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Abstract

Digital Twins, virtual replicas of physical systems that enable real-time monitoring, model updates, predictions, and
decision-making, present novel avenues for proactive control strategies for autonomous systems. However, achieving
real-time decision-making in Digital Twins considering uncertainty necessitates an efficient uncertainty quantification
(UQ) approach and optimization driven by accurate predictions of system behaviors, which remains a challenge for
learning-based methods. This paper presents a simultaneous multi-step robust model predictive control (MPC) frame-
work that incorporates real-time decision-making with uncertainty awareness for Digital Twin systems. Leveraging a
multistep ahead predictor named Time-Series Dense Encoder (TiDE) as the surrogate model, this framework differs
from conventional MPC models that provide only one-step ahead predictions. In contrast, TiDE can predict future
states within the prediction horizon in a one-shot, significantly accelerating MPC. Furthermore, quantile regression
is employed with the training of TiDE to perform flexible while computationally efficient UQ on data uncertainty.
Consequently, with the deep learning quantiles, the robust MPC problem is formulated into a deterministic optimization
problem and provides a safety buffer that accommodates disturbances to enhance constraint satisfaction rate. As a result,
the proposed method outperforms existing robust MPC methods by providing less-conservative UQ and has demon-
strated efficacy in an engineering case study involving Directed Energy Deposition (DED) additive manufacturing. This
proactive while uncertainty-aware control capability positions the proposed method as a potent tool for future Digital
Twin applications and real-time process control in engineering systems.

Keywords: Digital Twin, Robust Model Predictive Control, Real-Time Decision Making, Time-Series, Deep Neural
Network, Quantile Learning

1 Introduction

1.1 Problem Definition

The concept of Digital Twins [1, 2] has shown promising revolutions in autonomous industries such as manufactur-
ing [3–5] and predictive maintenance [6]. It brings the idea of building bi-directional interactions between the physical
system and its virtual counterpart. This enables online decision-making processes to be conducted automatically utilizing
the state prediction provided by the virtual systems, and reacts proactively in response to the feedback from the physical
systems [7]. One embodiment of online decision-making is via model predictive control (MPC) [8], which optimizes
system performance by predicting future behavior and adjusting control inputs in real-time based on the model prediction.
To account for disturbances in MPC, a family of uncertainty-aware MPC approaches has been proposed to enhance
constraint satisfaction rates in the presence of anticipated uncertainty. Methods such as stochastic MPC [9] and robust
MPC [10], aim to approximate uncertainty propagation through the known system dynamics, quantify the distribution
of predicted states, and solve the MPC problem by explicitly incorporating uncertainty bounds with the constraints. As
the accurate description of the system dynamics may be unavailable a priori, with the recent advancements in machine
learning and neural networks (NN) [4], learning-based or data-driven predictive controllers [11, 12] have gained signifi-
cant attention. However, although NNs can emulate the system dynamics accurately, applying NNs in uncertainty-aware
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MPC presents significant challenges, as quantifying and estimating uncertainty distributions can be both complex and
computationally expensive. Consequently, integrating NN-based models with efficient uncertainty quantification (UQ)
methods for decision-making remains an open research question critical to the advancement of Digital Twin technologies.

1.2 Uncertainty-Aware MPC

Uncertainty-aware MPC methods can be broadly categorized into robust and stochastic approaches [8]. Robust
MPC focuses on optimizing control inputs to perform effectively under worst-case scenarios, ensuring system stability and
constraint satisfaction even under bounded uncertainties [10]. Stochastic MPC leverages probabilistic models to incorporate
uncertainties into the optimization process and formulate probabilistic (or chance) constraints in an optimal control
problem [9], aiming to achieve a balance between performance and reliability. Techniques like min-max MPC formulates
the cost function as the maximum of cost values with the samples generated based on disturbance models [13]. However,
min-max MPC often comes with significant computational overhead, posing challenges for real-time implementation [14–
16]. To make these optimal control problems more computationally tractable, tube-based techniques have been explored to
solve the robust and stochastic MPC problems by explicitly identifying the uncertainty regions in state and control action
spaces [16–19]. However, many of these approaches still assume prior knowledge of system dynamics or disturbance
characteristics, limiting their applicability in real-world scenarios with incomplete or evolving information. In recent
years, data-driven modeling, which can capture complex temporal dependencies and non-stationary dynamics, has gained
attention for MPC frameworks. By leveraging these advances, the integration of data-driven methods into MPC frameworks
offers new opportunities to improve both performance and adaptability under uncertain conditions.

1.3 Data-Driven MPC

Data-driven models are essential for surrogating physics in a Digital Twin and MPC, particularly in two key scenarios:
when the system’s underlying physics is overly complex or not fully understood, and when simulations are prohibitively
computationally expensive or time-consuming [20]. Under these circumstances, data-driven/learning-based methods can
identify the system directly using observational data. For example, neural state space models [21] can replace the system
and input matrices in a state space formulation. Recursive Neural Network (RNN) and Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM)
are also popular options since their structures resemble the propagation of the dynamics of the systems [22–24]. However,
enabling learning-based methods with uncertainty-awareness for real-time applications is still challenging, primarily
due to the computational complexity of performing UQ. Popular UQ techniques for NNs, such as ensemble methods,
Bayesian NNs, Monte Carlo dropout, and bootstrapping, fall under the category of sampling-based methods [25]. While
these methods can numerically approximate the distribution of NN outputs [26], their reliance on Monte Carlo sampling
and multiple forward passes of NNs suffers from significant computational time, rendering them impractical for many
engineering applications involving MPC.

In contrast, parametric methods, which estimate the parameters of the uncertainty distribution directly, provide a
computationally efficient alternative and are widely applied in learning-based MPC. For instance, Kinky Inference has
been employed to learn parameters representing the bounds of system states [11]. Similarly, in [27], a Gaussian process
is utilized as a discrepancy model to capture unknown system dynamics, with its predictive uncertainty serving as a
probabilistic bound for nominal predictions. One noteworthy approach is quantile regression, which directly learns user-
defined quantiles of the data. Unlike methods that require assumptions about the data distribution, quantile regression
offers greater flexibility, making it particularly appealing for MPC application [28].

Another challenge for data-driven MPC is the computational burden of solving numerical optimizations online. Unlike
linear MPC, where the closed-form solution can be analytically derived using linear quadratic regulation (LQR) [8], data-
driven MPC relies on numerical iterations through black-box optimizers, requiring multiple forward passes and increasing
computational efforts. To address this challenge, parallelization techniques for MPC have been proposed, focusing on
accelerating online computations through improvements in both hardware and problem formulation [29]. One promising
approach is the implementation of a multi-step-ahead predictor as a surrogate model. Traditional MPC uses single-step-
ahead models and recursively propagates states to generate the predicted trajectory (i.e., state predictions over the entire
horizon). In contrast, a multi-step-ahead predictor can provide the predicted trajectory in one-shot, significantly reducing
computational overhead. A notable example is the simultaneous multi-step MPC proposed by [30], which employs a
Transformer encoder as a multi-step-ahead predictor. This approach not only accelerates numerical optimization but also
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improves prediction accuracy by capturing temporal dependencies across multiple time steps. Moreover, compared to state-
space models, multi-step-ahead predictors offer a more straightforward method for handling constraints under uncertainty.
This avoids the potentially conservative sequential propagation of uncertainty seen in traditional approaches [31]. Further,
although the multi-step ahead predictors have not been widely implemented in dynamical systems, the recent success in
time-series forecasting have reveal promising result in efficiently quantifying data uncertainty by integrating multi-step
quantile regression with time-series deep NN [32, 33]. These advancements highlight the potential of multi-step-ahead
predictors to improve both computational efficiency and uncertainty handling in MPC, paving the way for the development
of a robust and efficient decision-making in Digital Twins.

