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Abstract— This paper presents a stochastic model predict-
ive control (SMPC) algorithm for linear systems subject to
additive Gaussian mixture disturbances, with the goal of
satisfying chance constraints. To synthesize a control strategy,
the stochastic control problem is reformulated into an MPC
problem. The reformulation begins by decoupling the mixture
distribution and decomposing the system dynamics. Using
stochastic simulation relations, we then redefine the stochastic
control problem onto the resultant abstract system. Next,
constraint tightening forms an MPC problem subject to fi-
nite disturbances. A branching control is introduced to solve
the MPC problem. Finally, a controller refinement procedure
determines a valid control strategy. Our contribution is an
extension of the SMPC literature to accommodate Gaussian
mixture disturbances while retaining recursive feasibility and
closed-loop guarantees. We illustrate the retention of guarantees
with a case study of vehicle control on an ill-maintained road.

I. INTRODUCTION

Control theory, a fundamental discipline in engineering
and applied mathematics, offers a broad spectrum of tech-
niques, ranging from simple, intuitive methods to highly
sophisticated and computationally intensive approaches [1].
Within this spectrum, stochastic model predictive control
(SMPC) is a robust method for effectively managing chance
constraints—set constraints that must be met with a specified
probability—while addressing uncertainties within dynam-
ical systems, often described by probability distributions [2].
SMPC has been effectively utilized in various applications,
including vehicle path planning, air traffic control, building
climate control, and operations research and finance [2].

SMPC approaches are typically classified into two broad
categories: randomized and analytic approximation methods
[3]. Randomized methods rely on generating realizations
of disturbances, while analytic approximation methods gen-
erally seek to convert the stochastic control problem into
a deterministic one, all while proving essential properties,
including recursive feasibility. The literature on SMPC cov-
ers scenarios ranging from complete knowledge of system
disturbances [4] to cases where only partial information is
available [5]. Some approaches consider discrete distribu-
tions [6], while others handle continuous distributions [7].

For the subclass of convex unimodal continuous distribu-
tions, researchers have successfully reformulated stochastic
control synthesis problems into deterministic ones [8]–[11].
However, their approaches struggle when confronted with
more complex distributions. Specifically, the assumption of
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convex unimodality is crucial for ensuring the closed-loop
guarantees, though this assumption often fails in real-world
scenarios. A more realistic model for such applications
involves Gaussian mixtures, which can approximate any
continuous distribution with arbitrary precision [12], [13].

Approximating distributions in the context of predictive
control have been considered in [14] in which distributional
robust data-enabled predictive control was used. Herein, a
ball is constructed in the space of probability distributions
centred around the uniform distribution of the sample set,
which contains the actual distribution with a predefined
probability [15]. The control strategy is developed under the
assumption of the worst-case distribution scenario. Similarly,
Gaussian mixtures in the context of predictive control have
been considered in [16], which assumed non-linear dynam-
ics subject to additive disturbances. Nevertheless, tractable
implementation, deriving closed-loop guarantees, and estab-
lishing recursive feasibility remain open research problems.

This paper aims to develop a control strategy for linear
systems subject to additive Gaussian mixture disturbances
with the purpose of satisfying chance constraints. The
primary contribution of this paper is the extension of SMPC
methods to handle additive Gaussian mixture distributions
while preserving key properties such as recursive feasibility
and closed-loop guarantees. To achieve this, we consider
the approach depicted in Fig. 1. Herein, we reformulate the
stochastic control synthesis problem into an MPC problem.
To this aim, firstly, we fragment the system dynamics by em-
ploying disturbance decoupling, separating the mixture into
discrete and continuous distribution components, and system
decomposition, separating the dynamics into nominal and
error parts. Next, the stochastic control problem is redefined
onto the resultant abstract system through stochastic simu-
lation relations. Afterwards, constraint tightening is utilized
to obtain an MPC problem subject to finite disturbances.
To solve the MPC problem, a branching control strategy
is synthesized. Finally, by utilizing controller refinement, a
valid control strategy on the original system can be obtained.

Fig. 1. An illustration of the stochastic MPC synthesis approach. The steps
are given by: (1) redefine the control problem, (2) reformulate the control
problem, (3) solve the MPC problem, and (4) refine the control strategy.
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The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In
Section II, the preliminaries and the problem statement are
introduced. In Section III, the stochastic control synthesis
problem is redefined onto the abstract system. In Section
IV, the redefined control problem is reformulated into an
MPC problem. In Section V, control implementation, re-
cursive feasibility and closed-loop guarantees are established.
Finally, Section VI considers a one-dimensional example of
a vehicle maintaining position on an ill-maintained road.

