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Robust and efficient data-driven predictive control
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Abstract

We propose a robust and efficient data-driven predictive control (eDDPC) scheme which is more sample efficient (requires less
offline data) compared to existing schemes, and is also computationally efficient. This is done by leveraging an alternative data-
based representation of the trajectories of linear time-invariant (LTI) systems. The proposed scheme relies only on using (short
and potentially irregularly measured) noisy input-output data, the amount of which is independent of the prediction horizon.
To account for measurement noise, we provide a novel result that quantifies the uncertainty between the true (unknown)
restricted behavior of the system and the estimated one from noisy data. Furthermore, we show that the robust eDDPC scheme
is recursively feasible and that the resulting closed-loop system is practically stable. Finally, we compare the performance of
this scheme to existing ones on a case study of a four tank system.
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1 Introduction

Model predictive control (MPC) [1] is a powerful
optimization-based control technique that is applicable
to multivariable linear and nonlinear systems, handles
hard constraints on the input, state and output while
minimizing a certain performance criterion. MPC uses
a model of the system being controlled in order to pre-
dict the behavior of the system over a finite horizon.
For complex systems that are difficult to model from
first principles, sufficiently accurate models can be ob-
tained using machine learning techniques. This has led
to the development of learning-based predictive control
schemes, with accompanying closed-loop guarantees
(see, e.g., [2]). Such schemes are indirect, since they rely
on first learning a model from data.

Direct data-driven predictive control (DDPC) schemes
have recently been developed using results from the be-
havioral approach to systems theory [3]. There, non-
parametric representations given by the image of data
matrices (see, e.g., [4, 5]) are employed as predictive
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“models” (cf. [6]). Open-loop robustness and closed-loop
guarantees of DDPC schemes for LTI systems were es-
tablished in [7–9]. Many extensions soon followed includ-
ing nonlinear [10–14], stochastic [15,16] and distributed
DDPC [17,18] among others. To account for noisy data,
different regularization techniques were proposed (see,
e.g., [19,20] and the references therein). DDPC schemes
have also been successfully applied to various real-world
systems, e.g., power systems [21], quadcopters [22] and
many others, thus making DDPC an important and well-
established control technique. We refer to [23] for a com-
prehensive survey of DDPC and its extensions.

Successful application of DDPC schemes requires that
the collected offline data is sufficiently rich. This is typ-
ically ensured by imposing suitable persistence of exci-
tation (PE) conditions on the input. However, PE ne-
cessitates that the data sequence is sufficiently long and
its length increases with increased system order, number
of inputs and prediction horizon length. As a result, the
computational complexity of solving the corresponding
optimal control problem increases. Existing works that
address efficiency in DDPC either focus on sample effi-
ciency (using less data) by, e.g., segmentation of the pre-
diction horizon [24], or on computational efficiency by
reducing the number of decision variables through the
use of, e.g., singular value decomposition (SVD) of the
data matrices [25]. None of the above schemes, however,
simultaneously addresses sample and computational ef-
ficiency of DDPC schemes. In fact, the segmentation
procedure in [24] results in an increased number of de-
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cision variables, whereas [25] requires the availability of
a sufficiently long data sequence. In some practical ap-
plications, it may not be easy to obtain long PE data
that allow for application of DDPC schemes with long
prediction horizons. Moreover, data can be irregularly
measured due to sensor failure or inability to measure
data consecutively (as in, e.g., biomedical applications).
It was recently shown in [26] how one can obtain alterna-
tive non-parametric representations of the finite-length
behavior of LTI systems using a (potentially short and
irregularly measured) data sequence. In this work, we
will exploit the results of [26] to simultaneously address
sample- and computational efficiency issues in DDPC.

Contributions: First, we propose a sample- and
computationally-efficient robust data-driven predictive
control (eDDPC). Unlike existing methods, this scheme
can also potentially be employed when only short and
irregularly measured (noisy) data is available. In the
preliminary conference version of this work (see [27]),
we presented the nominal noise-free setting. To account
for measurement noise, we provide as a second con-
tribution a novel result on uncertainty quantification
in the behavioral framework. In particular, we derive
a bound on the angle between two subspaces: the un-
known finite-length behavior of the system and its
known approximation. Our results rely on investigating
SVD perturbations of the data matrices (cf. [28]). In
contrast, existing works on uncertainty quantification in
the behavioral framework [29, 30] measure the distance
between two known behaviors. As a third contribution,
we show that the robust eDDPC scheme is recursively
feasible and that the closed-loop system is practically
stable. This is different from existing efficient DDPC
schemes (e.g., [24, 25]) where no recursive feasibility
and/or robust stability guarantees were provided. Fi-
nally, we analytically and numerically (using a case
study of a four tank system) compare the performance
of this scheme to existing ones from the literature.

Section 2 introduces the notation and necessary prelim-
inaries. Section 3 presents the nominal eDDPC scheme.
Section 4 includes a novel result on uncertainty quantifi-
cation in the behavioral framework. Section 5 formulates
the robust eDDPC scheme in presence of noise and es-
tablishes stability guarantees. Section 6 includes a sim-
ulation case study and Section 7 concludes the paper.

2 Preliminaries

The sets of integers, natural and real numbers are de-
noted by Z,N,R, respectively. The restriction of integers
to an interval is denoted byZ[a,b] for b > a ∈ Z. For a ma-

trix M ∈ R
m×n, we denote its image by im(M) and its

kernel by ker(M). When a basis of ker(M) is to be com-
puted, we write N = null(M) which returns a matrix N
of appropriate dimensions such that MN = 0. The sin-
gular values of the matrix M are ordered scalars denoted

by s1(M) ≥ s2(M) ≥ · · · ≥ smin{m,n}(M) ≥ 0. We use
‖M‖i, i ∈ {2,∞, F}, to denote the induced norms or the
Frobenius norm, respectively. For two matrices M1 ∈
R

n1×n2 andM2 ∈ R
n3×n4 , we denote by diag(M1,M2) =[

M1 0n1×n4

0n3×n2 M2

]
. For a symmetric positive definite ma-

trix P = P⊤ ≻ 0, we denote its largest (respectively,
smallest) eigenvalue by λmax(P ) (λmin(P )). We define

the weighted norm of a vector x as ‖x‖P :=
√
x⊤Px. In

contrast, ‖x‖i, i ∈ {1, 2,∞}, denotes the standard vec-
tor norms. A function φ : R≥0 → R≥0 is said to be of
class K∞ if it is continuous, zero at zero, strictly increas-
ing and limr→∞ φ(r) = ∞.

For T ∈ N, the set of finite-length q−variate, real-valued

time series w = (w0, w1, . . . , wT−1) is denoted by (Rq)
T
.

With slight abuse of notation, we also use w to denote

the stacked vector w = [w⊤
0 w⊤

1 · · · w⊤
T−1]

⊤ ∈ R
qT ,

and a window of it by w[a,b] where 0 ≤ a < b ≤ T − 1.
The Hankel matrix of depth L ≤ T of w is defined as

HL(w) =
[
w[0,L−1] w[1,L] · · · w[T−L,T−1]

]
.

The (finite-length) behavior (B|T ) B of a dynamical
system is defined as a set of (finite-) infinite-length tra-
jectories (cf. [3]). Let ut ∈ R

m and yt ∈ R
p denote the

inputs and outputs of a system at time t, and define a
partitioning of wt ∈ R

q such that wt = [ ut
yt ]. A trajec-

tory of length T of the system is denoted by w ∈ B|T .
The set of discrete-time LTI systems with q variables
and known 1 complexity (m,n, ℓ) is denoted by ∂L

q
m,n,ℓ,

where q = m+ p and (m,n, ℓ) denote (i) the number of
inputs, (ii) the order of the system, and (iii) the lag of
the system (observability index), respectively.

A kernel representation of B ∈ ∂L
q
m,n,ℓ is given by [3]

B = ker(R(σ)) = {w : N → R
q | R(σ)w = 0}, (1)

where σjw(k) := w(k+j), for j ∈ N, is the shift operator
and R(σ) is defined by the polynomial matrix

R(z) =



r1(z)

...
rg(z)


=



r1,0 + r1,1z + . . .+ r1,ℓ1z

ℓ1

...
rg,0 + rg,1z + . . .+ rg,ℓgz

ℓg


 , (2)

with ri,j ∈ R
1×q. Given a trajectory w ∈ B|T of an

LTI system B ∈ ∂L
q
m,n,ℓ, it holds by linearity and

shift-invariance that im(HL(w)) ⊆ B|L. When equal-
ity holds, we obtain a data-based representation of the
finite-length behavior of the system (see [5] for more

1 When only an upper bound on n is known, inferring the
true system’s order from data is possible under certain con-
ditions, e.g., noise-free data or high signal-to-noise ratio. For
simplicity, we consider systems of known complexity.
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details). For controllable systems, persistence of excita-
tion (see Definition 1 below) of the input ensures that
im(HL(w)) = B|L [4]. This is known as the fundamen-
tal lemma and is formally stated in Lemma 1 below.

Definition 1 [4] A sequence u ∈ (Rm)T is said to be
persistently exciting of order L if rank(HL(u)) = mL.

Lemma 1 [4] Let w ∈ B|T with B ∈ ∂L
q
m,n,ℓ control-

lable. For L ≥ ℓ, let u ∈ (Rm)T be PE of order L + n,
then

rank(HL(w)) = mL+ n, (3)

and w̄ ∈ B|L if and only if ∃α ∈ R
T−L+1 such that

HL(w)α = w̄. (4)

Another result which follows from the rank condition (3)
is identifiability from data which allows us to retrieve a
kernel representation (2) from data. This is formalized
in the following corollary (see also [5]).

Corollary 2 [26, Cor. 2] Given w ∈ B|T where B ∈
∂L

q
m,n,ℓ, suppose rank(Hd(w)) = md+ n for d ≥ ℓ+ 1.

Then, the coefficients of the polynomial matrix R(σ) in
(2) are given by the rows of Rd ∈ R

pd−n×qd where Rd =
null(Hd(w)

⊤)⊤.

It was further shown in [26] that one can use Rd to obtain
a data-based representation (alternative to that in (4))
of the finite-length behavior of the system B|L. This
result is summarized in the following theorem.

Theorem 3 [26, Th. 3, Cor. 3] Let the conditions of
Corollary 2 hold. Then, for any L ≥ d, w̄ ∈ B|L if and
only if there exists a vector β ∈ R

mL+n such that

Pβ = w̄, (5)

where P = null(Γ) and Γ is given by

Γ=




r1,0
r2,0...

rpd−n,0

r1,1
r2,1...

rpd−n,1

· · ·
· · ·
. . .
· · ·

r1,d−1
r2,d−1...

rpd−n,d−1
r1,0
r2,0...
rp,0

r1,1
r2,1...
rp,1

· · ·
· · ·
. . .
· · ·

r1,d−1
r2,d−1...
rp,d−1. . .

