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Adaptive Economic Model Predictive Control:
Performance Guarantees for Nonlinear Systems
Maximilian Degner1,2, Raffaele Soloperto1, Melanie N. Zeilinger2, John Lygeros1, Johannes Köhler2

Abstract—We consider the problem of optimizing the economic
performance of nonlinear constrained systems subject to uncer-
tain time-varying parameters and bounded disturbances. In par-
ticular, we propose an adaptive economic model predictive control
(MPC) framework that: (i) directly minimizes transient economic
costs, (ii) addresses parametric uncertainty through online model
adaptation, (iii) determines optimal setpoints online, and (iv)
ensures robustness by using a tube-based approach. The proposed
design ensures recursive feasibility, robust constraint satisfaction,
and a transient performance bound. In case the disturbances have
a finite energy and the parameter variations have a finite path
length, the asymptotic average performance is (approximately)
not worse than the performance obtained when operating at the
best reachable steady-state. We highlight performance benefits in
a numerical example involving a chemical reactor with unknown
time-invariant and time-varying parameters.

Index Terms—NL predictive control, economic MPC, robust
adaptive control, optimal control, constrained control

I. INTRODUCTION

Model Predictive Control (MPC) is an optimization-based
control technique that can ensure constraint satisfaction for
general nonlinear systems [1]. The performance of MPC
schemes relies on the accuracy of the model, which is typically
identified offline [2]. However, the system dynamics often
change during online operation. Thus, online model adaptation
is required to ensure consistent performance [3], [4].

n addition, the performance of a plant is usually character-
ized by some economic cost, such as the yield of chemical
plants [5]–[7] or the energy cost in building temperature con-
trol [8], and power grids [9]. However, most MPC implemen-
tations consider this economic cost indirectly by stabilizing an
optimal setpoint. In this work, we address both limitations by
minimizing the transient economic cost directly and adapting
the prediction model online.

Related Work

Adaptive MPC schemes deal with online changes in the
system dynamics by adapting the model parameters during
closed-loop operation. While empirical results demonstrating
performance enhancement through adaptive MPC are well
documented [3], [10]–[12], theoretical developments have
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Fig. 1. We minimize the economic cost and adapt the prediction model
during online operation. Utilizing existing robust MPC designs guarantees
constraint satisfaction and thanks to artificial references, optimize setpoints
online, leverging the adapted model.

been lacking until recently [13]. Robust adaptive MPC ap-
proaches for linear and nonlinear uncertain systems are pro-
posed in [14], [15] and [16]–[21], respectively. These ap-
proaches ensure robust constraint satisfaction while leveraging
online adaptation of the model uncertainty to reduce the con-
servatism. In [22] the optimized cost leveraged a separate pre-
diction with an online learned model to enhance performance.
By adapting such a model with a least-mean square parameter
estimator, adaptive MPC schemes have shown L2 stability of
the closed-loop system despite parametric uncertainty [14],
[15], [18]. However, all these approaches rely on a on a cost
that is positive definite compared to fixed equilibrium. Hence,
these approaches cannot directly optimize economic costs
or consider online changes in the optimal setpoint. In [23]
and [24, Chap. 3], also economic cost functions have been
investigated in an adaptive MPC scheme. However, worst-case
costs are optimized and no guarantees regarding closed-loop
performance are established.

Economic MPC formulations directly minimize the pre-
dicted economic cost, thereby enhancing the overall perfor-
mance [5]–[7]. In the nominal case, i.e., perfect model knowl-
edge and no disturbances, economic MPC theory ensures
that the asymptotic average performance of the closed-loop
system is not worse than the performance of operating at the
optimal steady-state [25], [26]. In case the optimal steady-state
is subject to online changes, artificial references can be in-
cluded in the economic MPC formulation to optimize setpoints
online [27]–[32]. In particular, such approaches can ensure
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that the asymptotic average performance is (approximately)
not worse than the performance at the best reachable steady-
state [28]–[30]. Although these economic MPC schemes yield
strong performance guarantees, the results rely on a perfect
prediction model and are thus not applicable to uncertain
systems. In case of model mismatch, robust economic MPC
schemes address this issue by optimizing for the worst-case
cost [33]. While this provides robust bounds on the closed-
loop performance, it can also lead conservative operation.

Recently, we proposed an adaptive economic MPC scheme
that uses least-mean squares parameter adaptation and provides
strong asymptotic and transient performance guarantees [34].
However, the approach is limited to open-loop stable linear
systems, soft state constraints, and a assumes that the optimal
steady-state is independent of the unknown model parameters.

Contribution

In this paper, we propose a robust adaptive economic
MPC scheme that provides suitable bounds on the closed-loop
cost. We consider nonlinear systems that are subject to state
and input constraints, time-varying uncertain parameters, and
bounded disturbances. We have the following main contribu-
tions:

• We derive a transient performance guarantee relative
to the optimized steady-state of the certainty-equivalent
prediction model (Theorem 1).

• In case of finite-energy disturbances and finite parameter
variations, we show that the asymptotic average closed-
loop cost is (approximately) not worse than the cost at
the optimal achievable steady-state (Corollaries 1 and 2).

• We show how to design an economic terminal cost that
can deal with online changing model parameters and
setpoints and does not rely on a sufficiently small terminal
set (Proposition 2).

Figure 1 depicts the main components of the adaptive eco-
nomic MPC formulation: The model parameters are adapted
online using least-mean square parameter adaptation. The
MPC directly minimizes the predicted economic cost using
a certainty-equivalent prediction with the online parameter
estimates. As the optimal steady-state is unknown a priori, the
terminal cost and set are formulated using online optimized
artificial references. We utilize a tube-based MPC scheme to
guarantee constraint satisfaction for all admissible disturbances
and parameters. Based on simulations of a chemical reactor,
we demonstrate the performance benefits of the proposed
adaptive economic MPC scheme.

Outline: In Section II, we describe the control problem
and discuss preliminaries. In Section III, we present the pro-
posed adaptive economic MPC approach, while the theoretical
analysis and discussion can be found in Section IV. We illus-
trate the performance benefits of the proposed approach with
a numerical example in Section V and conclude in Section VI.
Appendices A and B contain the proofs of our main results and
of auxiliary results, respectively. In Appendix C, we provide
details details regarding the offline design.

Notation

For any a, b ∈ R, we denote I[a,b] = {n ∈ N|a ≤ n ≤ b},
where N signifies the non-negative integers. A positive
semidefinite matrix R is denoted by R ⪰ 0 and a positive
definite matrix Q is denoted by Q ≻ 0. We denote the 1-
norm and 2-norm of a vector x ∈ Rn by ∥x∥1 and ∥x∥,
respectively. For a matrix Q ≻ 0, we denote the weighted
norm by ∥x∥2Q = x⊤Qx. A sequence wk ∈ Rn, k ∈ I[0,T ]

is denoted by w[0,T ], and its L2-norm by |w[0,T ]|2L2
:=∑T

k=0 ∥wk∥2. The spectral norm of a matrix A ∈ Rn×m

is given by ∥A∥ =
√

λmax(A⊤A), where λmax denoted
the maximal eigenvalue. The identity matrix of size n × n
is signified by In. The i-th element of a vector x ∈ Rn

is represented by [x]i. A function α is of class K∞, if
α : R≥0 → R≥0, α(0) = 0, lims→∞ α(s) = ∞, and α is
strictly increasing and continuous.

II. PROBLEM SETUP AND PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we first discuss the problem setup (Sec-
tion II-A). Then, we introduce preliminaries regarding robust
MPC (Section II-B) and least-mean square parameter adapta-
tion (Section II-C). Lastly, we introduce regularity conditions
on the system (Section II-D).

A. Problem Setup

The system dynamics are given by

xk+1 = f0(xk, uk) +G(xk, uk)θk + E(xk, uk)dk,

=: fw(xk, uk, θk, dk)
(1)

where the states, control inputs, disturbances, the parameters,
and the time are denoted by xk ∈ Rnx , uk ∈ Rnu , dk ∈ Rnd ,
θk ∈ Rnθ , and k ∈ N, respectively. The dynamics fw are as-
sumed to be continuous, while the time-varying parameters θk
is assumed to be unknown. We denote the nominal dynamics,
i.e., neglecting disturbances d, by

f(x, u, θ) := f0(x, u) +G(x, u)θ. (2)

Assumption 1 (Bounded disturbances and parameters). The
disturbances and parameters are contained in known sets
D, Θ, i.e., dk ∈ D and θk ∈ Θ for all k ∈ N. Furthermore,
D is compact and includes the origin, and Θ is compact and
convex.

The goal is to minimize the economic cost ℓ :
Rnx × Rnu → R of the closed-loop system while satisfying
compact state and input constraints

(xk, uk) ∈ Z, ∀k ∈ N. (3)

The proposed approach addresses this problem by incorpo-
rating online parameter adaptation and a robust design in
the economic MPC formulation. Thus, in the following, we
introduce preliminaries regarding robust MPC and parameter
adaptation.
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B. Robust MPC framework

In the following, we introduce a general robust MPC
formulation, analogous to [18]. This formulation will also be
employed in Section III to design the proposed MPC approach.

