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A Reduced Order Iterative Linear Quadratic
Regulator (ILQR) Technique for the Optimal

Control of Nonlinear Partial Differential Equations
Aayushman Sharma, Suman Chakravorty

Abstract—In this paper, we introduce a reduced order model-
based reinforcement learning (MBRL) approach, utilizing the
Iterative Linear Quadratic Regulator (ILQR) algorithm for
the optimal control of nonlinear partial differential equations
(PDEs). The approach proposes a novel modification of the
ILQR technique: it uses the Method of Snapshots to identify
a reduced order Linear Time Varying (LTV) approximation of
the nonlinear PDE dynamics around a current estimate of the
optimal trajectory, utilizes the identified LTV model to solve a
time-varying reduced order LQR problem to obtain an improved
estimate of the optimal trajectory along with a new reduced basis,
and iterates till convergence. The convergence behavior of the
reduced order approach is analyzed and the algorithm is shown
to converge to a limit set that is dependent on the truncation
error in the reduction. The proposed approach is tested on
the viscous Burger’s equation and two phase-field models for
microstructure evolution in materials, and the results show that
there is a significant reduction in the computational burden over
the standard ILQR approach, without significantly sacrificing
performance.

I. INTRODUCTION

The discipline corresponding to the modeling and control
of infinite-dimensional partial differential equations (PDEs),
has been one of significant interest with a rich history, span-
ning applications such as fluid flows [1], protein folding and
enzyme kinematics [2], microstructure dynamics [3][4] etc.
To address such systems, numerical methods are generally
utilized, wherein the state-space is discretized through finite-
element methods, employing control strategies for the resulting
complex, very high-dimensional differential equation systems.
The need for reducing the complexity of these systems has
driven the development of Model Order Reduction (MOR)
techniques. Recent advances in the field have seen the in-
troduction of data-driven approaches in MOR, with meth-
ods such as DMD [5][6], neural networks [7][8][9], nonlin-
ear auto-regressive algorithms[10], and sparse regression[11].
Among these approaches, the Proper Orthogonal Decomposi-
tion (POD) approach is especially prevelant, using simulation-
derived snapshots to compute the reduced basis in order to
approximate the original nonlinear PDE [12].

Recent studies [13][14] have introduced a data-based ap-
proach for the optimal control of nonlinear systems, employing
a successive identification of linear time-varying (LTV) models
in conjunction with the Iterative Linear Quadratic Regulator
(ILQR) technique to compute a globally optimum local feed-
back control policy. The ILQR algorithm [15] belongs to the
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class of sequential quadratic programming (SQP) methods,
widely used for solving problems in nonlinear programming
in the optimal control context, with theoretical guarantees for
convergence to the global minimum of the optimal control
problem under relatively mild conditions [13]. Its versatility
has been successfully demonstrated in various relatively low-
dimensional robotic applications [16][17]. However, the Curse
of Dimensionality presents significant obstacles in controlling
complex nonlinear systems. The existing extensions fail to
address the limitations of the ILQR framework in complex,
high-dimensional settings, especially for PDEs, which require
the identification of very high-dimensional LTV models. This
leads to the critical backward pass Ricatti recursion in the
algorithm being intractable, thus rendering the algorithm in
its current form infeasible. Consequently, the optimal control
of nonlinear PDEs largely remains an unresolved issue.

The field of PDE control has a rich history, for instance,
see Kunisch [18], Volkwein [19], and Falcone [20]. More
recently, there is a shift towards the application of reinforce-
ment learning techniques for the control of such distributed
parameter systems [21], in conjunction with model reduction
approaches such as the Karhunen-Loève decomposition [22].
These techniques are broadly classified into a “reduce-then-
control” (RTC) approach [23], [24], and a “control-then-
reduce” (CTR) approach [25]. However, in general, the CTR
approach is infeasible, due to the intractability of finding the
control for the full-order models in very high-dimensional
problems (Curse of Dimensionality).

Recently, Kramer et al [26] advocated for utilizing Balanced
Truncation [27], a linear time-invariant (LTI) MOR approach,
for computing the reduced basis upon which the nonlinear
PDE is projected to find the corresponding reduced order non-
linear system model, and further designing the optimal control
for the same with the ILQR algorithm. However, in general,
the corresponding reduced basis modes for the initial trajectory
differ significantly as compared to the optimal trajectory. Thus,
approximating the optimal control policy using the reduced
order basis for the former results in unacceptable performance
[28][29]. Consequently, there is a need to adaptively change
the reduced order basis as the optimization process advances.
Additionally, for nonlinear PDEs, even after model reduction,
the resulting lower-order nonlinear model remains challenging
and often intractable for optimal control. In this regard, the
simple yet fundamental observation we make is that since the
Proper Orthogonal Decomposition (POD) basis is local, an
LTV model suffices to approximate the local behavior of the
nonlinear PDE rather than a reduced nonlinear model.

Thus, this paper introduces a reduced-order model based
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(a) Initial State (b) Int. I (c) Int. II (d) Final State

(e) 1st mode (f) 2nd mode (g) 3rd mode (h) 4th mode

(i) Initial State (j) Int. I (k) Int. II (l) Final State

(m) 1st mode (n) 2nd mode (o) 3rd mode (p) 4th mode

Fig. 1: The initial trajectory (a)-(d) differs significantly from the
final trajectory optimized by ILQR (i)-(l). Thus, the set of basis
eigenfunctions for the initial trajectory (e)-(h) will only be valid
locally, and differ significantly from the reduced order subspace that
the optimal trajectory lies on (m)-(p). Hence, it is key to update the
reduced-order basis with each successive iteration of the algorithm.