. . .
. . .

. . .
r1,0
r2,0...
rp,0

r1,1
r2,1...
rp,1

· · ·
· · ·
. . .
· · ·

r1,d−1
r2,d−1...
rp,d−1




L−
d
tim

es

, (6)

where ri,j ∈ R
1×q are the elements of Rd in Corollary 2.

The results of Theorem 3 and Lemma 1 both provide
non-parametertic representations of the finite-length be-
havior of a controllable LTI system. Specifically, any tra-

jectory w̄ ∈ B|L can be expressed as a linear combina-
tion of the columns of the Hankel matrix or of the ma-
trix P . This is because im(HL(w)) = im(P ) = B|L.
However, there are two important distinctions:

D1 Theorem 3 requires at least T ≥ (m+1)(ℓ+n+1)−1
data points to satisfy the PE condition on the input,
whereas Lemma 1 requires at least T ≥ (m + 1)(L +
n)−1, which depends onL. If the minimum T is chosen
in both cases, then Theorem 3 will always require (m+
1)(L− ℓ− 1) fewer samples, for any L > ℓ+ 1.

D2 Unlike (4), equation (5) does not result in an over-
parameterization of the spanned trajectories. Specif-
ically, for each w̄ ∈ B|L, (4) has infinitely many so-
lutions for α ∈ R

T−L+1, whereas the corresponding
β ∈ R

mL+n vector in (5) is unique. Notice that the
dimension of β is independent from the number of
previously collected data, whereas the dimension of α
increases with increasing T . In fact, even if the mini-
mum number of data points was chosen for the results
of Lemma 1, then the dimension of β in Theorem 3
would still be smaller than the dimension of α by mn.

Remark 4 Although the results of [26] hold for the gen-
eral case of irregularly measured data, in this paper we
consider for simplicity that the offline data is complete.
The results of this work are still applicable for the case
of irregularly measured offline data, provided that one
can compute Rd from the available measurements (see
[26, Th. 4], where successful computation of Rd from ir-
regular measurements can be guaranteed by design of in-
put for certain patterns of missing data). For complete
and exact (noise-free) data, one can already obtain Rd

for d = ℓ + 1 if (3) is satisfied (cf. Corollary 2). Later
in Section 5 when dealing with noisy data, d assumes the
role of a hyperparameter that can be tuned to enhance the
performance of the proposed robust eDDPC scheme.

Remark 5 Depending on (m, p, ℓ, n), the matrix Γ in
(6) can potentially be numerically ill-conditioned. It was
observed that when the p rows of Rd which are shifted in
(6) specify a minimal kernel representation of the sys-
tem, then Γ tends to have a smaller condition number.
Reducing a non-minimal kernel representation is a diffi-
cult problem and will be pursued elsewhere. In Section 6,
we avoid this issue by devising a (heuristic) combinato-
rial method which tests different combinations of p rows
of Rd that result in a low condition number of Γ.

3 Nominal eDDPC scheme

In this section, we recall results from our preliminary
conference version [27] where the eDDPC scheme was
presented in the nominal noise-free case. The goal of eD-
DPC is to stabilize a (known) equilibrium point of the
unknown LTI system, while satisfying input-output con-
straints. Such a point is defined in terms of the system’s
inputs and outputs as follows.
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Algorithm 1. Offline data pre-processing for eDDPC
Input: Measurements w ∈ B|T , where B ∈ ∂L

q
m,n,ℓ,

satisfying rank(Hd(w)) = md+ n for d ≥ ℓ+ 1.
1) Compute Rd = null(Hd(w)

⊤)⊤.
2) Use Rd to build Γ as in (6), with L+ n− d shifts.
3) Obtain P = null(Γ).
Output: Matrix P where im(P ) = B|L+n.

Definition 2 [8] A point ws is an equilibrium of B ∈
∂L

q
m,n,ℓ if w′ ∈ (Rq)n+1, with w′

k = ws for all k ∈ Z[0,n],

is a trajectory of the system, i.e., w′ ∈ B|n+1. We usews
n

to denote a column vector containing n instances of ws.

The eDDPC scheme uses the matrix P (cf. (5)) to make
the predictions over the horizon 2 L + n. Recall that
Theorem 3 implements a few (algebraic) pre-processing
steps on the collected data in order to arrive at the ma-
trix P in (5). In Algorithm 1, we summarize these steps
which can be done offline after the data collection phase.
To implement the eDDPC scheme, the following finite-
horizon optimal control problem is solved at each time t

min
β(t),w̄(t)

L−1∑

k=0

l(w̄k(t)) (7a)

s.t. w̄[−n,L−1](t) = Pβ(t) (7b)

w̄[−n,−1](t) = won
[t−n,t−1] (7c)

w̄[L−n,L−1](t) = ws
n (7d)

w̄k(t) ∈ W, ∀k ∈ Z[0,L−1]. (7e)

Here, w̄(t) ∈ R
q(L+n) refers to the predicted input-

output trajectories at time t, while online measurements
are denoted by won

t . The stage cost (7a) is a quadratic
function that penalizes the deviation from the given set
point, i.e., l(w̄k(t)) = ‖w̄k(t)− ws‖2W , for some W ≻ 0.
Finally, W denotes the constraint set and is defined as

W := {w = [ uy ] | u ∈ U ⊆ R
m, y ∈ Y ⊆ R

p}, (8)

where U,Y are input and output constraint sets, respec-
tively, with ws ∈ int(W). Once a solution to (7) is found
(denoted β∗(t) and w̄∗(t)), the first instant of the optimal
input ū∗(t) is applied to the system and the process is
repeated in a receding horizon fashion (see Algorithm 2).

Notice that, since im(P ) = im(HL+n(w)), it follows that
eDDPC (7) and existing DDPC schemes that rely on the
use of Hankel matrices are equivalent and the resulting
closed-loop trajectories of the corresponding schemes are
identical (see [27] for details). Another implication of
the equivalence of these schemes is that the proposed
eDDPC scheme retains the same theoretical guarantees
as the ones shown in [8] for the nominal case.

2 The length of the predicted trajectories is extended by n
instances to account for fixing the initial conditions (cf. (7c)).

Algorithm 2. Nominal eDDPC scheme
Input: Measurements w ∈ B|T , where B ∈ ∂L

q
m,n,ℓ,

satisfying rank(Hd(w)) = md+ n for d ≥ ℓ+ 1.
Offline phase: run Algorithm 1 to obtain P .
Online phase:
1. At time t, use measurements won

[t−n,t−1] to solve (7).

2. Apply the input ut = ū∗
0(t) to the system.

3. Set t = t+ 1 and return to Step 1.

In the following, we consider noisy output measurements
(both in the offline and online phases) and later propose a
robust eDDPC scheme. To show recursive feasibility and
practical stability of the resulting closed-loop system,
we first provide in the next section a novel result on
uncertainty quantification in the behavioral framework.

4 Uncertainty quantification in the behavioral
framework

We now consider output 3 measurements which are af-
fected by uniformly bounded measurement noise. In par-
ticular, one has access to measurements w̃, whose ele-
ments take the form

w̃k =

[
uk

ỹk

]
=

[
uk

yk

]
+

[
0

εk

]
=: wk + ǫk, (9)

where ‖ǫk‖∞ = ‖εk‖∞ ≤ ε̄ for all k ≥ 0. When applying
a persistently exciting input to the system and collect-
ing noisy output data, the corresponding data matrix,
in general, satisfies rank(Hd(w̃)) ≥ md + n. A possible

remedy is to first obtain a low rank approximation Ĥ of

Hd(w̃) such that rank(Ĥ ) = md+n. Low rank approxi-
mation can be done using, e.g., truncated singular-value
decomposition (TSVD, cf. [31]), or using structured low-
rank approximation of Hankel matrices (SLRA, cf. [32]).

To illustrate the use of TSVD, let the singular value
decomposition of Hd(w̃) be given by

Hd(w̃) =
[
U W

]
diag(S1, S2)

[
V Q

]⊤
, (10)

where S1 = diag(s1(Hd(w̃)), . . . , smd+n(Hd(w̃))), while
S2 is a rectangular diagonal matrix that contains the
remaining singular values. Furthermore, U,W, V,Q are
semi-orthonormal matrices of appropriate dimensions.

An approximate matrix Ĥ can now be obtained as

Ĥ = US1V
⊤. (11)

3 Our analysis is also applicable for the case when noise
affects both input and output channels. Here, we focus on
output noise since this is the standard setting considered in
DDPC literature (see, e.g., [8, 9]).
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Since rank(Ĥ ) = md + n (by construction), we can
now follow the steps in Algorithm 1 to obtain a matrix

P̂ whose image defines an approximation of the finite-

length behavior of the system, i.e., im(P̂ ) =: B̂|L+n.

In Section 5.1, we will use P̂ as a predictor in a ro-
bust eDDPC scheme. To later prove stability of such a
scheme, we first need to quantify the discrepancy be-
tween the (unknown) true behavior B|L+n = im(P ) and

the (known) approximate behavior B̂|L+n = im(P̂ ).

Discrepancy between behaviors is typically studied in
terms of the distance between them [33]. The recent
works [29, 30] define new metrics between (known) be-
haviors along with methods to compute them. However,
the results there cannot be readily used in our setting,
since the true behavior is unknown in our case and, there-
fore, a bound on the distance measure must be derived
instead. To this end, we provide a novel result on un-
certainty quantification in the behavioral framework. In

particular, since B|L+n and B̂|L+n are subspaces (of the
same dimension), we consider the angles between them
as a distance measure and provide bounds on the angles
in terms of the noise level ε̄. To achieve this, we rely on
results from SVD perturbations [28].

