represent the time-invariant transmission
rate and removal rate, respectively, and the control in-
put u(t) captures the isolation rate from the isolation
strategy. The isolation strategy can be achieved by uni-
formly randomly sampling @ € (0, 1] of the proportion of
the entire population (assuming the population is suffi-
ciently large). Then, we can utilize quarantine resources
to isolate/remove u(t) x 100% of the infected population
from the infected group, where u(t) € [0, @]. We assume
there is no sampling bias or delay in isolation, and that
the process is completely accurate. This setting assumes
that we have sufficient resources to monitor the severity
of the spread by catching a proportion of the infected
population. However, in order to change the spread, it
is necessary to prevent the detected infected individu-
als from spreading the virus, which requires an isolation
process. The strength of the isolation process is captured
by the isolation rate u(t). Note that u(t) € [0, @], ensur-
ing that the isolation rate does not exceed .

Note that when u(t) = 0, the system in (1) reduces to
the classic STR model [35]. Additionally, we use infection
level to describe the number of the infected proportion
I(t), for all t > 0. In this work, we assume the removal
rate 7y captures any processes that separate the detected
infected group from the entire population. These pro-
cesses may include recovery, hospitalization, death, etc.
We define mitigation as the act of keeping the infection
level below a certain threshold through the implemen-
tation of the isolation strategy. Through denoting

w(t) = [S(t) 1(t) R@®)], (2)

we represent the system in (1) via the compact form
o(t) = f(z(t), u(t)).
2.2  Parameter Estimation

For real-world disease spread, the parameters for the
spreading model in (1) are usually unknown. In addi-
tion, we can only access measured states by sampling
the dynamics. Hence, we first use Euler’s method with a
sample step size of h € R~ , to rewrite the system model
in (1) as the following set of difference equations:

S(t+h)=S() —hBSH)I(t) +es(t), (3a)
I(t+h)=I(t) + hBS()I(t) — h(y +u(t))I(t) + 61((?5))7

3b
R(t+ h) = R(t) + h(y +ut)I(t) + er(t), (3c)

where eg(t), er(t), er(t) capture the discretization er-
ror. We will estimate the model parameters 8 and ~ by
leveraging (3a)-(3c), based on linear regression [36].

The existing literature on control frameworks for epi-
demic mitigation estimated model parameters through
numerical optimization methods [7,37,38]. However, few
works proposed rigorous analyses for the control de-
sign (optimality gap and feasibility) under the impact of
both parameter estimation error and measurement er-
ror [1,7,8,28,39-42]. In this work, we discuss the impact
of parameter estimation for 8 and ~, and noisy state
measurements, on the optimal control design.

2.8  Optimal Control Problem

In this section, we introduce the optimal control frame-
work. Consider the system formulated in (1). The objec-
tive of the control problem is to optimally allocate isola-
tion resources during the pandemic in order to maintain
the daily infected population at or below a desired in-
fection threshold. In this work, we consider controlling
the epidemic by minimizing the total isolation resources
during the epidemic through the cost function

+oo
J(u(t)) = /0 u(t)dt, (4)

where the total isolation resources, such as the capac-
ity of the quarantine centers we use, are proportional
to the cumulative isolation rate J(u(t)). Hence, in or-
der to obtain the isolation strategy that minimizes the
cumulative isolation rate during the epidemic spreading
process while ensuring that the fraction of infected indi-
viduals remains below a desired threshold, we formulate
the following optimization problem,

Jmin I (u(®) (50)
st @(t) = fz(t), u(t), (5b)

0<I(t)<I,0<u(t)<aforallte0,+00). (5c)

The control input constraints zero and # define the lower
and upper bounds on the isolation rates, respectively.
We have that u € R>¢. With accurate model parame-
ters and states, we can compute the closed-form solu-
tion to the optimal control problem in (5) [3]. However,



in reality, optimal control of real-time epidemic mitiga-
tion is challenging, due to uncertainties from model pa-
rameters and states [4]. According to the analysis in [4],
following the optimal control strategy with these uncer-
tainties may cause the infected population to exceed the
infection threshold significantly, i.e., to cause huge out-
breaks. Hence, our robust strategy aims to prioritize fea-
sibility of the control strategy over the optimality of the
solution under uncertainties [6].

2.4 Problem Statement

We focus on the theoretical analysis of the optimal con-
trol for the epidemic mitigation problem in (5), consider-
ing the impact of parameter and state uncertainties. We
first propose a new algorithm to estimate the epidemic
spreading model parameters through sampled measured
states. Next, we study optimal control strategies for the
problem defined in (5) to derive a robust isolation strat-
egy based on the estimated model parameters and mea-
sured states. We explore the additional control cost by
comparing the cumulative isolation rate generated from
the proposed robust control strategy with the cumula-
tive isolation rate conducted under the optimal control
strategy. Our objective is to demonstrate the effective-
ness of the robust control strategy, which involves over-
estimating the seriousness of the epidemic.

To elaborate on these goals, we will address the following
problems in this work.

Problem 1 (Parameter Estimation) How can we
develop an algorithm to estimate the model parameters
B and v in (3) through measured states. Specifically, can
we describe the estimation error bound in terms of the
sample step size h and the measurement error?

Problem 2 (Feasibility Vs. Optimality) In  epi-
demic control problems, what strategies can we employ
to ensure the feasibility of the problem in (5)?

Problem 3 (Additional Cost) What is the addi-
tional control cost associated with leveraging the esti-
mated parameters and measured states? How does the
error bound of the estimated parameters affect the addi-
tional control cost?

Problem 4 (Benefits and Limitations) Compared
to the optimal control strategy developed from accu-
rate spreading models and states, what are the benefits
and potential limitations of our proposed robust control
strateqy?

We will answer Problem 1 in Section 3, and Problems 2-4
in Section 4. We will also illustrate these results through
simulations in Section 5.

3 Parameter Estimation

In this section, we study the parameter estimation prob-
lem via the discrete-time spreading model in (3). Recall
that in real-world epidemic spreading processes, we can

only access sampled data. Hence, we propose an esti-
mation strategy using linear regression to estimate the
epidemic parameters in (3). Furthermore, we investigate
the error bound of the estimated parameters through
the sampling step size, which corresponds to the way of
recording and reporting spreading data, such as hourly,
weekly, or even monthly.

It can be observed that the closed-loop epidemic spread-
ing dynamics in (3) are nonlinear with respect to the dy-
namic states. However, the equations are linear with re-
spect to the spreading parameters 8 and ~ [43]. Hence, it
is reasonable that we propose a linear regression method
to estimate the model parameters. We estimate the pa-
rameters 8 and v by leveraging (3b), which includes both
parameters. Thus, for the parameter estimation process,
we rearrange (3b) in the following form:

I(t+h) —I(t) + hu(t)I(t) = {5 7} [hffxg)} +er(t).