RL approach, which modifies the existing Iterative Linear
Quadratic Regulator (ILQR) technique to an ”iterative-reduce-
then-control” (IRTC) method for the optimal control of non-
linear partial differential equations. The ILQR algorithm is
implemented in a data-based/ MBRL fashion, wherein we
use rollouts by querying the ‘black-box’ computational model.
The system dynamics are iteratively linearized, and the cost
function is quadratized around the current iterate of the op-
timal trajectory. A time-varying LQR problem is then solved
to generate an improved control sequence, and the process
iterates till convergence. In this study, the POD Method of
snapshots [12] is employed to derive a reduced-order LTV
approximation of the nonlinear PDE in the vicinity of the
current trajectory, followed by solving a reduced-order LQR
problem, consequently generating the improved trajectory and
an updated POD basis, and iterated till convergence, result-
ing in a drastic reduction of the computational burden of
the ILQR method when extended to PDEs. The proposed
approach is evaluated on the viscous Burger’s equation, along
with two phase-field models for reaction-diffusion equations
related to microstructure evolution in multiphase materials,
and demonstrates convergence to the global optimum that
would be achieved without employing model reduction. This

paper builds on recent findings presented in a conference paper
[30]: it introduces a convergence analysis for the quality of the
solution provided by the reduced order approach and presents
more extensive computational results.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section II
introduces the nonlinear PDE optimal control problem. We
discuss the issues related to the control of high-dimensional
PDEs, and provide suggestions to navigate around them in
Section III. Section IV briefly introduces the iLQR algorithm,
followed by the proposed approach. In Section V, we show
a mathematical analysis for the convergence guarantees of
the proposed approach. In Section VI, we demonstrate the
application of the proposed approach through custom-defined
test problems of varying dimensionality, along with repeata-
bility, followed by the benchmarking of the approach with the
standard ILQR.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider the discrete-time nonlinear dynamical system:

xt+1 = f(xt, ut), (1)

where xt ∈ Rnx and ut ∈ Rnu correspond to the state and
control vectors at time t. The optimal control problem is to
find the optimal control policy π0 = {π0

0 , π
0
1 ...π

0
T−1}, that

minimizes the cumulative cost:

min
π

Jπ(x) =

T−1∑
t=0

ct(xt, ut) + cT (xT ), (FO-OCP)

Subject to: xt+1 = f(xt, ut), (2)

given some x0 = x, and where ut = π0
t (xt), ct(·) is the

instantaneous cost function and cT (·) is the terminal cost. We
assume the incremental cost to be quadratic in control, such
that ct(xt, ut) = lt(xt) +

1
2u

T
t Rut.

In this paper, we consider dynamical systems governed by
partial differential equations. Our goal in this paper is to
provide a feedback solution to such problems.

Remark: We consider the system available to us as suffi-
ciently finely discretized to be able to accurately represent
the dynamics of the infinite-dimensional PDE system. All our
claims regarding the optimality of the feedback solution are
with respect to this high, albeit finite, dimensional problem.

III. THE CONTROL OF NONLINEAR PDES AND THE
ISSUES INHERENT

Despite there being a large number of algorithms developed
for controlling dynamical systems, the control of infinite-
dimensional PDEs still remains a challenge. Modeling tech-
niques usually discretize the PDEs spatially and temporally,
in order to solve them. In order for the discretization to
reasonably model the dynamics of the system, we need a
fine mesh, which results in a very high degree-of-freedom
system, easily in the thousands. Scaling the methods for these
problems leads to the so called Curse of Dimensionality [31],
which makes working on such systems largely intractable.
Thus we need ways to reduce the dimensionality of the model
in a way that can still capture the dynamics of the system.



3

As an example, let us consider the Allen-Cahn Equation, as
used in our work in the subsequent sections.

∂ϕ

∂t
= −M(

∂F

∂ϕ
− γ∇2ϕ), (3)

F (ϕ;T, h) = ϕ4 + Tϕ2 + hϕ. (4)

For a realistic capture of the equation’s behavior, we need
to sufficiently discretize the equation. But, we observe that a
discretization of ∆x ≤ 0.02 =⇒ the dimensionality nx ≥
2500. Thus, the equation has very high DoF, even for relatively
small-scale estimates.

This issue of very high dimensionality is usually dealt
by employing model order reduction techniques, which can
largely be classified as simplified physics based approaches
and projection based approach (e.g. Proper orthogonal decom-
position, balancing methods, nonlinear manifold methods).
Here, we consider the proper orthogonal decomposition (POD)
based approach to model reduction, which is one of the most
prevalent approach in model reduction.

A. The POD Method of Snapshots

This section briefly reviews the application of the standard
POD approach for dealing with high degree-of-freedom sys-
tems, particularly in the case of spatially discretized PDEs. In
general, the POD approach computes the low rank approxima-
tion of the original system by employing the singular-value
decomposition (SVD) on a general field variable u(x, t), as
u(x, t) =

∑∞
k=1 αk(t)ϕk(x).

For high DOF systems, solving the resulting eigenvalue
problem becomes computationally intractable owing to the
denseness and high dimensionality of the spatially-discretized
state matrix. However, with access to the system’s dynamics in
the form of discrete “snapshot” state vectors, the “Method of
Snapshots” [12] offers a feasible approach to compute a low-
order approximation of the system for a specified trajectory.

Given the initial state vector x̄0, and control inputs
{ut}T−1

t=0 , we propagate the system forward in time to get
trajectory {xt}Tt=0. Consequently, we get the matrix X̄ =[
x0 x1 . . . xT−1 xT

]
of dimension (N × T ), where

T ≪ N .
Let the singular value decomposition of X̄ = UΣV T .

Unlike the direct POD approach, the method of snapshots
operates on the assumption of the corresponding left- and
right-singular vectors being related, and computes the eigen-
decomposition of the smaller matrix X̄T X̄ (of dimension
T × T ), as opposed to the significantly larger X̄X̄T . Thus,
X̄T X̄ = V ΣV T . We can then retrieve the corresponding POD
bases by U = XV Σ−1/2.

Further, we consider the first p modes that capture
99.999% of the relative energy, defined as Erel =
(
∑p

i=1 λi)/(
∑T

j=1 λj) ≥ 0.99999, where λ1 ≥ ... ≥ λT are
the non-zero singular values. With this criterion, we construct
the reduced order basis matrix Φ by concatenating the singular
vectors corresponding to the singular values satisfying the
energy criteria Φ =

[
ϕ1 ϕ2 . . . ϕp

]
.

Thus, the system can be compactly described by projecting
the system onto the reduced-order basis as α = ΦT X̄ .

B. Reduced Order Problem Formulation

Let us assume the system dynamics to be as given in Eq. 1.
Given a trajectory, we can use the snapshot POD to get

the reduced order dynamics as xt ≈ Φαt, where recall that Φ
denotes the POD bases obtained from the Method of Snapshots
and dim(αt)≪ dim(xt). We can now write the reduced order
dynamics as

αt+1 = ΦT f(Φαt, ut). (5)

Thus, the reduced order optimal control problem changes
to

min
π

Jπ(α) =

T−1∑
t=0

c̄t(αt, ut) + c̄T (αT )|α0 = α, (RO-OCP)

Subject to: αt+1 = ΦT f(Φαt, ut),

where c̄t(αt) = ct(Φαt).