4.1 SVD perturbations

Consider a matrix M ∈ R
m×n with m ≤ n and let its

perturbation be M̂ = M+E with ‖E‖F < ∞, such that

0 < r = rank(M) ≤ ρ = rank(M̂) ≤ m. We consider a

decomposition of M and M̂ of the following form

M =
[
UM WM

]
diag(SM , 0)

[
VM QM

]⊤
,

M̂ =
[
U
M̂

W
M̂

]
diag(S

1,M̂
, S

2,M̂
)
[
V
M̂

Q
M̂

]⊤
,

(12)

where SM = diag(s1(M), . . . , sr(M)) (similarly for
S
1,M̂

), whereas S
2,M̂

contains the remaining singular

values. The matrices UM ,WM and VM , QM (similarly
for U

M̂
,W

M̂
, V

M̂
, Q

M̂
) are semi-orthonormal matrices

of appropriate dimensions whose columns represent the
right and left singular vectors, respectively. The image
of these matrices are known as the singular subspaces.
We are interested in quantifying the effect of the dis-

turbance E on the decomposition of M and M̂ . The
following theorem states that the singular values of per-

turbed matrix M̂ remain in a neighborhood around the
corresponding singular values of M .

Theorem 6 [28] Given M, M̂ = M +E ∈ R
m×n where

0 < r = rank(M) ≤ ρ = rank(M̂) ≤ m and ‖E‖F < ∞,
let their SVDs be given by (12). Then,

√∑ρ

i=1

(
si(M̂)− si(M)

)2

≤ ‖E‖F . (13)

A similar result cannot, in general, be provided for the
singular vectors (cf. [28, Sec. 6]). This is because singu-
lar vectors form a basis for the singular subspaces and,
hence, are not unique. A more suitable measure is pro-
vided by the principal angles between the true and per-
turbed singular subspaces, which are defined as follows.

Definition 3 [34] Let X , Y be two subspaces of Rn of
dimension k ≤ n. The principal angles θi, 0 ≤ θi ≤ π/2
for i ∈ Z[1,k], between X , Y are recursively defined by

cos θi = x̄⊤
i ȳi =arg max

xi∈X
max
yi∈Y

x⊤
i yi

s.t. ‖xi‖2 = ‖yi‖2 = 1, (14)

x⊤
i x̄j = 0, y⊤i ȳj = 0, ∀j ∈ Z[1,i−1],

where x̄i, ȳi ∈ R
n, i ∈ Z[1,k], are principal vectors which

form orthonormal bases for X ,Y, respectively.

Principal vectors always exist and, although the vectors
are not unique, the principal angles are unique. For the
remainder of the paper, we define the matrix of principal
angles between X ,Y as Θ(X ,Y) = diag(θ1, . . . , θk).

The following theorem states that the angle between the
true and perturbed singular subspaces can be bounded in
terms of ‖E‖F . Here, we recall the result only in terms of
Θ(im(UM ), im(U

M̂
)) for notational simplicity, however

the same bound holds for all other singular subspaces.

Theorem 7 [28] Consider M, M̂ = M + E ∈ R
m×n

where 0 < r = rank(M) ≤ ρ = rank(M̂) ≤ m and
‖E‖F < ∞, along with their decomposition (12). Then,

‖sin(Θ(im(UM ), im(U
M̂
)))‖F ≤

√
2

δ
‖E‖F . (15)

where δ = sr(M̂), and sin(·) is applied element-wise.

Theorem 7 provides a perturbation bound on the angles
between two singular subspaces in terms of the pertur-
bation E. Notice that δ corresponds to the r-th singular

value of M̂ (which is strictly positive since rank(M̂) =
ρ ≥ rank(M) = r > 0). As a result, the value of

δ = sr(M̂) is also affected by E. As a consequence of
Theorem 6, it holds that

−‖E‖F ≤ sr(M̂)− sr(M) ≤ ‖E‖F
=⇒ sr(M)− ‖E‖F ≤ δ ≤ sr(M) + ‖E‖F . (16)

This can now be used to further bound (15) as follows

‖sin(Θ(im(UM ), im(U
M̂
)))‖F ≤

√
2

sr(M)− ‖E‖F
‖E‖F ,

which is well defined if sr(M) > ‖E‖F . Notice that the
right hand side goes to zero as ‖E‖F goes to zero.
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Before Definition 3, we pointed out that the difference
between singular vectors, e.g., ‖UM − U

M̂
‖F , cannot in

general be bounded by the norm of ‖E‖F . This is be-
cause singular vectors form a basis for the correspond-
ing singular subspaces and, hence, are not unique. The
following lemma exploits the non-uniqueness property
of the singular vectors and shows that if a basis for one
singular subspace (e.g., im(U

M̂
) in Theorem 7) is fixed,

then one can always find a basis for the other subspace
(e.g., im(UM )) such that their difference is bounded by
the angles between the two subspaces and, hence, also
bounded by ‖E‖F as in Theorem 7. This is an important
result which will later be used in Theorem 9.

Lemma 8 Consider M, M̂ = M + E ∈ R
m×n where

0 < r = rank(M) ≤ ρ = rank(M̂) ≤ m and ‖E‖F < ∞,
along with their decomposition (12). Then, there exists

ŨM such that im(ŨM ) = im(UM ) and

‖U
M̂

− ŨM‖F ≤ 2
√
r‖sin(Θ(im(UM ), im(U

M̂
)))‖F, (17)

where δ = sr(M̂), and sin(·) is applied element-wise.

PROOF. See Appendix A.

It is important to explain the usefulness of Lemma 8.
Specifically, it allows us to bound the difference between
a (known) basis of one singular subspace with respect
to some other (potentially unknown) basis of the per-
turbed subspace, in terms of the angles between the two
subspaces and, consequently, in terms of ‖E‖F . This is
important since, in the context of data-based representa-
tions, one typically has access to matrices of noisy data,
whose associated subspaces of their low-rank approxi-
mations correspond to a known estimate of the true re-
stricted behavior of the system, while the true noise-free
data matrix (and, hence, the true behavior) is unknown.
In the following subsection, we exploit the previous per-
turbation bounds to quantify the difference between the

true and estimated behaviors B|L+n and B̂|L+n, respec-
tively, which is the main result of this section.

4.2 Uncertainty quantification

In this section, we are interested in quantifying the

discrepancy between B|L+n and B̂|L+n. By definition,

these subspaces are given by im(P ) and im(P̂ ), where

P = null(Γ) and P̂ = null(Γ̂). The matrices Γ and Γ̂

are given by (L + n − d) shifts of Rd and R̂d as in (6),

respectively, where the rows of Rd and R̂d define a basis

for the left null spaces of Hd(w) and Ĥ , respectively.

Recall that the latter matrix, i.e., Ĥ , was obtained
following a TSVD approximation of Hd(w̃) (cf. (11)).
The following theorem is the main result of this section.
It provides a bound on the angle between the true and
estimated restricted behaviors of the system in terms of
the bound on the noise in the available data.

Theorem 9 Given noisy measurements w̃ of a trajec-
tory w ∈ B|T as in (9) where ‖εk‖∞ ≤ ε̄ and B ∈
∂L

q
m,n,ℓ, let rank(Hd(w̃)) ≥ rank(Hd(w)) = md + n.

For any L ≥ d ≥ ℓ + 1, let B̂|L+n := im(P̂ ) where P̂ is
obtained by Algorithm 1 following a TSVD approxima-
tion of Hd(w̃). Then,

‖sinΘ(B̂|L+n,B|L+n)‖F ≤ Cθ

δ1δ2
ε̄, (18)

where Cθ = 8
√
qd(L + n− d+ 1)(md+ n)(T − d+ 1),

δ1 = sp(L+n)−n(Γ̂), δ2 = smd+n(Ĥ ) and sin(·) is applied
element-wise.

PROOF. See Appendix B.

Theorem 9 provides a perturbation bound on the angles
between the true (unknown) finite-length behavior and
its known estimate from noisy data, in terms of the noise
level. In contrast, existing results on uncertainty quan-
tification in the behavioral framework [29, 30] provide
computational methods to compute the distance/angle
between two known behaviors.

Notice that larger values of δ1, δ2 lead to tighter error

bounds. Here, δ2 = smd+n(Ĥ ) which, due to TSVD, is
also equal to smd+n(Hd(w̃)). It was shown in [35, Th. 6]
that a lower bound on smd+n(Hd(w̃)) can be guaranteed
by suitable design of the input. Simply put, inputs with
larger quantitative levels of PE result in large values
of δ2, thus reducing the bound in (18) and, hence, the
estimated behavior gets closer to the true behavior.

Similar to the discussion following Theorem 7, the bound
in (18) can also be shown to go to zero as ε̄ → 0. To
see this, notice that δ1 can be bounded similarly to (16)

as sp(L+n)−n(Γ) − ‖Γ̂ − Γ‖F ≤ δ1. Using (B.5),(B.15)
(see Appendix B) and some standard manipulations, the
following inequality is obtained

1

δ1
≤ δ2

δ2sp(L+n)−n(Γ)− ρ1ε̄
, (19)

where ρ1 := 4c1
√
2qd(md+ n)(T − d+ 1). Plugging

this back into (18) results in

‖sinΘ(B̂|L+n,B|L+n)‖F ≤ Cθ/sp(L+n)−n(Γ)

δ2 − ρ̄1ε̄
ε̄, (20)

where ρ̄1 = ρ1/sp(L+n)−n(Γ). Using (B.13) and following
similar steps that led to (19), we obtain

1

δ2 − ρ̄1ε̄
≤ 1

smd+n(Hd(w)) − (ρ̄1 + ρ2)ε̄
, (21)

for ρ2 := 2
√
qd(T − d+ 1). Finally, we can further
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bound (20) using (21) as follows

‖sinΘ(B̂|L+n,B|L+n)‖F (22)

≤ Cθ/sp(L+n)−n(Γ)

smd+n(Hd(w)) − (ρ̄1 + ρ2)ε̄
ε̄.

From here, it is easy to see that the bound goes to zero
as ε̄ → 0, provided that smd+n(Hd(w)) > (ρ̄1 + ρ2)ε̄,
where smd+n(Hd(w)) is the smallest non-zero singular
value of the noise-free Hankel matrix. Such a condition
can be guaranteed by design of input (cf. [35, Th. 4]).

Remark 10 For simplicity, the results of Theorem 9
assume that the offline data is consecutive. However, a
qualitatively similar bound to (18) can be obtained for the
case of irregularly measured data, provided that one can

compute R̂d from the available data (cf. [26, Alg. 3]).

Remark 11 The results of Theorem 9 are cast in terms

of the matrix P̂ . A similar bound can be also derived if
one directly works with the Hankel matrices of data. This,
however, requires the availability of longer sequences of
PE input-output data which is not the setting considered
in this paper. Such a bound can be used to provide stability
analysis for, e.g., the robust DDPC scheme from [25], but
is potentially of interest in applications beyond DDPC.

By combining the results of Lemma 8 and Theorem 9
together with (22), we obtain the following corollary.