1.4 Research Objective

This work proposes a simultaneous multi-step robust MPC framework utilizing time-series deep neural networks and
deep learning quantiles, providing a novel decision-making approach for Digital Twins of complex engineering systems.
The proposed framework, depicted in Fig. 1, comprises two distinct stages. In the offline stage, noisy system data is
gathered as the training data. A time-series deep neural network, named Time-Series Dense Encoder (TiDE), is employed
to perform nonlinear system identification, capturing both the nominal system dynamics and the quantiles of the data
uncertainty, encompassing the uncertainty of the nominal prediction. Subsequently, in the online stage, TiDE serves as the
predictive model in the proposed multi-step robust MPC. The nominal prediction is utilized to assess the reference tracking
performance, while the predictive quantiles are employed to guarantee constraint satisfaction. This proposed method is
validated using an illustrative example and an engineering case study in additive manufacturing. The contributions of this
work include:

• We propose a robust MPC framework for multi-step ahead prediction models as an embodiment of uncertainty-aware
real-time decision-making for Digital Twins.

• We demonstrate the effectiveness of deep learning quantiles in quantifying data uncertainty.

• We validate the proposed methods using several case studies, showing the generality of this method in the Digital
Twin paradigm.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: In Section 2, the technical background of MPC, TiDE, and quantile
regression will be introduced. Section 3 details the proposed robust MPC framework, including problem formulation,
model preparation, and optimization techniques. In Section 4, a numerical model is used as a demonstration to walk
through the implementation details, and the result in an engineering case study on additive manufacturing (AM) is revealed
in Section 5. Lastly, we will conclude this work in Section 6.

Stage 1:  Train nominal model

Generate/Collect 
noisy data from the 

system. 

Train nominal 
model using 
quantile loss

Nominal 
model

Stage 2: Deploy pretrained 
models and run RMPC

Nominal 
model

Optimizer

Reference

Multi-step RMPC

System

Ancillary 
Controller

Offline System Identification Online Decision-Making

Figure 1: Proposed multi-step robust MPC framework.
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2 Technical Background

Notation: The sets of real numbers and non-negative integers are denoted by R and N≥0, respectively. Given
𝑎, 𝑏 ∈ N≥0 such that 𝑎 < 𝑏, we denote N[𝑎,𝑏] := {𝑎, 𝑎 + 1, ..., 𝑏}. [A]𝑖 and [a]𝑖 denote the 𝑖th row and element of the
matrix A and vector a, respectively. x̂𝑘+𝑖 denotes the 𝑖-step-ahead predicted value of x at time 𝑘 . The notation I𝑎×𝑎
denotes an 𝑎-by-𝑎 identity matrix, Q ≻ 0 indicates a positive definite matrix, and | |x| |2Q = x⊤Qx refers to a quadratically
weighted norm. Given a random variable 𝑋 , E[𝑋] denotes its expected value. A Gaussian distribution with mean vector
µ and covariance matrix 𝚺 is represented as N(µ,𝚺). Given two sets 𝐴 and 𝐵, then 𝐴 ⊕ 𝐵 := {𝑎 + 𝑏 |𝑎 ∈ 𝐴, 𝑏 ∈ 𝐵}
(Minkowski sum) and 𝐴 ⊖ 𝐵 := {𝑎 ∈ 𝐴|𝑎 + 𝑏 ∈ 𝐴,∀𝑏 ∈ 𝐵} (Pontryagin difference).

2.1 MPC and Robust MPC

Model Predictive Control (MPC), as known as receding horizon optimal control, is an advanced control method that
employs an explicit dynamic model of the system to predict and optimize future control actions within a finite horizon [8].
This ensures that constraints on inputs and outputs are met while minimizing a specified cost function. MPC iteratively
solves an optimization problem at each time step, applies the resulting control action, and repeats the process as the time
horizon advances, as depicted in Fig. 2(a) and Fig. 2(b).

Assume that a general nonlinear system can be represented as:

x𝑘+1 = 𝐹 (x𝑘 , u𝑘), ∀𝑘 ∈ N, (1)

where 𝐹 denotes the dynamic function that maps from the current state and control action to the state at the next step.
With the prediction horizon length noted as 𝑁 and the specified reference r = [r𝑘+1, ..., r𝑘+𝑁 ], the MPC can be formulated
as an optimization problem for the future control inputs u = [u𝑘 , ..., u𝑘+𝑁−1]:

min
u

𝐽 (u, x̂, r) =
𝑁−1∑︁
𝑖=0

[
| |x̂𝑘+𝑖+1 − r𝑘+𝑖+1 | |2Q + ||u𝑘+𝑖 | |2R

]
, (2a)

𝑠.𝑡. x̂𝑘+1 = 𝐹̂ (x𝑘 , u𝑘), (2b)
x̂𝑘+𝑖+1 = 𝐹̂ (x̂𝑘+𝑖 , u𝑘+𝑖), ∀𝑖 ∈ N[1,𝑁−1] , (2c)
x̂𝑘+𝑖 ∈ X, ∀𝑖 ∈ N[1,𝑁 ] , (2d)
u𝑘+𝑖 ∈ U, ∀𝑖 ∈ N[0,𝑁−1] , (2e)
g(x̂𝑘+𝑖+1, u𝑘+𝑖) ≤ 0, ∀𝑖 ∈ N[0,𝑁−1] , (2f)
h(x̂𝑘+𝑖+1, u𝑘+𝑖) = 0, ∀𝑖 ∈ N[0,𝑁−1] , (2g)

where ∥x∥2Q = x⊤Qx represents the quadratic operation on the state vector x, the weighting matrices Q ≻ 0 and R ≻ 0
are symmetric. Equation (2c) is the general representation of the dynamic equation, where 𝐹̂ denotes the predictive
model. Equations (2d) and (2e) are the constraints on states and control actions, respectively, while Equations (2f) and
(2g) explicitly denote all the inequality and equality constraints if any applies.

While traditional MPC effectively optimizes control actions within a finite horizon based on a deterministic system
model [34], it does not inherently account for uncertainties or disturbances that can impact the system dynamics, states,
or constraints. The general nonlinear system with uncertainties can be represented as:

x𝑘+1 = 𝐹𝑤 (x𝑘 , u𝑘 ,w𝑘), (3)

where w𝑘 represents the disturbance vector, often assumed to lie within a known setW or be independent and identically
normally distributed with zero means and a diagonal covariance matrix 𝚺:

w𝑘 ∈ W, or w𝑘 ∼ N(0,𝚺w), (4)

where 𝚺w = diag
(
𝜎2
𝑤 (1)

, ..., 𝜎2
𝑤 (𝑛)

)
.
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Figure 2: Illustration of MPC and robust MPC. (a) Illustration of MPC at time = 𝑘 . (b) Illustration of MPC at time 𝑘 + 1.
(c) Illustration of robust MPC. The green line are the optimal control input sequences, and the blue dash lines are the state
prediction from the model given the optimal control inputs. The gray tube in (c) represents the quantified uncertainty.