II. PRELIMINARIES & PROBLEM STATEMENT

For a given probability measure P defined over Borel
measurable space (X,B(X)), we denote the probability of
an event A ∈ B(X) as P(A). We denote the set of all
probability measures over (X,B(X)) by P(X). In this paper,
we will work with Polish spaces and Borel measurability.
Further details on measurability are omitted, and we refer
the interested reader to [17]. The vector of all elements one
or zero is denoted, respectively, by 1n,0n ∈ Rn, and 1 or
0 if the context is clear. The Minkowski set difference and
sum of A,B ⊆ Rn are, respectively, given by A⊖B := {a |
a+b ∈ A, ∀b ∈ B} and A⊕B = {a+b | ∀a ∈ A, ∀b ∈ B}.

A. Stochastic System Dynamics
We consider linear dynamics with additive noise, given by

x(k + 1) = Ax(k) +Bu(k) + w(k), (1)

where (A,B) is stabilizable, x ∈ Rn is the state of the sys-
tem, x(0) ∈ Rn is an initial state, u ∈ Rm is the input of the
system and w ∈ Rn is an independent, identically distributed
noise disturbance with distribution Qw, i.e., w(k) ∼ Qw.
We will assume that the distribution Qw is a mixture of
Gaussians denoted by NN (µ,π,Σ) with µ = {µ1, · · · , µp},
µi ∈ Rn, π = {π1, · · · , πp}, πi ∈ [0, 1] and Σ ∈ Rn×n

a strictly positive definite matrix. The probability density
function of NN (µ,π,Σ) is defined as

g(x;µ,π,Σ) :=
∑p

i=1 πig(x;µi,Σ), (2)

where
∑p

i=1 πi = 1, and g(x;µi,Σ) is the probability
density function of a multivariate Gaussian distribution. All
multivariate Gaussian distribution components within the
mixture have different means but share the same variance.

To control the system, we define a sequence of policies

f := {f0, f1, . . . },

such that fk : Hk → Rm maps history to inputs. The history
is defined as Hk := (Rn×Rm)k×Rn, with elements η(k) :=
(x(0), u(0), · · · , u(k − 1), x(k)), representing the previous
states and inputs. By implementing control strategy f upon
system (1), we obtain its controlled form for which the
control input satisfies the feedback law u(k) = fk(η(k)) with
η(k) ∈ Hk. We indicate the input sequence of system (1) by
u := {u(0), u(1), . . . } and define its executions as sequences
of states x := {x(0), x(1), . . . }, referred to as signals. We
define the suffix of any signal x by xk = {x(k), x(k +
1), . . . }. Any signal x can be interpreted as a realization of
the probability distribution induced by implementing control
strategy f upon the system (1), denoted by x ∼ Pf .

B. Chance Constraints
In this paper, the objective is to synthesize a control

strategy f such that, if implemented, satisfaction is guar-
anteed for a given specification. This paper defines the
specifications as set constraints on the state and input of
system (1), where satisfaction is to be guaranteed with
predefined probability at each time instance. The following
chance constraints describe such a specification.

Pf (x(k) ∈ X | x(0)) ≥ px, k ∈ N− {0}, (3a)
Pf (u(k) ∈ U | x(0)) ≥ pu, k ∈ N, (3b)

where X and U are convex sets, and px and pu represent the
target lower bounds, i.e., the minimal predefined probability
targets of the set constraints. It is assumed that the convex
sets X and U contain the origin within their interior. The
chance constraints are defined with respect to the initial state,
i.e., conditioned based on the initial state x(0).

C. Problem Formulation
This paper aims to synthesize a control strategy f , using

model predictive control, such that stochastic linear system
(1) satisfies the chance constraints (3). As a secondary
objective, we want to update the control strategy as new
measurements become available. More formally, we want
to develop a model predictive control synthesis method for
updating, at each time instance k, suffix fk such that, if
the control strategy f is implemented, the system (1) will
satisfy chance constraints (3). Note that due to the Gaussian
mixture representation of the disturbance, which is much
more realistic than the single Gaussian, the stochastic MPC
synthesis problem becomes more challenging. To address
this, we aim to decouple the mixture disturbance into discrete
and continuous components (see Fig. 2) and utilize branching
control to obtain a valid control strategy.