Corollary 12 Let the assumptions of Theorem 9 hold
and suppose that smd+n(Hd(w)) > (ρ̄1 + ρ2)ε̄. Then,
there exists P such that im(P ) = B|L+n and

‖P̂ − P‖F ≤ 2
√
m(L + n) + nCθ/sp(L+n)−n(Γ)

smd+n(Hd(w)) − (ρ̄1 + ρ2)ε̄
ε̄, (23)

where Cθ, δ1, δ2 are as in (18) and ρ̄1, ρ2 are as in (22).

In the following section, we propose a robust version
of the efficient data-driven predictive control scheme in
(7) and use (23) to later prove recursive feasibility and
practical stability of the resulting scheme.

5 Robust eDDPC

As explained in the previous sections, the image of P̂
defines an approximation of the finite-length behavior
of the system. If such a matrix is used in the eDDPC
scheme (7) in place of P , the problem might be infeasible
since the predicted sequences w̄(t) are no longer guaran-
teed to be trajectories of the system. This necessitates
certain modifications for the eDDPC scheme to account
for measurement noise (in both the online and offline
phases). In this section, we propose a robust formulation
of the eDDPC scheme, then compare its sample and com-
putational requirements against existing schemes from

Algorithm 3. Robust eDDPC scheme
Input: Measurements w̃ of w ∈ B|T , where B ∈
∂L

q
m,n,ℓ, satisfying rank(Hd(w̃)) ≥ md+n for d ≥ ℓ+1.

Offline phase: Obtain a low-rank approximation Ĥ of

Hd(w̃) such that rank(Ĥ ) = md+ n, and follow Algo-

rithm 1 to obtain P̂ .
Online phase:
1. At time t, use measurements w̃on

[t−n,t−1] to solve (24).

2. Apply the input u[t,t+n−1] = û∗
[0,n−1](t) to the system.

3. Set t = t+ n and return to Step 1.

the literature. Later, we prove recursive feasibility and
practical stability of the closed-loop system. To that end,
we use the results of Corollary 12 and follow the proof
technique presented in [9], which lays a framework to
analyze robustness of DDPC schemes based on inherent
robustness of nominal MPC schemes [1, Sec. 3.5].

5.1 Robust scheme

In this subsection, we propose a robust formula-

tion of the eDDPC scheme which uses P̂ as a pre-
dictor. Specifically, at time t we use the most re-
cent online noisy measurements {w̃on

k }t−1
k=t−n to solve

the following finite-horizon optimal control problem

min
β̂(t),ŵ(t),σ̂(t)

L−1∑

k=0

l(ŵk(t)) + λβ ε̄
µβ

∥∥∥β̂(t)
∥∥∥
2

2
+

λσ

ε̄µσ
‖σ̂(t)‖22

(24a)

s.t. ŵ[−n,L−1](t) + σ̂(t) = P̂ β̂(t) (24b)

ŵ[−n,−1](t) = w̃on
[t−n,t−1] (24c)

ŵ[L−n,L−1](t) = ws (24d)

ŵk(t) ∈ W, ∀k ∈ Z[0,L−1]. (24e)

To mitigate the effect of noise (both in the online and of-
fline phases), we include a slack variable σ̂(t) ∈ R

q(L+n)

and regularize it in the cost function along with the

regressor vector β̂(t) using regularization parame-
ters λβ , λσ, µβ , µσ > 0. Such regularization tech-
niques are standard in existing works on robust DDPC
(cf., [9, 19, 36] and many others [23]). Here, we use

ŵ(t), β̂(t), σ̂(t) to denote the decision variables of the ro-
bust scheme, to distinguish it from w̄(t), β(t) that were
used for the nominal scheme (7). The optimal solutions

of (24) at time t are denoted by ŵ∗(t), β̂∗(t), σ̂∗(t).

Unlike (7), here we use a multi-step (specifically, n step)
receding horizon scheme. In particular, once a solution
for (24) is found, we apply the first n instances of the
optimal input û∗(t). Afterwards, the horizon is shifted by
n steps and the procedure is repeated (see Algorithm 3).
In the following subsection, we discuss the sample and
computational efficiency of our proposed robust scheme.
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Table 1
Analytic comparison between eDDPC and existing DDPC schemes.
Note that for sDDPC each segment is at least Tseg ≥ ℓ, and for eDDPC d satisfies d ≥ ℓ+ 1.

DDPC [8] sDDPC [24] SVD-DDPC [25] eDDPC

T ≥ (m+ 1)(L+ 2n) − 1 (m+ 1)(2Tseg + n) − 1 (m+ 1)(L+ 2n) − 1 (m+ 1)(d+ n)− 1

dim(regressor) T − L− n+ 1 nseg(T − 2Tseg + 1) m(L+ n) + n m(L+ n) + n

5.2 Sample and computational efficiency

In this section, we analytically compare the sample and
computational requirements of our proposed robust eD-
DPC scheme (24) to (i) the DDPC scheme of [8], (ii) the
segmented DDPC (sDDPC) scheme of [24] and (iii) the
SVD-based DDPC scheme (SVD-DDPC) of [25]. Here,
sample requirements refer to the minimum number of
offline data points required for successful application
of the DDPC schemes, whereas computational require-
ments are expressed in terms of the dimension of the

regressor vector (e.g., β̂(t) in (24)).

Recall that (24) uses P̂ as a predictor, which can be ob-
tained from short and noisy data. In particular, given
w̃ one can construct Hd(w̃) for d ≥ ℓ + 1, and obtain
a low-rank approximation of it (e.g., by TSVD as in
(11) or by SLRA), then follow the steps in Algorithm 1

to arrive at P̂ . One can ensure that rank(Hd(w̃)) ≥
md+ n by applying a PE input of order d+ n (cf. The-
orem 1), which necessitates that the offline data must
be at least T ≥ (m + 1)(d + n) − 1 long, independent
of the prediction horizon length L. In contrast, both
DDPC and SVD-DDPC schemes [8, 25] require at least
T ≥ (m + 1)(L + n) − 1 samples. For sDDPC [24], the
length of each segment must satisfy Tseg ≥ ℓ. Assum-
ing that the prediction horizon is an integer multiple
of Tseg (i.e., L = nsegTseg where nseg is the number of
segments), sDDPC and eDDPC schemes would use the
same number of data points only when Tseg = ℓ = 1.
Otherwise, eDDPC always uses less data points. Finally,
we emphasize that, unlike other schemes, the robust eD-
DPC scheme (24) can be applied when the offline data

contains irregularly measured samples, provided that R̂d

can be computed from the available samples (see [26,
Alg. 3]). Table 1 summarizes this comparison and high-
lights the fact that robust eDDPC is the most sample-
efficient DDPC scheme.

Table 1 also lists the dimension of the regressor vector in
the optimal control problem of each scheme. Compared
to sDDPC, eDDPC always has a smaller regressor vec-
tor, which is equal to that of SVD-DDPC. In contrast,
the size of DDPC’s regressor grows as more offline data
is used. Notice that in the nominal setting, eDDPC is
the most sample and computationally efficient scheme
(cf. the preliminary conference version [27] for a detailed
comparison in the nominal setting).

In the robust setting, however, the regressor vector is

not the only decision variable in the optimization prob-
lems, but also the slack variables (e.g., σ̂(t) in (24)). In
[8], the robust DDPC scheme uses p(L + n) slack vari-
ables to account for noise in the output. Even when
considering only output noise in our setting, the robust
eDDPC scheme in (24) uses q(L + n) slack variables
(where q = m + p). The increased number of the slack
variables is due to the pre-processing steps performed

when building the matrix P̂ . Specifically, when low-rank
approximation is performed on the noisy data matrix
Hd(w̃) (cf. (11)), all the entries of the resulting approx-

imate matrix Ĥ (and, subsequently P̂ ) are potentially
affected by the output measurement noise. As a result,
more slack variables are needed 4 when later showing
stability and recursive feasibility of the robust eDDPC
scheme (see Section 5.3). The sDDPC and SVD-DDPC
schemes of [24, 25] only consider slack variables to en-
hance closed-loop performance but do not provide any
closed-loop guarantees (recursive feasibility and robust
stability) in case of noisy data. The above discussion il-
lustrates that an accurate comparison of the computa-
tional efficiency depends on the desired characteristics
(e.g., stability guarantees) of the scheme at hand.

5.3 Stability guarantees

In this subsection, we show that the robust eDDPC
scheme (24) is recursively feasible and that the resulting
closed-loop system is practically stable.

Remark 13 Here, we use TSVD to later obtain P̂ as
explained above. This enables us to use the uncertainty
quantification result in Corollary 12. Alternatively one

can use SLRA [32] to obtain Ĥ and later follow Algo-

rithm 1 to obtain P̂ . We expect that similar stability and
recursive feasibility guarantees hold for an SLRA-based
eDDPC scheme. Section 6 illustrates that SLRA-eDDPC
results in a better closed-loop performance than TSVD-
eDDPC. This might be attributed to the fact that SLRA
returns a better approximation of (and of the same struc-
ture as) the noise-free matrix compared to TSVD.

For simplicity, we consider here the problem of stabiliz-
ing the origin, i.e., ws = 0, although non-zero setpoints
can be considered with slight modifications of the fol-
lowing proofs. Unlike the nominal case, we consider the

4 In our simulations, we observed that when using only p(L+
n) slack variables, nearly identical performance is achieved
while improving the computational efficiency.
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following assumptions on the constraint set W (see (8)).

Assumption 1 The set U is a convex compact polytope
and Y = R

p.

Output constraints are not considered here for brevity.
Methods to address output constraint satisfaction in ro-
bust DDPC can be found in, e.g., [37]. Similar to [9], we
make the following additional assumption.

Assumption 2 Problem (24) satisfies the linear inde-
pendence constraint qualification (LICQ). Furthermore,
we assume that µβ + µσ < 2.

The LICQ assumption corresponds to requiring that
the row entries of the equality and active inequal-
ity constraints are linearly independent. Moreover,
the requirement µβ + µσ < 2 can be satisfied by
design of the regularization parameters and is re-
quired for the following proofs. Since only input-output
data is available, we define the non-minimal state

ξt = Πw[t−n,t−1] = [u⊤
[t−n,t−1] y

⊤
[t−n,t−1]

]⊤ for some

suitable permutation matrix Π (similarly, ξ̃t denotes
the noisy extended state, cf. (9)). The state-space rep-
resentation corresponding to ξ is detectable [38]. Hence,
there exists an input-output-to-state stability (IOSS)
Lyapunov function VIOSS(ξ) = ‖ξ‖2X satisfying

VIOSS(ξt+1)− VIOSS(ξt) ≤ −1

2
‖ξt‖2 + c‖wt‖2, (25)

for some X ≻ 0 and c > 0 [39]. Using VIOSS, we define

V (ξt) = J∗
L(ξt) +

1

c
VIOSS(ξt), (26)

where J∗
L(ξt) denotes the optimal cost of (7). As in [9],

we assume that it is quadratically bounded, which is,
e.g., satisfied in case of polytopic constraints [40].