To address this limitation, robust MPC extends the traditional MPC framework by explicitly incorporating uncer-
tainties into the optimization problem, ensuring constraint satisfaction under the effect of uncertainties. The robust MPC
optimization problem can be formulated by:

min
u

𝐽 (u, x̂, r) =
𝑁−1∑︁
𝑖=0

[
| |x̂𝑘+𝑖+1 − r𝑘+𝑖 | |2Q + ||u𝑘+𝑖 | |2R

]
, (5a)

𝑠.𝑡. x̂𝑘+1 = 𝐹̂𝑤 (x𝑘 , u𝑘), (5b)
x̂𝑘+𝑖+1 = 𝐹̂𝑤 (x𝑘+𝑖 , u𝑘+𝑖), ∀𝑖 ∈ N[0,𝑁−1] , (5c)
x̂𝑘+𝑖 ∈ X, ∀𝑖 ∈ N[0,𝑁−1] , (5d)
u𝑘+𝑖 ∈ U, ∀𝑖 ∈ N[0,𝑁−1] , (5e)
g(x̂𝑘+𝑖+1, u𝑘+𝑖) ≤ 0, ∀𝑖 ∈ N[0,𝑁−1] , (5f)
h(x̂𝑘+𝑖+1, u𝑘+𝑖) = 0, ∀𝑖 ∈ N[0,𝑁−1] . (5g)

Here, 𝐹̂𝑤 is a surrogate model trained using noisy data. x̂𝑘 is a general representation of state prediction that can either
be deterministic or stochastic. Note that since the disturbance is unknown to 𝐹̂𝑤 when making state prediction, in contrast
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to Equation 3, w𝑘 is not explicitly treated as the input of 𝐹̂𝑤 .
Among all robust MPC techniques, min-max MPC is easy to implement because the solving procedure does not

differ from conventional MPC. The major difference is that min-max MPC handles uncertainties by defining the cost
function as the maximum of cost values over all realizations of disturbance sequences by multiple evaluations [13]. It is
straightforward but inefficient because simulating all possible disturbances requires considerable cost and computational
effort. Another drawback of min-max formulations is that the method results in too conservative solutions that restrict
the operation and performance of the system [15,35,36]. Although generating more samples to simulate disturbances can
prevent such solutions, the online MPC computation becomes more time-consuming, leading to delayed system actuation.

Tube-based MPC can be used to solve robust MPC problems by explicitly identifying the actual state region surround-
ing the nominal trajectory (called tube), illustrated in Fig. 2(c). A tube accounts for deviations caused by uncertainties
and can be included in the robust MPC formulation to satisfy the constraints for all realizations of disturbances [8, 10].
However, tube-based MPC approaches typically rely on the assumptions of model representations (e.g., linear dynamic
model [16–19] or nonlinear model with Lipschitz functions [37]) and disturbance types. Due to these assumptions,
implementing tube-based MPC approaches to complex dynamic models presents a significant challenge.

2.2 Time Series Deep Neural Network

There are two main considerations when selecting a suitable time-series DNN for MPC: 1) The inference speed
should be fast as the solving process of MPC requires several function/model evaluations, and 2) The structure of the
DNN should accommodate the general format of dynamical systems as denoted in Equation (1). In this work, we select
TiDE [38], illustrated in Fig. 3, as the DNN for surrogating dynamical systems, due to its forward speed, model accuracy,
and the compatibility of its input structure. TiDE’s architecture, with parallelized dense layers and residual connections,
ensures both computational efficiency and stable training for dynamic system modeling.

Residual

𝐱!:#$%
(')

𝐱"!:#$%
(') 𝐚(') 𝐲!:#

(')

Dynamic
Covariates

Feature
Projection

Attributes Lookback

Concat

Flatten

Dense
Encoder

×𝑛!

Dense
Decoder

×𝑛"

𝑒(')

𝐠(')
𝐱"!:#$%
(')

𝐝!:#$%
(') Unflatten

Stack

𝐲(#$!:#$%
(')

Predictions

Figure 3: Network structure of TiDE, modified from [38].

TiDE, designed with a residual network (ResNet) architecture for time-series data, leverages residual connections
to enable effective gradient flow during backpropagation, preventing vanishing gradients and capturing long-term depen-
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dencies. Its reliance on dense layers allows it to process all time steps in parallel, making its forward pass faster than
popular sequence-to-sequence models like Transformers and LSTM. Unlike LSTMs, which process sequences one step
at a time recursively, TiDE operates on the entire input sequence as a batch, fully utilizing modern hardware like GPUs.
While Transformers also parallelize, their self-attention introduces quadratic time complexity with respect to the sequence
length, whereas TiDE’s complexity grows linearly due to simple matrix multiplications. This linear complexity makes
TiDE particularly suitable for real-time applications where low-latency predictions are critical. This efficiency allows
TiDE to deliver faster inference while maintaining robust performance for time-series tasks.

The embedding capability of TiDE, realized by the dense encoder and decoders, improves predictions by transforming
raw inputs into dense, low-dimensional representations that capture meaningful patterns and relationships. This reduces
data dimensionality, encodes complex interactions, and enhances the model’s ability to generalize across unseen examples.
This dimensional-reduced embedding also plays the role as a noise filter by only identifying and embedding the most
important features in its latent space. By effectively compressing input information, the embeddings help mitigate the risk
of overfitting, especially in high-dimensional datasets. For time-series data, embeddings efficiently represent temporal
attributes or categorical features, enabling TiDE to extract richer patterns and improve prediction accuracy.

Past covariates
𝒅!"#:!"%, 𝒖!"#:!"%	

Future covariates
𝒅!:!&'"%, 𝒖!:!&("%	

TiDEData [𝑘 − 𝑤, 𝑘 − 1)

Data [𝑘, 𝑘 + 𝑁 − 1)

𝒙!"#&%:!
𝒙!&%:!&(

Present HorizonWindow

Past target
Future target

Static Covariate
(Not used)

(To be predicted)

(To be designed)

Figure 4: Data structure of the input and output of TiDE.

Different from conventional sequence-to-sequence prediction models, TiDE supports the usage of covariates and
targets as the model input, as illustrated in Fig. 4, making it suitable for surrogating dynamical systems. The target
variable is the primary variable of interest in a time series forecasting model. It represents the value that is aimed to
be predicted or forecasted, such as the future states of the system. The covariates are additional variables that provide
supplementary information and can aid in predicting the target variable. They can be further categorized as past covariates
and future covariates. These variables are often external or supplementary and are not part of the target series but are
related to it. This structured separation of covariates and targets allows TiDE to capture both short-term dynamics and
long-term dependencies more effectively. As shown in Fig. 4, TiDE takes past target (e.g. past states x𝑘−𝑤+1:𝑘 , as an
auto-regressive system), past covariates (e.g. past input u𝑘−𝑤:𝑘−1 and other past input conditions d𝑘−𝑤:𝑘−1 if required),
and future covariates (e.g. future input u𝑘:𝑘+𝑁−1 and other future input conditions d𝑘:𝑘+𝑁−1) as model input to predict the
future target x𝑘+1:𝑘+𝑁 (future states). In particular, we denote d as the pre-defined system variables (e.g. the geometry
information of a given part in additive manufacturing), and u as the future control input to be optimized in MPC (e.g. the
laser power). Therefore, TiDE can be formulated as:

x̂𝑘+1:𝑘+𝑁 = 𝑇𝑖𝐷𝐸 (x𝑘−𝑤+1:𝑘 , d𝑘−𝑤:𝑘−1, u𝑘−𝑤:𝑘−1, d𝑘:𝑘+𝑁−1, u𝑘:𝑘+𝑁−1 |ϕ), (6)

where ϕ is the trainable NN parameters of TiDE.
As a result, the separation of targets and covariates allows TiDE to resemble the nature of dynamical systems in a

multi-step-ahead setting. In contrast, some forecasting models, such as Transformers [30] and N-BEATS [39], predict
future target solely based on the past target, but do not consider covariates explicitly. This design choice makes TiDE
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more versatile for applications where external influences, such as control inputs or environmental conditions, significantly
affect system behavior.

2.3 Quantile Regression

Quantile regression (or quantile loss) is a versatile statistical technique used to estimate the conditional quantiles of
a response variable, such as the median or other given percentiles, based on a set of predictor variables. Unlike ordinary
least-squares (OLS) regression, which focuses on modeling the mean of the response variable, quantile regression captures
a broader picture by modeling the entire conditional distribution. Specifically, quantile regression is effective in quantifying
aleatoric uncertainty, which arises from inherent variability in the data. One key advantage of quantile regression is its
robustness to outliers, as it is less sensitive to extreme values compared to methods such as mean square error (MSE)
loss. This makes it particularly useful for datasets with skewed or irregular distributions. Moreover, quantile regression
does not require prior assumptions about the distribution of the data, enabling it to handle heteroscedastic uncertainty,
situations where the variability of the response changes across levels of the predictors. This flexibility allows the model
to adapt to complex, real-world datasets where such variability is common.