Fig. 2. An illustration of the decoupling of a Gaussian mixture (Left:
Purple) into a continuous (Gaussian) distribution (Right: Purple) and a
discrete distribution (Right: Stems). The dashed lines represent the Gaussian
components of the mixture. Each stem corresponds to a component.

III. REDEFINING THE STOCHASTIC CONTROL PROBLEM

To synthesize a control strategy, we draw inspiration from
the work [8], which suggests reformulating the stochastic
control problem into an MPC problem. As a first step,
in this section, we redefine the stochastic control problem
onto an abstract system. This abstract system is obtained
via system decomposition, separating the nominal and error
dynamics, and mixture decoupling, separating the discrete
and continuous components. We prove that any valid control
strategy developed on the abstract system will give rise to a
valid control strategy on the original system via stochastic
simulation relations and controller refinement.



A. Abstract System Design

To obtain the abstract system, we first decouple the
mixture into a discrete and continuous distribution, obtaining
the dynamical system given by

x(k + 1) = Ax(k) +Bu(k) + wx(k) + we(k), (4)

where wx(k) ∼ Qx
w is a discrete distribution with probability

mass function

g(wx;µ,π) =

{
πi if wx = µi,

0 otherwise,
(5)

and we(k) ∼ Qe
w := N (0,Σ). Next, we decompose

dynamics (4) into a nominal and an error part similar to
[8], i.e., x(k) = z(k) + e(k). The nominal dynamics,
denoted as z, contain stochasticity with finite support, and the
error dynamics, denoted as e, are autonomous and contain
stochasticity with infinite support. The abstract system is then
given by the stochastic linear system

z(k + 1) = Az(k) +Bv(k) + wx(k), (6a)
e(k + 1) = AKe(k) + we(k), (6b)

where v(k) is the nominal input, AK = A+BK and K is
a stabilizing feedback gain meant to keep the error e small,
i.e., AK has eigenvalues strictly inside the unit circle. We
note that the dynamical systems (4) and (6), for the same
disturbance wx(k) and we(k), satisfy x(k) = z(k) + e(k) if

v(k) = u(k)−Ke(k). (7)

B. Stochastic Simulation Relation

To redefine the stochastic control problem onto the abstract
system, we first employ stochastic simulation relations to
show that the original system simulates the abstract sys-
tem. To define stochastic simulation relations, the notion of
Markov decision process and lifting are required [18].

Definition 1 (Markov Decision Process): The tuple M =
(X,T,U, h,Y) defines a Markov decision process (MDP). A
MDP is characterized by 1) Polish sets X and U; by 2) T,
a Borel measurable stochastic transition kernel that assigns
to each state x ∈ X and input u ∈ U, a probability measure
T(·|x, u) ∈ P(X); and by 3) h : X → Y, a measurable
output map that assigns to each state x ∈ X an output y ∈ Y.

The MDP representation is non-unique for both systems
(1) and (6). In this paper, we consider the following MDP
representations, respectively, for original system M and
abstract system M̂. We exclude the time indexes for brevity
and note that each (signal) element s has index k, and each
differential ds has index k + 1.

M :=


X := Rn × Rm, Y := Rn × Rm, U := Rm,

h(x, xi) := (x, xi), T(dx× dxi | x, u)
:=

∑p
i=1 πiN (dx;Ax+Bu+ µi,Σ)δ(dxi − u).

M̂ :=


X̂ := Rn × Rn × Rm, Ŷ := Rn × Rm, Û := Rm,

ĥ(z, e, x̂i) := (z + e, x̂i), T(dz × de× dx̂i | z, e, v)
:=

∑p
i πiδ(dz −Az −Bv − µi)N (de;AKe,Σ)

δ(dx̂i − v −Ke).

For MDP M and M̂, the transition kernels depict, re-
spectively, the system dynamics of (1) and (6), with an
additional intermediate state element xi(k), x̂i(k) represent-
ing, respectively, the input u(k − 1) and the input relation
v(k− 1)+Ke(k− 1). Both of these are also our secondary
outputs together with the primary outputs of the state x(k)
for M and the state relation z(k) + e(k) for M̂. The sequel
will show that the output pairs x(k) and z(k) + e(k), and
u(k) and v(k) + Ke(k) have similar probability when the
control strategies of both systems satisfy certain relations.