Assumption 3 There exists cJ > 0 such that J∗
L(ξ) ≤

cJ‖ξ‖22 for any ξ such that Problem (7) is feasible.

The function V (ξt) in (26) can now be used (i) to show
exponential stability of the nominal scheme (7) and (ii)
as a practical Lyapunov function [41, Def. 2.3] for the
robust eDDPC scheme (24) in the presence of noise.

As mentioned earlier, we will proceed to prove recursive
feasibility and practical stability following the frame-
work laid in [9]. Specifically, the effect of output mea-
surement noise is first translated into an input distur-
bance of a nominal scheme. Then, by exploiting the in-
herent robustness of the nominal scheme, one can even-
tually show practical stability of the eDDPC scheme in
(24). This is summarized in the following theorem.

Theorem 14 Given noisy measurements w̃ of a trajec-
tory w ∈ B|T where B ∈ ∂L

q
m,n,ℓ is controllable, let

u ∈ (Rm)T be PE of order d + n for d ≥ ℓ + 1. Further,
let Assumptions 1-3 and the assumptions of Corollary 12
hold, and let B be controlled by an n-step eDDPC scheme
based on (24) for L ≥ max{2n, d}. Then, for any V > 0,
there exist ε∗, cV1 , cV2 > 0, cV3 ∈ (0, 1) and φ ∈ K∞ such
that, for all initial conditions ξ0 satisfying V (ξ0) ≤ V
and all ε̄ ≤ ε∗, Problem (24) is feasible for t = in, i ∈ N,
and the closed-loop system satisfies

cV1‖ξt‖22 ≤ V (ξt) ≤ cV2‖ξt‖22, (27)

V (ξt+n) ≤ cV3V (ξt) + φ(ε∗). (28)

PROOF. See Appendix C. The proof follows similar
steps as the proofs of [9, Th. IV.1, Prop. IV.1 and Cor.
IV.1] and consists of the following main steps: (i) Trans-
lating the measurement noise to an input disturbance for
a nominal DDPC scheme. (ii) Showing that the multi-
step nominal scheme is inherently robust with respect to
input-disturbances and, (iii) establishing practical sta-
bility of the robust DDPC scheme (24). The important

difference of our setting compared to [9] is the use of P̂
as a predictor in (24) and, therefore, the proof requires
several modifications which crucially depend on the un-
certainty quantification result of Corollary 12.

Theorem 14 shows that if the n-step robust eDDPC
scheme is initially feasible, then it is recursively feasible
and the closed-loop system is practically (exponentially)
stable. Specifically, the closed-loop trajectories converge
to a regionV around the origin whose size is proportional
to the noise level. As in [9], this result is qualitative and
quantifying V without model knowledge can be difficult.

The results of Theorem 14 can potentially be more con-
servative than the analogous ones presented in [9] for
a robust DDPC scheme that uses Hankel matrices of
noisy data. This is because our analysis uses the uncer-
tainty quantification result in Theorem 9, for which the
corresponding bounds tend to be conservative. In con-
trast, the uncertainty due to additive noise in [9] can
easily be separated and upper bounded (due to the use
of Hankel matrices). However, as explained below Re-
mark 10, larger quantitative orders of PE lead to tighter
error bounds in (23). An important advantage of the ro-
bust eDDPC over the robust scheme from [9] is that it
achieves practically comparable performance with very
little number of data points, for which the robust scheme
from [9] cannot even be implemented, as shown in the
following section.

6 Simulations

In this section, we consider the problem of regulating a
(known) non-zero set point of the (linearized) four tank
system. We shall compare the performance of the eD-
DPC scheme (24) against the DDPC and SVD-DDPC
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schemes from [9, 25], respectively, for different numbers
of available noisy offline data points. In the case of eD-
DPC, we also compare the use of two different low-rank
approximation methods in Algorithm 3. When TSVD is
used, we refer to the scheme as eDDPC, and when SLRA
is used we refer to it as SLRA-eDDPC.

The linearized state space model of the four tank system
is given by (see [8])

xk+1 =

[
0.921 0 0.041 0

0 0.918 0 0.033
0 0 0.924 0
0 0 0 0.937

]
xk +

[
0.017 0.001
0.001 0.023

0 0.061
0.072 0

]
uk

yk = [ 1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 ]xk + εk, (29)

where xk ∈ R
4, uk, yk, εk ∈ R

2 are the state, input, out-
put and measurement noise at time step k, respectively.
The objective is to use the above DDPC schemes to sta-
bilize the set point ws = [(us)⊤ (ys)⊤]⊤ with (us)⊤ =
[1 1] and (ys)⊤ = [0.65 0.77]. For all schemes, we use
a prediction horizon L = 16 and impose the follow-
ing input constraints U = [−2, 2]2. Furthermore, we use

a quadratic stage cost l(w̄k(t)) = ‖w̄k(t)− ws‖2W with
W = diag(10−2I2, 3I2).

To collect the offline data, we perform an open-loop
simulation by applying a random input and introduc-
ing noise sampled from uniform random distributions:
uk ∼ U(−4, 4)2 and εk ∼ U(−4 · 10−3, 4 · 10−3)2,
respectively. Several such simulations are performed
in order to collect data of different lengths 5 T ∈
{23, 35, 47, 59, 71, 100, 200, 300}. This is because, un-
like DDPC and SVD-DDPC, our proposed eDDPC is
still applicable in scenarios where limited offline data is
available. When sufficiently long PE data is available to
allow for application of DDPC and SVD-DDPC schemes
(specifically T ≥ (m + 1)(L + 2n) − 1), we also use
the complete data to test various cases of the eDDPC
which arise from the ability to vary the depth d in Al-
gorithm 3. Varying d can be viewed as hyperparameter
tuning that can influence the control performance.

Once the data is collected, we can set up the optimization
problems for each scheme. Notice that the regularization
terms in (24) has the same structure as in the DDPC
scheme [9], whereas SVD-DDPC originally included dif-
ferent regularization terms, and the slack variables were
only used for the initial conditions (cf. [25]). For consis-
tency, we implement SVD-DDPC using the same struc-
ture of the cost function as eDDPC, and use the same
number of slack variables as well. For all schemes, the pa-
rameters µβ and µσ were set to µβ = µσ = 0.5, thus sat-
isfying Assumption 2. The value of the regularization pa-

5 The values T ∈ {23, 35, 47, 59, 71} correspond to the
minimum number of data points required to build Hd(w̃)
for d ∈ {n, 2n, . . . , 5n}. For DDPC and SVD-DDPC, only
lengths T ∈ {71, 100, 200, 300} were considered as the mini-
mum number of data points is T ≥ (m+1)(L+2n)−1 = 71.

Table 2
Optimal values for the regularization parameters λβ and λσ

for the SLRA-eDDPC scheme for different values of T .

d 4 8 12 16 20 20 20 20

T 23 35 47 59 71 100 200 300

λ∗

β 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 0.01 0.01 0.01

λ∗

σ 10−4 10−2 0.1 10 10 10 10 10

rameters λβ , λσ, however, were varied from one scheme
to another and needed to be tuned individually. For the
purpose of this example, we empirically determined a
pair of “optimal” choice of parameters λβ and λσ for each
scheme by varying the regularization parameters over a
grid defined by λi ∈ {0, 10−6, 10−5, . . . , 104} for i = β, σ,
across all schemes for all different data lengths T . For
each scheme and each combination (λβ , λσ, T ), we per-
formed 100 simulations, using different initial conditions
and different offline data sets. An optimal pair (λ∗

β , λ
∗
σ)

for each combination is chosen as the one corresponding
to the least average accumulated cost defined as

J =
∑Tsim−1

t=0
‖ut − us‖2R + ‖yt − ys‖2Q, (30)

which sums up the weighted closed-loop input-output
trajectories over the simulation time Tsim = 300. All
simulations were carried out using MATLAB 2023b on
an Intel Core i7-10700K CPU with 3.80GHz and 64 GB
RAM. The optimization problems were solved using the
quadprog in Matlab.

For space reasons, we only report the resulting optimal
regularization parameters for SLRA-eDDPC in Table 2.
It can be observed that λ∗

σ increases with a larger number
of data points. A larger regularization parameter corre-
sponds to less relaxation of (24b), potentially due to a
more accurate predictor which is obtained after perform-
ing the necessary pre-processing steps of Algorithm 1 on
a deeper Hankel matrix, i.e., larger d. This suggests that
using more offline data yields a more accurate predic-
tor. For λ∗

β , it can be seen that this parameter attains
small values regardless of the number of data points T .

A possible explanation for not largely regularizing β̂(t)
is that the pre-processing steps used in Algorithm 1 have
a denoising effect on the data matrix (similarly also for
SVD-DDPC). In contrast, DDPC directly uses the Han-
kel matrix of noisy data and, hence, regularization of the
regressor vector is needed.

Remark 15 We include 0 in the hyperparameter space
which turned out to be an optimal choice for some depths
d (see Table 2). Theorem 14, however, requires that
λβ , λσ > 0. To maintain theoretical guarantees, one may
choose λβ to be a small number rather than zero in those
cases, which does not largely affect the closed-loop cost.

After tuning the hyperparameters, we proceed to inves-
tigate the impact of varying the number of data points
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T and noise levels ε̄ in a new simulation. To this end, we
consider the same choices for the number of data points
as before and, for each such T , conducted 100 simula-
tion experiments using newly collected offline noisy data
and new initial conditions. The resulting accumulated
closed-loop costs, averaged over 100 experiments, are
presented in Figure 1. It can be seen that SLRA-eDDPC
outperforms the other schemes when small amounts of
data are used. This is measured in terms of the accumu-
lated closed-loop cost (30), which attains a minimum of
around 43.5. Notice that when T = 59 DDPC and SVD-
DDPC cannot be implemented, whereas SLRA-eDDPC
results in comparable performance to that of DDPC and
SVD-DDPC that use T ≥ 100 data points. When us-
ing TSVD, eDDPC achieves good performance with 100
data points. DDPC and SVD-DDPC show similar per-
formance to eDDPC for T ≥ 71, which is the minimum
data length for these schemes. As T increases, all schemes
show comparable performance. The results in Figure 1
highlight that (i) the SLRA-eDDPC scheme performs
well when small number of noisy data is available offline
and (ii) the use of SLRA is better suited than TSVD
when dealing with noisy data.