The considered robust MPC formulation predicts the evo-
lution of a nominal trajectory (zj|k, vj|k) using the nominal
model (2) with some nominal parameters θ̄ ∈ Θ. Here, zj|k
denotes the prediction of z for time k+ j computed at time k.
In addition, the MPC predicts a tube X that incorporates all
possible trajectories resulting from the parametric uncertainty
and disturbances affecting the system, i.e., x ∈ X ∀d ∈
D, θ ∈ Θ. Furthermore, we make use of an auxiliary feedback
u = κ(x, z, v) that drives the state x to the nominal prediction
z, and therefore reduces the size of the predicted tube. Without
loss of generality, we consider κ(z, z, v) = v, ∀(z, v) ∈ Z.
Formally, the tube X is propagated is propagated a general
mapping Xk+1 ⊇ Φ(Xk, zk, vk) that satisfies the following
assumption.

Assumption 2 (Tube propagation). For any X ⊆ Rnx , any
x, z ∈ X, any (x, κ(x, z, v)) ∈ Z, (z, v) ∈ Z, any θ ∈ Θ, and
any d ∈ D, the tube propagation mapping Φ satisfies

fw(x, κ(x, z, v), θ, d) ∈ Φ(X, z, v). (4)

Property (4) enables efficient implementations by sequen-
tially propagating a set containing all possible state trajecto-
ries, see also Figure 2 for an illustration.

Remark 1 (Tube designs). The simplest design is a linear
feedback κ(x, z, v) = K(x−z)+v with a rigid tube centered
around the nominal prediction z, i.e., Xj|k = {zj|k} ⊕E. For
example, E ∋ 0 can be a robust positive invariant ellipsoidal
or polytopic set. In the considered setup, the model mismatch
depends on the state and input, and hence, homothetic tubes,
e.g., of the form Xj|k = {zj|k}⊕sj|kE, sj|k ≥ 0, are typically
deployed [16]–[18], [20]. In Appendix C, we make use of
ideas from [20], [35] to design a nonlinear tube formulation
that satisfies Assumption 2.

Given Assumption 2, we can formulate a general robust
MPC problem as follows:

min
z·|k, v·|k,

vs
k,X·|k

cost (5a)

s.t. zj+1|k = f(zj|k, vj|k, θ̄), (5b)
Xj+1|k ⊇ Φ(Xj|k, zj|k, vj|k), (5c)
{(x, κ(x, zj|k, vj|k)) : x ∈ Xj|k} ⊆ Z, (5d)
z0|k, xk ∈ X0|k, (5e)
XN |k ⊇ Φ(XN |k, zN |k, v

s
k), (5f)

{(x, κ(x, zN |k, v
s
k)) : x ∈ XN |k} ⊆ Z, (5g)

zN |k = f(zN |k, v
s
k, θ̄), (5h)

∀j ∈ I[0,N−1].

We minimize some suitable cost function (5a), while prop-
agating the nominal system dynamics (5b), propagating the
tube (5c), and ensuring robust constraint satisfaction (5d).
The set Xj|k can be finitely parameterized (e.g., ellipsoid or
polytope). The constraint (5e) ensures that the initial tube X0|k

Xk
Φ(Xk, zk, vk)

zk+1zk

Fig. 2. For each x ∈ Xk , we can predict future states for different disturbances
d ∈ D and parameters θ ∈ Θ. All of these predictions are contained in the
robust one-step reachable set Φ(Xk, zk, vk).

contains the measured state xk and the optimized nominal
initial state z0|k. The nominal trajectory is constrained to end
at a steady-state with some input vsk (5h). The constraint (5f)
ensures that the terminal set XN |k is robust positive invariant
and (5g) ensures that it also satisfies the constraints.

We denote the solution of Problem (5) by z∗j|k, v∗j|k, and
X∗

·|k.

Lemma 1 (Robust MPC properties [18, Theorem 1]). Let
Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. If Problem (5) is feasible at time
k = 0, then it is recursively feasible and the closed-loop
system xk+1 = fw(xk, uk, θk, dk) with uk = κ(xk, z

∗
0|k, v

∗
0|k)

satisfies the constraints (3).

C. Least-Mean Squares Parameter Estimation

In the following, we recall the projected least-mean squares
(LMS) estimator from [14]. This parameter estimation method
iteratively computes an estimate θ̂k ∈ Θ starting from the
initial estimate θ̂0 ∈ Θ. The estimate θ̂k will be used in our
proposed adaptive economic MPC formulation.

To shorten the notation, we define wk := E(xk, uk)dk and
∆θk := θk+1−θk. We define the one-step prediction x̂1|k and
the corresponding prediction error x̃1|k as

x̂1|k := f0(xk, uk) +G(xk, uk) · θ̂k, (6a)

x̃1|k := G(xk, uk) · (θk − θ̂k). (6b)

Note that the one-step prediction error satisfies x̃1|k + wk =
xk+1 − x̂1|k.

The update equations of the projected LMS estimator are

θ̃k+1 = θ̂k + µG(xk, uk)
⊤ ·
(
xk+1 − x̂1|k

)
, (7a)

θ̂k+1 = argmin
θ∈Θ

∥θ − θ̃k+1∥, (7b)

where µ > 0 is the parameter update gain and satisfies

1

µ
≥ max

(x,u)∈Z
∥G(x, u)∥2. (8)

Equation (7a) corresponds to a gradient step on the instanta-
neous squared prediction error, while (7b) projects the inter-
mediate result onto the convex set Θ to guarantee θ̂k+1 ∈ Θ.
Since G is continuous and Z compact (cf. Section II-A), the
maximum in (8) is bounded.
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Proposition 1 (LMS bounds). Let Assumption 1 hold. If
(xk, uk) ∈ Z, ∀k ∈ N, then, for all T ∈ N, it holds that

T∑
k=0

∥x̃1|k∥2 ≤ 1

µ
∥θ̂0 − θ0∥2 +

T∑
k=0

[
∥wk∥2 +

2cθ
µ

∥∆θk∥
]
,

(9)

where cθ := maxθ1,θ2∈Θ ∥θ1 − θ2∥. Furthermore, the differ-
ence between successive parameter estimates satisfies

1
√
µ
∥θ̂k+1 − θ̂k∥ ≤ ∥x̃1|k + wk∥. (10)

Proof. The proof follows the steps in [14, Lemma 5] and is
provided in Appendix A.

D. Regularity Conditions

We impose mild regularity conditions on the system dy-
namics, the cost, and the auxiliary feedback law. To leverage
convex design principles even when dealing with non-convex
constraints, we define the convex and compact sets Zx and Zu

such that

(x, v) ∈ Z ⇒ x ∈ Zx, v ∈ Zu. (11)

In case Z is convex, these two sets can simply be the projection
of Z on the state and input space.

Assumption 3 (Regularity). The dynamics fw, the cost ℓ, and
the stabilizing feedback κ are Lipschitz continuous, i.e., there
exist constants Ldyn, Lℓ, Lκ ≥ 0, such that the inequalities

∥fw(x, u, θ, d)− fw(x
′, u′, θ′, d′)∥

≤ Ldyn(∥x− x′∥+ ∥u− u′∥+ ∥θ − θ′∥+ ∥d− d′∥),
(12a)

∥ℓ(x, u)− ℓ(x′, u′)∥ ≤ Lℓ(∥x− x′∥+ ∥u− u′∥), (12b)

∥κ(x, z, v)− κ(x′, z′, v′)∥
≤ Lκ (∥x− x′∥+ ∥z − z′∥+ ∥v − v′∥) ,

(12c)

hold for all (x, u), (x′, u′), (z, v), (z′, v′) ∈ Zx × Zu, and all
(θ, d), (θ′, d′) ∈ Θ× D.

Furthermore, we impose a regularity condition on the equi-
librium manifold of system (2).

Assumption 4 (Steady-state manifold). There exists a function
h : Zu × Θ → Rnx such that for any θ ∈ Θ, v ∈ Zu, the
states x = h(v, θ), z = h(v, θ̄) satisfy

f(x, κ(x, zs, v), θ) = x, f(zs, v, θ̄) = zs.

Furthermore, h is Lipschitz continuous, i.e., there exists a
constant Lh ≥ 0, such that

∥h(v, θ)− h(v′, θ′)∥ ≤ Lh(∥v − v′∥+ ∥θ − θ′∥), (13)

holds for any v, v′ ∈ Zu, θ, θ′ ∈ Θ.

Note that the true parameters θk is not known, and As-
sumption 4 ensures that, for each parameter, at least one
equilibrium exists. Such mapping h exists naturally due to
the implicit function theorem if the feedback κ ensures expo-
nential stability, see [36, Remark 1].

III. PROPOSED MPC DESIGN

In this section, we present our proposed adaptive economic
MPC scheme. First, we discuss the elements of the MPC
formulation (Section III-A) and then show how to design the
terminal cost (Section III-B).

A. MPC Design

Our proposed robust adaptive economic MPC approach
consists of three elements:

• We use the parameter estimate θ̂k from the projected
LMS (7) to obtain a certainty-equivalent prediction of the
system’s behavior x̂·|k. The MPC minimizes the finite-
horizon economic cost of this trajectory, consisting of
the economic costs ℓ and the terminal cost ℓf .

• We separately minimize the economic cost at an artificial
equilibrium (x̂s

k, û
s
k) with some weighting β ≥ 0.

• To capture the effects of the parametric uncertainty and
disturbances, we employ the robust MPC formulation
from Section II-B.