C. Control of the Reduced Order Model

Projecting the system onto a reduced-order basis can
drastically reduce the size of the state variables, but the
reduced order system is still nonlinear and the nonlinear
projections involved in forming the reduced order model
can be very expensive. Techniques like SINDY [32] and
POD-DEIM [33] etc. are able to give an efficient estimate of
the nonlinear reduced-order model, but the identified system
is nonetheless strongly dependent on the POD basis. However,
the POD basis is obtained from a particular trajectory of
the system, and thus, we can expect that the validity of the
nonlinear reduced model is restricted to a local region around
the trajectory used to generate the POD basis.
In lieu, in order to accurately capture the local dynamics of
a nonlinear model around a trajectory, we can use a local
Linear Time-Varying (LTV) model which is computationally
far cheaper. Since large perturbations can lead to a significant
change in the reduced order POD basis, invalidating most
nonlinear reduced order models obtained, an LTV model
instead suffices for describing the behavior of a system locally
around a trajectory.

Given an LTV estimate around a local trajectory, the Iter-
ative Linear Quadratic Regulator (ILQR) algorithm [15] can
be applied to find the optimal control for such problems. The
ILQR algorithm can be adapted directly to control PDEs, mod-
eled as a high DoF system of coupled ODEs but this results
in very large LTV systems that are computationally intractable
for fine discretizations [13]. Thus, the question arises whether
we can find a way to incorporate model reduction into the
ILQR algorithm. The following section proposes a method
capable of doing so.

IV. THE REDUCED ORDER MBRL ALGORITHM

In this section, we briefly introduce the ILQR algorithm
followed by the modifications proposed for the reduced-order
approach that is highly efficient for the control of PDEs.
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A. Iterative Linear Quadratic Regulator (ILQR)

The ILQR Algorithm [15] iteratively solves the nonlinear
optimal control problem posed in Section II using the follow-
ing steps:

Given a nominal control sequence {ut}T−1
t=0 and initial state

vector x0, the state is propagated in time in accordance with
the dynamics (Forward Pass). Now, we find the corresponding
local LTV system around the trajectory using input-output per-
turbation and a Linear Least Squares method. After getting the
local LTV parameters about the system, the ILQR algorithm
computes a local optimal control by solving the discrete time
Riccati Equation (Backward Pass). Now, given the gains from
the backward pass, we can update the nominal control. This
sequence is iterated till convergence.

Remark 1. The primary drawback of the ILQR scheme
outlined above for PDE control is that the LTV system
around a trajectory of the PDE is very high dimensional
since it is O(nx + nu), and thus, estimating the LTV system
requires a very large amount of data which is intractable.
Furthermore, given such a large LTV system, the backward
pass is intractable as well since it is O(n3

x). Thus, in the next
section, we propose a reduced order approach to iLQR that
finds a reduced order LTV system using the POD method of
snapshots and recursively updates the reduced order bases as
the trajectory changes.

B. The Reduced Order ILQR Algorithm

1) Forward Pass: Given a nominal control sequence
{ut}T−1

t=0 and initial state vector x0, the state is propagated in
time in accordance with the full-order nonlinear dynamics to
generate the nominal trajectory (x̄t, ūt). Here, we incorporate
the snapshot-POD method to get the reduced-order basis and
the corresponding projections of the trajectory: xt ≈ Φαt.
Thus, we have the resulting trajectory (ᾱt, ūt) and the corre-
sponding basis Φ.

2) Reduced Order LTV System Identification: We propose
to identify an LTV model in the reduced order space, which
drastically reduces the computational burden of the LTV
identification and the subsequent backward pass. Using Eq.
5, and taking perturbations about the trajectory (ᾱt, ūt), we
can linearize the system to get the corresponding linear time-
varying approximation of the nonlinear reduced-order dynam-
ics about the nominal trajectory:

δαt+1 = Âtδαt + B̂tδut,

where Ât = f̂αt
∈ Rnα×nα and B̂t = f̂ut

∈ Rnα×nu . To
compute the reduced order model in a data-based fashion,
we make use of the standard least-squares method, given the
input-output experiment data.

Least Squares and Sample Efficiency:

Run N simulations for each step and collect the input-output
data: Y = [Ât | B̂t]X and write out the components:

Y =
[
δα

(1)
t+1 δα

(2)
t+1 · · · δα

(N)
t+1

]
,

X =

[
δα

(1)
t δα

(2)
t · · · δα

(N)
t

δu
(1)
t δu

(2)
t · · · δu

(N)
t

]
, (6)

where δu
(n)
t is the control perturbation vector we feed to

the system at step t of the nth simulation, and δα
(n)
t is

the reduced-order state perturbation vector that we get from
running forward simulations/rollouts with the above control
perturbations, and projecting the observed state perturbation
vector δx(n)

t onto the reduced order subspace, i.e.

δα
(n)
t = ΦT δx

(n)
t .

All the perturbations are zero-mean, i.i.d, Gaussian noise with
covariance matrix σI . σ is a o(u) small value selected by
the user. δα

(n)
t+1 denotes the deviation of the output state

vector from the nominal state projected in the reduced order
subspace, after propagating for one step.

Finally, using the standard least square method, the lin-
earized system parameters are estimated as

[Ât | B̂t] = Y XT(XXT)−1.

We are free to choose the distribution of δϕt and δut.
Given that we perform rollouts of the system, where
{δu(i)

t } is a Gaussian white noise sequence for all roll-
outs i, the reduced-order state perturbations δα

(i)
t are also

Gaussian and independent for the different rollouts i, for
any given time t. This ensures that δXtδX

′
t is very well

conditioned. To see this, let us consider the terms in

the matrix δXtδX
′
t =

[
δΛtδΛt

′ δΛtδUt
′

δUtδΛt
′ δUtδUt

′

]
, δΛtδΛt

′ =∑ns

i=1 δαt
(i)δαt

(i)′, where ‘ns’ is the number of samples for
each of the random variables, δαt and δut, and we denote the
random samples as δΛt =

[
δα1

t δα2
t . . . δαns

t

]
, δUt =[

δu1
t δu2

t . . . δuns
t

]
and δXt =

[
δΦt δUt

]
. Similarly,

δUtδUt
′ =

∑ns

i=1 δut
(i)δut

(i)′, δUtδΛt
′ =

∑ns

i=1 δut
(i)δαt

(i)′

and δΛtδUt
′ =

∑ns

i=1 δαt
(i)δut

(i)′.
From the definition of sample variance, for a large enough

ns, we can write the above matrix as:

δXtδX
′
t =

[∑ns

i=1 δαt
(i)δαt

(i)′ ∑ns

i=1 δαt
(i)δut

(i)′∑ns

i=1 δut
(i)δαt

(i)′ ∑ns

i=1 δut
(i)δut

(i)′

]

≈
[
σ2(ns − 1)Inα

0nα×nu

0nu×nα σ2(ns − 1)Inu

]
= σ2(ns − 1)I(nα+nu)×(nα+nu)

Thus, the system identification problem reduces from
O(nx + nu) to O(nα + nu), where nα ≪ nx. This can
be seen with the PDE systems studied in this paper. For
example, the Allen-Cahn equation, when discretized, has a
2500-dimensional state with 4 control inputs whereas the
reduced order system lies almost entirely in a 3-dimensional
subspace (also see Fig. 5).

