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Abstract— This paper presents a fusion of Multi-agent
Bayesian Optimization (MABO) and Distributed Model Predic-
tive Control (DMPC) aiming at learning the DMPC schemes
with imperfect local models in a distributed manner. In the
proposed method, we use a dual-decomposition method for
a DMPC and leverage an Alternating Direction Method of
Multipliers (ADMM)-based MABO for coordinated learning of
the parameterized DMPC scheme to improve the closed-loop
performance of the local MPC schemes even if their models
cannot capture the real multi-agent system perfectly.

I. INTRODUCTION

Model Predictive Control (MPC) is a control strategy

that uses a predictive model to compute optimal control

actions by solving a constrained optimization problem over

a receding horizon [1]. It is widely used in applications

requiring constraint satisfaction and multi-variable control,

including autonomous vehicles, chemical processes, and en-

ergy systems. However, due to uncertainties and unknown

dynamics, accurate models of dynamical systems are often

difficult to obtain. Even if accurate models are available,

they may be in general too complex to be used in MPC

schemes. Consequently, the performance degradation often

occurs due to inaccurate models used in MPC. Furthermore,

choosing a suitable open-loop cost function and constraints

to achieve the desired closed-loop performance while guar-

anteeing safety remains challenging.

A common approach to managing large-scale nonlinear

networked systems is to design local controllers that neglect

interactions between subsystems. However, this often results

in significantly degraded overall system performance. While

centralized control could achieve better global performance,

it is typically impractical due to unavoidable communication

limitations, the complexity of nonlinear systems, and the high

number of decision variables [2]. To address these challenges,

extensive research has focused on structured control systems,

including decentralized and distributed architectures. How-

ever, the primary challenge in a decentralized architecture

lies in the lack of communication between controllers. This

limitation can lead to degraded closed-loop performance and,

in some instances, even result in instability. In contrast, a

distributed control system allows communication between

controllers, enabling better coordination and potentially im-

proved performance [3].
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In the context of distributed control systems, Distributed

MPC (DMPC) is a well-known control approach to dealing

with interconnected systems. DMPC has desirable features

for distributed control, such as handling multi-variable in-

teractions, constraints on control inputs, and system states.

Dual-decomposition and Alternating Direction Method of

Multipliers (ADMM) are two efficient methods for solving

DMPC problems where a coupled constraint between the

agents can be formulated as a dual problem [4], [5]. However,

the inaccurate local MPC models significantly affect the

performance of DMPC. It can also be challenging to chose

parameters for the cost and constraint functions for each

agent.

Machine learning has emerged as a promising approach to

address this issue by enabling data-driven model learning for

MPC [6], [7]. However, the closed-loop control performance

is not directly related to the model fitting so that the control

objectives may not be satisfied even if the learned model

can capture the real plant accurately. To address this issue,

the methods in [8]–[11] established the concepts behind the

fusion of Markov Decision Process (MDP) and MPC so

that an MPC scheme can deliver the same optimal policy as

MDP by modifying the terminal and stage cost functions of

MPC. Then, several Reinforcement Learning (RL) methods

were developed based on the MPC schemes to learn the

corresponding MPC cost functions aiming at improving the

closed-loop performance. More precisely, parametrizing the

cost function offers an alternative approach to model learning,

motivated by the inherent connection between model-based

predictions and the MPC cost function.

The integration of Bayesian Optimization (BO) with MPC

has recently represented a powerful paradigm for addressing

complex control problems in various domains. By enabling

adaptive, data-driven, and efficient control strategies, this

combination holds the potential for widespread application in

industries ranging from robotics to energy and beyond [12]–

[14]. BO is a probabilistic optimization approach designed

for black-box functions that are expensive to evaluate. The

methodology revolves around the construction of a surrogate

model, often a Gaussian Process (GP), to approximate the

target function [15].