The standard loss function for implementing quantile regression in supervised learning is defined as:

𝐿𝑞, 𝑗 (𝑦𝑡 , 𝑦̂𝑡 ) =
{
𝑞 · (𝑦𝑡 − 𝑦̂𝑡 ), if 𝑦𝑡 ≥ 𝑦̂𝑡 ,

(1 − 𝑞) · ( 𝑦̂𝑡 − 𝑦𝑡 ), if 𝑦𝑡 < 𝑦̂𝑡 .
(7)

where the objective is to minimize the errors of a given quantile level 𝑞 (e.g. 0.5 for median) for response 𝑗 . 𝑦𝑡 and 𝑦̂𝑡 are
the ground truth value and the predicted value of the target at time 𝑡, respectively.

The quantile loss for time-series data is an extension of the standard quantile loss. For time series data with 𝑁 steps
ahead to be predicted, the total quantile loss is often calculated as the sum over all time steps and quantile levels:

𝐿𝑄 =
1

𝑁 · 𝑙

𝑙∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑁∑︁
𝑡=1

𝐿𝑞, 𝑗 (𝑦𝑡 , 𝑦̂𝑡 ), (8)

where 𝑙 is the levels of the assigned quantiles.
Implementing quantile loss in TiDE involves increasing the output dimensions to accommodate state predictions for

multiple quantile levels. For a prediction setup with batch size 𝐵, horizon length 𝑁 , number of responses 𝐷, and 𝑙 quantile
levels for each response, the output tensor from TiDE will have dimensions [𝐵, 𝑁, 𝐷, 𝑙]. This expanded output structure
facilitates the direct estimation of uncertainty bounds by providing multiple quantile estimates for each prediction. This
design allows TiDE to predict the entire output tensor, including all quantile values for each response, in a single forward
pass. The TiDE prediction model with the quantile output can be represented by:

x̂𝑘+1:𝑘+𝑁 = [ ¯̂x𝑘+1:𝑘+𝑁 , ˜̂x𝑘+1:𝑘+𝑁 , x̂𝑘+1:𝑘+𝑁 ]
𝑇

= 𝑇𝑖𝐷𝐸 (x𝑘−𝑤+1:𝑘 , d𝑘−𝑤:𝑘−1, u𝑘−𝑤:𝑘−1, d𝑘:𝑘+𝑁−1, u𝑘:𝑘+𝑁−1 |ϕ). (9)

In this context, ¯̂x𝑘:𝑘+𝑁−1, ˜̂x𝑘:𝑘+𝑁−1, x̂𝑘:𝑘+𝑁−1 represent the upper quantile, median, and lower quantile of the predicted
states, respectively. To simplify the notation, we utilize superscripts 𝑝, 𝑓 , and 𝑝 : 𝑓 to denote the past, the future, and the
past and future covariates/targets, respectively, at time 𝑘 . The equation of the TiDE model becomes:

[ ¯̂x 𝑓

𝑘+1,
˜̂x 𝑓

𝑘+1, x̂
𝑓

𝑘+1]
𝑇 = 𝑇𝑖𝐷𝐸 (x𝑝

𝑘
, u𝑝

𝑘
, u 𝑓

𝑘
, d𝑝

𝑘
, d 𝑓

𝑘
|ϕ). (10)

By employing this one-shot approach, TiDE substantially reduces computation time through efficient parallelization.

3 Simultaneous multi-step Robust MPC

The purpose of this work is to integrate the simultaneous multi-step ahead predictive quantile with MPC, demonstrating
a learning-based robust MPC that performs decision-making under uncertainty for Digital Twins.
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3.1 Uncertainty-aware MPC Formulation

In robust MPC formulation in Eq. (5), the constraints are formulated as hard constraints to account for disturbances
that are assumed to be bounded within a predefined set. The tube around the nominal trajectory is specified to ensure
that all possible realizations of the bounded disturbances remain within this tube, as shown in Fig. 2(c). However, for
those disturbances which are not bounded (e.g., Gaussian noises), it is nearly impossible to guarantee the satisfaction of
hard constraints. In this case, the constraints are relaxed into probabilistic (chance) constraints, ensuring that they are
satisfied with a specified probability [40]. Therefore, the tubes are derived probabilistically based on the distribution of
the disturbances [41]. This approach acknowledges that disturbances may not have strict bounds but instead follow a
known or estimated probability distribution. When a confidence level 𝛼 (e.g., 𝛼 = 0.95) is specified, the tube bounds
can be explicitly calculated to encapsulate 95% of the disturbance realizations. This probabilistic bounding allows for the
construction of stochastic tubes that balance conservatism and feasibility, providing a probabilistic guarantee of constraint
satisfaction. Importantly, the probabilistic nature of the tube makes stochastic MPC less conservative than robust MPC
while still accounting for uncertainty effectively.

Let us assume that the constraints are only enforced on states and control input. The uncertainty-aware MPC with
the single-step nonlinear dynamics and probabilistic constraints can be formulated as:

min
u
Ew [𝐽 (u, x, r,w)], (11a)

𝑠.𝑡. x𝑘+𝑖+1 = 𝐹𝑤 (x𝑘+𝑖 , u𝑘+𝑖 ,w𝑘+𝑖), ∀𝑖 ∈ N[0,𝑁−1] , (11b)

Pr
(
𝑥
( 𝑗 )
𝑘+𝑖 ∈ X

)
≥ 𝛼, ∀𝑖 ∈ N[0,𝑁−1] , ∀ 𝑗 ∈ N[1,𝑛𝑥 ] , (11c)

u𝑘+𝑖 ∈ U, ∀𝑖 ∈ N[0,𝑁−1] , (11d)

where w = [w𝑘 , ...,w𝑘+𝑝−1] represents the sequence of the random variables for the disturbance vectors and 𝑛𝑥 denotes
the dimension of the vector x.

The optimization problem presented in Eq. (11) poses significant computational challenges due to its probabilistic
constraints and the need to consider uncertainty propagation across the prediction horizon. While the formulation elegantly
captures the uncertainty-aware nature of the control problem, its direct implementation is computationally intractable,
particularly for real-time applications.

3.2 Reformulation with Quantiles and Constraint Tightening

To address this computational challenge, the uncertainty-aware MPC problem is reformulated using the quantile
information and constraint tightening techniques with an ancillary controller design. The predictive model in Eq. (10)
provides information about the upper and lower bounds of future states, which can be directly utilized to ensure constraint
satisfaction under uncertainty. The problem from Eq. (11) can be reformulated as:

min
v

𝐽 (v, x̂, r), (12a)

𝑠.𝑡. [ ¯̂x 𝑓

𝑘
, ˜̂x 𝑓

𝑘
, x̂ 𝑓

𝑘
]𝑇 = 𝑇𝑖𝐷𝐸 (x𝑝

𝑘
, u𝑝

𝑘
, u 𝑓

𝑘
, d𝑝

𝑘
, d 𝑓

𝑘
|ϕ) (12b)

¯̂𝑥 𝑗 ,𝑘+𝑖 ≤ 𝑥 𝑗 ,ub, ∀𝑖 ∈ N[0,𝑁−1] , ∀ 𝑗 ∈ N[1,𝑛𝑥 ] , (12c)
𝑥
𝑗 ,𝑘+𝑖 ≥ 𝑥 𝑗 ,lb, ∀𝑖 ∈ N[0,𝑁−1] , ∀ 𝑗 ∈ N[1,𝑛𝑥 ] , (12d)

v𝑘+𝑖 ∈ U ⊖ KZ𝑘+𝑖 , ∀𝑖 ∈ N[0,𝑁−1] , (12e)
u𝑘 = v𝑘 +Ke𝑘 , (12f)

where the subscripts ‘ub’ and ‘lb’ denote the upper and lower bounds, respectively, the subscript 𝑗 represents the index
of the state vector x, v = [v𝑘 , v𝑘+1, ..., v𝑘+𝑁−1] denotes the sequence of the nominal control inputs (which are the decision
variables), e𝑘 = x𝑘 − ˜̂x𝑘 represents the deviation between the actual and predicted states, and Z𝑘+𝑖 is the set of the quantile
bound at time 𝑘 + 𝑖.