The robust adaptive economic MPC problem is given by

min
x̂·|k, z·|k,

v·|k, v
s
k,

X·|k

N−1∑
j=0

ℓ(x̂j|k, ûj|k) + ℓf(x̂N |k, x̂
s
k, v

s
k, θ̂k)

+ β ℓ(x̂s
k, û

s
k) (14a)

s.t. (5b)–(5g),

x̂j+1|k = f(x̂j|k, ûj|k, θ̂k), (14b)
ûj|k = κ(x̂j|k, zj|k, vj|k), (14c)
x̂0|k = xk, (14d)

x̂s
k = f(x̂s

k, û
s
k, θ̂k), ûs

k = κ(x̂s
k, zN |k, v

s
k), (14e)

ℓ(x̂s
k, û

s
k) ≤ λk, (14f)

∀j ∈ I[0,N−1].

The solution of (14) is denoted by
x̂∗
·|k,X

∗
·|k, z

∗
·|k, v

∗
·|k, v

s∗
k , x̂s∗

k , ûs∗
k , and the corresponding

value of the cost function (14a) by J ∗
N (xk, θ̂k, λk). The

closed-loop system is obtained by applying the control input

uk = κ(xk, z
∗
0|k, v

∗
0|k) (15)

to the system (1).
Similar to the robust MPC formulation (5), we predict a

nominal trajectory (5d) with the nominal parameters θ̄ and
a prediction tube (5b) that satisfies the constraints for all
parameters and disturbances (5c). In contrast to the robust
MPC scheme (5), minimize a certainty-equivalent economic
cost. The corresponding trajectory x̂j|k is the prediction of
the state evolution for parameters θ̂k without disturbances.
Furthermore, we account for the estimated parameters by
also minimizing the cost at the artificial reference (x̂s

k, û
s
k)

and for the long-term costs with a terminal cost ℓf . The
terminal cost ℓf should capture the infinite-horizon cost of
applying the feedback ûj|k = κ(x̂j|k, zN |k, v

s
k), j ∈ I≥N

after the prediction horizon. The constant β > 0 in the cost
function (14a) weighs the artificial reference cost relative to
the stage and terminal cost.
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The function h from Assumption 4 provides a mapping
from the parameter estimate θ̂k and the previous steady-input
vs∗k−1 to a candidate steady-state x̂s

k = h(vs∗k−1, θ̂k) with the
corresponding input ûs

k = κ(x̂s
k, z

∗
N |k−1, v

s∗
k−1). We use this

to update the value of λk at each time step k ∈ N according
to

λk := ℓ(h(vs∗k−1, θ̂k), û
s). (16)

In combination with (14f), this ensures that the cost at the ar-
tificial steady-state is not increased compared to the candidate
solution.

B. Offline Design

In this section, we show how to design the terminal cost
and then summarize the offline and online computations of the
proposed MPC formulation. In contrast to standard economic
MPC designs, we do not enforce a terminal set constraint
that ensures that the prediction x̂N |k is in a small neigh-
borhood of the steady-state x̂s

k [26, Assumption 6]. Instead,
we design a terminal cost that is valid on the full constraint
set. We further denote κs(v, θ) := κ(h(v, θ), h(v, θ̄), v) and
ℓs(v, θ) := ℓ(h(v, θ), κs(v, θ)) to simplify the notation.

Assumption 5 (Terminal cost). There exists a uniform con-
stant Lf ≥ 0 such that for any x, x̃, xs, x̃s ∈ Zx, v, ṽ ∈ Zu,
and any θ, θ̃ ∈ Θ, it holds that

ℓf(f(x, κ(x, z
s, v), θ), x̂s, v, θ)− ℓf(x, x̂s, v, θ)

≤ −ℓ(x, κ(x, zs, v)) + ℓs(v, θ),
(17a)

∥ℓf(x, xs, v, θ)− ℓf(x̃, x̃
s, ṽ, θ̃)∥

≤ Lf

(
∥x− x̃∥+ ∥xs − x̃s∥+ ∥v − ṽ∥+ ∥θ − θ̃∥

)
,

(17b)

with zs = h(v, θ̄) and x̂s = h(v, θ).

Inequality (17a) corresponds to the standard inequality
posed on terminal costs in economic MPC (cf. [26, Assump-
tion 6]), but needs to be valid for all parameters θ ∈ Θ
and setpoints xs to uncertain parameters. Furthermore, ℓf is
Lipschitz-continuous (17b).

Constructing ℓf : Next, we we show how to construct a
terminal cost ℓf that satisfies Assumption 5. In particular, we
use a linear-quadratic terminal cost

ℓf(x, x̂
s, vs, θ) := ∥x− x̂s∥2Pf

+ p(θ, x̂s, vs)⊤(x− x̂s), (18)

with Pf ≻ 0. The matrix Pf is computed offline, whereas the
linear term p(θ, x̂s, vs) has an analytical formula and can be
included in Problem (14).

In order to compute Pf and p such that ℓf satisfies Assump-
tion 5, we introduce four quantities: First, we define the shifted
cost as

ℓ̄(x, vs, θ) := ℓ(x, κ(x, h(vs, θ̄), vs))− ℓs(vs, θ). (19)

Second, the Jacobian of the closed-loop system fκ(x, v, θ) :=
f(x, κ(x, h(v, θ̄), v), θ) is given by

AK(x, v, θ) :=
∂fκ
∂x

∣∣∣∣
(x,v,θ)

(20)

Third, based on the shifted cost ℓ̄ and the Jacobian AK , we
can define the vector p as

p(θ, x̂s, vs) :=
[
(Inx −AK(x̂s, vs, θ))

−1
]⊤

· ∂ℓ̄

∂x

∣∣∣∣⊤
(x̂s,vs,θ)

.

(21)

Fourth, we use H ≥ 0 to denote an upper bound on the max-
imum eigenvalue of the Hessian of the closed-loop dynamics
∂2[fκ]i
∂x2 , i.e.,

H := max
x∈Zx, vs∈Zu,
θ∈Θ, i∈I[1,nx]

{
λmax

(
∂2[fκ]i
∂x2

∣∣∣∣
(x,vs,θ)

)
; 0

}
. (22)

The following proposition computes a matrix Pf such that the
terminal cost (18) satisfies Assumption 5.

Proposition 2 (Terminal cost). Let Assumptions 1, 3, and 4
hold and suppose that the dynamics fw, the stage cost ℓ, and
the feedback κ are twice continuously differentiable. Consider
any Q ⪰ 0 and α ≥ 0 satisfying

Q ⪰ ∂2ℓ̄

∂x2

∣∣∣∣
(x,vs,θ)

+ αInx
, ∀x ∈ Zx, v

s ∈ Zu, θ ∈ Θ,

(23a)

α ≥
√
nx · H

2
· max
x̂s,vs∈Zx,θ∈Θ

∥p(θ, x̂s, vs)∥, (23b)

and Pf ≻ 0 satisfying

AK(x, vs, θ)⊤PfAK(x, vs, θ)− Pf ⪯ −Q,

∀x ∈ Zx, vs ∈ Zu, θ ∈ Θ. (23c)

Then, the terminal cost (18) satisfies Assumption 5.

Proof. The proof is provided in Appendix A.

Compared to the standard design procedure for the eco-
nomic terminal cost ℓf from [26], we provide a terminal cost
that depends on θ and x̂s. More importantly, we guarantee
that ℓf satisfies (17) for all x ∈ Zx, not just in a small enough
terminal set. To obtain the terminal cost, the constant α needs
to be computed to obtain the matrix Q. Thereby, we compute a
global upper bound on the Hessian of the shifted cost. Solving
the linear matrix inequality (23c) yields the matrix Pf . The
vector p must be evaluated online.

Remark 2 (State-dependent matrices Pf(x)). Proposition 2
considers a constant matrix Pf for simplicity of exposition.
We conjecture that a state-dependent matrix Pf(x) can also
be used, similar to [37, Lemma 1], [32, Corollary 2].

A summary of the offline design and the online operation
is provided by Algorithm 1.

IV. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS

First, we present our main result, a general transient per-
formance bound (Section IV-A). Subsequently, we consider
disturbances with finite energy and parameter variations with
finite path length to derive intuitive bounds on the asymptotic
average performance (Section IV-B), including a suboptimality
bound (Section IV-C). Lastly, we relate the obtained results to
the state-of-the art (Section IV-D).
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Algorithm 1 Robust Adaptive Economic MPC
Compute µ according to (8).
Choose a tube scheme (i.e., Φ and X·|k) and corresponding
auxiliary feedback κ in agreement with Assumption 2.
Compute terminal cost ℓf (e.g., Proposition 2).
Set λ0 = ∞.
for k ∈ N do

Measure the state xk.
Update θ̂k ∈ Θ using the LMS estimator (7).
Update λk using (16).
Solve the optimization problem (14).
Apply the control input (15).

end for

A. Transient Performance

We are now ready to state the main result, the transient
performance guarantee for the closed-loop system.

Theorem 1 (Transient performance bound). Let Assump-
tions 1–5 hold and suppose that Problem (14) is feasible at
time k = 0. Then, Problem (14) is recursively feasible and
the constraints (3) are robustly satisfied for the closed-loop
system resulting from Algorithm 1. Furthermore, there exist
uniform constants CJ , CA, Ls ≥ 0 such that, for all T ∈ N,
the closed-loop cost satisfies

T−1∑
k=0

[ℓ(xk, uk)− ℓ(x̂s∗
k , ûs∗

k )]

≤ (CA +
√
µβLs) ·

(
2
√
T |w[0,T−1]|L2

+

√
T

µ
∥θ̂0 − θ0∥

+

√
2Tcθ
µ

T−1∑
k=0

√
∥∆θk∥

)
+ CJ . (24)

Proof. The proof is provided in Appendix A.