Combining BO with MPC leverages the strengths of

both methodologies: BO’s ability to optimize black-box

functions and MPC’s predictive control capabilities. MPC

performance hinges on selecting parameters like predic-

tion horizon, weighting matrices, and constraints. BO then

enables systematic tuning by considering the closed-loop

system’s performance as a black-box objective function [16],
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[17]. The BO’s surrogate modeling also can be used to

capture and update system uncertainties in real-time, en-

abling adaptive MPC strategies for nonlinear or time-varying

systems [18]. Authors in [19] proposed a safe and stability-

informed BO for MPC cost function learning in which a

parameterized MPC scheme is safely adjusted to achieve its

best closed-loop performance in the presence of a model-

mismatch between the MPC model and real plant. A high-

dimensional BO framework for sample-efficient MPC tuning

was proposed in [20].

However, in the context of multi-agent systems, the com-

bined BO-MPC control approaches above do not account

for the coupling and the interactions between the different

agents, i.e., through a DMPC scheme. In this paper, we then

propose to learn a DMPC scheme using a Multi-Agent BO

(MABO) framework aiming at improving the best closed-

loop performance for each local MPC scheme in the presence

of model-mismatch. We show the fusion of DMPC and multi-

agent Markov Decision Processes (MDPs) so that the local

MPC schemes obtained from a dual-decomposition method

can capture the local value functions associated with the

multi-agent MDP. In the proposed learning-based DMPC,

we first show how the local cost functions associated with

the local MPC schemes can be modified such that the local

optimal policies are delivered. We then propose to practically

learn a parameterized DMPC by a coordinated learning

mechanism based on the ADMM-based MABO.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section II,

a distributed MPC scheme based on a dynamic dual-

decomposition method is described. The fusion of DMPC

and multi-agent MDPs is detailed in III. In Section IV, we

describe the coordinated-based BO algorithm for learning the

DMPC schemes. A numerical example is then illustrated in

Section V to show the performance of the proposed MABO-

DMPC and finally we conclude the paper in Section VI.

II. DISTRIBUTED MPC

In this section, we provide formulations for the central-

ized control problem and the use of a dual-decomposition

method to break the centralized problem into several local

optimization problems.

A. Networked Optimal Control System

This work considers a distributed networked optimal con-

trol system comprising a set ofM interconnected dynamical

subsystems, each denoted as: M = {Σ1, . . . ,Σ|M|}, where

m := |M| represents the cardinality of the set M. For each

subsystem Σi, we define subsystem Σj as a neighbor of Σi if

the two subsystems are subject to coupled constraints and/or

a coupled cost function. Let us consider a Distributed Control

System (DCS), which is defined as a graph G(M, Ec), con-

sisting of a set of nodesM corresponding to the subsystems,

and edges Ec, representing the interconnections between the

subsystems through a coupling cost function. The setMi :=
{Σj | (i, j) ∈ Ec or (j, i) ∈ Ec, i 6= j} then represents the set

of subsystems Σj that are interconnected with Σi.

B. Centralized Control

Let the state and input of the agent i be denoted by xi

and ui, respectively. We consider a deterministic model of

each agent as xk+1
i = f i(x

k
i , u

k
i ), where xk

i ∈ R
nxi ,uk

i ∈

R
nui . Let xk =

[

xk
1 , . . . ,x

k
m

]⊤
and uk =

[

uk
1 , · · · ,u

k
m

]⊤

be the augmented state and control input vectors of multi-

agent system, respectively. The corresponding dimensions

then read as xk ∈ R
nx ,uk ∈ R

nu , nx =
∑m

i=1 nxi
, nu =

∑m

i=1 nui
. A networked control scheme can be based on a

centralized optimization problem or set of local problems

that need to be solved at time instant k. The centralized

optimization problem is then formulated as

min
x̂,û

m
∑

i=1

Ti

(

x̂k+N
i , ŵk+N

i

)

+

k+N−1
∑

ℓ=k

li

(

x̂ℓ
i , ŵ

ℓ
i , û

ℓ
i

)

(1a)

s.t. x̂ℓ+1
i = f i

(

x̂ℓ
i , û

ℓ
i

)

, x̂k
i = ski , (1b)

hi

(

x̂
ℓ
i , û

ℓ
i

)

≤ 0, hi

(

x̂
k+N
i

)

≤ 0, (1c)

ŵℓ
i = Wij

(

x̂ℓ
j

)

, ŵk+N
i = Wij

(

x̂k+N
j

)

, (1d)

where Wij

(

x̂ℓ
j

)

(j,i)∈Ec

∈ R
Σ(j,i)∈Ec

nj denotes the tuple of

the state vector of all the subsystems that can influence

subsystem i. N is the prediction horizon and Ti, li, hi and

gi denote the respective terminal cost, stage cost, mixed

inequality constraint, and input inequality constraint for

agent i.