Performance Comparison with Full Order LTV: The reduced
order LTV system entails some loss in information of the
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dynamics due to projection on a reduced order basis. But from
control perturbation experiments, we observe that the reduced-
order LTV system performs almost as well as the full-order
LTV system as seen in Fig. 2, despite a significantly cheaper
computation cost.

(a) (b)

Fig. 2: Relative performance of the Full-order vs Reduced-order LTV
systems identified w.r.t. the ground truth, benchmarked on the Allen-
Cahn Equation. The trajectory is appended with a Gaussian noise of
std 10% and 30% of the max control input.

3) Backward pass: For the reduced order model, we
can compute the backward pass in a similar fashion as
ILQR. Given the terminal conditions vT (αT ) = ∂c̄T

∂α |αT
=

ΦT ∂c̄T
∂x |xT

and VT (αT ) = ∇2
ααcT |αT

= ΦTVT (xT )Φ, the
local optimal control in the reduced space is given by

δut = −(R+B̂T
t Vt+1B̂t)

−1(Rūt+B̂T
t vt+1+B̂T

t Vt+1Âtδαt),

which can be written in the linear feedback form

δut = −k̂t − K̂tδαt,

where

k̂t = (R+ B̂T
t Vt+1B̂t)

−1(Rūt + B̂T
t vt+1)

K̂t = (R+ B̂T
t Vt+1B̂t)

−1B̂T
t Vt+1Ât.

Since ct(xt) = c̄t(αt), the corresponding equations for vt and
Vt are

vt = lt,α + ÂT
t vt+1 − ÂT

t Vt+1B̂t(R+ B̂T
t Vt+1B̂t)

−1

· (B̂T
t vt+1 +Rūt), (7a)

Vt = lt,αα + ÂT
t (V

−1
t+1 + B̂tR

−1B̂T
t )

−1Ât,

= lt,αα + ÂT
t Vt+1Ât − ÂT

t Vt+1B̂t(R+ B̂T
t Vt+1B̂t)

−1

· B̂T
t Vt+1Ât, (7b)

where lt,α = ΦT lt,x and lt,αα = ΦT lt,xxΦ. Again, from Eqs.
7a and 7b we see that, given the terminal conditions and the
local LTV model parameters (Ât, B̂t), we can do a backward-
in-time sweep to compute all values of vt and Vt, and thus, the
corresponding optimal control for the reduced order trajectory.

4) Update trajectory: The trajectory update step remains
the same as in ILQR, except that the gains from the backward
pass are in the reduced-order space as well. Thus,

ūk+1
t = ūk

t + k̂t + K̂t(α
k+1
t − αk

t ),

xk+1
0 = xk

0 .

The updated cost is, thus, computed and, if the convergence
criteria is not met, we iterate the process by repeating steps
(1) to (4). Note that the new forward pass with the improved
control sequence now results in a new reduced order basis as
outlined in Step 1, and then, the process is repeated with the
new reduced basis.

The algorithm is summarized and presented in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Reduced-Order ILQR (RO-ILQR) Algo-
rithm
Initialization: Set state x = x0, initial guess
Ū0 = ū0

0:T−1, line search parameter α = 1,
convergence coefficient Γ = 0.0001.while
costm/costm−1 < 1− Γ do

1. (X̄m, Ūm)← forward dynamics(x0, ū
m
0:T−1).

2. Apply the method of snapshots (Sec. III-A) to
get the reduced order basis Φ and the
corresponding reduced order trajectory (ᾱm, Ūm).

3. Run N rollouts to generate data matrices X and
Y (Eq. 6). Do the reduced-order LTV system
identification as [Ât | B̂t] = Y XT(XXT)−1.

4. Using Eqs. 7a and 7b and given terminal
conditions for vT and VT , compute ILQR gains
{k̂0:T−1, K̂0:T−1} through a backward-in-time
sweep.

5. Trajectory update:
ūm+1
t = ūm

t + k̂t + K̂t(α
m+1
t − αm

t ).
end while

V. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS OF THE REDUCED ORDER
SOLUTION

In this section, we provide a mathematical analysis to bound
the sub-optimality of the approach introduced in Section IV.
We first introduce the perturbed LQR problem about the
nominal trajectory, and under certain assumptions show that
the solutions to the full-order and reduced-order perturbed
LQR problems at each iteration are uniformly bounded. Next,
we determine the compact set to which the algorithm descends
monotonically, and consequently, determine the convergence
guarantees of the proposed approach.

A. Preliminaries

Given the optimization problem FO-OCP, we can write the
corresponding trajectories X̄ = {x0, x1, .., xT } in the reduced
order subspace Φ, computed as given in Sec. III-A, as

X̄ = Φᾱ,

where ᾱ = {α0, α1, ..., αT }.
Let the cost functions associated with FO-OCP and RO-

OCP be J(·) and Ĵ(·) respectively. If there was no loss in
information when projecting upon the reduced order subspace,
i.e., xt = Φαt, the functions J(·) and Ĵ(·) coincide, and
thus correspond to the same optimal solution. But, in general,
neglecting the higher order POD modes results in some loss of
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information, which is reflected as deviation in the trajectories
of the reduced order system as compared to the original
system. Thus, our optimizations will operate on different func-
tions J and Ĵ , and hence, we may lose guarantees regarding
the optimality of the reduced order solution.

Heuristically, if xt ≈ Φαt, the performance of the
solution of the reduced LQR problem should be close to the
performance of the full order solution.