(6)
For t > 01 let the measured suscePtible and infected
states be S(t) = S(t) + vg(t) and I(t) = I(t) + vr(t),
respectively, where vg(t) and vy (t), ¢ > 0, are real-valued

measurement errors. We further define @ = [ﬁ 7} €

R%Q’ I(t) = j(t +h)— j(t) + hu(t)f(t) € R, and z(t) =
S(t)I(t)

ity o
(1)~ 0(8) + hu()i(2) = [ 4] [5 (1)1 (t)] \

(1)

€ R2*!, Then, we have

+ ez (t) +w(t),
where the aggregated measurement error is
w(t) = vr(t +h) —vr(t) + hu(t)vr(t)
—SQWNﬂ—%wUMMﬂ—vﬂﬂﬂﬂ]h

+ [ﬁ 7} ()

(8)

For all ¢ > 0, we can write (7) more compactly as
l(t) = ©z(t)h + er(t) +w(t). (9)

For any fixed i, j > 0, where ¢ # j, we further define the
batch matrices

L=l 1)) e R 7= [0 2()] € B,

E=[esi) ()] € R W = [w(i) w(j)] € RV
Following (9), we have (10)
L=0Zh+E+W. (11)

Based on (11), in order to estimate the transmission rate
[ and removal rate 7y represented by ©, we can solve the
following least squares estimation problem



in {||L—-62hn|%}, (12)

where © represents the possible solutions (the transmis-
sion rate and removal rate) from the parameter space.
We denote the solution of the optimization problem
n (12) as 62 [B ?y} Assuming that ZZ T is invertible,
the closed-form of © is given by

. LZ (zZT)

6 (f) (13)

Consequently, leveraging (11), the estimation error is
then given by

HEZT(ZZT)l Wz (2ZT)!

16 -6 = . (14)

h * h

Equation (14) indicates that the estimation error de-
pends on the sample step size h. Thus, in order to design
a robust control strategy, we further capture the impact
of the sample step size h and the measurement errors vy
and vg on the estimation error bound ||© — ©]. We in-
troduce Lemma 1 [44, Thm. 3.1], which helps bound the
discretization error using Euler’s method.

Lemma 1 Foranyt > 0, suppose that the system in (3)
is supplied with input using zero order hold with a sample
step size h > 0, i.e., u(k) = u(t) fork € [t,t + h). If the
function f is locally Lipschitz over a closed ball of radius
r around x(t) with Lipschitz constant (, i.e.,

1/ (2, u(®) = [y, w(®)]| < Cllz = yll, Vo, y € By(z(), ),
then the discretization error in (3) satisfies (15)

H [es(t) er(t) eR(t)} H < h2C||f1(96_(t<),hu(t))|’ (16)

supposing that h < h*, where h* is a threshold that de-
pends on C,r, || f(z(t), u(?))|.

Remark 1 Lemma 1 bounds the discretization error
through the Lipschitz constant (, the change of the epi-
demic spreading || f(x(t),u(t))||, and, most importantly,
the sample step size h. The Lipschitz constant ¢ along
with || f(z(t),u(t))| capture the speed of the change of
the spread, e.g., slowly or rapidly. In addition, the sam-
pling step size h is determined by data reporting and the
reporting interval we choose to estimate the parameters.

Based on Lemma 1, We derive the following theorem
to further characterize the parameter estimation er-
ror based on the spreading behavior and the length
of the sampling interval. Notice that in the follow-
ing theorem, we let umax = max{|u;|, ||}, Tmax =
max{[|lz(@)[|, lz()I}, vmax = max{|vr(@)],|or(i +
R [vr()] [or(G+R)]; [us ()], [vs (i +h)], [us (5], [vs (G +
h’)l}v and fmax = maX{Hf(x(z), U(Z))H, Hf(x(j)vu(j))n}
Theorem 1 Suppose that u(t) = u(i) for t € [i,i +
h) and u(t) = u(j) fort € [j,j + h), i.e., the input is
applied via a zero order hold. Fix any r > 0. Supposing
that the sampling step size h < h*, where h* depends

on 1, | F(2(0), w(@)], | F(2(7), (), then the ervor in
(14) satisfies

[CEECTESS
where
21 frnax Advmax
Min(ZZT)(1 = Ch)  h/Amin(ZZT)
UmaxC (17)

+—
Ami]ﬂ(ZZT)

C = 4ﬂ(xmax + T) + 2Upmax + 2'7;

Cc = 2Umax + 2’}/+5(S(1) + S(]) +2vmax +f(l) + j(]))
(18)

PROOF. Consider the errorin (14), based on the trian-
gle inequality and Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, we have

IENIZ (ZzZz)~ Wiz (zz) 1

5 -0 <
[©—-6] < N

(19)
We consider the term @ first. Recall from (2) that
z(t) = [S(t) I(t) R(t)]". The Jacobian of f(-,u(i)) is
given by

—BI(t) —BS(t) 0
J(x(t) = | BI(t) BS(t) —~—u(i) 0|,
0 v+ u(i) 0

from which we have

@@ < 1T (@(@)r < 2B81(t) +2B85(t) + 2u(i) + 27.

Fix any r > 0, for all z(t) € Bs(x(i),r), we have 20
z(t) —z(@)| <7 = (=@ < [l=@)] +7,

which implies

1S@] < [lz@)] + 7, and [I(#)] < [lz(@)]] +r,

since both S(t) and I(t) are components of z(t). Thus,
leveraging (20), for all x(¢) € Bs(x(i),r), we have

[J@@) < 28(|z@)] +r)
+ 28(J|lz(D)]| + ) + 2u(z) + 2
< 4/8(1'max + T) + 2Umax + 27 £ Ca

where ( is a Lipschitz constant when restricting the do-
main of f(-,u(i)) to B(z(i),r). Following a similar pro-
cedure, we have ||J(z(t))]] < ¢ for all z(t) € Bs(x(j),r).
Consequently, for sufficiently small h, we can apply
Lemma 1 to obtain

EI _ ler(@)]+[er(d)]
h — h
Next, for the term Wl

h

< 20
=1-¢(h

(21)

we have



W _ [w@] + [w()| _ 4Vmax
h — h R N h
Umax(2umax + B(S(Z) + S(])
+ 20max + 1(0) + 1(4)) + 27).