Assumption 1. In this paper, we assume that the subsystems

of a multi-agent system have the same dimension of the

state-space while their dynamics can be different yielding

a heterogeneous multi-agent system.

Remark 1. In this paper, we consider a multi-agent system

with fully coupled subsystems such that each agent Σi is

affected by all the other agentsMi. According to Assumption

1, we then have that ŵ
ℓ
i ∈ R

(m−1)nxi in (1d).

Solving (1) yields a sequence of optimal input predictions

and corresponding state predictions as

û⋆ = {(ûk:k+N−1
1 )⋆, . . . , (ûk:k+N−1

m )⋆}, (2)

x̂⋆ = {(x̂k:k+N
1 )⋆, . . . , (x̂k:k+N

m )⋆},

where the first element (ûk
i )

⋆ of the input sequence û⋆
i is

applied to each agent. At each physical time instant k, a new

state xk
i is received, and the problem (1) is solved again,

producing a new û⋆
i and (ûk

i )
⋆ for each agent. However,

repeatedly solving the centralized MPC problem (1) can fail

for large-scale systems where the communication bandwidth

is restricted. To address this issue, we use a DMPC scheme

based on dual decomposition. Next, we show how to modify

(1) to arrive at a fully distributed problem.

C. Dynamic Dual-Decomposition

Taking into account the coupling constraints (1d) of the

centralized optimization problem (1), one can introduce the



slack variable w̄ℓ
i capturing the effect of other agents on

the agent i through Wij

(

x̂k+ℓ
j

)

(j,i)∈Ec

. The centralized

optimization scheme can then be rewritten as

max
µ

min
x̂,û,w̄

m
∑

i=1

{

T
µ
i

(

x̂k+N
i , w̄k+N

i

)

(3a)

+

k+N−1
∑

ℓ=k

L
µ
i

(

x̂ℓ
i , û

ℓ
i , w̄

ℓ
i

)

}

s.t. x̂ℓ+1
i = f i

(

x̂ℓ
i , û

ℓ
i

)

, x̂k
i = ski , (3b)

hi

(

x̂ℓ
i , û

ℓ
i

)

≤ 0, hi

(

x̂k+N
i

)

≤ 0, (3c)

where

T
µ
i = Ti

(

x̂k+N
i , w̄k+N

i

)

(4a)

+
(

µk+N
i

)⊤
w̄k+N

i −
m
∑

j=1,j 6=i

(

µk+N
ji

)⊤
Wji

(

x̂k+N
i

)

,

L
µ
i = li

(

x̂ℓ
i , û

ℓ
i , w̄

ℓ
i

)

(4b)

+
(

µℓ
i

)⊤
w̄ℓ

i −
m
∑

j=1,j 6=i

(

µℓ
ji

)⊤
Wji

(

x̂ℓ
i

)

.

where µℓ
i =

(

µℓ
ij

)

(j,i)∈Ec
∈ R

Σ(j,i)∈Ec
nj . The local MPC

scheme is then formulated as

(

x̂
(I)
i [k : k +N ], û

(I)
i [k : k +N − 1], w̄

(I)
i [k : k +N ]

)

= argmin
x̂i,ûi,w̄i

T
µ(I)

i

(

x̂
k+N
i , w̄k+N

i

)

(5a)

+

k+N−1
∑

ℓ=k

L
µ(I)

i

(

x̂ℓ
i , û

ℓ
i , w̄

ℓ
i

)

s.t. x̂ℓ+1
i = f i

(

x̂ℓ
i , û

ℓ
i

)

, x̂k
i = ski , (5b)

hi

(

x̂
ℓ
i , û

ℓ
i

)

≤ 0, hi

(

x̂
k+N
i

)

≤ 0, (5c)

and the local multipliers are updated as

µ
(I+1)
i = µ

(I)
i + βi

(

w̄
(I)
i − ŵ

(I)
i

)

, (6)

where βi > 0 is the stepsize. The stopping criteria then holds

(µI
i → µ⋆

i ) if either the number of iterations exceeds I ≥
Imax or one of the following conditions is satisfied.