1) Perturbed LQR problem: Given the current nominal tra-
jectory (X̄(k), Ū (k)) at the kth iterate, and the initial condition
x(0) = x0, we can linearize around the trajectory (X(k), U (k))
to get the linear time-varying dynamics

δx
(k)
t+1 = Atδx

(k)
t +Btδu

(k)
t . (8)

We can also write the perturbed cost about the nominal as

δJ (k) =

T−1∑
t=0

((c(k)x )T δx
(k)
t + (δx

(k)
t )T c(k)xx δx

(k)
t + (c(k)u )T δu

(k)
t

+ (δu
(k)
t )T c(k)uu δu

(k)
t ) + (c

(k)
T,x)

T δx
(k)
T

+ (δx
(k)
T )T c

(k)
T,xxδx

(k)
T .

For simplicity, in the following analysis, we consider a cost
function which is quadratic in state and control. However,
it is important to note that the methods and results derived
can be extended to general cost functions. Thus, we can
write c

(k)
x (x̄

(k)
t , ū

(k)
t ) = (Q

(k)
t )T x̄

(k)
t , c

(k)
xx (·) = Q

(k)
t , c

(k)
u (·) =

(R(k))T ū
(k)
t , and c

(k)
uu (·) = R(k). Then, the FO-OCP can be

expressed as a perturbed LQR problem about the nominal, i.e.,

min
δu

(k)
t

δJ (k) =

T−1∑
t=0

(
(x̄

(k)
t )TQ

(k)
t δx

(k)
t + (δx

(k)
t )TQ

(k)
t δx

(k)
t +

(ū
(k)
t )TR(k)δu

(k)
t + (δu

(k)
t )TR(k)δu

(k)
t

)
+(

(x̄
(k)
T )TQ

(k)
T δx

(k)
T + (δx

(k)
T )TQ

(k)
T δx

(k)
T

)
(FO-LQR)

Subject to: δx(k)
t+1 = Atδx

(k)
t +Btδu

(k)
t .

Similarly, we can write the perturbed reduced-order LQR
problem as

min
δu

(k)
t

δĴ (k) =

T−1∑
t=0

(
(Φᾱ

(k)
t )TQ

(k)
t Φδα

(k)
t +

(Φδα
(k)
t )TQ

(k)
t (Φδα

(k)
t ) + (ū

(k)
t )TR(k)δu

(k)
t +

(δu
(k)
t )TR(k)δu

(k)
t

)
+ (Φᾱ

(k)
T )TQ

(k)
T (Φδα

(k)
T )+

(Φδα
(k)
T )TQ

(k)
T (Φδα

(k)
T ), (RO-LQR)

Subject to: δα(k)
t+1 = ΦTAtΦδα

(k)
t +ΦTBtδu

(k)
t .

We now state the assumptions under which we establish
guarantees regarding the performance of the reduced-order
algorithm.

δU

δJ

δĴ

|δJ − δĴ | ≤ C̄1ϵ

Fig. 3: The cost functions δJ(·) and δĴ(·) are close to each other
given the same control input.

Assumption 1. (A1) We assume that x(k)
t is close to Φα

(k)
t ,

for all iterates k and for all snapshots along the trajectory.
Also, for the linearized systems above, the same holds, i.e.,

||x(k)
t − Φα

(k)
t || ≤ ϵ ∀t,

||δx(k)
t − Φδα

(k)
t || ≤ 2ϵ ∀t.

Assumption 2. (A2) The cost functions c
(k)
t (·) and

c
(k)
T (·) at the kth iterate are chosen such that the

states x
(k)
t , δx

(k)
t and Φδα

(k)
t are uniformly bounded,

i.e., ||Q(k)
t x

(k)
t ||, ||Q

(k)
t δx

(k)
t ||, ||Q

(k)
t Φδα

(k)
t || ≤

C(k) ≤ C̄ for all t = {0, 1, ..., T − 1}, and
||Q(k)

T x
(k)
T ||, ||Q

(k)
T δx

(k)
T ||, ||Q

(k)
T Φδα

(k)
T || ≤ CT (k) ≤ C̄.

Assumption 3. (A3) The smallest singular value of the
Hessian of the cost function is uniformly bounded away from
zero at every iterate, i.e., σmin(

∂2δJ
∂(δU)2 |δU(k)) > σ̄ > 0.

With the preliminaries stated above, we introduce the
following results. Note that in the subsequent development,
we drop the use of the superscript k to simplify notation.

Lemma 1. Under assumptions A1 and A2, given the same
control sequence δU , the costs of the FO-LQR and RO-LQR
satisfy:

|δJ(δU)− δĴ(δU)| ≤ C̄1ϵ ∀δU,

where C̄1 = 7(T + 1)C̄ and δU = {δut}T−1
t=0 (Fig. 3).

Proof. See Sec VIII-A.

Lemma 2. Let the optimal control inputs corresponding to
the minima of the cost functions δJ and δĴ be δU∗ and δÛ∗

respectively. Then, under assumption A1 and Lemma 1, the
minima of the FO-LQR and RO-LQR satisfy:

|δJ(δU∗)− δĴ(δÛ∗)| ≤ C̄1ϵ.

Proof. See Sec VIII-B.

Now, given Lemmas 1 and 2, we can discuss the
comparisons between the corresponding optimal control.
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δJ

δU∗ δÛ∗

2C̄1ϵ

Fig. 4: The solutions of the full and reduced order perturbed LQR
problems are close to each other, under the specified assumptions.

Lemma 3. The optimal control sequences δU∗ and δÛ∗

obtained from solving the FO-LQR and RO-LQR satisfy:

||δU∗ − δÛ∗|| ≤ δ,

where δ =
√

2C̄1ϵ
σ̄ (Fig. 4).

Proof. See Sec VIII-C.

Thus, we know that, under the specified assumptions, the
solution to the FO-LQR and RO-LQR are close to each other
for each iteration.

B. Convergence of the Reduced Order Formulation

Lemma 4. Let S∞ = {δU : ||[∇2J ]−1∇J || ≤ δ}, then for
any δU /∈ S∞, the RO-LQR will always move in a direction
such that the cost decreases.

Proof. See Sec VIII-D.

We now study the behavior of the optimization as it pro-
ceeds. Let S∞ be enclosed between two sub-level sets of the
cost function, say S̄ and S, such that S∞ completely encloses
S, while being completely enclosed by S̄ (Fig. 5). Let the
costs for any control policy in the sub-level sets S̄ and S be
upper-bounded by the costs J̄ and J respectively.

We introduce the following assumption to ensure that the
algorithm never increases the cost:

Assumption 4. (A4) We enforce the cost to be non-increasing
through all iterations of the algorithm, i.e., Jk+1 − Jk ≤
0, ∀ k.