Finally, we investigate the effect of various noise lev-
els on the performance of the different schemes. To this
end, we fixed the number of data points at T = 200
and conducted 100 simulations for the noise levels ε̄ ∈
{10−3, 4 · 10−3, 7 · 10−3, 10−2}. The averaged accumu-
lated costs are shown in Figure 2. The results show that
SLRA-eDDPC consistently achieves the lowest cost J ,
followed by eDDPC, SVD-DDPC and DDPC. This trend
becomes more prominent with increasing noise levels,
which further highlights the denoising effect of SLRA.

7 Conclusions

In this paper, we presented a robust and efficient data-
driven predictive control scheme for discrete-time linear
time-invariant systems. As with other DDPC schemes,
no model knowledge is available and, instead, only noisy
input-output data are available from an offline experi-
ment. This scheme is more sample efficient (requires less
offline data) compared to existing schemes, and is also
computationally efficient. This is due to its reliance on
an alternative data-based representation of the finite-
length behavior of the system which can be obtained
from short (and potentially irregularly measured) noisy
data. This makes the proposed eDDPC scheme appli-
cable in cases where existing schemes fail due to lim-
ited/missing offline data.

For our proposed robust eDDPC, we proved recursive
feasibility and practical stability of the closed-loop sys-
tem, unlike recent literature on efficient DDPC that lack
theoretical guarantees. To do so, we introduced a novel
result on uncertainty quantification in the behavioral
framework. In particular, we derived a bound on the an-
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level ε̄ = 0.004 for all schemes.
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points for all schemes.

gle between two subspaces: the unknown finite-length
behavior of the system and its known approximation
from noisy input-output data. Under certain conditions,
this bound goes to zero as the noise level tends to zero.

To illustrate the performance of this scheme compared
to others in the literature, we conducted a simulation
case study on a linearized model of four tank system.
Our results show that, when sufficiently long PE data
is available, the scheme performs similarly to existing
ones from the literature. When significantly less data
is available, however, none of the other existing DDPC
schemes can be applied. In contrast, our eDDPC scheme
is still applicable and results in comparable performance
to the case when long enough data is available, in the
sense that the accumulated closed-loop costs are very
close to one another.

Several extensions of the proposed eDDPC scheme can
be made. For instance, we considered regulation of con-
stant set points but the scheme can be extended to track-
ing DDPC as in [12]. Moreover, output constraint satis-
faction (e.g., as in [37]) is not considered in this paper

11



but is an important topic for future research. Finally,
applying the proposed scheme to real-world systems is
another interesting venue for future work.
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A Proof of Lemma 8

Recall from the discussion below Definition 3 that
principal vectors defining the bases of two subspaces
(here im(UM ) and im(U

M̂
)) always exist. Let the

columns of UM and U
M̂

be such principal vectors sat-

isfying im(UM ) = im(UM ) and im(U
M̂
) = im(U

M̂
),

respectively. Consequently, there exists a matrix
G = [g1 · · · gr] ∈ R

r×r such that U
M̂

= U
M̂
G. Re-

call that the columns of U
M̂

=
[
u
M̂,1

· · · u
M̂,r

]
are

orthonormal and, as a result, the following holds

u⊤

M̂,i
u
M̂,j

= 0 =⇒ g⊤i U
⊤

M̂U
M̂
gj = g⊤i gj = 0, ∀i 6= j,

u⊤

M̂,i
u
M̂,i

= 1 =⇒ g⊤i U
⊤

M̂U
M̂
gi = g⊤i gi = 1, (A.1)

where U
⊤

M̂U
M̂

= Ir holds by definition of the principal

vectors. Notice that (A.1) also implies that the matrix

G is orthogonal. Letting ŨM := UMG we obtain a basis

for im(UM ) as desired. Since ŨM is the product of two
orthogonal matrices, it is orthogonal as well.

Now, it remains to be shown that (17) holds. Using (the

given) U
M̂

and (the constructed) ŨM , we write

‖ŨM − U
M̂
‖F = ‖UMG− U

M̂
G‖F = ‖(UM − U

M̂
)G‖F

≤ ‖UM − U
M̂
‖F ‖G‖F ≤

√
r‖UM − U

M̂
‖F , (A.2)

where the last inequality follows from ‖G‖F =√∑r
i=1‖gi‖

2
2 =

√
r since g⊤i gi = 1 as in (A.1). Now con-

sider a pair of vectors ūM,j, ūM̂,j
which are columns of

UM , U
M̂

, respectively. By definition of the 2-norm, we

have ‖ūM,j− ū
M̂,j

‖22 = (ūM,j− ū
M̂,j

)⊤(ūM,j− ū
M̂,j

), or

‖ūM,j − ū
M̂,j

‖22 = 2(1− ū⊤
M,j ūM̂,j

) = 2(1− cos θj),

where ū⊤
M,jūM,j = ū⊤

M̂,j
ū
M̂,j

= 1 and cos θj = ū⊤
M,jūM̂,j

hold since the vectors ūM,j, ūM̂,j
are principal vectors

(cf. (14)). Using the identity sin2
(

θj
2

)
=

1−cos θj
2 we get

‖ūM,j − ū
M̂,j

‖22 = 4 sin2(θj/2) ≤ 4 sin2 θj , (A.3)

where the last inequality holds for all θj ∈ [0, 2π
3 ], and

hence also for θj ∈ [0, π2 ] (which are the limits of θj as
defined in Definition 3). Summing over j ∈ {1, . . . , r} on
both sides and taking the square root, we obtain

√√√√
r∑

j=1

∥∥∥ūM,j − ū
M̂,j

∥∥∥
2

2
≤

√√√√
r∑

j=1

4 sin2 θj = 2

√√√√
r∑

j=1

sin2 θj .

Notice that the leftmost side corresponds to the Frobe-
nius norm of the difference between the bases UM and
U

M̂
, while the right hand side corresponds to the Frobe-

nius norm of the diagonalmatrix sinΘ(im(UM ), im(U
M̂
)).

Hence, ‖UM −U
M̂
‖F ≤ 2‖sin(Θ(im(UM ), im(U

M̂
)))‖F .

Plugging this back into (A.2) results in

‖ŨM − U
M̂
‖F ≤ 2

√
r‖sin(Θ(im(UM ), im(U

M̂
)))‖F ,

which completes the proof. �

B Proof of Theorem 9

Since rank(Hd(w̃)) ≥ rank(Hd(w)) = md+n, then one
can perform a TSVD approximation as in (11) to ob-

tain Ĥ with rank(Ĥ ) = md + n. Moreover, a basis
for the left null space of the two matrices are given by

Rd = null(Hd(w)
⊤)⊤ and R̂d = null(Ĥ ⊤)⊤, respec-

tively. Using (L + n − d) shifts of Rd and R̂d, one can

build Γ and Γ̂ as in (6), the SVD of which is denoted by

Γ =
[
UΓ WΓ

]
diag(SΓ, 0)

[
VΓ QΓ

]⊤
,

Γ̂ =
[
U
Γ̂
W

Γ̂

]
diag(S

Γ̂
, 0)

[
V
Γ̂
Q

Γ̂

]⊤
,

(B.1)

where SΓ = diag(s1(Γ), . . . , sp(L+n)−n(Γ)) and S
Γ̂

=

diag(s1(Γ̂), . . . , sp(L+n)−n(Γ̂)) (both of which have rank

13



p(L+n)−nby construction, see also [26] for details). Fur-

ther,Ui,Wi, Vi, Qi (for i = {Γ, Γ̂}) are semi-orthonormal
matrices of appropriate dimensions. By Theorem 7, 6

‖sin(Θ(im(QΓ), im(Q
Γ̂
)))‖F ≤

√
2

δ1
‖E‖F , (B.2)

where δ1 = sp(L+n)−n(Γ̂) and E := Γ̂ − Γ. By prop-
erties of the SVD, it holds that im(QΓ) = ker(Γ) =
im(P ) = B|L+n where the last equality holds by The-
orem 3 (see [26, Th. 3] for more details). Similarly, it

holds that im(Q
Γ̂
) = ker(Γ̂) = im(P̂ ) = B̂|L+n, where

the last equality holds by definition of B̂|L+n as in the
theorem statement. Therefore, we can write (B.2) as

∥∥∥sinΘ(B̂|L+n,B|L+n)
∥∥∥
F
≤

√
2‖E‖F
δ1

. (B.3)

Moreover, ‖E‖F = ‖Γ̂−Γ‖F =
√∑

i,j‖ei,j‖2 is given by

‖E‖F = (B.4)√
pd−n∑
i=1

d−1∑
j=0

‖r̂i,j − ri,j‖2 + (L+ n− d)
p∑

i=1

d−1∑
j=0

‖r̂i,j − ri,j‖2.

Since
p∑

i=1

d−1∑
j=0

‖r̂i,j−ri,j‖2 ≤
pd−n∑
i=1

d−1∑
j=0

‖r̂i,j−ri,j‖2, we can

write

‖E‖F ≤
√
(L+ n− d+ 1)

pd−n∑
i=1

d−1∑
j=0

‖r̂i,j − ri,j‖2

=
√
L+ n− d+ 1︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=c1

∥∥∥R̂d −Rd

∥∥∥
F
. (B.5)

Plugging back in (B.3), we obtain

‖sinΘ(B̂|L+n,B|L+n)‖F ≤

√
2c1

∥∥∥R̂d − Rd

∥∥∥
F

δ1
. (B.6)

Now consider the SVD of Hd(w) and Ĥ

Hd(w) =
[
UH WH

]
diag(SH , 0)

[
VH QH

]⊤
,

Ĥ =
[
U
Ĥ

W
Ĥ

]
diag(S

Ĥ
, 0)

[
V
Ĥ

Q
Ĥ

]⊤
,

(B.7)

where SH = diag(s1(Hd(w)), . . . , smd+n(Hd(w))),

S
Ĥ

= diag(s1(Ĥ ), . . . , smd+n(Ĥ )), Ui,Wi, Vi, Qi (for

6 As mentioned before Theorem 7, the bound in (15) holds
for all four singular subspaces, see [28].

i = {H, Ĥ}) are semi-orthonormal matrices of appro-
priate dimensions and WH is such that (cf. Lemma 8)

∥∥∥W
Ĥ
−WH

∥∥∥
F
≤ 2

√
md+ n

∥∥∥sinΘ(im(W
Ĥ
), im(WH))

∥∥∥
F
.