Definition 2 (Lifting): Consider two measurable spaces
(X,B(X)) and (X̂,B(X̂)), and a relation R ⊆ X × X̂ with
R ∈ B(X × X̂). Pairs of probability measure (P1,P2) ∈
P(X)×P(X̂) belong to the lifted relation R̄ if there exists
a probability measure W, referred to as a lifting, over a
measurable space (X× X̂,B(X× X̂)) such that

I. W(A1 × X̂) = P1(A1) for all A1 ∈ B(X);
II. W(X×A2) = P2(A2) for all A2 ∈ B(X̂);
III. W (R) = 1.
The interpretation of the lifting W is a relation between

realizations of probability measures within the confine of a
relation R. Lifting also generalizes the notion of coupling
as explained in [18]. Utilizing the previous definitions, we
obtain a definition for stochastic simulation relations [18].

Definition 3 (Stochastic Simulation Relation): The MDP
M̂ = (X̂, T̂, Û, ĥ, Ŷ) is simulated by MDP M =
(X,T,U, h,Y) if there exists a Borel measurable interface
function ν : Û× X̂×X → U and a relation R ⊆ X̂×X with
R ∈ B(X̂ × X) for which there exists a Borel measurable
stochastic kernel W( · |û, x̂, x) on X̂ × X given values in
Û× X̂× X, such that

1) ∀(x̂, x) ∈ R, ĥ(x̂) = h(x);
2) ∀(x̂, x) ∈ R, ∀û ∈ Û, (T̂(·|x̂, û),T(·|x, ν(û, x̂, x)) ∈

R̄ with lifted probability measure W(· | û, x̂, x).
The interpretation of the above conditions is that 1) state
components in the relation behave similarly and 2) that for
any element in the relation and any input on the simulated
system, any realization of subsequent states, connected via
the lifting and interface, will be contained in the relation,
making the relation invariant over the transition kernels.
Utilizing the above definition, it is proven that the original
system simulates the abstract system.

Theorem 4: System M̂ is simulated by M via relation
R = {(z, e, x̂i, x, xi) | x = z + e, xi = x̂i} and interface
function ν(e, v) = v +Ke.

Proof: First, we consider a relation between the disturb-
ances w, wx and we, given by R1 := {(w,wx, we) | w =
wx + we}. We claim that distributions Qw and Qx

w ⊗ Qe
w

belong to the lifted relation. To prove this claim, we consider
the potential lifting given by

W1(w,wx, we;µ,π,Σ) = NN (w;µ,π,Σ)•∑
i

[
δ(wx − µi)

πiN (w;µi,Σ)
NN (w;µ,π,Σ)

]
• δ(we − w + wx), (8)

where δ denotes the Dirac delta distribution. To ascertain the
validity of the lifting, we consider Def. 2. First, we note that



W1 (R1) = 1 due to the second Dirac delta. Regarding the
requirements I and II, we consider two integrals given by∫∫

wx,we
W1(w,wx, we;µ,π,Σ)dwxdwe,∫

w
W1(w,wx, we;µ,π,Σ)dw.

Solving the former, the result is given by∫∫
wx,we

W1(w,wx, we;µ,π,Σ)dwxdwe = NN (w;µ,π,Σ),

while the latter will result in∫
w
W1(w,wx, we;µ,π,Σ)dw =

∫
w
NN (w;µ,π,Σ)•∑

i

[
δ(wx − µi)

πiN (w;µi,Σ)
NN (w;µ,π,Σ)

]
• δ(we − w + wx)dw =∫

w

∑
i [δ(wx − µi)πiN (w;µi,Σ)] δ(we − w + wx)dw =∑

i πiδ(wx − µi)N (we;µi − wx,Σ) =∑
i πiδ(wx − µi)N (we;0,Σ).

Both integral solutions explain that the marginalization leads
to the distributions of Qw and Qx

w⊗Qe
w, proving our claim.