Finally, for the term || ZT(ZZ7)~!||, we have

+

127(227) 7| = \Amax(227) 1227 (227) 1)
1
Amin(ZZ7)

(23)
The result follows by combining (19) and (21)-(23). O

Theorem 1 provides an error bound for estimating ©.
The first term in (17) is a quantity that captures the
error due to the sampling rate h, and the second term
and third term capture the error due to imperfect mea-
surement vpax. Note that the data-dependent term
)\min(ZZT) does not depend on h. To gain more insights,
suppose that for all vyax, b, we have A\pin(ZZ7) > A
for some A > 0 for now (such that one can replace
Amin(ZZT) by X in the error bound). We can see that a
small sampling step size h can drive the first term of the
error bound arbitrarily small. However, a smaller h will
also cause the second term larger if we have a smaller
signal to noise ratio on the measured states. To further
reduce the second and third terms, one needs to reduce
the measurement error vy, as well, i.e., small measure-
ment error is critical for generating small parameter
estimation error.

Remark 2 The mathematical analyses indicate that in
order to achieve smaller errors in estimating the trans-
mission rate B and removal rate 7y, it is crucial to use
an appropriate data reporting interval depending on the
measurement error and the rate of spread change. When
dealing with a slowly changing spread and a high degree
of measurement error, it is reasonable to estimate the
model parameters using sample points with slower sam-
pling rate (larger h), such as weekly or monthly data.
Conversely, for a rapidly changing spread with minimal
measurement error, faster sampling speed (smaller h),
e.g., daily infection data, can yield relatively accurate pa-
rameter estimates. Therefore, Theorem 1 indicates that
it is essential to consider multiple factors to obtain more
accurate estimation results in practical applications. In
the sequel (Remark 6), we will see that better estimates of
the parameters lead to better performance of the control
law (i.e., smaller optimality gap).

Corollary 1 Under the same conditions in Theorem 1,
we have that B —b< B < B+band, 5y —b <~y <4 +b.
PROOF. We will only show the first inequality, as the
proof for the second one is almost identical. When the
bound in Theorem 1 holds, note that we have |3 — | =

16—8] < ||@ 0|l < b, since f— § is a scalar subvector of
the vector © — ©. Consequently, we have —b < 3 — [3 <
b=pB—-b<pB<B+b. O

Corollary 1 provides bounds on the spreading parame-
ters 8 and . Note that Theorem 1 considers estimating
the model parameters through sampling data at two dif-
ferent time steps, which is common in estimating param-
eters for epidemic compartmental models [45]. Future
work will also consider the connection between the esti-
mation error bound and the increment of the sampling
points. Next, we will present our robust control strategy
for the epidemic mitigation problem, taking into account
the estimation error bounds developed in this section. In
summary, Corollary 1, along with Theorem 1, answers
the parameter estimation problem given by Problem 1.

4 Control of Epidemic Spread

In this section, we first investigate a feasible control
strategy for the problem defined in (5) under the condi-
tion that the bounds of the model parameters 8 and -~y
are known. Based on Corollary 1, we define that

BelB—bB+blvely—bi+b (24)
N~ N~ N~ N~
Bmin Bmax Ymin Ymax

Hence, we leverage the error bound generated through
Corollary 1 to design our robust control framework. We
further assume that we know the bounds for the mea-
sured states (S(t) and I(¢)) and the true states (S(t) and
1(t)), as follows.

Assumption 1 The measured states S(t),
true states S(t), I(t) follow

(1), 5(t) € [Suin(t), Smax ()], 1(8), () € [min(t), Imax (1)),

where S’min(t) and Smax(t) are the lower and upper
bounds for the true susceptible state S(t), respectively,

and fmin(t) and fmax(t) are the lower and upper bounds
for the true infected state I(t), respectively, for allt > 0.

I(t), and the

Moreover, we use S*(t), I*(t), R*(t) to represent the
true states under the optimal control strategy u*(t), for
all ¢ > 0, for the problem defined in (5). In order to
propose a robust control strategy with uncertainty, we
first explore the feasibility and control cost of the optimal
control framework.

4.1  Feasibility and the Optimal Control Strategy

We first study the optimal control framework in (5) un-
der accurate model parameters and states. Let ¢t = 0 de-
note the very beginning of an epidemic, and ¢, denote
the time when the infection state reaches the peak value
during the epidemic spreading process, i.e., I(t,) > I(t),
VvVt > 0. The following lemma characterizes the peak
value I(t,) in (1).

Lemma 2 Starting fromz(t,) = [S(ta) I(ts) R(ta)]"
and u(te) = usx at time t, < tp, if the system in
(1) under the fized control input u(t) = ugx reaches
a peak infection value I(tp), uax € [0,a] ,we have
I(ty) = p(lnp — 1 —InS(t,)) + S(te) + I(t,), where
p= 'Y"Fgfix'



PROOF. Consider (1) for all ¢ > ¢,, dividing (1b) by
(1la) gives
dI(t) v+ u(t)
ds(t) — BS(t)

Then, we integrate the equation with respect to S(t) and

- 1.

apply the initial conditions x(t,) = [S(t.) I(t.) R(ta)]"

and u(t,) = uax. Therefore, by fixing u(t) = upx, we
obtain

O p—

In S(t) — S(t)

_ M S t) + S(te) + T(te),

Vt > tq. From (1b), the infected population at ¢, satisfies

dI(t

M) _ 55(1,)11) ~ (7 + u)(1) =0,
and I(t,) # 0. Hence, we have S(t,) = % at tp.
By evaluating I(t) at t, and substituting in S(t,) =
% = p, we have that I(t,) = plnp—p—pInS(t,) +
S(ta) + I(ty). We complete the proof. O

Lemma 2 calculates the peak infection value I(¢,) from
any initial condition z(t,) under the fixed control in-
put u(t) = ugy, for all ¢ > 0, before t,, along with the
transmission rate $ and the removal rate v. We can also
generalize Lemma 2 to compute the peak infection value
I(t,) from any initial condition x(t,) under a different
fixed control input u(t,), for all ¢ € [0,t,). Note that if
ugx = 0 for all £ > 0, Lemma 2 gives the peak infection
value for the classic STR model.

Corollary 2 Assume the closed-loop system in (1)
starts from x(t,) = [S(ta) I(t.) R(t.)]" and
u(ta) = usx at time t,. If there exists a time step t,, such
that I(t,) > I(t), Vt > t,, the peak infection value I(t,)
will increase as (B increases; decrease as 7y increases; and
decrease as ugy increases.

PROOF. Consider I(t,) as a function of p in Lemma 2.
Since I(t,) is the peak infection value during the epi-

demic spreading process, and ¢, > t,, then we have
dg—(tt) > 0, for all t € [tq,1,). From (1b), we have “gg'g;‘)" <
1, for all ¢ € [tq,tp), since the infected proportion will
increase until reaching the peak infection value t,. De-
fine the function g(p) = plnp — p — plnS(t,), where

% € (0,1), for all t € [tq,t,). We obtain that the
first derivative g'(p) = In gf <0, since g~ € (0,1).