Theorem 1 relates the transient performance of the closed-
loop system from Algorithm 1 to the performance at the
artificial steady-state (x̂s

k, u
s
k). The performance bound scales

linearly with the L2-norm of the realized disturbances
|w[0,T−1]|L2

, linearly with the initial parameter estimation
error ∥θ̂0 − θ0∥, and with the variation of the true parame-
ters ∆θk. Assumption 1 implies that |w[0,T−1]|L2

≤ ŵ
√
T

with ŵ = maxd∈D,(x,u)∈Z ∥E(x, u)d∥. Thus, the asymptotic
average performance scales linearly with ŵ.

B. Asymptotic Average Performance

In the following, we derive a more intuitive asymptotic
performance bound for the special case of finite-energy distur-
bances wk and finite path length variations of the parameters
θk.

Assumption 6 (Finite-energy disturbances, finite parameter
path length). There exist constants Sw, Sθ < ∞ such that

lim
T→∞

|w[0,T ]|2L2
= lim

T→∞

T∑
k=0

∥wk∥2 ≤ Sw, (25a)

lim
T→∞

T∑
k=0

∥θk+1 − θk∥ ≤ Sθ. (25b)

This assumption implies that the averaged prediction error
tends to zero.

Lemma 2 (Asymptotic average of one-step prediction error).
Let Assumptions 1 and 6 hold and let (xk, uk) ∈ Z for all
k ∈ N. Then, the asymptotic average prediction error is zero,
i.e.,

lim
T→∞

T−1∑
k=0

∥x̃1|k∥+ ∥wk∥
T

= 0. (26)

Proof. The proof is provided in Appendix B.

Using Lemma 2, we can bound the asymptotic average
performance of the closed-loop system.

Corollary 1 (Asymptotic average performance). Suppose the
conditions in Theorem 1 are fulfilled and also Assumption 6
holds. Then, the closed-loop performance satisfies

lim sup
T→∞

T−1∑
k=0

ℓ(x̂k, ûk)

T
≤ λ∞, (27)

where λ∞ := lim
k→∞

λk = lim
k→∞

ℓ(x̂s∗
k , ûs∗

k ).

Proof. The proof is provided in Appendix A.

This corollary shows that, on average, the closed-loop per-
formance is not worse than the performance at the optimized
steady-state x̂s∗.

C. Suboptimality Guarantee

In the following, we strengthen Corollary 1 to provide
guarantees with respect to the best achievable equilibrium. The
optimal achievable equilibrium cost ℓ is defined as

ℓ(x, θ, λ) := min
v∈Vs(x,θ,λ)

ℓs(v, θ),

Vs(x, θ, λ) = {vs : vs feasible in (14)

with xk = x, θ̂k = θ, λk = λ}.

(28)

Condition (28) yields the smallest cost that the artificial
setpoint (x̂s, vs) can attain for any feasible solution of Prob-
lem (14). In [28], it was shown that we can approximately
achieve this level of performance by increasing the weighting
β of the artificial setpoint term in (14a). The following corol-
lary extends this result to the considered adaptive economic
MPC formulation.

Corollary 2 (Approximate optimality). Suppose the condi-
tions in Corollary 1 are fulfilled. Then, there exists a function
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β(ε) : R≥0 → R≥0, such that for any ε > 0, choosing
β ≥ β(ε) ensures

lim sup
T→∞

T−1∑
k=0

ℓ(xk, uk)

T
≤ lim

k→∞
ℓ(x̂s

k, v
s
k)

≤ lim
k→∞

ℓ(xk, θ̂k) + ε.

(29)

Proof. The proof is provided in Appendix A.

Corollary 2 guarantees that the average performance of
the closed-loop system to be at least ε-close to the best
achievable equilibrium cost. By choosing β sufficiently large,
the guaranteed asymptotic average performance is arbitrarily
close to the best achievable steady-state performance.

D. Discussion

In the following, we discuss the derived performance bounds
and relate our results to the state-of-the-art for economic and
adaptive MPC formulations.

a) Performance bounds: Theorem 1 provides a general
transient bound on the closed-loop performance when applying
the proposed adaptive economic MPC scheme to uncertain
nonlinear systems. In particular, it bounds the suboptimality
of the closed-loop operation relative to operating the system at
the optimized setpoint x̂s∗. This bound depends on the initial
error in the parameter estimate, the energy of the disturbances,
and the variation of the unknown parameters. If we consider
long-term operation T → ∞ and bounded variations in the
unknown parameters, then the bound on the average scales lin-

early with limT→∞
|w[0,T−1]|L2√

T
≤ maxk∈I[0,T ]

∥wk∥. Thus,

the asymptotic average closed-loop cost is smaller or equal to
the cost at the optimized steady-state if the disturbances decay,
independent of the initial error in the parameter estimate. This
is formalized in Corollaries 1-2, ensuring that the average
cost is at least ε-close to the best achievable setpoint if
we use a large penalty β and the disturbance energy and
parameter variations are finite (Assumption 1). Notably, in
general the closed loop system may also outperform operation
at the (unknown) optimal steady-state, see also the numerical
example in Section V. According to (24), a large penalty β
may also increase the impact of disturbances and parameter
variations and hence, a trade-off should be considered when
choosing β in practical applications.

b) Adaptive MPC: Adaptive MPC schemes using LMS
adaptation are investigated in [14], [15], [18]. These formula-
tions all address the problem of stabilizing a fixed steady-state
and ensure finite-gain L2-stability, i.e., a linear bound between
the tracking error and the disturbance energy. Notably, all of
these designs assume that some optimal setpoint satisfies the
dynamics for all possible parameters θ ∈ Θ. This can be very
restrictive. The proposed design removes this limitation by
using artificial references and a generalized terminal constraint
in the design.

c) Online optimized setpoints in Economic MPC: The
proposed approach optimizes an artificial reference to de-
termine the optimal operating regime online, while also ac-
counting for the updated model parameters. Existing results

for economic MPC with artificial references can be found
in [28]–[30], [32]. These results all study the nominal case,
i.e., there are no disturbances and the parameters θ are
known and constant. In [30, Theorem 3], it is proposed to
increase the weighting β during online operation, ensuring
that the asymptotic average performance is no worse than
operation at the optimal achievable steady-state. Closer to the
proposed approach, [28] shows that the asymptotic average
closed-loop performance is almost as good as the performance
at the optimal achievable steady-state by choosing a large
constant weight β. In particular, Corollary 2 generalizes [28,
Theorem 2], ensuring the same performance bound but for
uncertain systems subject to disturbances and time-varying
uncertain parameters. This is made possible by including a
robust tube and online model adaptation in the design.

d) Terminal ingredients: Another important contribution
is the design of the terminal cost in Proposition 2. While
designs of economic terminal costs are available [26], the
application of these designs to online optimized setpoints
is non-trivial [30, Sec. 4.1], let alone to uncertain system
with online adaptation. In particular, existing designs use
a local Taylor expansion around a fixed setpoint to ensure
Inequality (17) holds in a sufficiently small neighborhood.
However, due to the uncertainty in the system dynamics (1),
it is not feasible to force all uncertain predictions to end in
a small terminal set around a fixed equilibrium. Proposition 2
addresses this issue by providing a design that is valid for
any setpoint xs, any model parameters θ̂, and for all states
x ∈ Zx, without requiring the explicit restriction to a small
terminal set.

e) Prior work: In our conference paper [34], we derived
similar performance guarantees for an adaptive economic MPC
scheme. This approach was restricted to open-loop stable
linear systems with a linear-quadratic economic cost function
and soft-constraints. In contrast, Algorithm 1 ensures robust
constraint satisfaction, is applicable to time-varying parame-
ters, and a broad class of nonlinear systems and nonlinear
economic costs ℓ. More importantly, the proposed method
explicitly deals with the fact that the optimal steady-states x̂s

k

depend on the parameter estimates θ̂k, while [34] assumes
that the optimal steady-state is independent of the parameter
estimates θ̂k.

V. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

In this section, we demonstrate improved performance of
the proposed adaptive economic MPC (AE-MPC) scheme
compared to economic MPC (E-MPC) with perfect parameter
knowledge and highlight reliable performance under time-
varying parameters.

The simulations are performed using MATLAB: The offline
computations use YALMIP [38] and MOSEK [39], and the
online computations use CasADi [40] and IPOPT [41]. The
code is available online.1

1https://github.com/maximiliandegner/AEMPC.git

https://github.com/maximiliandegner/AEMPC
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A. System description
We consider a continuous stirred-tank reactor (CSTR) model

from [42], which is a standard benchmark for economic
MPC [7], [32]. The continuous-time dynamics are given by

dx

dt
=

 1− [x]1
−[x]2

−[x]3 + u

 (30)

+

−[x]21 exp(− 1
[x]3

) −[x]1 exp(− δ
[x]3

)

[x]21 exp(− 1
[x]3

) 0

0 0

·[[θ]1 · 105
[θ]2 · 400

]
where δ = 0.55. The states x ∈ R3 are given by the concentra-
tion of reactant, the concentration of the desired product, and
the temperature of the mixture. The input u ∈ R represents
the heat flux through the cooling jacket of the reactor. The
parameter set is Θ = [0.985, 1.015] · [θ̄]1× [0.985, 1.015] · [θ̄]2
with the nominal parameters θ̄ = [0.0995, 1.0050]⊤. The state
and input constraints are given by

[x]i ∈ [0.03, 0.25] ∀i ∈ I[1,3], u ∈ [0.049, 0.449]. (31)

We use the Euler discretization with a sampling step of Ts =
0.025. We consider additive disturbances d, i.e., E = Inx ,
that are sampled uniformly with dk ∈ D = 5 · 10−4 · [−1, 1]3.
The economic cost function is ℓ(x, u) = −[x]2, which cor-
responds to the maximization of the yields in the desired
product through maximizing its concentration [x]2. Notably,
the optimal operation of this CSTR includes large (quasi-
periodic) oscillations, while operation at the optimal steady-
state is suboptimal [7, Section 3.4].