(B.8)
By Theorem 7, the following holds

∥∥∥sinΘ(im(W
Ĥ
), im(WH))

∥∥∥
F
≤

√
2‖Ĥ − Hd(w)‖F

δ2
,

(B.9)

where δ2 = smd+n(Ĥ ) = smd+n(Hd(w̃)), which is also
non-zero since rank(Hd(w̃)) ≥ rank(Hd(w)) = md +
n > 0. Notice that the norm on the right hand side of
(B.9) can be further bounded by

‖Ĥ − Hd(w)‖F = ‖Ĥ − Hd(w̃) + Hd(w̃)− Hd(w)‖F
≤ ‖Ĥ − Hd(w̃)‖F + ‖Hd(w̃)− Hd(w)‖F (B.10)

= ‖Ĥ − Hd(w̃)‖F + ‖Hd(ǫ)‖F .

The first term on the right hand side corresponds to the
difference between a matrix and its TSVD approxima-
tion, which is known to be bounded by the sum of the
truncated singular values [28], hence

∥∥∥Ĥ − Hd(w)
∥∥∥
F
≤

√∑rank(Hd(w̃))
i=md+n+1 (si(Hd(w̃)))2

+ ‖Hd(ǫ)‖F . (B.11)

Note that by Theorem 6, the following holds ‖Hd(ǫ)‖2F ≥
∑rank(Hd(w̃))

i=1 (si(Hd(w̃))− si(Hd(w)))
2, or

‖Hd(ǫ)‖2F ≤ ∑md+n
i=1 (si(Hd(w̃))− si(Hd(w)))

2

+
∑rank(Hd(w̃))

i=md+n+1 (si(Hd(w̃)))
2,

where in the last step we exploited the fact that
rank(Hd(w)) = md + n and hence si(Hd(w)) = 0 for
i ≥ md+ n+ 1. It is easy to see from here that

∑rank(Hd(w̃))
i=md+n+1 (si(Hd(w̃)))

2 ≤ ‖Hd(ǫ)‖2F , (B.12)

Taking the square root and substituting in (B.11) yields

‖Ĥ − Hd(w)‖F ≤ 2‖Hd(ǫ)‖F ≤ 2
√
qd(T − d+ 1) ε̄,

(B.13)
for q = m + p, where the last inequality holds by def-
inition of the Frobenius norm along with the fact that
‖ǫk‖∞ = ‖εk‖∞ ≤ ε̄ for all k ≥ 0 (cf. (9)). Finally, we
substitute back in (B.9) to obtain

∥∥∥sinΘ(im(W
Ĥ
), im(WH))

∥∥∥
F
≤ 2

√
2qd(T − d+ 1)

δ2
ε̄.

(B.14)
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Recall that R̂d andRd form a basis for the left null spaces

of Ĥd(w̃) and Hd(w) respectively, and thus R̂d = W⊤

Ĥ

and Rd = W⊤
H . This, together with (B.8) and the fact

that ‖W
Ĥ
−WH‖F = ‖W⊤

Ĥ
−W⊤

H ‖F , allow us to write

∥∥∥R̂d −Rd

∥∥∥
F
≤ 2

√
md+ n

∥∥∥sinΘ(im(W
Ĥ
), im(WH))

∥∥∥
F

(B.14)

≤ 4
√
2qd(md+ n)(T − d+ 1)

δ2
ε̄. (B.15)

Substituting back in (B.6) completes the proof. �

C Proof of Theorem 14

C.1 Translating online measurement noise to an input
disturbances to the nominal scheme

We start by showing that the online measurement noise
in the robust scheme (24) can be viewed as an input dis-
turbance to the nominal scheme (7). The steps followed
here are adaptations from the proof of [9, Th. IV.1].

Assume that V (ξt) ≤ V (this will be established recur-
sively later in Section C.3). By definition of V (ξt) (see
(26)), it follows that J∗

L(ξt) ≤ V (ξt) ≤ V . Now, we pro-
ceed by defining a feasible candidate solution for (24)
based on the optimal solution of (7). Specifically, let

ŵ(t) :=

[
w̃on

[t−n,t−1]

w̄∗
[0,L−1](t)

]
(9)
=

[
won

[t−n,t−1] + ǫ[t−n,t−1]

w̄∗
[0,L−1](t)

]

(7c)
= w̄∗

[−n,L−1](t) +
[
ǫ[t−n,t−1]

0qL×1

]
. (C.1)

Moreover, let β̂(t) = β∗(t) where β∗(t) satisfies
Pβ∗(t) = w̄∗(t) (cf. (7b)) for some P satisfying (23).

Based on the definitions of ŵ(t), β̂(t), we define the
following candidate solution for σ̂(t) as the one which

makes (24b) holds, i.e., σ̂(t) = P̂ β̂(t) − ŵ(t). In partic-
ular

σ̂(t)
(C.1)
= P̂ β̂(t)− w̄∗

[−n,L−1](t)−
[
ǫ[t−n,t−1]

0qL×1

]

(7b)
= P̂ β̂(t)− Pβ∗(t)−

[
ǫ[t−n,t−1]

0qL×1

]
,

(C.2)

or σ̂(t) = (P̂ − P )β̂(t) −
[
ǫ[t−n,t−1]

0qL×1

]
. Taking the norm

on both sides allows us to write

‖σ̂(t)‖22 ≤ ‖P̂ − P‖22‖β̂(t)‖22 + ‖ǫ[t−n,t−1]‖22
≤ ‖P̂ − P‖2F ‖β̂(t)‖22 + npε̄2,

(C.3)

where the second inequality holds by standard norm

equivalences. Recall from Corollary 12 that

‖P̂ − P‖F ≤ 2
√
m(L+ n) + nCθ/sp(L+n)−n(Γ)

smd+n(Hd(w)) − (ρ̄1 + ρ2)ε̄
ε̄.

(C.4)

For a fixed ε1 satisfying 0 ≤ ε1 < smd+n(Hd(w))
(ρ̄1+ρ2)

, there

exists some (sufficiently large) constant c2 > 0 such that
for all ε∗ ∈ [0, ε1] and all ε̄ ∈ [0, ε∗], the following holds

‖P̂ −P‖F ≤ c2ε̄ (which in turn also implies ‖P̂ −P‖2F ≤
c22ε̄

2). Plugging this back into (C.3), we obtain

‖σ̂(t)‖22 ≤ c22ε̄
2‖β̂(t)‖22 + c3ε̄

2, (C.5)

where we have defined c3 = np for convenience.

Now, let ĴL(ξ̃t) denote the cost of (24) associated with

the candidate solutions ŵ(t), β̂(t) above. By optimality,

it holds that Ĵ∗
L(ξ̃t) ≤ ĴL(ξ̃t) where Ĵ∗

L(ξ̃t) denotes the
optimal cost of (24). Notice that the only difference be-

tween ĴL(ξ̃t) and the corresponding optimal cost of (7)
(i.e., J∗

L(ξt)) is the regularization terms of the robust eD-
DPC Problem (24) (see (7a),(24a) and (C.1)). Together

with Ĵ∗
L(ξ̃t) ≤ ĴL(ξ̃t), we write

Ĵ∗
L(ξ̃t)−J∗

L(ξt) ≤ λβ ε̄
µβ‖β̂(t)‖22 +

λσ

ε̄µσ
‖σ̂(t)‖22

(C.5)

≤ (λβ ε̄
µβ+λσc

2
2ε̄

2−µσ )‖β̂(t)‖22 +λσc3ε̄
2−µσ .

Recall again that β̂(t) = β∗(t). This, together with

(7b) allows us to write β̂(t) = P †w̄∗(t), where P † is a
left inverse of P (which exists since P has full column
rank, cf. Theorem 3). Plugging this expression in the

above bound, we obtain Ĵ∗
L(ξ̃t) ≤ J∗

L(ξt) + (λβ ε̄
µβ +

λσc
2
2ε̄

2−µσ )‖P †‖22‖w̄∗(t)‖22 + λσc3ε̄
2−µσ . Since only sta-

bilization of the origin is considered, then by (7a) it holds

that ‖w̄∗(t)‖22 ≤ ‖w̄∗(t)‖2
W

λmin(W ) =
J∗

L(ξt)
λmin(W ) ≤ V

λmin(W ) . This

can now be plugged back in the last inequality to obtain

Ĵ∗
L(ξ̃t) ≤ J∗

L(ξt) + (λβ ε̄
µβ + λσc

2
2ε̄

2−µσ )‖P †‖22
V

λmin(W )

+ λσc3ε̄
2−µσ =: J∗

L(ξt) + φ1(ε̄), (C.6)

where φ1 ∈ K∞ due to Assumption 2. This bound will be
used in the following subsections to establish an upper
bound on ‖û∗(t)− ū∗(t)‖.
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C.1.1 Bound on ‖û∗(t)− ŭ∗(t)‖

Consider the following auxiliary optimization problem

min
β̆(t),w̆(t)

L−1∑

k=0

‖w̆k(t)‖2W + λβ ε̄
µβ‖β̆(t)‖22 (C.7a)

s.t. w̆[−n,L−1](t) + σ̆1 = P β̆(t) (C.7b)

w̆[−n,−1](t) = won
[t−n,t−1] + σ̆2 (C.7c)

w̆[L−n,L−1](t) = 0qn×1 (C.7d)

w̆k(t) ∈ W, ∀k ∈ Z[0,L−1], (C.7e)

with the parameter σ̆ defined as

σ̆ =

[
σ̆1

σ̆2

]
:=

[
σ̂∗(t)− (P̂ − P )β̂∗(t)

ǫ[t−n,t−1]

]
(C.8)

It can be easily verified that a candidate solution to (C.7)
is given by the optimal solution of (24) (which exists
since (24) is feasible as shown above in Section C.1), i.e.,

w̆(t) = ŵ∗(t) and β̆(t) = β̂∗(t). Denote the correspond-
ing cost associated with this candidate solution to (C.7)

by J̆L(ξt) and let the optimal solutions and the corre-

sponding optimal cost be denoted by w̆∗(t), β̆∗(t) and

J̆∗
L(ξt), respectively. By optimality, it holds that

J̆∗
L(ξt) ≤ J̆L(ξt)

(C.7a)
=

∑L−1

k=0
‖w̆k(t)‖2W + λβ ε̄

µβ‖β̆(t)‖22

=
∑L−1

k=0
‖ŵ∗

k(t)‖2W + λβ ε̄
µβ‖β̂∗(t)‖22

(24a)
= Ĵ∗

L(ξ̃t)−
λσ

ε̄µσ
‖σ̂∗(t)‖22. (C.9)

Similarly, one can define a candidate solution for (24)
in terms of the optimal solution of (C.7) (which exists
according to (C.9)). In particular, define candidate so-

lutions for (24) as ŵ(t) = w̆∗(t), β̂(t) = β̆∗(t) and

σ̂(t) = (P̂ − P )β̂(t) + σ̆1

(C.8)
= σ̂∗(t) + (P̂ − P )(β̂(t)− β̂∗(t)).