The state constraints from Eq. (12c) and Eq. (12d) are managed through the quantile information derived from
the predictive model. By utilizing these bounds, we can guarantee that the system states remain within their feasible
region with the specified probability level 𝛼. This approach effectively transforms the probabilistic state constraints into
deterministic bounds based on the predicted quantiles of the state distribution.
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For the control input constraints in Eq. (12e), a more careful strategy is necessary to ensure that the actual applied
control actions remain within the physical limitations of the controller or actuator. The control input constraints are
tightened [18, 37, 42] to accommodate the additional control effort that may be required by the ancillary controller in Eq.
(12f). The ancillary controller is used for rejecting the real-time disturbance while maintaining the satisfaction of the
original constraints [43]. In this study, a linear representation is chosen for computational efficiency. The constraint-
tightening technique creates a safety margin that can avoid the actual state x𝑘 and the total control input u𝑘 violating the
original constraints X and U, respectively.

3.3 Data Generation and Model Training

TiDE serves not only to learn the dynamics of the physical system but also to capture the distribution of system
behaviors under the influence of uncertainty. To achieve this, the training data collected from the physical system must
accurately represent its behavior under operational disturbances. This ensures that the model can generalize effectively
and provide reliable predictions across a range of operating conditions.

In many existing learning-based robust MPC approaches (when the system model is unknown), the disturbances
affecting the system dynamics are assumed to be known beforehand, and training data are typically generated through
virtual experiments under predefined disturbance conditions. However, in practical engineering scenarios where the
distribution of uncertainties is unknown, the collected data inherently includes noise and can be directly utilized as
training data for TiDE, enabling it to adapt to real-world conditions. This data-driven approach allows TiDE to model
both the nominal system behavior and the variability introduced by stochastic disturbances.

At the model training stage, TiDE directly learns the user-assigned quantile levels from the noisy training data. In
this setting, there is no assumption made regarding the boundedness of the response under uncertainty. Consequently,
even trained under noisy data, TiDE can provide smooth predictions for the quantile levels and the median, efficiently
quantifying the data (aleatoric) uncertainties. This allows the model to balance prediction accuracy with uncertainty
estimation, making it suitable for robust decision-making in dynamic systems. This is because the crucial features are
extracted and mapped into the dense encoder, which also serves as a noise filter to eliminate the impact of noise and
disturbances while preserving the important information. When training the TiDE model using PyTorch, we use Adam
optimizer as default, and add a regularization term to increase the generality of the model. We will exhibit specific details
in the examples.

3.4 Optimization Setup

Although one motivation of simultaneous multi-step MPC is to accelerate the solving process of MPC by parallelizing
the state prediction in one-shot, in this work, we implement other techniques to further accelerate the optimization process,
making the MPC solvable in actionable time. Here we detail the methods and algorithm used to accelerate the solving
process of MPC.

3.4.1 Gradient-Based Optimization with Automatic-Differentiation

One way to accelerate the solving process of MPC using a numerical optimization solver is to apply gradient-based
optimization with automatic differentiation [22]. The key idea is to acquire analytical evaluation of the first-order derivative
of the loss function with respect to the design variables (control input u), and use the gradient information to perform
gradient-based optimization. Since the evaluation of the MPC loss 𝐽 (u, x̂, r) as well as TiDE are both computed using
PyTorch [44], the gradient of MPC loss 𝜕𝐽 (u, x̂, r)/𝜕u can be obtained analytically using backpropagation instead of
numerical approximations such as finite difference, as shown in Fig. 5. Lastly, in this work, we choose l-bfgs [45] with
a Pytorch wrapper developed by [46] as MPC’s numerical optimizer. The l-bfgs is a light memory-used algorithm that
approximates the Hessian (second-order derivative) using the first-order derivative of the loss function. Since the gradient
information can be obtained automatically, the evaluation of Hessian can also be done in only one function evaluation.
As a result, the integration of l-bfgs and Pytorch enables efficient gradient-based optimization by utilizing cheap but
accurate gradient evaluation.
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𝜕𝐮

	

Figure 5: Illustration of gradient-based optimization using auto-differentiation.

3.4.2 Penalty Method: Augmented Lagrangian Method

However, even when the gradient of the objective function can be automatically computed, evaluating the optimality
conditions in l-bfgswhen constraints are enforced still requires additional numerical approximations of second-derivative
terms, resulting in a significant increase in function evaluation time and computational speed. Therefore, we employ the
penalty method to transform the constraint optimization problem into an unconstrained optimization problem. By directly
incorporating the penalty terms into the objective function, we convert the hard constraints into soft constraints, thereby
bypassing the evaluation the optimality conditions associated with constraint optimization.

In particular, we use the augmented Lagrangian method [45] for the penalty method. Assume the objective function
for the constrained MPC/robust MPC is 𝐽 (u, x̂, r) with constraint 𝑐𝑖 (u, x), 𝑖 ∈ E generalized for both equality and
inequality constraints, where E is the number of constraints. The augmented Lagrangian method then solves the following
unconstrained optimization problem by adding the constraints as a penalty:

min
u

Φ𝑠 (u, x̂, r) = 𝐽 (u, x̂, r) + 𝜇𝑖

2

∑︁
𝑖∈E
[ReLU(𝑐𝑖 (u, x̂))]2 +

∑︁
𝑖∈E

𝜆𝑖ReLU(𝑐𝑖 (u, x̂)), (13)

where 𝑠 indicates the 𝑠th iteration when solving the optimization problem. Both 𝜇𝑖 and 𝜆𝑖 are the penalty parameter and
the estimated Lagrange multiplier corresponding to the 𝑖th constraints and follow the updating rules:

𝜇𝑖 ← 𝛼𝜇𝑖 , (14)

𝜆𝑖 ← 𝜆𝑖 + ReLU(𝑐𝑖 (u𝑠, x̂)), (15)
where 𝛼 > 1 is the increasing rate of 𝜇𝑖 , and u𝑠 is the solution for solving unconstrained optimization (Equation (13)) at
iteration 𝑠. In the next iteration, the solver will resolve the problem using u𝑠 as the initial guess for warm start. Here, we
apply the ReLU() function in Equation (13) because it is a continuous and differentiable function that only penalizes Φ𝑠

when the constraints 𝑐𝑖 are violated, and enabling the smooth computation of the gradient of Φ𝑠.
While the augmented Lagrangian method introduces some deviation from strict KKT conditions to improve numerical

stability and feasibility, it still provides robust handling of both equality and inequality constraints. Further, it avoids the ill-
conditioning issues of pure penalty methods by using Lagrange multipliers, reducing sensitivity to the penalty parameter.
Lastly, it converges more efficiently to feasible solutions, even for problems with non-linear constraints [45].

Lastly, the warm start is used to provide a potential starting point near the optimal solution, i.e., the optimal solution
from the previous step is used as the initial guess for the current step. Also, if warm starting MPC is unable to identify a
feasible solution, the MPC will terminate the optimization and use the pre-defined control input to achieve feasibility of
online operation.