With the preliminaries established, we claim system M̂ is
simulated by system M. To prove this claim, we consider
a relation between x, xi, z, e and x̂i given by R2 :=
{(z, e, x̂i, x, xi) | x = z+ e, xi = x̂i}; establish an interface
function ν(e, v) = v + Ke; and derive a stochastic kernel
W2( · |x, xi, z, e, x̂i, v) from the lifting W1. Since x, z, e, x̂i

of relation R2 are each directly related to an element in
relation R1, and xi is directly determined from the interface
function, any result in regards to Def. 2 on W1 can be
extended towards W2. Consequently, the satisfaction of the
second requirement of Def. 3 follows from the fact that the
stochastic kernel W2 can be derived from the lifting W1

and shares the same results as W1 in regards to Def. 2, only
now extended towards the transition kernels. Since the first
requirement is trivially satisfied, our claim is proven.

C. Stochastic Control Problem on Abstract System
We now redefine the stochastic control problem towards

the abstract system. First, we consider the following propos-
ition obtained from [18, Thm. 2].

Proposition 5: If M1 is simulated by M2 then for all
control strategies f1 there exists a control strategy f2 such
that, for all measurable events A ∈ B(YN+1),

Pf1×M1({h1(x1)}[0,N ] ∈ A) = Pf2×M2({h2(x2)}[0,N ] ∈ A),

where {hj(xj)}[0,N ] := {hj(xj(0)), · · · , hj(xj(N))}.
Since Thm. 4 establishes that the original system simulates

the abstract system, the above proposition ensures that for
any control strategy synthesized on the abstract system, there
exists a control strategy on the original system, such that the
output pairs x(k) and z(k)+e(k), and u(k) and v(k)+Ke(k)
have similar probability. Accordingly, we can redefine the
stochastic control problem into the following.

Redefined Stochastic Control Problem: Synthesize a
control strategy f for abstract system (6), with the objective
of satisfying the chance constraints

Pf (z(k) + e(k) ∈ X | x(0)) ≥ px, k ∈ N− {0}, (9a)
Pf (v(k) +Ke(k) ∈ U | x(0)) ≥ pu, k ∈ N. (9b)

D. Controller Refinement Procedure

Based on Thm. 4, for any realization w ∼ Qw of the
disturbance on the original system, there exists a conditional
probability measure given by

W(wx, we | w) := W1(wx, we | w;µ,π,Σ) =∑
i

[
δ(wx − µi)

πiN (w;µi,Σ)
NN (w;µ,π,Σ)

]
δ(we − w + wx), (10)

such that any element in the support of (10) will ensure
both the original and abstract system have the same output
if u(k) = v(k) + Ke(k). Accordingly, if a valid control
strategy is synthesized on the abstract system, the interface
function and conditional probability measure (10) establish a
valid control strategy on the original system. Fig. 3 illustrates
this so-called controller refinement procedure.

Fig. 3. An illustration of the controller refinement procedure. The original
system is denoted by M, the abstract system by M̂, the abstract control
strategy by Ĉ and the original control strategy by C.

IV. CONTROL SYNTHESIS FOR THE ABSTRACT SYSTEM

This section defines an MPC reformulation of the re-
defined stochastic control problem. This is accomplished by
defining probabilistic reachable sets and utilizing these to
tighten the chance constraints (9), producing deterministic set
constraints on the nominal dynamics while eliminating the
error dynamics. The remaining stochasticity within the nom-
inal dynamics is handled by branching the control strategy
for each realization of the nominal disturbance.

A. Bounding the Error Dynamics

As is common, we bound the effect of the error dynamics
e(k) in (6). Afterwards, we tighten the constraints on the
nominal dynamics z(k). To accomplish both, we define
probabilistic reachable sets over the error dynamics (6b).

Definition 6 (Probabilistic Reachable Sets [8]): A prob-
abilistic reachable set (PRS) of probability level p ∈ [0, 1]
for error dynamics (6b), denoted by Rp, is a set that satisfies

e(0) = 0 ⇒ P(e(k) ∈ Rp) ≥ p, ∀k ≥ 0. (11)
The above definition states that a PRS of probability level

p will contain at any time instance k the accumulating
error e(k) with at least probability p, if the initial error
satisfies e(0) = 0. Multiple approaches exist to obtaining
an explicit form for any given PRS; see [5], [8]. As in [5],
we consider the ellipsoidal explicit representation based on
the multivariate Chebyshev inequality;

Rp = {x ∈ Rn | xTΣ−1
∞ x ≤ p̃}, (12)



where Σ∞ solves the Lyapunov equation AKΣ∞AT
K +

var(Qw) = Σ∞ and p̃ = χ2
n(p) where χ2

n(·) is the
inverse cumulative distribution function of the chi-squared
distribution with n degrees of freedom. Since the variance
of Qw is strictly positive definite and AK is stable, Lyapunov
theory states a strictly positive definite Σ∞ exists [19].