Let us assume, for some (X0, U0) at t = 0, the initial cost
J0 > J̄ . But we know that the cost is always non-negative.
Since J is monotonically decreasing, then for some t = k,

Jk ≤ J̄ s.t. U (k) ∈ S∞.

From Eq. 15,
Jk+1 − Jk ≤ β2,

S̄

S

S∞

Fig. 5: The set S∞ is compact, and enclosed between sub-level sets
S and S̄.

S̄

S

S∞

J∗

Fig. 6: The cost lying within the sublevel set S̄, with the trajectory
being in S∞, results in three possible cases: the subsequent estimate
may either jump out of S∞ but still descend, stay in S∞ and descend,
or terminate at the same cost. The algorithm’s progress after it hits
S∞ is some sequence of these three cases till the algorithm terminates
due to the first case or reaches the set S, after which it cannot leave
S∞. Thus, the algorithm will eventually converge to the set S∞ and
stay there, however, this is the strongest guarantee of convergence.
Thus, that the reduced algorithm converges to S∞ is all we can
guarantee. This is the price we pay for the computational efficiency
obtained from model reduction.

where β2 = β(||[∇2J ]−1∇J || − ||w||) ≥ 0. This results in
three possible cases (Fig. 6):

Case 1 : β2 ≥ Jk+1 − Jk ≥ 0

Due to A4, this is infeasible and thus, the algorithm termi-
nates at this cost, and remains within the set S∞.

Case 2 : Jk+1 − Jk < 0 and Uk+1 ∈ S∞.
Thus, despite being in S∞, the cost may still descend.
Case 3 : Jk+1−Jk < 0, but Uk+1 /∈ S∞, i.e., the algorithm

jumps out of S∞. Then, from L4, for any t ≥ k + 1, J t+1 −
J t < 0 until U t ∈ S∞, i.e., the algorithm will return to the
set S∞.

At the next iteration, Case 2 or Case 3 will either result
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in the iteration terminating (Case 1), the cost staying within
S∞ and descending (Case 2), or jumping out again, and
monotonically decreasing till it re-enters S∞ (Case 3). This
process can only continue until J ≤ J at which point Case 3
is no longer feasible and the algorithm remains within S∞.

Remark 2. Upon reaching the sub-level set S, the iteration
may either terminate, or keep descending until it reaches
the optimal trajectory, depending on the gradient and errors.
Unfortunately, there are no guarantees within this region, and,
thus, the best we can say is that the algorithm converges to
some point within the set S.

The above development can be summarized in the following
result.

Theorem 1. Under assumptions A1, A2, A3 and A4, the
reduced order formulation of the ILQR is guaranteed to
converge to the set S∞.

Remark 3. Note that the bounds computed above can be
highly conservative, owing to the application of worst case

bounds in Lemmas 1-3. In practice, the bound δ =
√

2C̄1ϵ
σ̄ ,

parametrizing the algorithm’s limit set S∞ is much smaller,
and consequently, the reduced order solution is much closer
to the true solution as shall be seen from our empirical results
later in the paper.

VI. EMPIRICAL RESULTS

A. Optimal Control Problems Analyzed

This section presents the partial differential equations
(PDEs) used to evaluate the performance of the reduced-order
ILQR against the standard ILQR method applied to a full-
order, high-degree of freedom (DOF) system.

1) 1D Viscous Burger’s Equation: Consider the viscous
Burger’s Equation given by:

∂u

∂t
+ u

∂u

∂x
= ν

∂2u

∂x2
,

with external control inputs at the boundaries corresponding to
blowing and suction, defined as u(0, t) = U1(t) and u(L, t) =
U2(t).

2) Material Microstructure Evolution - Allen-Cahn and
Cahn-Hilliard Equations: The dynamics of material mi-
crostructures can be described using two types of partial
differential equations: the Allen-Cahn (A-C) equation [34],
which models the evolution of a non-conserved quantity, and
the Cahn-Hilliard (C-H) equation [35], which represents the
evolution of a conserved quantity. The general form of the
Allen-Cahn equation is:

∂ϕ

∂t
= −M

(
∂F

∂ϕ
− γ∇2ϕ

)
, (9)

while the Cahn-Hilliard equation is expressed as:

∂ϕ

∂t
= ∇ ·M∇

(
∂F

∂ϕ
− γ∇2ϕ

)
. (10)

In these equations, ϕ = ϕ(x, t) is the order parameter,
which represents the state of the system in control theory

and is infinite-dimensional. It indicates the proportion of each
phase within the material system. For the two-phase system
examined in this study, ϕ = −1 corresponds to one pure phase,
while ϕ = 1 denotes the other; values of ϕ ∈ (−1, 1) signify a
mixed state at the boundary between the two pure phases. The
parameter M relates to the material’s mobility and is assumed
to be constant in this analysis. The energy function F has a
nonlinear dependence on ϕ, and γ is a gradient coefficient that
governs the level of diffusion or the thickness of the boundary
interface.

In this research, we utilize the following general form of
the energy density function:

F (ϕ;T, h) = ϕ4 + Tϕ2 + hϕ. (11)

Here, the parameters T and h are not determined by the A-C
and C-H equations; instead, they can be set externally to any
value and may vary spatially and temporally.

B. Structure and Task

We simulated the dynamics in Python, through calling an
explicit, second-order solver subroutine in FORTRAN. The
system and its tasks are defined as follows:

(a) Initial state (b) Goal state-I (c) Goal state-II

Fig. 7: Model simulated in Python

a) Material Microstructure: The material model em-
ployed in this simulation comprises a two-dimensional grid
with dimensions of 20× 20 and 50× 50, resulting in 400 and
2500 fully observable states, respectively. The order parameter
at each grid point can take values within the range of [−1, 1].
The model is solved using an explicit, second-order central-
difference scheme. Control inputs (T, h) are applied such that
all grid points targeting an order parameter of +1 receive the
same control inputs, while a different set of (T, h) is assigned
to grid points with a target of -1. The objective is to manipulate
the material dynamics to achieve a specified phase distribution,
involving 2500 state variables and four control channels.

The initial and desired final states of the model are illus-
trated in Fig. 7.

b) 1D Viscous Burger’s Equation: The Burgers equation
is represented as a one-dimensional grid discretized with a
finite difference scheme, utilizing 100 equally spaced grid
points that correspond to 100 fully observable states. This
model is also solved using an explicit, second-order central-
difference method. The system incorporates two control inputs
for suction and blowing at its boundaries, leading to two
control variables.