4 Illustrative Example

We first verify the proposed method using a linear invariant system so that the result can be compared with the
tube-based method, which is one of the most widely adopted robust MPC methods. The system with exogenous noise on
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input 𝜖𝑘 ∼ N(0, 0.12) is formulated as follows:

x𝑘+1 =


0.3 0.1

0.1 0.2

 x𝑘 +

0.5

1

 (𝑢𝑘 + 𝜖𝑘) (16)

= 𝐹𝑤 (x𝑘 , 𝑢𝑘 ,w𝑘), (17)

where the disturbance vector is the multiplication of matrix B and the noise vector ϵ𝑘 , i.e., w𝑘 = Bϵ𝑘 , which also follows
a Gaussian.

The goal of this example is to use MPC to perform a reference tracking task on 𝑥1, while maintaining 𝑥1, 𝑥2, and 𝑢

within the feasible regions subjected to unbounded disturbance. The multi-step robust MPC using the quantile prediction
from TiDE can be formulated as:

min
v

𝐽 (v, ˜̂x, r) =
𝑁−1∑︁
𝑖=0
| | ˜̂𝑥1,𝑘+𝑖+1 − 𝑟𝑘+𝑖+1 | |2Q + ||𝑣𝑘+𝑖 | |

2
𝑅 (18a)

𝑠.𝑡. x̂ 𝑓

𝑘+1 = [ ¯̂x 𝑓

𝑘+1,
˜̂x 𝑓

𝑘+1, x̂
𝑓

𝑘+1]
𝑇 = 𝑇𝑖𝐷𝐸 (x𝑝

𝑘
, u𝑝

𝑘
, v), (18b)

v = [𝑣𝑘 , . . . , 𝑣𝑘+𝑁−1], (18c)
Pr

(
𝑥1,𝑘+𝑖 ≥ −2

)
≥ 0.95,∀𝑖 ∈ N[1,𝑁 ] , (18d)

Pr
(
𝑥1,𝑘+𝑖 ≤ 2.5

)
≥ 0.95,∀𝑖 ∈ N[1,𝑁 ] , (18e)

Pr
(
𝑥2,𝑘+𝑖 ≥ −3.5

)
≥ 0.95,∀𝑖 ∈ N[1,𝑁 ] , (18f)

Pr
(
𝑥2,𝑘+𝑖 ≤ 3.5

)
≥ 0.95,∀𝑖 ∈ N[1,𝑁 ] , (18g)

𝑣𝑘+𝑖 ∈ U ⊖ KZ𝑘+𝑖 ,∀𝑖 ∈ N[0,𝑁−1] , (18h)
𝑢𝑘 = 𝜋(𝑣𝑘) = 𝑣𝑘 +Ke𝑘 , (18i)
u𝑝

𝑘
= [𝑢𝑘−𝑤 , ..., 𝑢𝑘−1] . (18j)

Both Q and R are set to I. The original input bound is U ∈ [−5, 5], while it is dynamically tightened based on
prediction error bound Z. The linear regulator K = [-0.0621, -0.2027] is assigned in this case, and can be further optimized
offline using methods such as Bayesian optimization [47], while optimizing K is out of the scope of this work. The
Further, since the predicted upper and lower quantiles have already taken into account the probabilistic bounds on 𝑥1,𝑘 ,
the constraints in Equations (18d)-(18g) can be rewritten as:

¯̂x1,𝑘+𝑖 ≤ 2.5, x̂1,𝑘+𝑖 ≥ −2, (19a)
¯̂x2,𝑘+𝑖 ≤ 3.5, x̂2,𝑘+𝑖 ≥ −3.5. (19b)

To generate state trajectories for system identification using TiDE, a sequence of input D𝑢 = {𝑢0, . . . , 𝑢𝑛−1}, where
u ∈ [−5, 5] is uniformly sampled with a size of 𝑛 = 422, 000. By setting the initial state x0 = [0, 0]𝑇 , the trajectory of
D𝑥 = {x1, . . . , x𝑛} can be simulated by using u as the input. Furthermore, both D𝑢 and D𝑥 are divided into fractions using
the moving window approach, with each fraction having a length of 𝑤 + 𝑁 . In this case, the window size is 𝑤 = 10, and
the horizon length is 𝑁 = 10. By denoting the 𝑙th fraction as D𝑙

𝑢 = {𝑢𝑙, . . . , 𝑢𝑙+𝑤+𝑁−1} and D𝑙
𝑥 = {x𝑙, . . . , x𝑙+𝑤+𝑁−1},

respectively, we can assign x𝑝 = [x𝑙+1, . . . , x𝑙+𝑤] as the past target, x 𝑓 = [x𝑙+𝑤+1, . . . , x𝑙+𝑤+𝑁 ] as the future target, with
u𝑝 = [𝑢𝑙, . . . , 𝑢𝑙+𝑤−1] and u 𝑓 = [𝑢𝑙+𝑤 , . . . , 𝑢𝑙+𝑤+𝑁−1] as the past and future covariates (inputs), respectively. Then, D𝑙

𝑥

and D𝑙
𝑢 is further split into training, validation, and test set with a 8:1:1 ratio. Following Equation (6), the TiDE model for

identifying this system can be trained via supervised learning using quantile loss, which is formulated as:

min
ϕ

𝐿𝑄 (x 𝑓 , x̂ 𝑓 ) (20a)

𝑠.𝑡. x̂ 𝑓 = 𝑇𝑖𝐷𝐸 (x𝑝, u𝑝, u 𝑓 |ϕ). (20b)

The detail of the training and model set up is described in Table 1. The training and validation loss is shown in Fig. 6(a).
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Table 1: Hyperparamters of training TiDE model

Details for TiDE model setup

# encoder layers # decoder_layers decoder output dim. hidden size decoder hidden size dropout rate layer normalization

1 1 16 128 32 0.2 True

Details for TiDE model training

learning rate regularization step_size rate decay # epoch batch size shuffle data

0.001 0.002 10 0.95 1500 64 True
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Figure 6: Evaluation of TiDE. (a) The training and validation loss of TiDE. (b) Comparison of the state prediction and the
ground truth in a single MPC step. (c) One-shot prediction of the median and quantiles of 𝑥1. (d) One-shot prediction of
the median and quantiles of 𝑥2.

We first evaluate the accuracy of TiDE using the test set. Quantitatively, the mean absolute percentage error
(MAPE) and the relative residual mean square error (RRMSE) for the predicted 𝑥1 and 𝑥2 achieves [5.96%, 5.05%] and
[0.0419, 0.0414], respectively, showing the high predictive capability of TiDE. Qualitatively, as shown in Fig. 6(c) and
6(d), the tube, (i.e., the error interval bounded by the 0.95 and 0.05 quantiles), as well as the median of the predicted of
𝑥1 and 𝑥2 by TiDE is compared with the validation data (with noise injected) using a randomly selected fraction in the
test set. As can be seen from the figure, the predicted median matches the validation data well with slight deviation, and
the validation data is mostly bounded by the upper and lower quantiles. This shows the capability of TiDE to capture the
dynamics of the system, and to quantify the uncertainty of the prediction even when the training data is noisy.

In Figure 6(b), we compare the predicted median of 𝑥1 ˜̂𝑥1,𝑘+1:𝑘+𝑁 and the ground truth (obtained from the system
model without injected noise) using the optimal control input u∗

𝑘
obtained by solving Equation (18) with a step function as

the reference. Here, we demonstrate that the optimizer successfully solves the MPC problem that minimizes the reference
tracking error using the multi-step ahead prediction by TiDE. By examining the results, we observe that the predicted
response shares a similar trend with the true response. This test validates the optimization capability of TiDE as the
multi-step ahead predictor in MPC.