B. Tightening the Chance Constraints

Based on the probabilistic reachable sets Rp, we can
decompose and tighten the chance constraints (9a) on z(k)+
e(k) into a constraint for the error dynamics e(k) and a
constraint for the nominal state z(k), since

P(z(k)+e(k) ∈ X ) ≥ P(z(k) ∈ X⊖Rx∧e(k) ∈ Rx) ≥ px,

if Rx := Rpx (c.f. (12)) and P(z(k) ∈ X ⊖ Rx) = 1. The
result is the deterministic constraint z(k) ∈ X ⊖Rx on the
nominal state. Similarly, we can decompose and tighten the
chance constraint (9b) on v(k)+Ke(k) into a deterministic
constraint on v(k). All in all, the chance constraints can be
replaced by the deterministic constraints

z(k) ∈ Z := X ⊖Rx, Rx = Rpx , (13a)
v(k) ∈ V := U ⊖KRu, Ru = Rpu . (13b)

Note that we can replace PRS KRu with the set RK
u =

{x ∈ Rn | xTKTΣ−1
∞ Kx ≤ p̃u}, with p̃u = χ2

n(pu). We
note that set RK

u satisfies Ke(0) = 0 =⇒ P(Ke(k) ∈
RK

u ) ≥ pu, ∀k ≥ 0 and is therefore a valid alternative to
PRS KRu. Details can be found in [5].

In the sequel, we will compute with (13a) as though
P(z(k) ∈ Z) = pz = 1. However, we would like to
remark that probability pz can be relaxed if Rx = Rpe with
pepz ≥ px. The same holds for the nominal input v(k).

C. Branching Control of the Nominal Dynamics

With tightening ensuring that the error dynamics (6b) and
chance constraints (9) can be converted into deterministic
constraints (13), all that remains is the discrete distribution
present in the nominal dynamics (6a). To handle this, we
consider branching the control strategy for each realization
of the nominal disturbance and ensuring that each control
strategy branch is suitable. To synthesize a control strategy
for each branch, we consider a tube-based MPC framework.

Under the assumption of a finite time horizon N and
a finite set of nominal disturbances given by W :=
{µ1, · · · , µp}, we design a finite tree of pN branches, where
each branch represents a potential control strategy. Each
strategy corresponds to a unique sequence {µi1 , · · · , µiN },
ij ∈ {1, · · · , p}, capturing all nominal disturbance behaviour
of length N . A visualization of the tree is given in Fig. 4.

We denote for any vector or scalar of sequences s(k), the
corresponding predicted value of s(k+i) by si(k). Regarding
the branch superscript, we follow the pattern illustrated in
Fig. 4. To synthesize a control strategy for each branch, we
define the following tube-based MPC problem.

minz̄(k),v̄(k),ξ(k) J(z̄(k), v̄(k)) + ϵξ(k)2 (14a)

Fig. 4. An illustration of the branching approach. Each branch is a potential
control strategy, corresponding to a realization of Qx

w ⊗ · · · ⊗ Qx
w .

s.t. z(j−1)p+d
i+1 (k) = Azji (k) +Bvji (k) + µd, (14b)

zji (k) ∈ Z, vji (k) ∈ V, zlN (k) ∈ Zf , (14c)

z10(k) = (1− ξ(k))x(k) + ξ(k)zc1(k − 1), (14d)
ξ(k) ∈ {0, 1}, ∀i ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1}, (14e)

∀d ∈ {1, . . . , p},∀j ∈ {1, . . . , pi},∀l ∈ {1, . . . , pN},

where z̄(k) := {z10(k), z11(k), · · · , z
pN

N (k)} and v̄(k) :=

{v10(k), v11(k), · · · , v
pN−1

N−1 (k)} are sequences of nominal
states and inputs, as observed in Fig. 4; zc1(k − 1) is the
previously computed nominal state and zc1(−1) = x(0); J is
a linear or quadratic function; and ZF is the terminal set.