∥

∥

∥
µ
(I)
i − µ

(I−1)
i

∥

∥

∥

2
< ǫ1,

∥

∥

∥
w̄

(I)
i − w̄

(I−1)
i

∥

∥

∥

2
< ǫ2, (7)

for some positive threshold ǫ1, ǫ2. It is worth noting that

each of the two conditions above can be used as a valid

stopping criterion if local MPC models can accurately cap-

ture the real subsystems. Consequently, we denote by µ̂⋆
i an

imperfect convergence of µ⋆
i when dealing with imperfect

MPC models.

III. FUSION OF DMPC AND MDP

Let si ∈ Si and ai ∈ Ai denote, respectively, the state

and action assigned to the agent i where Si is the local state

space and Ai is the local action space. We further denote

s = col {s1, · · · , sm} ∈ S as the state of the multi-agent

system. Similarly, the action of the whole system is defined

as a = col {a1, · · · ,am} ∈ A while the joint (global)

policy is π = col {π1, · · · ,πm}. The policy of agent i

reads as πi. Let us consider an agent acting in a discounted

Markov Decision Process (MDP), which is defined by a

tuple {Si,Ai, Li,Pi, γ} where Li(s
k,ak

i ) is the local cost

function, Pi[s
k+1
i |ski ,a

k
i ] is the real state transition dynamics

and γ ∈ (0, 1] is the discount factor.

A. Multi-agent MDP

In this paper, we consider a class of multi-agent systems in

which each agent aims to contribute to the whole system by

minimizing a coupling cost lci while its own task to minimize

the local cost li is preserved. The total cost assigned to each

agent then reads as:

Li

(

s̃k,ak
i

)

= li
(

ski ,a
k
i

)

+ lci

(

s̃k
)

. (8)

where the augmented state s̃k is represented as s̃k =
[

ski ,Wij

(

skj
)]⊤

. Notice that the coupling cost lci is defined

such that the effect of the coupling constraint (1d) on the

centralized problem (1) can be captured during the learning

process, detailed in Section IV. Let us define the value

function of multi-agent system as

V π
(

s̃k
)

= E

[

∞
∑

ℓ=k

γℓ−kL
(

s̃ℓ,aℓ
)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

aℓ = π(s̃ℓ)

]

, (9)

where the global stage cost function L reads as:

L
(

s̃ℓ,aℓ
)

=

m
∑

i=1

Li

(

s̃ℓ,aℓ
i

)

. (10)

The expectation E is taken over the distribution of the multi-

agent Markov chain resulting from the multi-agent system in

closed-loop with joint policy π.

Remark 2. To decompose the multi-agent value function (9),

one can consider a linear value-decomposition as follows

[21]:

V π
(

s̃k
)

= E

[

∞
∑

ℓ=k

γℓ−kL1

(

s̃ℓ,aℓ
1

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

aℓ = π(s̃ℓ)

]

(11)

+ E

[

∞
∑

ℓ=k

γℓ−kL2

(

s̃ℓ,aℓ
2

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

aℓ = π(s̃ℓ)

]

+ · · ·+ E

[

∞
∑

ℓ=k

γℓ−kLm

(

s̃ℓ,aℓ
m

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

aℓ = π(s̃ℓ)

]

=: V π
1

(

s̃k
)

+ V π
2

(

s̃k
)

+ · · ·+ V π
m

(

s̃k
)

=

m
∑

i=1

V π
i

(

s̃k
)

,



B. Modifying an approximate multi-agent MDP

Considering the value decomposition method in (11), the

N -step local value function then reads as:

V
N,π
i

(

s̃k
)

= (12)

E

[

γNV
f
i

(

s̃k+N
)

+

k+N−1
∑

ℓ=k

γℓ−kLi

(

s̃ℓ,πi

(

s̃ℓ
))

]

,

where s̃ℓ =
[

sℓi ,Wij

(

sℓj
)]⊤

. By modification of the local

terminal cost V
f
i and the local stage cost Li, we next show

that the value function above can capture the local value func-

tion V π
i

(

s̃k
)

even if it is constructed based on an N -step

definition and trajectories are imperfectly generated based on

the transition models P̂i[ŝ
k+1
i |ski ,a

k
i ], ∀i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}.