B. Offline design
The tube propagation (Assumption 2) is implemented

with the homothetic tube formulation from [35], i.e., we
parametrize the tube as Xj|k = {x ∈ Rnx : ∥x − zj|k∥P ≤
sj|k} where sj|k is an online propagated scaling of the tube.
The auxiliary feedback law takes the form κ(x, z, v) = K(x−
z)+v. We compute the matrices P, K, and a contraction rate
ρ offline using linear matrix inequalities, see Appendix C for
details. The propagation of the tube size takes the parametric
uncertainty into account using

sj+1|k = (ρ+ Lw) · sj|k (32)
+max

θ∈Θ,
d∈D

∥G(zj|k, vj|k) · θ + Ed∥P , (33)

with a Lipschitz bound Lw given by

Lw := max
(x,u)∈Z,

θ∈Θ

∥∥∥∥∥P 1
2

nθ∑
i=0

∂[G]:,i
∂x

∣∣∣∣
(x,u)

· [θ − θ̄]i · P− 1
2

∥∥∥∥∥ . (34)

The invariance condition (5f) reduces to (1− ρ−Lw)sN |k ≥
maxθ∈Θ,d∈D ∥G(zN |k, v

s
k) · θ + E(zN |k, v

s
k) · d∥P . The set

inclusion (5c) reduces to tightening the constraints on the nom-
inal trajectory zj|k proportional to the scaling sj|k. Additional
details on the formulation of the offline computation of this
homothetic tube MPC can be found in Appendix C and in [35].

The terminal cost is designed according to Proposition 2
and all MPC schemes are implemented with horizon N = 25.

The offline computations were performed on a ThinkPad
T14 Gen2i (Intel Core i5-1135G7, 16GB RAM) running
Windows 11 and took 0.9 seconds in total.

C. Simulation results

First, we consider the case of time-invariant parameters.
Then, we show that for time-varying parameters, the AE-
MPC’s performance approaches that of economic MPC with
perfect model knowledge.

Time-invariant parameters: We consider
θk = [0.1, 1]⊤ ∀k ≥ 0 and the initial parameter estimate
θ̂0 = [0.0980, 1.0200]⊤. We compare three different
controllers.

• The proposed AE-MPC scheme, with the LMS switched
on at time step 200,

• an E-MPC scheme with θ̂k = θk (known parameters),
and

• an E-MPC scheme with θ̂k = θ̂0, ∀k ≥ 0 (no adaptation).
In Figure 3, we depict the simulation results. At the beginning,
the AE-MPC and the E-MPC (no adaptation) show the same
behavior until the LMS is switched on (vertical grey dashed
line). Afterwards, the AE-MPC controlled system achieves a
higher average concentration [x]2 and thus, a smaller cost. AE-
MPC first performs similar to E-MPC (no adaptation) and then
the performance improves through adaptation and converges
to the performance of E-MPC (known parameters). Further-
more, While Theorem 1 provides a bound on the transient
performance compared to the optimal setpoint, Figure 3 shows
that the proposed AE-MPC scheme incurs an even smaller
cost than the optimal steady-state operation. The parameter
estimates θ̂k gradually approaches the true parameters, and
after 2 · 103 time steps, the estimate remains close to the true
parameters.

Time-varying parameters: In the second simulation, we
use a ramp to mimic a drift of the system parameters over 3000
time steps. The evolution of the LMS parameter estimates in
this case are shown in Figure 4 together with the averaged
transient performance. The results indicate that the LMS
parameter estimator can follow drifting parameters which in
turn leads to an improvement of the average performance.
After 2.5 ·103 time steps, the performance of AE-MPC and E-
MPC (known parameters) are almost identical and significantly
better than the performance of E-MPC without adaptation.

In summary, the numerical comparison demonstrated that
the adaptative economic MPC scheme yields a performance
that is significantly better than that of E-MPC (no adaptation)
and in fact closely approximates the performance of E-MPC
(known parameters).

VI. CONCLUSION

We provided a Model Predictive Control (MPC) scheme
for directly minimizing the economic transient cost of un-
certain nonlinear systems. The proposed MPC formulation
utilizes least-mean squares parameter adaptation, minimizes
a certainty-equivalent economic cost, employs artificial refer-
ences to optimize the unknown optimal steady-states online,
and uses a robust formulation to ensure constraint satisfaction
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Fig. 3. Performance comparison of AE-MPC and E-MPC (no adaptation).
First plot: Closed-loop evolution of the state [x]2. Second plot: Averaged
transient performance for AE-MPC (blue, solid), E-MPC (no adaptation) with
constant parameter estimate θ̂0 (red, dashed), E-MPC (known parameters)
with knowledge of θk (green, dotted), and optimal steady-state cost for θk
(grey, dash-dotted). Third and fourth plot: Evolution of the parameter estimates
of AE-MPC. The LMS is activated at time step 200 (vertical grey dashed line).
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Fig. 4. Performance comparison of AE-MPC and E-MPC for time-varying
parameters θk . First plot: Averaged transient performance for AE-MPC (blue,
solid), E-MPC (no adaptation) with constant θ̂0 (red, dashed), and E-MPC
(known parameters) with knowledge of θk (green, dotted). Second and third
plot: Evolution of the parameter estimates of AE-MPC. The LMS is activated
at time step 200 (vertical grey dashed line).

for all possible parameters and disturbances. Our theoretical
results show that the transient closed-loop cost is bounded
by the cost at the optimized setpoint and a penalty that
scales linearly with the disturbances and the initial parameter
mismatch and increases with the parameter variations. Fur-
thermore, for finite-energy disturbances and finite variations
of the parameters, the asymptotic average cost is (approxi-
mately) not worse than the cost at the best reachable steady-
state. Applying the proposed MPC scheme to a continuous
stirred-tank reactor in simulation showed that the controller
recovered the performance of economic MPC with knowledge
of the true parameters for both time-invariant and time-varying
parameters.

APPENDIX

First, we provide the proofs of the main results, i.e.,
Propositions 1 and 2, Theorem 1, and Corollaries 1 and 2
(Appendix A). Second, we provide the proofs of the auxiliary
lemmas (Appendix B). Lastly, we describe the offline com-
putations for the robust MPC used in the numerical example
(Appendix C).

A. Proofs of the Main Results

1) Proof of Proposition 1: The proof follows the arguments
in [14, Lemma 5] and extends them to time-varying parame-
ters. We abbreviate Gk := G(xk, uk). Non-expansiveness of
the projection (7b) on the convex set Θ implies

∥θ̂k+1 − θ̂k∥ ≤ ∥θ̃k+1 − θ̂k∥
(7a)
≤ µ∥Gk∥ · ∥x̃1|k + wk∥. (35)

Applying (8) yields (10).
To prove (9), we complete the square and obtain

∥θ̂k+1 − θk+1∥2

= ∥θ̂k+1 − θk∥2 + 2∆θ⊤k (θk+1 −∆θk − θ̂k+1) + ∥∆θk∥2

= ∥θ̂k+1 − θk∥2 + 2∆θ⊤k (θk+1 − θ̂k+1)− ∥∆θk∥2

≤ ∥θ̂k+1 − θk∥2 + 2cθ∥∆θk∥, (36)

where cθ ≥ ∥θk+1 − θ̂k+1∥. By using the system dynam-
ics (1) and the definition of x̂1|k, we can rewrite the update
equation (7a) as

θ̃k+1
(1),(6a),(7a)

= θ̂k + µG⊤
k ·
(
Gk · (θk − θ̂k) + wk

)
.

Following the proof of [14, Lemma 5], we have

1

µ
∥θ̃k+1 − θk∥2 −

1

µ
∥θ̂k − θk∥2

(7a)
≤ 1

µ

(
∥µG⊤

k (x̃1|k + wk)∥2 + 2(x̃1|k + wk)
⊤Gk(θ̂k − θk)

)
= (µ∥Gk∥2 − 1)∥x̃1|k + wk∥2 − 2(x̃1|k + wk)

⊤x̃1|k
(8)
≤ −∥x̃1|k∥2 + ∥wk∥2, (37)
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where the last inequality holds thanks to completing the
square. Combining (36) and (37) yields

1

µ
∥θ̂k+1 − θk+1∥2 −

1

µ
∥θ̂k − θk∥2

≤− ∥x̃1|k∥2 + ∥wk∥2 +
2cθ
µ

∥∆θk∥. (38)

Taking the sum from k = 0 to k = T on both sides, rearrang-
ing the terms, and using 0 ≤ ∥θ̂T − θT ∥2 yields (9).