The terminal set, with respect to input v(k) = Kz(k),
must satisfy (A+BK)ZF ⊕W ⊆ ZF ⊆ Z and KZF ⊆ V
to ensure recursive feasibility. Should set Z and V be (under-
approximated by) polyhedral sets, a terminal set ZF can be
obtained from [6, Thm. 3.1]. A more general algorithm to
compute the terminal set is given by [20, Alg. 10.4]. The
choice of initial state z10(k) comes from the idea put forward
in [8]. Therein, both the real measurement x(k) and the
previously computed nominal state zc1(k − 1) can become
the current initial state, again to ensure recursive feasibility.

Remark 1: The number of optimization variables in MPC
problem (14) grows exponentially with the number of mix-
ture components and the time horizon. In future work, we opt
to reduce the complexity. To accomplish this, we consider the
work by [21], wherein the growth can be reduced to (poten-
tially) quadratic under the assumption of polyhedral nominal
set constraints. However, only a single control strategy will
be synthesized for all branches, leading to a conservative
control strategy. An alternative second approach considers
the mixed logic dynamical framework described in [22]. This
framework, too, can potentially reduce the complexity at
the cost of solving a mixed integer quadratic programming
problem. A third approach considers scenario MPC, which
fixes the disturbance after a specified time [23], reducing the
number of branches. In addition to the previously mentioned
approaches, we might also consider removing branches,
thereby reducing the probability of P(z(k) +Rx ⊆ X ) and
P(v(k) +KRx ⊆ U). To ensure the satisfaction of (9), the
trade-off implies tighter constraints (13).



V. IMPLEMENTATION & CLOSED-LOOP GUARANTEES

In this section, we determine a recursive model predictive
control synthesis algorithm for the original system via con-
troller refinement and a control strategy synthesized on the
abstract system. Additionally, we establish that the closed-
loop original system will satisfy the chance constraints (3).

We first consider the following theorem regarding the
recursive feasibility of the tube-based MPC problem (14).

Theorem 7 (Recursive Feasibility): The tube-based MPC
problem (14) has a solution for all time k ∈ N, assuming
that a solution exists at time k = 0.

Proof: Considering proof by induction, we assume

z̄(k) = {z10(k), z11(k), · · · z
pN

N (k)},

v̄(k) = {v10(k), v11(k), · · · v
pN−1

N−1 (k)},

is a solution of (14) at time k, and, without loss of generality,
that zc1(k) = zj1(k). We take ξ(k+1) = 1, and z̄(k+1) and
v̄(k + 1) to be defined by the following set of relations.

z10(k + 1) = zj1(k), (15a)

z
(l−1)p+d
i (k + 1) = z

(j−1)pi+(l−1)p+d
i+1 (k), (15b)

z
(l−1)p+d
N (k + 1) = AKzlN−1(k + 1) + µd, i = N, (15c)

v10(k + 1) = vj1(k), (15d)

v
(l−1)p+d
i (k + 1) = v

(j−1)pi+(l−1)p+d
i+1 (k), (15e)

vlN−1(k + 1) = KzlN−1(k + 1), i = N, (15f)

for l ∈ {1, · · · , pi−1}, i ∈ {1, · · · , N − 1} and d ∈
{1, · · · , p}. When considering the tree at time k, prefixes
(15b) and (15e) represent, respectively, the nominal state and
input corresponding to the sub-tree with origin zj1(k).

We note that z̄(k + 1), v̄(k + 1) and ξ(k + 1) satisfy
conditions (14b), (14d) and (14e) trivially at time k + 1.
Similarly, condition (14c) is trivially satisfied for all i ∈
{0, · · · , N − 2}. Regarding i = N − 1 and the terminal
set constraint, satisfaction is a result of the conditions (A+
BK)ZF ⊕ W ⊆ ZF ⊆ Z and KZF ⊆ V , and the obser-
vation that zlN−1(k + 1) ∈ ZF for all l ∈ {1, · · · , pN−1}.
Thus, a solution for MPC problem (14) exists at time k+ 1
if a solution exists at time k. This finishes the proof.

An algorithm displaying the control implementation on the
original system is given below. Herein, it is explained how
to recursively control the original system (1) via controller
refinement and control synthesis on the abstract system (6).