Therefore, g(p) is monotonically decreasing with respect
to p, and thus g(p) is monotonically decreasing with re-
spect to ugx. Further, I(t,) is monotonically decreasing
with respect to v and ugy, and monotonically increasing
with respect to 3, for all t € [t,,1,). O

Corollary 2 implies that, under the same initial condi-
tions, the peak infection value I(t,) will decrease with
higher /5 and/or lower «. Further, Corollary 2 states that
increasing the fixed isolation rate ugx will lower the peak

infection value. Hence, if I(t,) < I, with a fixed isola-
tion rate of u(t) = usx = 0, for all ¢ > 0, the optimal
control strategy will be u(t) =0, for all ¢ > 0.

Corollary 3 (Optimal Control Strategy 1) The
optimal control strateqy for the problem in (5) is
u*(t) =0, forallt > 0, if I*(tp) = p(In p—1—1In S*(0))+
S*(0) 4+ I*(0) < I.

Corollary 3 is a direct result from Lemma 2 and Corol-
lary 2. For the optimal control problem in (5), if there
is no risk for the infection state to exceed the infection
threshold I without any isolation strategy, maintaining
the isolation rate at zero is the best way to reduce the iso-
lation cost. For the control framework in (5), we consider
the case when I(t,) > I under u(t) = 0, for all t > 0,
and develop the following theorem to study the feasibil-
ity of the control problem in (5).

Theorem 2 Starting fromt, > 0, if there exists t, > t,
such that I(ty) = I for the first time, then the control
framework in (5) is feasible if and only if there exists a
control input u(ty) € (0, a] such that u(ty) = BS(ty) — .

PROOF. Consider the system in (1) before reaching
ty, we have I(t) < I, for all ¢t € [0, ;). Hence, the system
is feasible for all ¢t € [0,t;). Then we study the system
starting from t;.

<=: Under the condition that there exists t; > t, such
that I(tp) = I for the first time, if there exists u(ty) €
(0, @] such that u(ty) = BS(ty) — 7, from (1b), we have

% = 0. Furthermore, since S(t) is strictly monoton-

ically decreasing unless S(t) = 0 and/or I(t) = 0 for
all t > 0, we can always find a u(t) € [u(tp),a], such
that u(t) > 8S(t) — «y for all ¢ > t,. From (1b), there al-
ways exists a u(t) € [u(tp), @] such that %(tt) <0, for all
t > ty,, which guarantees I(t) < I for all ¢ > t;. There-
fore, the control framework in (5) is feasible.

= Starting from t, > 0, there exists t;, > t, such

that I(t,) = I for the first time. If the system is feasi-

ble, I(t) must stop increasing at t;. Hence, dits) <
indicates that there must exist u(¢,) € (0,a] such that

dlg”) = BS(ty)I — (v + u(ty))I = 0. Therefore, we have

u(ty) = BS(ty) — v, which completes the proof. a

In this work, we study the case that satisfies Theorem 2:
the upper bound on the isolation rate @ is sufficiently
large such that we can always find a u(ty) € (0,4], to
satisfy u(ty) = BS(ty) — 7. Under such condition, the
optimal control strategy is given by the following propo-
sition, where a* € {S*, I*, R*, ¢}, t} } represents the true
state or the time step of the system in (1) under the opti-
mal control strategy u*(t). Note that ¢} is the time step
when I*(t), t > 0, reaches I under the optimal control
strategy u*(t) for the first time. In addition, ¢} is the time
step when the epidemic reaches our defined herd immu-

nity time under the optimal control strategy u*(t) for the

first time, i.e., % = (BS(ty) —v)I(t;) = 0. Herd im-

munity is a concept in epidemiology that describes a sit-
uation where a large proportion of a population becomes



immune to a contagious disease, either through vacci-
nation or previous exposure to the disease [46]. When
a significant portion of the population is immune, the
spread of the disease is significantly slowed or stopped
because there are fewer susceptible individuals for the
pathogen to infect. In this work, we define the herd im-
munity time step ¢; as the moment when the susceptible
proportion is sufficiently small such that the number of
infected cases starts to decrease without any isolation,
i.e., u(t) = 0. Furthermore, we have %’;Z) < 0, for all
u(t) € [0,a], and ¢ > ¢;. Under these settings, we intro-
duce the following optimal control strategy.

Proposition 1 (Optimal Control Strategy 2) /3,
Theorem 1] The optimal control strategy for the problem
in (5) can be cast into three stages:

(1) At the early stage of the epidemic, when I*(t) < I,
forallt € [0,t}), u*(t) =0;

(2) During the outbreak, starting from I*(t}) = I, for
allt € [t7,t5), u*(t) = BS*(t) — v;

(8) When the epidemic reaches herd immunity at t},
i.e., BS*(t) =, for allt > ¢}, u(t) = 0.

The proof of Proposition 1 is the same as the proof of [3,
Theorem 1]. Proposition 1 separates the isolation process
into three stages via considering the first time when the
infection state reaches I, i.e., t;, and the herd immunity
time step ¢} as the switching time steps. In the following
section, we aim to explore a robust isolation strategy
under the guidance of the optimal isolation strategy in
Proposition 1, with parameter error bounds in (24) and
the state uncertainties given by Assumption 1.

4.2 Robust Control Strategy

In this section, we propose a robust control strategy for
the problem in (5). Recall that we define S(¢), I(t), R(t),
for all ¢ > 0 as the measured states. We use #; to de-
note the time step when the overestimated state Imax(t)
reaches the infection threshold I for the first time. In
addition, we use ), to represent the time step when

Bmaxgmax(fh) = ’?min, (25)

for the first time, i.e., the computed herd immunity time
step by overestimating the epidemic states and spread-
ing parameters. We use u(t), for all ¢ > 0, to repre-
sent the generated isolation strategy by leveraging the
overestimated epidemic spreading process and the cor-
responding computed time steps ¢, and .

Definition 1 (Robust Control Strategy) The con-
trol strategy for the problem in (5) follows the rules:

(1) At the early stage of the epidemic, when the overes-
timated infection state is smaller than the infection
threshold I, the isolation rate is given by G(t) = 0,
for allt € [0,1);

(2) From the time stepty, to the computed herd immunity
time step i1, the isolation rate is given by (t) =
BrmaxSmax (), for all t € [ty 11,);

(8) Starting from the computed herd immunity time
step tn,, the isolation rate is given by a(t) = 0, for
allt > t,.

Definition 1 modifies the optimal control strategy in
Proposition 1 by proposing a isolation policy under the
given bounds of estimated parameters and states. Def-
inition 1 implies that without accurate model parame-
ters and states, if we know the bounds of the parameters
and states, the control strategy will always assume the
worst-case scenario at any given time step to generate
the isolation policy, i.e., to overestimate the seriousness
of the epidemic. Note that Lemma 2, Corollary 2, and
Definition 1 partially solve Problem 2 by proposing a
robust control strategy.