2) Proof of Proposition 2: This proof consists of three
parts: First, we construct a linear-quadratic bound on the stage
cost. Then, we show that the terminal cost (18) satisfies (17a)
using (23c). Lastly, we show that the terminal cost (18)
is Lipschitz continuous, i.e., satisfies (17b). To improve the
readability, we use the shorthand notation

q(x, vs, θ) :=
∂ℓ̄

∂x

∣∣∣∣⊤
(x,vs,θ)

.

Recall from (19) that the shifted cost is defined as

ℓ̄(x, vs, θ) := ℓ(x, κ(x, h(vs, θ̄), vs))− ℓs(vs, θ).

Furthermore, recall from (11) that Zx and Zu are convex
and satisfy (x, u) ∈ Z =⇒ x ∈ Zx, u ∈ Zu.

Linear-quadratic stage cost bound: First, we construct a
linear-quadratic over-approximation ℓq of ℓ̄, similar to [32,
Lemma 3]. In particular, we show that

ℓq(x, v
s, θ) := q(x, vs, θ) · (x− x̂s) +

1

2
∥x− x̂s∥2Q

≥ ℓ̄(x, vs, θ) +
α

2
∥x− x̂s∥2,

(39)

with Q from (23a) and x̂s = h(vs, θ). Following the idea
of [26, Lemma 23], we use the mean value theorem for vector
functions [1, Proposition A.11] to prove (39): Concretely, we
apply it to the functional ℓq(x, v

s, θ) − ℓ̄(x, vs, θ), which is
zero for x = x̂s by definition, to relate the shifted cost at
some point x to that at the equilibrium x̂s. This gives

ℓq(x, v
s, θ)− ℓ̄(x, vs, θ)

=

[
q(x, vs, θ)− ∂ℓ̄

∂x

∣∣∣∣
(x,vs,θ)

]⊤
∆x+

∫ 1

0

(1− s)

·∆x⊤

(
Q− ∂2ℓ̄

∂x2

∣∣∣∣
(x̂s+s∆x,vs,θ)

)
∆x ds

(23a),(39)
≥

∫ 1

0

(1− s)∆x⊤αInx
∆x ds

=
α

2
∥x− x̂s∥2,

where ∆x := x − x̂s, x ∈ Zx. The inequality leveraged the
fact that x̂s + s∆x ∈ Zx for s ∈ [0, 1], since Zx is convex.
Consequently, the condition (39) holds for all x ∈ Zx.

Terminal cost decrease: Next, we show that the cost de-
crease (17a) holds.

Consider the first-order Taylor approximation of the dynam-
ics fκ(x, v

s, θ) = f(x, κ(x, h(vs, θ̄), vs), θ) with the parame-

ters θ around the steady-state x̂s = h(vs, θ), which yields

fκ(x, v
s, θ̂)− fκ(x̂

s, vs, θ̂)

= AK(x̂s, vs, θ̂) · (x− x̂s) + r(x, x̂s, vs, θ̂),
(40)

where r(x, x̂s, vs, θ̂) is the remainder term and AK defined
in (20). By using the Lagrange form of the approximation
error, we can upper bound its components quadratically

|[r(x, x̂s, vs, θ)]i| ≤
H

2
∥x− x̂s∥2, (41)

where H according to (22) is an upper bound on the maximum
eigenvalue of the Hessian of the closed-loop dynamics ∂2[fκ]i

∂x2 .
In the following, we abbreviate x+ := fκ(x, v

s, θ), ÃK :=
AK(x̂s, vs, θ), and q̃ := q(x̂s, vs, θ). For the linear terms of
the cost function, we obtain

p(θ, x̂s, vs)⊤
[
(x+ − x̂s)− (x− x̂s)

]
= p(θ, x̂s, vs)⊤

[
(x+ − x̂s)− (ÃK · (x− x̂s))

+(ÃK · (x− x̂s))− (x− x̂s)
]

(40)
= p(θ, x̂s, vs)⊤

(
r(x, x̂s, vs, θ) + (ÃK − Inx

) · (x− x̂s)
)

(21)
= p(θ, x̂s, vs)⊤r(x, x̂s, vs, θ)− q̃⊤(x− x̂s)

(41)
≤

√
nxH

2
∥p(θ, x̂s, vs)∥ · ∥x− x̂s∥2 − q̃⊤(x− x̂s), (42)

where the last inequality also used ∥r∥ ≤ √
nx∥r∥∞.

Furthermore, the quadratic terms of the terminal cost satisfies

∥x+ − x̂s∥2Pf
− ∥x− x̂s∥2Pf

= ∥fκ(x, vs, θ)− x̂s∥2Pf
− ∥x− x̂s∥2Pf

(23c)
≤ −∥x− x̂s∥2Q, (43)

where the inequality holds by using contraction theory [43,
Theorem 2.8] and that Zx is convex. Combining the results
from (42) and (43), yields

ℓf(x
+, x̂s, vs, θ)− ℓf(x, x̂

s, vs, θ)
(42),(43)
≤ −∥x− x̂s∥2Q +

√
nxH

2
∥p(θ, x̂s, vs)∥ · ∥x− x̂s∥2

− q̃⊤(x− x̂s)
(39),(23b)

≤ −ℓ̄(x, vs, θ)
(19)
= −ℓ(x, κ(x, h(vs, θ̄), vs)) + ℓs(vs, θ).

Hence, the cost decrease property (17a) holds.
Lipschitz-continuity of ℓf : The vector p is uniformly

bounded since ÃK is Schur stable with a uniform bound and
the gradient of ℓ̄ is bounded thanks to the Lipschitz continuity
of fw, κ, and ℓ. Together with the compact parameter set Θ
and the compact constraints Z, this implies that the terminal
cost (18) is Lipschitz-continuous, i.e., (17b) holds.

Consequently, Assumption 5 holds.
3) Proof of Theorem 1: This proof consists of three parts:

First, we prove that Problem (14) is recursively feasible.
Second, we relate the change of the cost function to the
change of parameter estimates. Lastly, we make use of the
LMS parameter estimator’s properties (Lemma 3) to obtain



11

our performance bound.
Recursive feasibility: We show recursive feasibility by

constructing a feasible candidate solution to Problem (14) at
time k+1, given a feasible solution at time k. Let us denote

z∗N+1|k = z∗N |k, v∗N |k := vs∗k ,

X∗
N+1|k := X∗

N |k, x̂0|k+1 = xk+1

x̂∗
N+1|k = f(x̂∗

N |k, κ(x̂
∗
N |k, z

∗
N |k, v

∗
N |k), θ̂k).

The considered candidate solution is given by

vj|k+1 = v∗j+1|k, j ∈ I[0,N−1] (45a)

vsk+1 = vs∗k , vN |k+1 = vsk+1, (45b)
Xj|k+1 = X∗

j+1|k, zj|k+1 = z∗j+1|k, j ∈ I[1,N ] (45c)

x̂j+1|k+1 = f(x̂j|k+1, ûj|k+1, θ̂k), j ∈ I[0,N ] (45d)
ûj|k+1 = κ(x̂j|k+1, zj|k+1, vj|k+1), j ∈ I[0,N ]. (45e)

We shift the nominal trajectory (z∗·|k, v
∗
·|k) and the prediction

tubes X∗
·|k in (45a)–(45c) and choose XN |k+1 = X∗

N |k, which
guarantees that the nominal candidate trajectory satisfies the
constraints (5b), (5c), and (5d) at time k+1. The satisfaction
of (14d) is guaranteed by shifting the tube with (45c) and
thanks to the tube propagation property (4), i.e., xk+1, z

∗
1|k ∈

X∗
1|k due to θk, θ̄ ∈ Θ.
The constraints (14b) and (14c) are satisfied by defini-

tion (45d)–(45e). As the last nominal state is zN |k+1 = z∗N |k
and the steady-input is vsk+1 = vs∗k , constraint (5g) holds. The
constraint (5f) ensures that the last predicted tube is robust
positive invariant and choosing XN |k+1 = X∗

N |k guarantees
satisfaction of (5f) and (5g) at the next time step. Inequal-
ity (14f) holds with equality for the candidate solution due
to (16).

In the following, we abbreviate

ℓj|k+1 := ℓ(x̂j|k+1, ûj|k+1), ℓ∗j|k := ℓ(x̂∗
j|k, û

∗
j|k),

∆θ̂k := θ̂k+1 − θ̂k,

for j ∈ I[0,N ], and note that ℓ∗0|k = ℓ(xk, uk). Recall from
Section II-C that x̃1|k+wk = xk+1− x̂∗

1|k and ∆θk = θk+1−
θk.

Bounding the change of the cost function: Based on the
feasible candidate (45), the optimal cost J ∗

N satisfies

J ∗
N (xk+1, θ̂k+1, λk+1)− J ∗

N (xk, θ̂k, λk) + ℓ∗0|k

≤
N−1∑
j=1

(
ℓj−1|k+1 − ℓ∗j|k

)
− ℓf(x̂

∗
N |k, x̂

s∗
k , vs∗k , θ̂k)

+ ℓN−1|k+1 + ℓf(x̂N |k+1, x̂
s
k+1, v

s
k+1, θ̂k+1)

+ βℓs(vsk+1, θ̂k+1)− βℓs(vs∗k , θ̂k).