Assumption 2. We assume that the following set is non-

empty:

Ξ =: (13)
{

ŝ ∈ S

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣
E

[

V π
i

(

ŝℓ
)]∣

∣

∣
<∞, ∀ℓ ∈ N≥k, ∀i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}

}

where ŝℓ =
[

ŝℓi ,Wij

(

ŝℓj

)]⊤

.

Theorem 1. Under Assumption 2, one can find the modified

local terminal cost V̂
f
i and modified local stage cost L̂i such

that:

V̂
N,π
i

(

s̃k
)

= (14)

E

[

γN V̂
f
i

(

ŝk+N
)

+

k+N−1
∑

ℓ=k

γℓ−kL̂i

(

ŝℓ,πi

(

ŝℓ
))

]

delivers the same local value function as one associated to

the true multi-agent MDP on Ξ and for any N :

V̂
N,π
i

(

s̃k
)

= V π
i

(

s̃k
)

. (15)

Proof. Let us choose the modified local terminal and stage

costs as follows:

V̂
f
i

(

ŝk+N
)

= V π
i

(

ŝk+N
)

, (16a)

L̂i

(

ŝℓ,πi

(

ŝℓ
))

= (16b)
{

V π
i

(

ŝℓ
)

− γV+
i

(

ŝℓ,aℓ
i

)

If

∣

∣

∣
V+
i

(

ŝℓ,aℓ
i

)∣

∣

∣
<∞

∞ Otherwise
,

where V+
i

(

ŝℓ,aℓ
i

)

= E

[

V π
i

(

ŝℓ+1
)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

aℓ = π(sℓ)

]

. Under

Assumption 1, the modified local terminal and the stage costs

in (16) are retained finite, and using a telescoping sum, the

centralized N -step value function (14) is rewritten as follows:

V̂
N,π
i

(

s̃k
)

= (17)

E

[

γNV π
i

(

ŝ
k+N

)

+ V π
i

(

ŝ
k
)

− γE
[

V π
i

(

ŝk+1
)]

+ γV π
i

(

ŝk+1
)

− γ2
E

[

V π
i

(

ŝk+2
)]

+ γ2V π
i

(

ŝk+2
)

+ . . .

+ γN−1V π
i

(

ŝk+N−1
)

− γN
E

[

V π
i

(

ŝk+N
)]

]

= V π
i

(

[

ŝki ,Wij

(

ŝkj

)]⊤
)

∣

∣

∣

ŝk=s̃k

(Remark 1)
= V π

i

(

s̃k
)

.

�

The following equality then holds:

min
πj∈Mi

min
πi

V̂
N,π
i

(

s̃k
)

= min
πj∈Mi

min
πi

V π
i

(

s̃k
)

= V ⋆
i

(

s̃k
)

,

(18)

and the local optimal policy then reads as:

π⋆
i

(

s̃k
)

∈ arg min
πj∈Mi

min
πi

V̂
N,π
i

(

s̃k
)

. (19)

C. Parameterized DMPC

In this paper, we propose to use a parameterized DMPC

scheme as approximators for the local policy πi, i =
1, . . . ,m. More precisely, we aim to learn a local MPC

parameterized by θi such that the parameterized policy πθi

delivered from each local MPC can provide an accurate ap-

proximation of the optimal policy π⋆
i at ζ⋆ := {θ⋆

1, . . . , θ
⋆
m}

even if the MPC model cannot capture the real system per-

fectly. By modification of the DMPC scheme, the following

then holds:

V π⋆
(

s̃k
)

=

m
∑

i=1

V π⋆

i

(

s̃k
)

= V ⋆
(

s̃k
)

=

m
∑

i=1

V
θ⋆
i

i , (20)

where π⋆ = col {π⋆
1, · · · ,π

⋆
m}, and V

θ⋆
i

i is the local optimal

value function captured by the parameterized DMPC scheme

(as an approximator for V ⋆
i ).