Remark 3 The optimal control strategy in Proposition 1
is not robust against parameter and state uncertainties.
For example, during stage 2 in Proposition 1, the optimal
isolation rate is given by u*(t) = 8S*(t) —. However, in
a real-world epidemic spreading process, it is challenging
to access accurate model parameters and states. Param-
eter estimation errors in 8 and v may result in an insuf-
ficient isolation rate, potentially leading to outbreaks [4].
We will show that one advantage of the proposed robust
control strategy in Definition 1 is to ensure the feasibility
of the control design.

Remark 4 One way to obtain the error bounds of the
model parameters is given by Theorem 1 and Corollary 1.
For instance, at the beginning of a pandemic, we can
sample the susceptible and infected states to estimate the
spreading parameters and error bounds, since the robust
control strategy in Proposition 1 maintains the isolation
rate at zero during the early state of the pandemic. Then,
the estimated error bounds can be leveraged for policy-
making during stages 2 and 8 in Definition 1.

We discuss the feasibility of the system in (1) under
the robust control strategy in Definition 1 by studying
the situation where we know Bmax, Jmin, and S(t) €
[S(t), Simax ()], I(t) € [I(t), Imax(t)], for all t > 0. We
plot both trajectories of the system under the optimal
control strategy u*(t) and the strategy (t) from Defi-
nition 1 in Figure 1, in order to better explain ¢}, ¢}, &,
and tp,. Figure 1 compares the behavior of the epidemic
under the control strategy in Definition 1 when overes-
timating the spreading parameters and states, with the
behavior of the epidemic under the optimal control strat-
egy in Proposition 1 when the true spreading parame-
ters and states are known. Consider an epidemic spread-
ing process with 8 = 0.16 and v = 0.063. The infection
threshold is set as I = 0.01. The lower and upper bounds
on the isolation rate are zero and @ = 0.2, respectively.
We use S*(t), I*(t), and R*(¢), t > 0, to represent the
states generated by u*(t) following the Optimal Control
Strategy 1 in Proposition 1. We use S(t), I(t), and R(t),
t > 0, to denote the true states generated by 4(t), when
implementing the control strategy given in Definition 1
and leveraging the overestimated spreading parameters



B(t) = Buax = 1058 and 4(t) = A = 0.957, and
noisy measurements S(t) and I(t), for all t > 0. The vari-
ance of the noise for the susceptible state and infected
state at time step ¢ are given by S(¢)/100 and I(t)/100,
respectively. We use relatively small noise here for the
purpose of illustrating the idea. From Definition 1, we
will leverage Figure 1 to illustrate the following result.

Theorem 3 When S(t) € [S(t), Smax(t)], I(t) €
[1(t), Imax(t)], for all t > 0, the system in (1) under the

control strategy U(t) generated by leveraging Pmax, Ymin,
S(t), I(t), for all t > 0, from Definition 1 is feasible.
The control strategy satisfies G(t) > u*(t), for allt > 0.

PROOF. We compare u*(t) and 4(t) by considering
t € [0,4p) U [t t] U [t5,£5] U (t5, Eh] U (£n, +00), where
the chronological order will be demonstrated within the
context. First, we show the system in (1) under the con-
trol policy 4(t), for all t > 0, is feasible. We analyze the
control strategy by considering three main stages. Re-
call that the control framework first switches its control
policy when I(f,) = I (£ is the first time when I(t)
reaches I, as shown in the top plot of Figure 1). Since

I(t) > I(t), for all t > 0, we have
I(ty) = I(ky) < I(tp) = I.

Hence, compared to using the optimal control policy
u*(t), for all ¢t € [0,¢;], the system, by leveraging larger
estimated infection states, will start to raise the isola-
tion rate away from zero earlier, i.e., at t,. Hence, we
have ¢, < t;, as illustrated in Figure 1. In addition,
at the early stage of the epidemic, when I (t) < I, for
all t € [0,%3), we have 4(t) = u*(t) = 0.

Then, we consider the time step when T (ty) = I. From
Definition 1, we have

(ﬂS(t) - (fy + ﬁ(t)) < (3max‘§(t) - (PAYmin + a(t)) =0.
Thus d;—(tt) <0, for all t € [ty, 1], where £}, is the com-

puted herd immunity time step under the condition that
g(fh)Bmax — Amin = 0 (shown in Figure 1). Hence, the
infection state I(t) is non-increasing under 4(t), and
I(t) < I, for all t € [ty,t;]. Lastly, after reaching the
computed herd immunity time step 5, from Definition 1,
we have 4(t) = 0 and

(ﬂS(t) - 7) < (ﬂmaxs(t) - ’Aymin) <0,
for all ¢ > ;. Therefore, I(t), for all t > 1?11 will mono-
tonically decrease, and thus cannot reach I again. The
trajectories of the optimal states under u*(¢) and the
true states under the control strategy 4(t), for all ¢ > 0,
are shown in Figure 1. In summary, starting from ¢ = 0,
I(t) cannot exceed I under the given control policy 4(t),
for all ¢ > 0, which completes the proof of the feasibility.

Now we compare the isolation rate #(¢) from Definition 1
and the optimal isolation rate u*(t) from Proposition 1.

Recall at the early stage of the epidemic, when I(t) < I,

for all t € [0,), 4(t) = u*(t) = 0. Starting from &, we
have that o
’&(t) = S(t)ﬁmax - &min > 0=u" (t)7

for all t € [fy,t;]. Note that 4(t) is not the optimal con-
trol strategy (but a strategy that ensures the system is
feasible) for the problem defined in (5). Moreover, [3,
Lemma 8] shows that, among all the feasible frameworks,
the system in (1) reaches the herd immunity time step
t; the fastest, under the optimal control strategy u*(t).
Hence, we have , > t;, > t;. Recall that S(t) and S(t)
for all ¢ > 0 are the estimated susceptible state and the
corresponding true state under the control policy from
Theorem 3, respectively. In addition, ¢, and #;, are the
time steps when S(¢p,)5—v = 0 and S(fh)ﬁmax—vmin =0
under the control policy 4(t), respectively. The inequal-
ity £, > t;, implies that when S(t;,)3 — v = 0, the esti-
mated parameters and states still satisfy

S(th)ﬁmax - ’AYmin > 0.
Thus, compared to ¢y, it will take longer for the system
to reach the estimated herd immunity time step ¢5,. From

Proposition 1 and Definitjon 1, u “(t) =0, for all t > ¢},

I S t 5max in Z 0)
?or allt € [tz,tg]) In agi ition, We ave 4(t) = 0, for all

t > 5, which leads to 0 = u*(t) < a(t), for all t > .