(46)

By using the terminal cost’s property (17a) and the Lipschitz
continuity of ℓf and h, we can bound the terminal cost terms
as follows

ℓf(x̂N |k+1, x̂
s
k+1, v

s
k+1, θ̂k+1)− ℓf(x̂

∗
N |k, x̂

s∗
k , vs∗k , θ̂k)

(17a)
≤ −ℓ∗N |k − ℓf(x̂

∗
N+1|k, x̂

s∗
k , vs∗k , θ̂k)

+ ℓf(x̂N |k+1, x̂
s
k+1, v

s
k+1, θ̂k+1) + ℓs(vs∗k , θ̂k)

(17b)
≤ −ℓ∗N |k + Lf

(
∥x̂N |k+1 − x̂∗

N+1|k∥+ ∥vsk+1 − vs∗k ∥

+∥h(vsk+1, θ̂k+1)− h(vs∗k , θ̂k)∥+ ∥∆θ̂k∥
)
+ ℓs(vs∗k , θ̂k)

(13),(45b)
≤ −ℓ(x̂∗

N |k, κ(x̂
∗
N |k, z

∗
N |k, v

s∗
k )) + ℓs(vs∗k , θ̂k)

+ Lf(1 + Lh)∥∆θ̂k∥+ Lf∥x̂N |k+1 − x̂∗
N+1|k∥. (47)

Combination with LMS properties: Recall that ℓs(v, θ) =
ℓ(h(v, θ), κs(v, θ)). For any v ∈ Zu and any θ, θ′ ∈ Θ, it
holds that

ℓs(v, θ)− ℓs(v, θ′)
(12b)
≤ Lℓ∥h(v, θ)− h(v, θ′)∥

(13)
≤ LhLℓ∥θ − θ′∥ =: Ls∥θ − θ′∥, (48)

where Ls ≥ 0. The inequality

∥x̂j−1|k+1−x̂∗
j|k∥ ≤ Cdyn,κ·∥x̃1|k+wk∥ ∀j ∈ I[1,N+1], (49)

holds with a uniform constant Cdyn,κ ≥ 0 thanks to the
Lipschitz continuity of the dynamics (12a) and the feedback
κ (12c), see Proposition 3 in Appendix B. Combining the
intermediate results (46)–(49) yields

J ∗
N (xk+1, θ̂k+1, λk+1)− J ∗

N (xk, θ̂k, λk) + ℓ∗0|k

(46)−(48)
≤

N∑
j=1

(
ℓj−1|k+1 − ℓ∗j|k

)
+ Lf(1 + Lh)∥∆θ̂k∥

+ Lf∥x̂N |k+1 − x̂∗
N+1|k∥+ (1− β)ℓs(vs∗k , θ̂k)

+ β ·
(
Ls∥∆θ̂k∥+ ℓs(vs∗k , θ̂k)

)
(49),(12b)

≤ Cdyn,κ(Lℓ(N − 1) + Lf)∥x̃1|k + wk∥
+ (Lf(1 + Lh) + βLs)∥∆θ̂k∥+ ℓs(vs∗k , θ̂k)

(8),(35)
≤ (CA +

√
µβLs)∥x̃1|k + wk∥+ ℓs(vs∗k , θ̂k), (50)

with

CA := Cdyn,κ(Lℓ(N − 1) + Lf) +
√
µLf(1 + Lh).

Thus, taking a telescopic sum of (50) and using the bounds
on the cumulative prediction error and disturbances from
Lemma 3 yields

J ∗
N (xT , θ̂T , λT )− J ∗

N (x0, θ̂0, λ0) +

T−1∑
k=0

ℓ(xk, uk)

(50)
≤

T−1∑
k=0

[
ℓs(vsk, θ̂k) + (CA +

√
µβLs)∥x̃1|k + wk∥

]
(57),(58)
≤

T−1∑
k=0

[
ℓs(vsk, θ̂k)

]
+

√
T (CA +

√
µβLs)·

[
2|w[0,T−1]|L2

+

√
1

µ
∥θ̂0 − θ0∥+

√
2cθ
µ

T−1∑
k=0

√
∥∆θk∥

]
.

A uniform constant −CJ ≤ J ∗
N (xT , θ̂T , λT )−J ∗

N (x0, θ̂0, λ0)
exists due to the boundedness of ℓ(x, u) and ℓf(x, z

s
k, θ) on the

compact set Z and due to β < ∞. Reordering the terms in the
last inequality and using the constant CJ results in (24).
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4) Proof of Corollary 1: The LMS update equations (7)
are driven by x̃1|k + wk, which vanishes in the limit k → ∞
thanks to Lemma 2, i.e., θ̂k converges to some constant
θ̂∞. Furthermore, note that λk+1 ≤ λk + Ls∥∆θ̂k∥ using
Conditions (14f) and (16) and Lipschitz continuity (48). Thus,
the limit λ∞ = limk→∞ λk exists because λk is bounded, due
to compact Z, and, for k → ∞, λk is non-increasing with k.

Similar to [29, Theorem 1], we define the auxiliary vari-
able ζk := −λ∞ + ℓs(vs∗k , θ̂k) and note that limk→∞ ζk =
−λ∞ + limk→∞ ℓs(vs∗k , θ̂k) = 0. The properties of the LMS
adaptation (Lemma 2, (10)) and |ζk+1 − ζk| ≤ Ls∥θ̂k∥ imply

lim
T→∞

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

ζk = 0, (51)

with the Cauchy convergence test. Thus, the intermediate
result (50) yields

lim inf
T→∞

{
J ∗
N (xT , θ̂T , λT )−J ∗

N (x0, θ̂0, λ0)

T
−
−
∑T−1

k=0 ℓ∗0|k

T

}
(50)
≤ lim inf

T→∞

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

[
(CA +

√
µβLs)∥x̃1|k + wk∥+ ℓs(vs∗k , θ̂k)

]
(26)
= lim inf

T→∞

1

T

[
Tλ∞ +

T−1∑
k=0

ζk

]
(51)
= λ∞. (52)

The cost function (14a) is uniformly bounded on Z. Thus,
J ∗
N (xk, θ̂k, λk) is also bounded and

lim sup
T→∞

J ∗
N (x0, θ̂0, λ0)− J ∗

N (xT , θ̂T , λT )

T
= 0. (53)

By reordering the terms in (52) and using (53), we obtain the
desired performance bound (27).

5) Proof of Corollary 2: The first inequality in (29) is
equivalent to (27) in Corollary 1. In the following, we prove
the second inequality by adapting the proof from [28].

Denote the optimal solution to Problem (14) at time k by
v∗·|k with ℓ∗ := ℓ(x̂s∗

k , vs∗k ), which exists due to recursive
feasibility. By definition (28), there also exists a feasible
sequence ṽ·|k with a setpoint ℓ(ˆ̃xs

k, ṽ
s
k) = ℓ(xk, θ̂k, λk) =: ℓ.

Assume for contradiction that

ℓ∗ > ℓ+ ε. (54)

Let us denote the cost of the feasible candidate solution and
the optimal solution by J̃ + βℓ and J ∗ + βℓ∗, respectively.
Given Z compact and Lipschitz-continuity of the dynamics,
cost, and feedback (Assumptions 3 and 5), the difference of the
feasible open-loop costs is bounded by some uniform constant
η > 0, i.e., |J̃ − J ∗| ≤ η. Thus, we arrive at the following
contradiction

J ∗ + βℓ∗ ≤J̃ + βℓ ≤ η + J ∗ + βℓ
(54)
< η + J ∗ + β(ℓ∗ − ε)

≤J ∗ + βℓ∗.

The first inequality holds because v∗·|k is the optimal solution
of the MPC problem and thus cannot have a larger cost than
the feasible candidate ṽ·|k. The last inequality holds by setting
β ≥ β(ϵ) := η/ϵ. Given this contradiction, (54) cannot hold.

Thus ℓ∗ ≤ ℓ+ ε, i.e., Inequality (29) holds.

B. Auxiliary Lemmas

Proof of Lemma 2: We use Lemma 4 from Appendix B
with ak = ∥wk∥2 and α(s) =

√
s, α ∈ K∞ to get

lim
T→∞

T−1∑
k=0

√
∥wk∥2
T

= lim
T→∞

T−1∑
k=0

∥wk∥
T

= 0. (55)

Furthermore, Θ compact implies 1
µ∥θ̂0 − θ0∥2 < ∞. Together

with Assumption 6 and Proposition 1 this implies
T−1∑
k=0

∥x̃1|k∥2
(9)
≤ Sw +

1

µ
∥θ̂0 − θ0∥2 +

2cθ
µ

Sθ < ∞.

Applying Lemma 4 with ak = ∥x̃1|k∥2 yields

lim
T→∞

T−1∑
k=0

√
∥x̃1|k∥2

T
= lim

T→∞

T−1∑
k=0

∥x̃1|k∥
T

= 0. (56)

Adding (55) and (56) yields the desired inequality.

Lemma 3 (Accumulated disturbance and prediction error). Let
Assumption 1 hold. Suppose (xk, uk) ∈ Z for all k ∈ N. Then,
for all T ∈ N, it holds that

T−1∑
k=0

∥wk∥ ≤
√
T |w[0,T−1]|L2

, (57)

T−1∑
k=0

∥x̃1|k∥ ≤
√
T |w[0,T−1]|L2 +

√
T

µ
∥θ̂0 − θ0∥

+

√
2Tcθ
µ

T−1∑
k=0

√
∥∆θk∥.

(58)

Proof. Using the equivalence of norms, we have

T−1∑
k=0

∥wk∥ ≤
√
T

√√√√T−1∑
k=0

∥wk∥2

=
√
T
√

|w[0,T−1]|2L2
=

√
T |w[0,T−1]|L2

,

where we used that ∥W∥1 ≤
√
T∥W∥ with [W ]i = ∥wi∥.