Starting with an initial velocity profile defined as u(x, 0) =
sin(πx) for x ∈ [−1, 1], the goal of the control task is to attain
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(a) Allen-Cahn Convergence
(GS-II)

(b) Cahn-Hilliard Convergence
(GS-I)

(c) Burgers Convergence

(d) Allen-Cahn (e) Cahn-Hilliard (f) Burgers

Fig. 8: Convergence of Episodic cost for (a) Allen-Cahn, (b) Cahn Hilliard and (c) Viscous Burgers PDE (Top Row), and corresponding
variation of number of modes for the 99.999% energy cutoff with ILQR iteration (Bottom Row)

the target state u(x, T ) = −0.5, which represents a constant
velocity profile.

Remark 4. Note that, for the purpose of the study, the
dimensionality of the systems considered were kept within
O(103), which is smaller than realistic grid scales. This is
done to facilitate a comparison with the full-order solution
since the standard, full-order ILQR becomes intractable as
we scale the dimensionality of the problem. Thus, in order
to establish a benchmark with the ground truth (here, the
solution from the ILQR), the experiments were restricted to
dimensions where the full-order approach can still yield a
feasible solution.

C. Training and Testing

1) Open-loop trajectory convergence: The open-loop train-
ing plots illustrated in Fig. 8 depict the cost curve throughout
the training process. After the convergence of the cost curves,
we acquire the optimal control sequence capable of guiding
the systems to fulfill their tasks. The training parameters
and results are summarized in (Tables I, II). The optimal
trajectories achieved for the Allen-Cahn and Burgers PDEs
are presented in Fig. 9 and 10, respectively.

2) Repeatability/Variance in Training: The graphs pre-
sented in Fig. 11 illustrate the average and standard deviation
of the cost curves based on various initial guesses, computed
over 100 iterations. This analysis reveals that the algorithm
consistently converges to the same minima.

TABLE I: Comparison of the training outcomes of ILQR with
the reduced order ILQR.

Training time (in sec.)
PDE system ILQR roILQR

Allen-Cahn(50× 50) 2292.38 53.21
Cahn-Hilliard(20× 20) 5295.21 209.83

Viscous Burgers(100× 1) 146.99 13.01

The open-loop training is run on a laptop with a 2-core CPU@2.9GHz
and 12GB RAM. No multi-threading at this point.

TABLE II: Parameter size comparison for LTV system iden-
tification between ILQR and roILQR

System No. of No. of No. of Dimensionality Dimensionality
steps actuators observed for for

(nu) states(nx) ILQR roILQR
(nx + nu) (l + nu)

Allen-Cahn 10 4 2500 2504 7
Cahn-Hilliard 10 4 400 404 9

Burgers 20 2 100 102 9

3) Quality of the solution: The plots in Fig. 12 compare
the iterations of the full-scale ILQR vs the proposed reduced-
order modification. We observe that the RO-ILQR converges
to a solution with a cost within 14% of the true optimal. This
is in agreement with the convergence analysis we develop
in Section V, wherein we are guaranteed to converge to the
set S∞. It is observed that this convergence bound is, in
practice, tighter than the conservative estimate provided by
the mathematical analysis. Moreover, the RO-ILQR approach
is far cheaper computationally when compared to the full order
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(a) Initial state (b) Intermediate-I

(c) Intermediate-II (d) Final State

Fig. 9: Optimal trajectory for the Cahn-Hilliard PDE.

Fig. 10: Optimal trajectory for the Burgers PDE.

ILQR. However, we also note that in the case of Burger’s
equation, the reduced order solution is almost of the same
quality of the full order solution.

4) Comparison With Deep RL: In order to benchmark our
algorithm, we have previously compared a data-based imple-
mentation of the standard, full order ILQR algorithm with
the Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient (DDPG) algorithm,
for the Allen-Cahn and Cahn-Hilliard Equations discussed in
Sec. VI-A [36]. It was observed that DDPG fails to converge
to the target microstructure for the scale of the problems
considered here, due to the overparametrization that stems
from the increasing dimensionality of the resulting system.
Thus, using DDPG or similar techniques to design a feedback
law is infeasible in the context of such problems. Moreover,
the structure of the DDPG algorithm, or similar model-free RL
techniques in general, does not allow for the implementation
of model order techniques that we implement in RO-ILQR,

(a) Allen-Cahn (GS-II) (b) Cahn-Hilliard (GS-I)

Fig. 11: Convergence of Episodic cost for (a) Allen-Cahn, (b) Cahn
Hilliard and (c) Viscous Burgers PDE averaged over 100 runs with
different initial guesses
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0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

To
ta

l C
os

t
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(a) Allen-Cahn Comparison
(GS-II)
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0
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3000000
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ta
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t
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(b) Cahn-Hilliard Comparison
(GS-I)
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Iteration

0
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(c) Burgers Comparison

Fig. 12: Comparing convergence of Episodic cost for (a) Allen-Cahn
and (b) Viscous Burgers PDE, starting from same initial guess

making the comparison unfair.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

In this article, we have proposed an efficient approach for
controlling nonlinear partial differential equations by employ-
ing model order reduction in tandem with a well known
nonlinear optimal control algorithm ILQR. We have shown the
viability and repeatability of the approach, and have compared
it with a standard ILQR without model reduction to show that
the proposed approach is highly efficient without sacrificing
performance. We have also theoretically characterized the
quality of the solution achieved here, and the sub-optimality
thereof, and empirically shown how the convergence bounds
are tighter practically than the conservative estimates. In future
work, we plan to apply the methodology to larger scale
models, and scale the approach to real-world systems. Another
future direction of work is the implications of the POD based
reduced order LTV identification introduced here for nonlinear
model reduction problems.
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VIII. APPENDIX

A. Proof for Lemma 1

Given a perturbed control sequence δU =
{δu0, δu1, ..., δuT−1} about the nominal, let us apply
the same input to both full-order and reduced-order perturbed
dynamics. Thus,

δJ(δU)− δĴ(δU) =

T−1∑
t=0

(
x̄T
t Qtδxt + δxT

t Qtδxt

− (Φᾱt)
TQt(Φδαt)− (Φδαt)

TQt(Φδαt)

)
+(

x̄T
TQT δxT + δxT

TQT δxT

− (ΦᾱT )
TQT (ΦδαT )− (ΦδαT )

TQT (ΦδαT )

)