(C.10)

Denote the corresponding cost associated with this can-

didate solution to (24) as Ĵ ′
L(ξ̃t). Notice now that the

cost Ĵ ′
L(ξ̃t) differs from the optimal cost of (C.7) by the

regularization term involving the slack variable, i.e.,

Ĵ ′
L(ξ̃t)− J̆∗

L(ξt) =
λσ

ε̄µσ
‖σ̂(t)‖22. (C.11)

Furthermore, since (24) is strongly convex in û, there

exists c4 > 0 such that ‖û∗(t)− û(t)‖22 ≤ c4(Ĵ
′
L(ξ̃t) −

Ĵ∗
L(ξ̃t))

(C.9)

≤ c4(Ĵ
′
L(ξ̃t) − J̆∗

L(ξt) − λσ

ε̄µσ
‖σ̂∗(t)‖22). Using

the fact that û(t) = ŭ∗(t) (see definition before (C.10)),
together with (C.11) this implies that

‖û∗(t)− ŭ∗(t)‖22 ≤ c4
λσ

ε̄µσ
(‖σ̂(t)‖22 − ‖σ̂∗(t)‖22).

Using (C.10) and ‖a‖22−‖b‖22 ≤ ‖a− b‖22+2‖a− b‖2‖b‖2
for a, b ∈ R, we have ‖û∗(t)− ŭ∗(t)‖22 ≤ c4

λσ

ε̄µσ
(‖σ̂(t)‖22−

‖σ̂∗(t)‖22), or

‖û∗(t)− ŭ∗(t)‖22 ≤ c4
λσ

ε̄µσ

(
‖P̂ − P‖22‖β̂(t)− β̂∗(t)‖22

+2‖P̂ − P‖2‖β̂(t)− β̂∗(t)‖2‖σ̂∗(t)‖2
)
.

Now, we use the result of Corollary 12 to bound the

term ‖P̂ − P‖2 ≤ ‖P̂ − P‖F which, as in the discussion
below (C.4), can be bounded by c2ε̄ for any ε̄ ≤ ε∗ and

any ε∗ ≤ ε1. Moreover, notice that ‖β̂∗(t)‖22 ≤ Ĵ∗

L(ξ̃t)

λβ ε̄
µβ

by the optimal cost of (24), whereas β̂(t) = β̆∗(t) (see

before (C.10)) which implies that ‖β̂(t)‖22 = ‖β̆∗(t)‖22 ≤
J̆∗

L(ξt)

λβ ε̄
µβ

(C.9)

≤ Ĵ∗

L(ξ̃t)

λβ ε̄
µβ . Similarly, it holds that ‖σ̂∗(t)‖22 ≤

ε̄µσ Ĵ∗

L(ξ̃t)
λσ

. Collecting all this together results in

‖û∗(t)− ŭ∗(t)‖22 (C.12)

≤ 2λσc4c
2
2ε̄

2

λβ ε̄µσ+µβ
Ĵ∗
L(ξ̃t) +

4λσc4c2ε̄

ε̄µσ

√
λβλσ ε̄µσ+µβ

Ĵ∗
L(ξ̃t)

=:
(
c5ε̄

2−µβ−µσ + c6ε̄
0.5(2−µσ−µβ)

)
Ĵ∗
L(ξ̃t)

(C.6)

≤
(
c5ε̄

2−µβ−µσ + c6ε̄
0.5(2−µσ−µβ)

)
(J∗

L(ξt) + φ1(ε̄))

≤
(
c5ε̄

2−µβ−µσ + c6ε̄
0.5(2−µσ−µβ)

)
(V + φ1(ε̄)).

Finally, taking the square root on both sides results in

‖û∗(t)− ŭ∗(t)‖2 ≤ φ2(ε̄) (C.13)

=:
√(

c5ε̄2−µβ−µσ + c6ε̄0.5(2−µσ−µβ)
)
(V + φ1(ε̄))

where φ2 ∈ K∞ due to Assumption 2.

C.1.2 Bound on ‖ŭ∗(t)− u′∗(t)‖

Consider a modification of the minimization problem
(C.7) where σ̆ ≡ 0. Such a problem has the same struc-
ture as (7) but with one additional term in the cost func-

tion, namely λβ ε̄
µβ‖β̆(t)‖22. Let the optimal solution of

such a problem at time t be denoted by u′∗(t), which
exists as implied by the feasibility of (7) at time t (see
above). To obtain a bound on ‖ŭ∗(t) − u′∗(t)‖, we can
follow the same arguments in [9]. In particular, there ex-
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ists c7 > 0 such that

‖ŭ∗(t)− u′∗(t)‖2 ≤ c7‖σ̆‖2 ≤ c7 (‖σ̆1‖2 + ‖σ̆2‖2)
(C.8),(C.9)

≤ c7

√
ε̄µσ

λσ
Ĵ∗
L(ξ̃t) + 2c7c2ε̄

√
Ĵ∗

L
(ξ̃t)

λβ ε̄
µβ + c7pnε̄.

This, together with (C.6) and the fact that J∗
L(ξt) ≤ V ,

results in (for some c8, c9, c10 > 0)

‖ŭ∗(t)− u′∗(t)‖2 ≤ c8ε̄+ c9ε̄
µσ/2 + c10ε̄

1−µβ/2. (C.14)

C.1.3 Bound on ‖u′∗(t)− ū∗(t)‖

Recall again that u′∗(t) and ū∗(t) correspond to the op-
timal solutions of two different optimization problems
which share the same structure, with the only difference
being that the former has an additional term in the cost

function; namely λβ ε̄
µβ‖β̆(t)‖22. Following the same ar-

guments as in [9], such a problem can be reformulated
into a strongly convex quadratic program (due to As-
sumption 1) and a bound of the form ‖u′∗(t)− ū∗(t)‖ ≤
c11ε̄

µβ/2, for some c11 > 0, is derived. We omit the steps
here for brevity, since the analysis follows similar steps.
Combining this together with (C.13) and (C.14) yields

‖û∗(t)− ū∗(t)‖2 ≤ ‖û∗(t)− ŭ∗(t)‖2 + ‖ŭ∗(t)− u′∗(t)‖2
+ ‖u′∗(t)− ū∗(t)‖2 ≤ φ3(ε̄), (C.15)

for some φ3 ∈ K∞, which results from the sum of the
three K∞ functions (in ε̄).

C.2 Recursive feasibility and inherent robustness of the
multi-step nominal eDDPC scheme

We now consider that the system B is controlled by an
n-step nominal eDDPC scheme (as in (7)), but where the
input applied to the system is perturbed from the op-
timal solution, i.e., u[t,t+n−1] = ū∗

[0,n−1](t) + δ[t,t+n−1],

where ‖δt‖2 ≤ δ̄ for all t ≥ 0. The idea is that one can
view the robust scheme with measurement noise (24) as
a nominal scheme (7) with bounded input disturbance
as shown in (C.15). If such a scheme is feasible at time
t, recursive feasibility can be established using standard
arguments from model-based MPC, i.e., by defining a
candidate solution at the next time step using the previ-
ously optimal solution and suitably appending the pre-
dicted inputs by a deadbeat controller (which exists due
to controllability assumption and that 0 ∈ int(W)). For
brevity, we omit this here as it follows similar steps as
in [9, Prop. IV.1]. Practical stability is established using
Lyapunov arguments. In particular, the Lyapunov func-
tion V (ξt) in (26) can be bounded as follows

cV1‖ξt‖22 ≤ V (ξt) ≤ cV2‖ξt‖22, (C.16)

where cV1
:= λmin(X)

c and cV2
:=

(
cJ + λmax(X)

c

)
. For

the n step decrease condition, notice that

V (ξt+n)− V (ξt) (C.17)

= J∗
L(ξt+n)− J∗

L(ξt) +
1

c
(VIOSS(ξt+n)− VIOSS(ξt))

≤ −
∥∥w[t,t+n−1]

∥∥2
W

+ φ4(δ̄) +
1

c
(VIOSS(ξt+n)− VIOSS(ξt)) ,

where W = diag(W, · · · ,W ). The first term in (C.17)
appears due to the definition of the shifted candidate
solutions at time t + n, whereas the second term (with
φ4 ∈ K∞) accounts for the input disturbances. The last
term in (C.17) can be bounded by repeatedly applying
IOSS arguments (see (25)) to obtain

VIOSS(ξt+n)− VIOSS(ξt) ≤ −
∥∥ξ[t,t+n−1]

∥∥2
2
+ c

∥∥w[t,t+n−1]

∥∥2
W

(C.16)

≤ − 1

cV2

V (ξt)−
∥∥ξ[t+1,t+n−1]

∥∥2
2
+ c

∥∥w[t,t+n−1]

∥∥2
W

Dropping the second term (since it is non-positive), and
plugging back into (C.17), we obtain

V (ξt+n) ≤ (1− 1

ccV2

)V (ξt) + φ4(δ̄)

where (1 − 1
ccV2

) < 1. Clearly, there exists some cV3 ∈
(0, 1) such that (1 − 1

ccV2
) ≤ cV3 and, hence,

V (ξt+n) ≤ cV3V (ξt) + φ4(δ̄). (C.18)

C.3 Practical stability of the n-step robust eDDPC

As shown above, an n-step robust scheme based on (24)
can be seen as a nominal scheme (7) with bounded input
disturbance. Such a scheme is recursively feasible and
practically stable. Further, we have previously shown in
Section C.1 that the difference between the optimal in-
put of (7) and that of (24) at time t is bounded by a K∞

function which depends on the noise level (see, (C.15)).
Therefore, one can use Lyapunov arguments to show sta-
bility of the n-step robust eDDPC scheme (24). Specif-
ically, (C.16) still holds (which is (27)) as in the previ-
ous section. The decay condition (28) can be obtained
by combining (C.15) and (C.18), with φ := φ4 ◦ φ3 ∈
K∞. Finally, for sufficiently small ε̄ ≤ ε∗, and due to
V (ξt) ≤ V , inequality (C.18) can be further bounded
by V (ξt+n) ≤ V . Therefore, by repeatedly applying the
same arguments, (28) holds for t = in, i ∈ N. �
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