Lastly, we analyze both control policies when ¢ € [t}, 5]
Following the discussion from the feasibility and the fact
that the optimal control strategy v*(¢) maintains I*(t) =
I for all t € [t},t}], we have I(t) < I = I*(t), for allt €
[t;,t:]. Hence, by dividing both sides of the integration
of (1a) by S(¢), we obtain the following equation:

t

log(S(t)) = Log(S(6)) ~ [ (1(r)dr

If I(t) < I =1TI%(t), for all t € [t},t;], then

S(t) > S(t) > S*(t),
for all ¢t € [t},t;] (note that S(¢f) > S*(¢;)). From the
fact that S(t) > S*(t), for all t € [t}, 5], and fmax > B,
Amin < 7y, we have 4(t) > u*(t), for all ¢ € [¢},¢;]. This
completes the proof. |

Theorem 3 explores the case where the estimated upper
and lower bounds on the parameters Sp.x and Ymin and
states are known. The theorem implies that the isolation
rates i(t) = u*(t) = 0, for all t € [0,%) U [tn, +00). In
addition, compared to u*(t), the proposed control pol-
icy 4(t) from Theorem 3 starts to raise the isolation
rate from zero earlier (at #;), and switches back to zero
later (at #5). Hence, Theorem 3 demonstrates that the
proposed robust control strategy in Definition 1 sacri-
fices optimality but guarantees the feasibility of the op-
timal control problem in (5). By considering the worst-
case scenario, the robust control strategy from Defini-
tion 1 can always ensure feasibility if the true parameters

and states satisfies ﬁ S [BminaBmax]v S [&mlnvﬁmax]a
S(t) € [Smin(t); Smax(t)]; 1(t) € [Lmin(t), Imax(t)]. Fur-
ther, Theorem 3 infers that the cost of @(t) depends on
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Fig. 1. Comparison of Theorem 3 with the Optimal Control Strategy. The figure illustrates the difference between the optimal
control strategy and the corresponding spreading process and cost, marked with red lines, and the robust control strategy and
its corresponding spreading process and cost, marked with blue lines. The optimal control strategy begins to raise the isolation
rate when the infected proportion reaches the infection threshold at time step ¢;. To maintain the number of infected cases at
the infection threshold 0.1, during the outbreak, the optimal control strategy adjusts the isolation rate between t; and ¢;. The
isolation rate is then adjusted back to the lowest level after ¢},. In contrast, the robust control strategy adjusts the isolation
rate ahead of ¢}, captured by . This strategy also maintains a higher isolation rate no later than t¢}. Furthermore, the total
daily isolation rate of the optimal control strategy is upper-bounded by the daily isolation rate of the robust control strategy.
Therefore, the total cost of the optimal control strategy is upper-bounded by the total cost of the robust control strategy.

the parameter estimation error bounds Bmax and Amin,
and the state measurement bounds Syax (t) and Inax(t).

Remark 5 Recall that Theorem 1 and Corollary 1

demonstrate that the estimation error bounds on B and
4 are determined by the sample step size h and the state
measurement error Vmax. Smaller sample step size h will
lower the estimation error bound (supposing that the
measurement error is small). The proof of Theorem 3
further implies that the increment on error bounds of
the parameters and states has an impact on the robust
control algorithm in Definition 1. First, the higher mea-
surement error on f(t) will let the robust control strategy
switch from zero to the rate in Step 2) earlier. In ad-
dition, in Step 2), higher error bounds on estimated
parameters and states will result in more isolation re-
sources. Further, it takes longer to switch the isolation
rate in Step 2) back to zero in Step 3) under higher error
bounds on the estimated parameters and S(t), since the
computed herd immunity time ty, is also related to the
bounds on parameters and states, as indicated in (25). In
summary, as outlined in the proof of Theorem 3, as the
parameter estimation error and state measurement error
become larger, the robust control strategy in Definition 1
will be farther away from the optimal control strategy.
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4.8 Additional Control Cost
In this section, we further quantify the additional cost

of implementing our proposed robust control strategy,
compared to the optimal strategy from Proposition 1.

Lemma 3 The overall cost by leveraging Brmax > B,

Amin < 7, S(t) € [S(t), Smax()], 1(t) € [I(£), Imax(t)]
for allt > 0, is higher than the optimal cost by

th

C= [ (B(S(t) = S*(t)))dt —log(I(n)) + log(I* (in)).

ty
PROOF. From the Proof of Theorem 3, 4(t) = u*(¢)
when ¢ € [0, %) U (£, +-00]. Hence, when comparing the
additional cost, we study the difference from t; to tj.
From (1b), we have

ult) =~y g + SO =

By integrating this equation, and comparing (¢) and
u*(t) within the range of [ty, t1,], we have

czéﬂmﬂ—m@mt

1 dI(t) 26)

=/)E (B(S(t) = 8*(¢)))dt — log(I(tn)) + log(I* (i),



where log(I(ty)) = log(I*(tp)) is used. O

Lemma 3 states that the difference between 4(t) and
u*(t) is captured by the difference between the suscepti-
ble states S(t) and S*(t), and the infection states when
the systems reach the computed herd immunity time
step tp,. Recall that Theorem 3 studies the system’s feasi-
bility under the robust control strategy. Following The-
orem 3, Lemma 3 captures the additional cost C of the
robust control strategy through the susceptible and in-
fected states. In order to further build the connection
between the additional cost C and the error bounds on
the model parameters Bmax, Ymin, and measured states
Smax(t) and fmax(t) we derive the following theorem.

Theorem 4 The overall cost by levemgmg Bmax > B,

Amin < 7, S(t) € [S(t), Smax()], 1(t) € [I(t), Imax(t)]
for allt > 0, is higher than the optimal cost by

C= _ﬁ/min(tz - fb + tAh - t;kz) + (_ﬁ/min + 7)(152 - t?;)
ty, tn
# B [ St + [ Sunnlt)at)
Eh t’*L
th R
+ / (Smax(t)ﬁmax - S* (t)ﬁ)dt (27)
ty
The optimal cost C further satisfies
C S (,; = (Smax(fb)émax - ﬁ/min)(tz - fb + tAh - t;kl)
+ (Smax(fb)ﬁmax - fAymin - S* (t?L)B + ’7)<t2 - tZ)

PROOF. From Definition 1, the robust control pol-

icy a(t) during [fb,fh] is given by S’max(t)ﬁmax — Ymin-
Hence, the difference between 4(t) and u*(t) is
5}1
C= (G(t) — u*(¢))dt
ty
th R tr
— [ sl = i)t — [ (5705~ )
£y t*

b

tb R
:/ ( max( )Bmax &min)dt

ty

th
+ / (Smax
24
fh R
+ / (Smax
128

By reorganizing the equation and computing the inte-
gration, we can obtain first equation in the theorem.