Adding and subtracting x̄T
t Qt(Φδαt), δxT

t Qt(Φδαt),
x̄T
TQT (ΦδαT ) and δxT

TQT (ΦδαT ), we can rewrite the dif-

ference as δJ(δU) − δĴ(δU) =
∑T−1

t=0

(
x̄T
t Qt(δxt −

Φδαt) + δxT
t Qt(δxt − Φδαt) − (x̄t − Φᾱt)

TQt(Φδαt) −

(δxt − Φδαt)
TQt(Φδαt)

)
+

(
x̄T
TQt(δxT − ΦδαT ) +

δxT
TQT (δxT −ΦδαT )− (x̄T −ΦᾱT )

TQT (ΦδαT )− (δxT −

ΦδαT )
TQT (ΦδαT )

)
. Thus,

δJ(δU)− δĴ(δU) ≤
T−1∑
t=0

(
(||Qtx̄t||+ ||Qtδxt||)||δxt − Φδαt||

+ ||QtΦδαt||(||x̄t − Φαt||+ ||δxt − Φδαt||)

)

+

(
(||QT x̄T ||+ ||QT δxT ||)||δxT − ΦδαT ||

+ ||QTΦδαt||(||x̄T − ΦᾱT ||+ ||δxT − ΦδαT ||)

)
≤ 7(T + 1)C̄ϵ = C̄1ϵ.

B. Proof for Lemma 2

From Lemma 1, we know that

|δJ(δU)− δĴ(δU)| ≤ C̄1ϵ

=⇒ −C̄1ϵ ≤ δJ(δU)− δĴ(δU) ≤ C̄1ϵ.

Also, we know that δU∗ is a sub-optimal policy for δĴ(·),
while δÛ∗ is the optimal. Similarly, δÛ∗ is a sub-optimal
policy for δJ(·), while δU∗ is the optimal. Hence,

δĴ(δÛ∗) ≤ δĴ(δU∗) =⇒ δĴ(δU∗)− δĴ(δÛ∗) ≥ 0, (12)

δJ(δU∗) ≤ δJ(δÛ∗) =⇒ δJ(δU∗)− δJ(δÛ∗) ≤ 0. (13)

From Eqs. 12, 13 and Lemma 1, we can write

δJ(δU∗)− δĴ(δÛ∗) = (δJ(δU∗)− δĴ(δU∗))+

(δĴ(δU∗)− δĴ(δÛ∗)) ≥ −C̄1ϵ, and

δJ(δU∗)− δĴ(δÛ∗) = (δJ(δU∗)− δJ(δÛ∗))+

(δJ(δÛ∗)− δĴ(δÛ∗)) ≤ C̄1ϵ.

Thus,

|δJ(δU∗)− δĴ(δÛ∗)| ≤ C̄1ϵ.

C. Proof for Lemma 3

From Lemma 2,

|δJ(δU∗)− δĴ(δÛ∗)| ≤ C̄1ϵ,

=⇒ C̄1ϵ ≥ |δJ(δU∗)− δJ(δÛ∗) + δJ(δÛ∗)− δĴ(δÛ∗)|
≥ |δJ(δU∗)− δJ(δÛ∗)| − |δJ(δÛ∗)− δĴ(δÛ∗)|,

=⇒ |δJ(δU∗)− δJ(δÛ∗)| ≤ 2C̄1ϵ. (14)

Let δÛ∗ = δU∗ + δUR. From Eq. 14,

|δJ(δU∗)− δJ(δU∗ + δUR)| ≤ 2C̄1ϵ.

Since the LTV dynamics are affine in control, δJ is
quadratic in the input δU . Thus, we can write |δJ(δU∗) −

δJ(δU∗ + δUR)| = |δJ(δU∗) − δJ(δU∗) − ∂δJ
∂δU

∣∣∣∣∣
δU∗

δUR −

(δUR)T ∂2δJ
∂(δU)2

∣∣∣∣∣
δU∗

δUR|. Since δU∗ is the minima of δJ ,

∂δJ
∂δu

∣∣∣∣∣
δu∗

= 0. Let us define the weighted-norm ||.||Q as

||x||Q = (xTQx)1/2. Thus,

|δJ(δU∗)− δJ(δÛ∗)| = ||δUR||2∂2δJ
∂(δU)2

|δU∗
≤ 2C̄1ϵ.

Now, || ∂2δJ
∂(δU)2 |δU∗ || ≥ σmin(

∂2δJ
∂(δU)2 |δU∗), where σmin(·) is

the smallest singular value of the function. Then,

||δUR||2 ≤ 2C̄1ϵ

σmin(
∂2δJ

∂(δU)2 |δU∗)

=⇒ ||δUR|| = ||δU∗ − δÛ∗|| ≤

√√√√ 2C̄1ϵ

σmin(
∂2δJ

∂(δU)2 |δU∗)

From A3, σmin(
∂2δJ

∂(δU)2 |δU∗) ≥ σ̄. Thus,

||δU∗ − δÛ∗|| ≤

√√√√ 2C̄1ϵ

σmin(
∂2δJ

∂(δU)2 |δU∗)
≤
√

2C̄1ϵ

σ̄
= δ
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D. Proof for Lemma 4

Let the cost at some iteration k be J(Uk). From the line-
search algorithm, we know that

J(Uk+1)

∆J(η)
≥ ρ > 0,

where ∆J(η) = −ηST
t Ŝt. Since the LQR optimization pro-

ceeds as a Newton method, the descent step for the FO-LQR
can be written as

St = −(∇2J)−1∇J.

Since the model order reduction in the RO-LQR introduces
errors in the gradient, the corresponding descent step is

Ŝt = −(∇2Ĵ)−1∇Ĵ = −[(∇2J)−1∇J + w],

where ||w|| ≤ δ due to Lemma 3.
For the development below, let us write J(Uk) as Jk for

ease of notation. Then,

Jk+1 − Jk ≤ −ηρ([∇2J ]−1)∇J)T ([∇2J ]−1∇J + w)

≤ −ηρ||[∇2J ]−1∇J ||(||[∇2J ]−1∇J || − ||w||).

Now, we know that η > 0, ρ > 0 and ||[∇2J ]−1∇J || > 0
for all points besides the stationary point. Then,

Jk+1 − Jk ≤ −β(||[∇2J ]−1∇J || − ||w||). (15)

For the algorithm to descend, Jk+1 − Jk < 0. Thus,

||[∇2J ]−1∇J || > ||w||.

Thus, Ŝt is guaranteed to descend if

||[∇2J ]−1∇J || > δ.
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