The performance of the proposed robust MPC method is compared with the multi-step MPC without uncertainty
awareness (so-called nominal MPC) in Fig. 7. In this example, the reference trajectory is designed to overlap with the
bound of 𝑥1 and will violate the bound of 𝑥2 during this reference tracking task, aiming to test the constraint handling
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capability of robust MPC at extreme scenarios. As can be seen from Fig. 7(a) where the nominal multi-step MPC
is solved without considering the uncertainty of the prediction, the result yields significant constraint violation due to
the disturbance. Since the gain of ancillary controller is small in this case, the applied input is almost identical to the
nominal input. Fig. 7(b)-7(d) compares the nominal TiDE prediction and the ground truth at different instances when
the optimal control input sequence is solved. Here, the ground truth (green line) is verified by simulating Equation (17)
without disturbance. As a result, even though the discrepancy between the nominal prediction and the ground truth is not
significant, indicating the accuracy of the prediction, the optimal control input only provides ideal solutions that minimize
the MPC loss but ignore the impact of uncertainty and does not provide safety buffer to accommodate disturbance.
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Figure 7: Comparison of simultaneous multi-step MPC with and without robust consideration. (a) Trajectories of the
states and input under multi-step (nominal) MPC. (b), (c), and (d) show the selected highlights of 𝑥1 and 𝑥2 from (a) where
the constraints are active. (e) Trajectories of the states and input under multi-step robust MPC. (f), (g), and (h) show the
selected highlights of 𝑥1 and 𝑥2 from (e) where the constraints are active.

In contrast, the proposed robust MPC method explicitly uses the learned quantile as the tube to provide an optimal
control input that compromises the tracking performance in exchange for safety buffers to increase the chance of constraint
satisfaction, as shown in Fig. 7(e). By taking a closer look at Fig. 7(f) and Fig. 7(g), we can see that the error bound
(tube) is explicitly used when solving the constrained MPC, i.e., the robust MPC is providing the solution where the
predicted quantiles satisfy the constraints. Since the learned quantiles have already captured the possible state distribution
under disturbance, the proposed robust MPC consequently allows future states to deviate from nominal values while still
satisfying constraints.

Finally, we compare the distribution of the output trajectories with tube-based MPC as the benchmark using 1,000
replicates. Tube-based MPC [16] is a well-established, computationally efficient, and widely understood and applied
approach that provides robust constraint satisfaction, particularly effective when the system is linear. However, since the
error bound in tube-based MPC is approximated using the worst-case scenario, it may be too conservative in practical
applications. Figure 8 illustrates the distribution of the trajectories, where the thick lines represent the median of the
trajectories at each time instance, and the color shades indicate the interval between 0.05 and 0.95 quantiles. In this study,
we examine the 1,000 replicates at each timestep to calculate the constraint violation rate. We then use the maximum
rate among the entire trajectory to represent the failure rate of each method. Figure 8(a) shows that without robust
consideration, MPC easily violates the constraint, resulting in a 56.3% failure rate. In Figure 8(b), although tube-based
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Figure 8: Distribution of trajectories under 1000 replicates. (a) Trajectories of multi-step (nominal) MPC. (b) Trajectories
of tube-based robust MPC. (c) Trajectories of the proposed robust MPC.

MPC yields 6.2% failure rate and exhibits reliable performance, the margin between the lower bound of 𝑥1 and the
reference/constraint is significant, echoing the over-conservative feature. On the other hand, in Figure 8(c), the proposed
robust MPC achieves 5.8% failure rate and exhibits a smaller margin compared to that from the tube-based MPC. These
results suggest that the learned quantile can be utilized as UQ while performing robust MPC. Furthermore, since TiDE
directly learns the multi-step ahead response distribution from the data rather than approximating the error bound through
uncertainty propagation, the simultaneous multi-step robust MPC exhibits less conservative uncertainty estimation, leading
to improved performance.

5 Engineering Case study: Directed Energy Deposition Additive Manufacturing

In this section, we implement the proposed multi-step robust MPC as the online decision-making process for the
Digital Twin of the Directed Energy Deposition (DED) AM system. Given the inherent uncertainty associated with
material variability and environmental factors in the DED process, proactive control strategies, such as MPC, become
crucial to achieve desired material properties while minimizing defects [48]. Furthermore, the intricate dynamics of the
melt pool make it challenging to develop a physics-based model capable of providing accurate predictions in real-time.
Therefore, data-driven methods become promising tools for addressing this challenge.

5.1 Problem Formulation

The objective of implementing MPC in DED is to establish a proactive control strategy that effectively mitigates
defects when an arbitrary reference trajectory for melt pool temperature is provided. In DED, porosity emerges as the
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most prevalent and critical defect, directly impacting the mechanical properties of printed components. Therefore, to
mitigate defects, it is suggested to maintain the melt pool depth within a dilution range of 10% and 30% to avoid interlayer
and intralayer porosity [49]. Here, we assume that the melt pool depth is observable. In our previous work [50], the
simultaneous multi-step MPC has been successfully implemented in melt pool depth constraint handling, using only
nominal MPC. However, due to the intrinsic aleatoric uncertainty in the collected data and the processing environment,
we aim to extend our previous work to perform robust MPC to enhance the constraint satisfaction rate.

The robust MPC for melt pool temperature tracking can be formulated as:

min
u

𝑁−1∑︁
𝑖=0

[
| |𝑥temp,𝑘+𝑖+1 − 𝑟temp,𝑘+𝑖+1 | |2Q + ||Δ𝑢𝑘+𝑖 | |

2
R

]
(21a)

s.t. Pr
(
𝑥depth,𝑘+𝑖 ≥ 𝑥depth,lb

)
≥ 0.95, ∀𝑖 ∈ N[1,𝑁 ] , (21b)

Pr
(
𝑥depth,𝑘+𝑖 ≤ 𝑥depth,ub

)
≥ 0.95, ∀𝑖 ∈ N[1,𝑁 ] , (21c)
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𝑘

, u𝑝: 𝑓
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), (21d)

𝑢𝑘+𝑖 ∈ U := {𝑢 ∈ R | 504 𝑊 ≤ 𝑢𝑖 ≤ 750 𝑊}, (21e)

where Δ𝑢𝑘+𝑖−1 represents the differences between two consecutive terms in the designed future laser power, the distance
between the laser nozzle and the closest edge on the 𝑥- and 𝑦-directions are denoted as d𝑥 and d𝑦 , respectively. z represents
the nozzle location on the 𝑧-direction. These three quantities are determined based on the geometry and are treated as
additional covariates to enhance the prediction capabilities of TiDE. In this case, we do not tighten the input bound since
the bounds will not be active throughout the process.

5.2 System Setup

In this study, the physical DED is replaced by an in-house developed explicit finite element analysis (FEA) code
developed by Liao [51]. The code is accelerated by GPU computation using CuPy. It is employed for part-scale transient
heat transfer simulation of the DED process. We select a single-track square as the target geometry, as shown in Fig. 9,
and its specifications are listed in Table. 2. This numerical setup allows efficient simulation of complex thermal dynamics
while maintaining high accuracy in capturing melt pool behavior. Here, we highlight that since the layer height is 0.75mm,
we can set 𝑥depth,lb and 𝑥depth,ub to 0.225 and 0.075, corresponding to 10% and 30% dilution.

Figure 9: Single-track square

Table 2: Specification of the printed square

Item Quantity

Side length 40 mm

Track width 1.5 mm

Layer height 0.75 mm

Num. of layers 10 layers

Element size 0.375mm

Num. of elements 40540

Substrate height 10 mm

Scanning speed 7 mm/sec

The data for training and validating TiDE is generated offline, using the method proposed by Karkaria [3] to generate
laser power trajectories using design of experiment (DOE). A total of 100 simulations with varying laser power profiles
are conducted. The melt pool temperature and depth are extracted from the FEA model at each timestep. This diverse
dataset ensures that TiDE can learn the relationship between process parameters and thermal responses across a wide
operational range. As the data are generated, we train a TiDE model as a multi-variate multi-step ahead predictor with
window size 𝑤 = 50 and horizon size 𝑁 = 50, and the 0.95 and 0.05 quantile are assigned as the upper and lower bounds.
The specifics of feature extraction, data processing, and training details, as well as model evaluation, are provided in our
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previous work [50]. As a result, the MAPE and the RRMSE for melt pool temperature predictions are 1.29% and 0.054,
respectively, and those for the melt pool depth are 4.25% and 0.0441.