Algorithm 1 Implementation Algorithm
1: Given: Dynamics (1), x(0), X , U , px, pu, J(·), and ϵ
2: Construct Rx and Ru and compute Z , V and ZF

3: for each time instance k ∈ N do
4: Solve (14) to obtain z10(k) and v10(k)
5: Compute e(k) from (6b) and u(k) from (7)
6: Obtain x(k + 1) and compute w(k) from (1)
7: Draw µj = wx from (10) and set zc1(k) = zj1(k)
8: end for

The following proposition establishes satisfaction of the
chance constraints (9) for the closed-loop abstract system.

Proposition 8 (PRS for closed-loop error): Let R be a
convex symmetric set. For system (6) under the control input
v(k) = v10(k) resulting from Alg. 1, we have that

P(e0(k) ∈ R) ≥ P(ek(0) ∈ R), ∀k ≥ 0. (16)

The proof of Prop. 8 can be found in [8, Thm. 3]. Though [8]
does not consider a branching control strategy, the result of
[8, Thm. 3] remains valid within the current framework as its
proof remains accurate regardless of which control strategy
branch is implemented at each time instance. This is because
the proof regards only the error dynamics, which remain
consistent with [8] within this paper. The proposition implies
that P(e(k) ∈ Rx) ≥ px and P(Ke(k) ∈ Ru) ≥ pu, ∀k ∈ N.
Hence, the abstract system under the control input v(k) =
v10(k) resulting from Alg. 1 satisfies chance constraints (9).
Consequently, we have the following corollary, the proof of
which follows from Prop. 5.

Corollary 9: System (1) under the control law resulting
from Alg. 1 will satisfy the chance constraints (3).

VI. CASE STUDY

To illustrate that our control synthesis algorithm allows
for the satisfaction of the chance constraints, we consider
a vehicle control case study in which the vehicle must
maintain its position on an ill-maintained road. The vehicle’s
position on the road is defined by a one-dimensional dis-
turbed integrator dynamical system given by x(k + 1) =
x(k) + u(k) + w(k) where w(k) ∼ NN (µ,π,Σ) represents
the vehicle’s deviation as a result of the road’s condition.
We assume that µ = {−1.5, 0, 1.5}, π = {0.2, 0, 3, 0.5}
and Σ = 0.25. The road is split into an inner and outer
part, each of which the vehicle must remain within with a
certain probability. The inner road is defined by a convex set
XInn = {x | −2 ≤ x ≤ 2} and the target lower bound
pInn = 0.6. The outer road is defined by a convex set
XOut = {x | −3 ≤ x ≤ 3} and the target lower bound
pOut = 0.99. Additionally, the velocity of the vehicle is also
restricted. This restriction is represented on the input space
via the convex set U = {u | −2 ≤ u ≤ 2} and the target
lower bound pu = 0.65.

Fig. 5. A line graph showing a few trajectories of the vehicle. Each
trajectory corresponds to different realizations of the Gaussian mixture.



Fig. 6. A bar graph of the percentage of constraint violations after 1000
simulations. The lines indicate the upper bounds of the road and velocity
violations in accordance with the target lower bounds.

We consider a total horizon of 10 steps and an MPC
horizon of 5 steps. After simulating 1000 control strategies
for differing realizations of the Gaussian mixture disturb-
ance, we obtain the above graphs regarding the vehicle’s
behaviour and the number of constraint violations. As can
be extrapolated from the graphs, the vehicle satisfies the
inner road, outer road and velocity constraints with at least
probability equal to the target lower bounds. Moreover, it can
be inferred that the control strategies are conservative as all
chance constraints are easily met. Based on the data, the inner
road chance constraint would be satisfied with probability
0.86, the outer road with probability 0.99 and the velocity
with probability 0.89.

VII. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, we addressed the control synthesis problem
for linear systems subject to additive Gaussian mixture dis-
turbances to satisfy chance constraints while preserving key
properties such as recursive feasibility and closed-loop guar-
antees. This was achieved by formulating an abstract system,
redefining the stochastic control problem onto the abstract
system, and reformulating the redefined stochastic control
problem into a tube-based MPC framework. A branching
control strategy was employed to solve the resulting MPC
problem. Our main contribution is the extension of the SMPC
methods towards Gaussian mixtures. While our method does
contain conservativeness, we want to emphasise that this
is partially inhered from the MPC reformulation of the
redefined stochastic control problem. Future research may
enhance the framework by considering or developing more
computationally efficient methods to solve the MPC problem.
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