Similarly, we obtain

T−1∑
k=0

∥x̃1|k∥ ≤
√
T

√√√√T−1∑
k=0

∥x̃1|k∥2

(9)
≤
√
T

√√√√ 1

µ
∥θ̂0 − θ0∥2 +

T−1∑
k=0

[
∥wk∥2 +

2cθ
µ

∥∆θk∥
]

(57)
≤
√
T |w[0,T−1]|L2

+

√
T

µ

∥θ̂0 − θ0∥+

√√√√2cθ

T−1∑
k=0

∥∆θk∥


≤
√
T |w[0,T−1]|L2

+

√
T

µ

(
∥θ̂0 − θ0∥+

√
2cθ

T−1∑
k=0

√
∥∆θk∥

)
,

where we used
√
a+ b ≤

√
a+

√
b in the last inequality.
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Proposition 3 (Distance of consecutive state predictions).
Suppose the conditions in Theorem 1 hold. Then, for any
time k ∈ I≥0, the candidate (45) solution satisfies for all
j ∈ I[1,N+1]

∥x̂j−1|k+1 − x̂j|k∥ ≤ Cdyn,κ · ∥x̃1|k + wk∥, (59)

with Cdyn,κ :=
∑N

i=0 [Ldyn(1 + Lκ)]
i
> 0.

Proof. We use induction to show

∥x̂j−1|k+1 − x̂∗
j|k∥ ≤ C(j) · ∥x̃1|k + wk∥, j ∈ I[1,N+1]

with C(j) :=
∑j−1

i=0 [Ldyn(1 + Lκ)]
i.

Base case (j = 1): The base case holds by definition with
equality for C(1) = 1 since

∥x̂0|k+1 − x̂∗
1|k∥ = ∥xk+1 − x̂∗

1|k∥
(59)
= 1 · ∥x̃1|k + wk∥.

Induction step (j = λ → j = λ + 1): Suppose that for
some j = λ ∈ I≥1 the inequality

∥x̂λ−1|k+1 − x̂∗
λ|k∥ ≤ C(λ)∥x̃1|k + wk∥ (60)

holds. Recall from (10) that

∥∆θ̂k∥ := ∥θ̂k+1 − θ̂k∥ ≤ √
µ · ∥x̃1|k + wk∥.

Then, for j = λ+ 1, inequality (60) holds with

∥x̂λ|k+1 − x̂∗
λ+1|k∥

(14b)
≤ ∥fθ̂k(x̂λ−1|k+1, ûλ−1|k+1)− fθ̂k(x̂

∗
λ|k, ûλ|k)∥

+ ∥G(x̂λ−1|k+1, ûλ−1|k+1)∆θ̂k∥
(12a),(12c)

≤ Ldyn(1 + Lκ)∥x̂λ−1|k+1 − x̂∗
λ|k∥

+ ∥G(x̂λ−1|k+1, ûλ−1|k+1)∆θ̂k∥
(10),(60)
≤ Ldyn(1 + Lκ)

(
λ−1∑
i=0

[Ldyn(1 + Lκ)]
i ∥x̃1|k + wk∥

)
+ ∥G(x̂λ−1|k+1, ûλ−1|k+1)∥ ·

√
µ∥x̃1|k + wk∥

(8)
≤

λ∑
i=1

[Ldyn(1 + Lκ)]
i ∥x̃1|k + wk∥+ ∥x̃1|k + wk∥

=

λ∑
i=0

[Ldyn(1 + Lκ)]
i · ∥x̃1|k + wk∥.

Uniform constant: Lastly, Cdyn,κ = C(N +1) ≥ C(j), j ∈
I[1,N+1] yields (59).

Lemma 4 (Limits of series [21, Lemma 1]). For any sequence
(ak) that satisfies 0 ≤ ak ≤ amax < ∞ ∀k ∈ N and any
function α ∈ K∞, the following implication holds:

lim
T→∞

T−1∑
k=0

ak ≤ S < ∞ ⇒ lim
T→∞

T−1∑
k=0

α(ak)

T
= 0. (61)

C. Offline design

In the following, we provide details on the offline computa-
tions in Algorithm 1. First, we discuss an optimization problem
to compute a tube formulation with auxiliary feedback κ such

that Assumption 2 is satisfied. Then, we show how Pf from
Proposition 2 can be computed with a semidefinite program.

Homothetic tube and feedback κ: We use the homothetic
tubes from [35] with ellipsoidal tubes and use ideas from [20]
for the propagation of the tube size in (32). The tube shape
and the auxiliary feedback κ(x, z, v) = K(x − z) + v are
obtained offline by computing the matrices P and K. Suppose
that the constraint set consists of nc constraints and given as
Z = {(x, u) ∈ Rnx × Rnu : gi(x, u) ≤ 0, i ∈ I[1,nc]}. In the
following, we show how to design P,K using linear matrix
inequalities.

min
c,X,Y,
Lw,w̄,ρ

nc∑
i=0

(
[c]iw̄

(1− ρ− Lw)
· 1

−[g(zs, vs)]i

)2

(62a)

s.t.[
ρ2X (A(z, v, θ)X +B(z, v, θ)Y )⊤

∗ X

]
⪰ 0 (62b)[

X (G(z, v)[θ − θ̄] + E(z, v)d)
∗ w̄2

]
⪰ 0 (62c)[

L2
w Gx(z, v, θ) + Ex(z, v, d)
∗ X

]
⪰ 0 (62d)[c]2i (

∂gj
∂x

∣∣∣
(z,v)

X +
∂gj
∂u

∣∣∣
(z,v)

Y

)
∗ X

 ⪰ 0 (62e)

[c]iw̄

1− ρ− Lw
· 1

−[g(zs, vs)]j
≤ 1, (62f)

(z, v) ∈ Z, θ ∈ Θ, d ∈ D, i ∈ I1,nc ,

where P := X−1, K := Y ·P , ρ ∈ [0, 1) as a contraction rate,
zs = h(vs, θ̄) is an equilibrium for the nominal parameters θ̄,
and

Gx(z, v, θ) :=

nθ∑
j=1

∂[G]:,j
∂x

∣∣∣∣
(z,v)

· [θ − θ̄]j ,

Ex(z, v, d) :=

nd∑
j=1

∂[E]:,j
∂x

∣∣∣∣
(z,v)

· [d]j ,

The Jacobians of the dynamics are given by

A(x, u, θ) :=
∂f

∂x

∣∣∣∣
(x,u,θ)

, B(x, u, θ) :=
∂f

∂u

∣∣∣∣
(x,u,θ)

.

The linear matrix inequality (LMI) (62b) is an equiva-
lent reformation of (23c), the LMI (62c) ensures that w̄ ≥
maxθi+θ̄∈Θ,di∈D∥G(z, v) · [θi − θ̄] + di∥P ∀(z, v) ∈ Z
(see (32)), and similarly (62d) ensures (34). The LMI (62e)
defines the tightening [c]j of each constraint gj . LMI (62f)
checks that the tube around around (zs, vs) lies inside the
constraint set for any size sj|k ≤ w̄

1−ρ−Lw
, which is needed

for initial feasibility of the terminal conditions (5f)–(5g) in
the MPC. The constraint (62f) only holds with admissible
values of ρ, Lw, w̄. To find suitable values, we can check
the feasibility of the Problem (62) for a range of values of
w̄, Lw, and ρ with standard solvers for semidefinite programs
(SDP), like MOSEK [39]. The objective (62a) minimizes the
constraint tightening at the steady-state (zs, vs) directly.
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Remark 3 (Polytopic constraints). For polytopic constraints,
i.e., Z = {Hxx+Huu ≤ hxu}, the LMI (62e) simplifies to[

[c]2j [Hx]jX + [Hu]jY
∗ X

]
⪰ 0.

In summary, this SDP and the propagation formula (32)
ensure that the tube satisfies Assumption 2. Furthermore, the
LMIs (62e) and (62f) guarantee that the largest possible tube
(with size w̄

1−ρ−Lw
) centered around the steady-state (zs, vs)

also satisfies constraints Z.
Terminal cost: To obtain the terminal cost ℓf from

Proposition 2, and thus satisfying Assumption (5), we first
solve Problem (62) to determine the feedback K. Second, we
compute the constant α and the matrix Q according to (23b)
and (23a), respectively. Then, with the fixed matrix K, we
obtain Pf from the following SDP

min
Pf

tr(Pf)

s.t. AK(x, vs, θ)⊤PfAK(x, vs, θ)− Pf

⪯ −Q,

∀x ∈ Zx, vs ∈ Rnu , θ ∈ Θ, (63)

where tr(Pf) denotes the trace of Pf , AK is defined in (20),
Onx

∈ Rnx×nx is the zero matrix.
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[27] P. Krupa, J. Köhler, A. Ferramosca, I. Alvarado, M. N. Zeilinger,
T. Alamo, and D. Limon, “Model predictive control for tracking using
artificial references: Fundamentals, recent results and practical imple-
mentation,” in Proc. 63rd IEEE Conference on Decision and Control
(CDC). IEEE, 2024, in print.

[28] L. Fagiano and A. R. Teel, “On generalized terminal state constraints for
model predictive control,” Automatica, vol. 49, no. 9, pp. 2622–2631,
Sep. 2013.

[29] M. A. Müller, D. Angeli, and F. Allgöwer, “Economic model predictive
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