(t)Bmax S* (t)ﬂ - ’7))dt

- ’?min - (

(t)Bmax - ’?min)dt'

To derive the upper bound on the additional cost C, we

upper bound the estimated state gmax(t) by Smax(fb)
n (27), and lower bound the true state S*(t) by S*(t}),

for all ¢ € [t},¢;]. Note that #, is the moment when the

computed infected proportion Tnax (t) reaches the infec-
tion threshold I. For an STR model, the susceptible pro-
portion is monotonically non-increasing. Thus, we have
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Smax(fp), for all t > &, and S*(t) > S*(t%)
[t;,t5]. By replacing Smax(t) with Smax (%),
by S*(t}) in (27), we can obtain C. O

max( ) S
forallt €
and S*(t)

Theorem 4 characterizes the additional cost of the robust
control strategy through an explicit form. From Theo-
rem 4, the additional cost C is not only determined by the
error bounds from the estimated parameters Bmax and
Amin, but also relies on the estimated states Sinax (t) and
the computed switching time and t. Further, Theo-
rem 4 develops the upper bound C on the additional cost
C, which further confirms that the bounds on the addi-
tional cost between @(t) and u*(t) are captured by 1) the
time #;, and £5; 2) the estimated states Smax(tb) and the
optimal state S*(¢},); 3) the parameter bounds fmax and
“Ymin- Note that ¢} and ¢; can be considered as constants,
which are determined by the spreading behavior under
the optimal control strategy w*(t). In addition, Theo-
rem 4 shows that, when the estimated parameters equal
the true parameters and the measured states equal the
true states, the (upper bound on) additional cost of our
control strategy is zero. In summary, Theorem 4 bridges
the gap between the error bounds on parameters and
states and the additional cost by implementing the ro-
bust control strategy. Lemma 3 and Theorem 4 answer
the additional cost question given by Problem 3.

Remark 6 The tightness of the upper bound on the ad-
ditional cost C depends on the susceptible states Smax (ty)
and S*(t;). The closer the susceptible proportion at ty is
to 1, the smaller will be the difference between S'max(fb)
and Smax(ir), as well as S*(t3) and S*(t}). Hence, the
the upper bound C will become tighter if the change of the
susceptible proportion is smaller during the spreading.
Additionally, according to (27), smaller estimation error
bounds indicated by Bmax and Ymin will lead to lower op-
timality gap C. Thus, it is critical to decrease the param-
eter estimation error bound, by leveraging the insights
from Theorem 1 and Remark 2.

4.4 Impact on Spreading Behavior

After studying the feasibility and additional cost of our
proposed robust control strategy, we explore the spread-
ing behavior under the robust control strategy to discuss
potential benefits and limitations.

Corollary 4 For any time t up to the herd immunity
time step t;, t € [0,t}], the cumulative number of people
infected for the optimal control strategy, I*(t) + R*(t),
will be greater than or equal to the cumulative number
of people infected from the proposed control strategy in
Definition 1, I(t) + 1(t).

PROOF. We first consider the period from [0,;].
Based on the fact that I*(¢) > I(¢) for all ¢t € [0,t]),
and based on the proof of Theorem 3,



log(S(t)) = Log(S(0)) — / " (BI(r))dr

> log(5(0)) / (B ())dr = log(S*(1)).

We further compare S(t) and S*(t) for all ¢ € [¢],t7].
Following the proof of Lemma 3, the optimal control
strategy w*(t) maintains I*(t) = I for all t € [t},}],
while the proposed control strategy 4(t) ensures that
I(t) < I =1I%(t), for all t € [t},t}]. Then, from

t
fog((1)) = log(5(17)) — | (81(r))ar,
b
if I(t) < I =1TI*(t) for all t € [t},t}], then S(t) > S*(¢),
for all t € [t},t}] (note that S(¢}) > S*(t})). Hence, we
have shown that S(t) > S*(t) forallt € [0,t}]. Under the
fact that S(¢)+1(t)+R(t) = 1and S*(¢)+I*(t)+R*(t) =
1 for all t > 0, we have that I(¢) + R(t) < I*(t) + R*(t)
for all t € [0,¢]. Hence, we complete the proof. O

Corollary 4 shows that the susceptible state dominates
the trajectory of the optimal susceptible state for all
t € [0,t;]. By overestimating the seriousness of the epi-
demic, the proposed robust control strategy can further
slow down the infection process, i.e., the cumulative in-
fected population I(¢)+ R(t). Theorem 3, Lemma 3, and
Corollary 4 tackle Problem 4. From these results, we
reach the following conclusions to further answer Prob-
lem 4, regarding the benefit and limitation of the robust
control strategy in Definition 1.

Remark 7 Compared to the optimal control strategy
given in Proposition 1, the robust control strategy from
Definition 1 will:

(1) Owerestimate the seriousness of the epidemic at any
given time step;

(2) React earlier to the outbreak and switch back to the
zero isolation rate later;

(3) Cost more or the same in terms of isolation rate at
each time step t for allt > 0;

(4) Be closer to the optimal control strategy under lower
parameter estimation and state measurement error
bounds;

(5) Generate fewer or equal total uninfected individuals
(including susceptible and recovered individuals) in
the population at any given time step up to t}.

5 Simulations

In this section, we first illustrate the proposed parame-
ter estimation strategy in Section 3. Then, we demon-
strate the proposed robust control strategy outlined in
Definition 1 through simulations.

5.1 Parameter Estimation Error

First, we illustrate the increase in parameter estima-
tion error and the corresponding error bound with re-
spect to the sample step size h, as discussed in Lemma 1
and Theorem 1. Consider an epidemic spreading process
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captured by an SIR model, with a transmission rate
B = 0.16 and removal rate v = 1/30. To focus on the
impact of the sample step size h on the parameter esti-
mation error, we set u(t) = 0 and vmax = 0in (7). We set
the unit step size as h = 0.01 with the sample step size
candidates h = ah, where « € [1,2,3...,200]. We con-
sider the states from the simulation time step ¢ = 80 to
t = 110, as illustrated in Figure 2. We utilize the states
within this range to assess the impact of the sample step
size on the parameter estimation error.

Following the proposed estimation method in (13), we
set z(1) = x(80), x(j) = x(90), (i + h) = (80 + h),
and z(j + h) = (90 + h). Then, we construct L and Z
through (7) and (10). Based on the constructed batch
matrices L and Z, through (13), we generate the esti-
mated model parameters © = [ 4]. We plot the esti-
mated model parameters B and 4 in Figure 3, which il-
lustrates their variation with respect to the sample step
size h. Furthermore, we observe that the difference be-
tween the estimated parameter B and the true model pa-
rameter § decreases as the sample step size h decreases.
The same observation holds for 4 and ~.