In our simulation, the primary sources of data uncertainty are the numerical errors in the FEA simulation. Specifically,
since the laser’s travel distance at each simulation timestep does not correspond to the element size, the heat treatment time
of each element will vary, resulting in substantial fluctuations in both melt pool temperature and depth. Consequently, these
fluctuations will overshadow the effects of injected uncertainties on material variability or disturbances of our quantities
of interest. This variability introduces aleatoric uncertainty, which TiDE effectively captures through its quantile-based
predictions. Although this type of noise is repeatable, it appears to be irreducible by increasing data collection, as
evidenced by the TiDE prediction. In fact, TiDE only extracts the pertinent features and smooths the nominal (median)
response using the dense encoder. It then allows the learning quantile to handle the fluctuations within the training set.
Given the objective of this work to demonstrate how the predicted model quantifies uncertainty and leverages it to enhance
decision-making in Digital Twins, we contend that this source of uncertainty presents a more extreme scenario to evaluate
the efficacy of the proposed method.

5.3 Results
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Figure 10: DED result comparison. (a) Trajectories of melt pool temperature, melt pool depth, and the corresponding
laser power input. (b), (c), and (d) are the selected highlights comparing the details of the trajectories from different MPC
methods, as well as the predicted medians and tubes at particular timesteps (red dots).

17



The outcomes of implementing a robust MPC algorithm in DED are presented in Figure 10, where they are compared
with the results obtained using unconstrained MPC and constrained MPC (which employs nominal prediction only), all
employing the identical TiDE model as the multi-step ahead predictor. For a more detailed analysis, we have selected the
trajectory from layer 5 as the representative. Figure 10 illustrates the trajectory across the entire layer, encompassing the
start of a new layer, the abrupt temperature fluctuations at the three corners due to the sharp change in scanning velocity,
and the termination of the layer where the laser power is turned off. Given that the temperature/depth jumps and drops at
the corners are unavoidable, we disregard the constraint violation penalty within a radius of 1 mm centered on the turning
point.

Figure 10(a) presents a comparison of the trajectory of melt pool temperature and depth, along with the corresponding
laser power input. The unconstrained MPC demonstrates exceptional reference tracking performance, with its trajectory
yielding 𝑟2 = 0.9730 (for the entire trajectory) compared to the reference. This affirms the effectiveness of employing
TiDE as a surrogate for multi-step MPC. However, as constraints are enforced, the constrained MPC compromises its
reference tracking performance in favor of constraint satisfaction, where 𝑟2 drops to 0.8261. As depicted in the figure, the
resulting melt pool depth precisely adheres to the upper bound of the depth constraint. Nevertheless, since only nominal
predictions are utilized in MPC and a safety buffer is not established, the constrained MPC occasionally violates the
depth constraint. In contrast, robust MPC takes into account the potential state distribution, thereby generating a larger
safety buffer from the melt pool depth constraint. Consequently, it effectively mitigates the constraint violation rate by
compromising more on reference tracking, which results in 𝑟2 = 0.6920.

Figures 10(b) to 10(d) highlight the critical regions on melt pool depth that worth close examination. The upper
subfigures zoom in on the comparison of the trajectories, while the lower subfigures present the predicted median and tube
resulting from the optimal control inputs solved by robust MPC. Figure 10(b) illustrates the rise at the beginning of the
layer, where the trajectory of the constrained MPC violates the constraint. It is evident that the upper bound of the tube
is utilized in robust MPC to adjust from the constraint, accommodating the disturbance during the process. Figure 10(c)
exhibits that TiDE, along with its predicted tube, captures the distribution of depth variation at the corner. Figure 10(d)
illustrates that since the laser power will be deactivated, and the feasible solution is not attainable from timestep 2960 until
the end of the layer because to the lower bound cannot be satisfied, the lower bound constraint is relaxed at this region to
ensure feasibility.

5.4 Computational Time
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Figure 11: Histogram of MPC solving time.

The histogram presented in Figure 11 illustrates the computational time required to solve the unconstrained, con-
strained, and robust MPC problems at each step, computed using an AMD Ryzen Threadripper PRO 3975WX 32-Cores
CPU. The results demonstrate that the average computational time for robust MPC is 0.1793 seconds, with a maximum
of 0.903 seconds. These findings indicate that the proposed method can be effectively applied in various real-world sce-
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narios, enabling real-time decision-making for Digital Twins. The relatively faster solving time of robust MPC compared
to unconstrained MPC can be attributed to the creation of a safety buffer by the tube constraint. This buffer limits the
feasible solution space, potentially leading to a shorter optimization process. Furthermore, robust MPC also results in a
shorter solution time compared to constrained MPC. The primary reason for this is that constrained MPC encounters more
constraint violations, requiring more iterations to converge. This is because employing an infeasible solution as the initial
guess for the penalty method hinders its constraint-handling capability.

This case study verifies the suitability of our method for complex engineering applications. It highlights TiDE’s
capability as a surrogate model for multi-step predictions with UQ and demonstrates the effectiveness of multi-step robust
MPC in efficiently handling constraints and solving MPC problems. The integration of these approaches presents a robust
and practical framework for decision-making processes of the Digital Twin of engineering systems.

6 Closure

This work proposed a simultaneous multi-step robust MPC framework that integrates TiDE with quantile regression to
enable real-time decision-making for Digital Twins with uncertainty awareness. By leveraging TiDE’s capacity for multi-
step predictions and efficient UQ from quantile regression, the proposed framework demonstrated an effective approach
to quantify aleatoric uncertainty, and further benefit solving robust MPC with a series of acceleration techniques using
automatic differentiation. In contrast to conventional single-step MPC approaches that necessitate recursive roll-out for
state prediction and conservative uncertainty approximation, the simultaneous multi-step predictions reduced the number
of function calls associated with recursive state propagation. Furthermore, the quantile-based uncertainty representation
improved constraint satisfaction in the presence of stochastic disturbances. Through the validation of numerical simulations
and engineering case studies employing DED, we demonstrate the exceptional surrogate modeling capabilities of TiDE for
complex system dynamics with multi-step ahead prediction. Furthermore, we highlight the potential of this learning-based
MPC framework to provide precise and proactive control strategies for intricate, nonlinear systems. This establishes a
foundation for future advancements in uncertainty-aware Digital Twin applications.

While this work demonstrates substantial advancements, several limitations remain. To begin with, the effectiveness of
the proposed framework relies heavily on the quality and diversity of the training data, which may limit its generalizability
to scenarios involving unseen disturbances or operating conditions not captured during model training. Additionally,
while TiDE reduces computational overhead compared to traditional methods, the computational demands may still pose
challenges for real-time applications with high-dimensional design space. Furthermore, the current implementation lacks
mechanisms for dynamic adaptation to evolving system dynamics or disturbances beyond pre-trained models, which could
limit its robustness in highly variable environments. Moreover, we only demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed
method on stable systems, while it might be challenging for the implementation of unstable systems. Lastly, this study does
not carry out comprehensive proofs of stability, recursive feasibility, and performance guarantee, convergence, etc. These
limitations highlight opportunities for future work to enhance the framework’s adaptability, efficiency, and applicability
across more complex and unpredictable systems.

In the future, we will develop a framework that enables the dynamic adaptation of the surrogate model through
effective parameter fine-tuning methods. This will enhance the resilience, trustworthiness, and flexibility of the surrogate
model as well as the decision-making process, thereby fulfilling the full potential of Digital Twin systems.
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