Recall that we assume zero measurement error in this
simulation. Therefore, to compute the error bound b, it
is sufficient to calculate the first term in (17). We com-
pute the parameter Apin(ZZ ") from (17) in Theorem 1.
Note that since determining the Lipschitz constant ¢ and
fmax requires prior knowledge of the spreading param-
eters 8 and ~, we set the Lipschitz constant ¢ = 0.055
through experimentation with the data. We plot the up-
per bound Bmax on the estimated parameter B , and the
lower bound A,y on the estimated parameter 4 in Fig-
ure 3. Figure 3 further validates Theorem 1 by demon-
strating the estimation error bounds decreases by using
a smaller sample step h. Figure 4 illustrates that the esti-
mation error bound © derived from Theorem 1 provides
an upper bound on the true estimation error bound ©.
Similarly, © exhibits a monotonic increase with respect
to the sample step size h.

SIR Spreading Model
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Fig. 2. SIR Spreading Dynamics

We further consider the exact same simulation scenario
while adding measurement noise to the spreading data.
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Fig. 5. Estimation Error and Error Bound with Noisy Data

The signal-to-noise ratio is given by 100dB. We show
through Figure 5 that, compared to Figure 4, the upper
bound on the estimation error bound é, derived from
Theorem 1, and the true error bound © decrease with
respect to the sample step size h first, then exhibit a
monotonic increase with respect to the sample step size
h. This result illustrates the second and third terms in
Equation (17), such that when we have noisy measure-
ment and when the sampling step size is too small, we
will have higher estimation error.

5.2  Overestimation Vs. Underestimation

Consider an epidemic spreading process described by (1)
with f = 0.16 and v = 1/30. The objective is to mini-
mize the cumulative isolation rate during the epidemic,
as given by (5), while maintaining the infection level at
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or below 1% of the population, i.e., I = 0.01. The up-
per bound on the daily isolation rate is & = 15%. The
initial conditions are I(0) = 0.00001, R(0) = 0, and
S(0) = 1 — I(0). The measured states are corrupted by
noise, and the signal-to-noise ratio is 55dB. We leverage
the control policies provided by Proposition 1 and Defi-
nition 1, and then compare the results.

In addition to the optimal control strategy (u*(t)) that
leverages the true parameters and states, we consider
two other control strategies. The first strategy wu,, (t) im-
plements the measured states and the underestimated
parameters in the optimal control strategy given by
Proposition 1. The second strategy ,(t) follows Def-
inition 1, where the spreading parameters and states
are overestimated. Figure 6 provides a comparison of
the epidemic dynamics under these three control strate-
gies: u*(t), @y (t), and @,(t). We begin by examining
the consequences of underestimating and overestimat-
ing the spreading process when implementing these
control strategies. Note that we use I*(t), S*(¢) to de-
note the system trajectories under the optimal isolation
rate u*(t) and the cumulative cost u},,,, (). Similarly,
L,(t), Su(t) and I,(t), S,(t) represent the true system
trajectories under the underestimated strategy i, (t)
and the overestimated strategy i, (t), respectively. The

corresponding measured states (I, (t), Sy (t), and I,(t),

S,(t)) which we leverage for parameter estimation and
control design are not shown.

The trajectories in Figure 6 demonstrate that the control
system is feasible when overestimating the spreading pa-
rameters and states, as illustrated by I,(¢) in Figure 6.
However, when underestimating the spreading process
by directly employing the optimal control strategy from
Proposition 1 (1, (t)), the system becomes infeasible, as
shown in Figure 6, by infection state I,,(¢) continuing to
increase even after reaching the threshold I. This phe-
nomenon arises because when the control strategy tran-
sitions from Stage 1 to Stage 2 in Proposition 1, the
isolation rate with the underestimated parameters and
states will result in the underestimation of the serious-
ness of the epidemic. Consequently, the control strategy
will generate an insufficient isolation rate 4, (t) that fails
to maintain the infection level below the threshold I. Re-
call from Lemma 3, the optimal control policy gives the
pointwise smallest isolation rate to ensure the system is
feasible. Hence, the condition @, (t) < u*(t) during the
outbreak will result in the system becoming infeasible.

Regarding the second statement of Remark 7, the sim-
ulation reveals that the system under 4, (t) takes longer
to reach herd immunity compared to the system under
the optimal control strategy u*(t). The control strat-
egy U,(t) generated from overestimating the spreading
process, results in higher isolation rates than the opti-
mal strategy pointwise, i.e., i, (t) > u*(¢), for all t > 0.
By comparing the susceptible states, it can be observed
that 4, (t) leads to an equal or smaller total uninfected
population at any given time step, i.e., S,(t) > S*(¢),
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Fig. 6. Comparison Between Control Strategies. Figure 6 captures three scenarios: the green lines represent the spreading
process and the cost under the optimal control strategy; the yellow lines depict the spreading process and the cost when
overestimating the severity of the spread; and the blue lines illustrate the spreading process and the cost when underestimating
the spread. As demonstrated by the example, underestimating the spreading process can cause significant outbreaks, as
indicated by the peak infection, I, (t). Overestimating the severity of the epidemic may lead to higher isolation costs, captured
by i (t) and dtotai—o(t). However, as studied in this work, overestimating the severity of a spreading process while employing
a control strategy enhances the robustness of the strategy against model uncertainty arising from inaccurate parameters.

for all ¢ > 0. This result reflects Corollary 4 in that
the control strategy i, (t) will cause fewer people to
be infected over the course of the outbreak, that is,

I*(t) + R*(t) > I,(t) + Ro(t) for all t € [0, 7).

6 Conclusion

In this work, we focused on studying the impact of un-
certainties caused by parameter estimation and mea-
surement error on optimal epidemic mitigation. We pre-
sented a method to analyze the parameter estimation
error bounds resulting from the sampling process of the
continuous-time STR spreading model. We found that
the parameter estimation error is determined by the
spreading dynamics, the sampling time interval, and the
measurement error. Further, we demonstrated the effec-
tiveness of our proposed robust control strategy when
overestimating the severity of the epidemic. We investi-
gated how the parameter estimation and measurement
error bounds influence the robust control strategy. Com-
pared to the optimal control strategy, the robust con-
trol strategy can effectively flatten the curve, albeit at
a higher cost that is determined by the tightness of the
error bounds. In addition, we analytically proved that
our strategy yields an equal or smaller cumulative num-
ber of infected individuals at any given time step until
reaching optimal herd immunity. We assume that the
parameter estimation process is performed offline and

that the dynamics of the epidemic are time-invariant
and deterministic. Future research will focus on devel-
oping parameter estimation strategies for time-varying,
stochastic spreading models to better capture real-world
epidemic dynamics.
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