Remark 3. To tackle the local optimization problem (19) at

every time instant k, we use a parameterized DMPC based

on dual-decomposition. We then propose to parameterize

each local MPC scheme so that the local value function

V̂
N,π
i

(

s̃k
)

can be replaced by V θi

i delivered from the local

MPC. To capture the local optimal policies π⋆
i

(

s̃k
)

, one

needs to learn the corresponding local MPC schemes in a

coordinated manner such that ζ := {θ1, . . . , θm} → ζ⋆

results in

µ̂⋆ (ζ)→ µ⋆ (ζ⋆) , V
θ⋆
i

i

(

s̃k,µ⋆
)

= V ⋆
i

(

s̃k
)

, (21)

and π⋆
i ≈ π

ζ⋆

i

(

s̃k,µ⋆
)

∈ argminπi
V

θ⋆
i

i

(

s̃k,µ⋆
)

.

Taking into account the previous observation in Remark 3,

the value function captured from a parametrized local MPC



scheme must be a function of the total state s̃k. Although

the value function associated to (5) is implicitly a function

of s̃k through the multipliers µi and the slack variables w̄ℓ
i ,

it is only a function of the local state ski explicitly. Hence,

the same modification as Theorem 1 will not work for the

DMPC scheme (5). To address this issue, without loss of

generality, we propose to force the initial slack variables

to be w̄k
i = Wij

(

skj
)

. We also introduce an additional

constraint to smooth the slack variables. This constraint also

acts as a model for propagating the effect of Wij

(

skj
)

along

the prediction horizon. The proposed DMPC scheme is then

formulated as

min
x̂i,ûi,w̄i

T
µ(I)

i

(

x̂k+N
i , w̄k+N

i , δk+N
i

)

(22a)

+
k+N−1
∑

ℓ=k

L
µ(I)

i

(

x̂ℓ
i , û

ℓ
i , w̄

ℓ
i , δ

ℓ
i

)

s.t. x̂ℓ+1
i = f i

(

x̂ℓ
i , û

ℓ
i

)

, x̂k
i = ski , (22b)

w̄k
i = Wij

(

skj
)

, (22c)

w̄ℓ+1
i = w̄ℓ

i + δℓ
i , (22d)

hi

(

x̂ℓ
i , û

ℓ
i

)

≤ 0, hi

(

x̂k+N
i

)

≤ 0, (22e)

We next show that the value function associated to the

proposed DMPC scheme above can capture the true value

function V π
i

(

s̃k
)

even if the underlying local models f i

cannot capture the real subsystems (agents).

Corollary 1. Considering Remark 1 and under Assumption

2, one can find the modified cost functions T̂
µ(I)

i and L̂
µ(I)

i

such that the value function associated to (22) can capture

V π
i

(

s̃k
)

at µ⋆ even if the trajectories are imperfectly

evolved by f̂ i.

Proof. Assuming that the trajectories ŝ1, . . . , ŝN in (14)

are approximately deterministic, one can adopt the same

structure without expectation to define the value function

associated to (22) with a possibly wrong deterministic model.

The modified value function is then defined as

V̂ DMPC = γN T̂
µ⋆

i

(

x̂k+N
i , w̄k+N

i

)

(23)

+
k+N−1
∑

ℓ=k

γℓ−kL̂
µ⋆

i

(

x̂ℓ
i , û

ℓ
i , w̄

ℓ
i

)

.

where T̂
µ⋆

i , L̂
µ⋆

i are the modified version of the costs in (22)

with the last argument dropped. We then select the modified

terminal and stage costs same as Theorem 1 as

T̂
µ⋆

i = V π
i

(

x̂k+N
i , w̄k+N

i

)

, (24a)

L̂
µ⋆

i = V π
i

(

x̂
k
i , w̄

k
i

)

− γV π
i

(

x̂
k+1
i , w̄k+1

i

)

. (24b)

Using (24), we then rewrite the modified value function (23)

as

V̂ DMPC = γNV π
i

(

x̂
k+N
i , w̄k+N

i

)

(25)

+

k+N−1
∑

ℓ=k

γℓ−k
(

V π
i

(

x̂ℓ
i , w̄

ℓ
i

)

− γV π
i

(

x̂ℓ+1
i , w̄ℓ+1

i

))

.

Using a telescoping sum, we then obtain

V̂ DMPC = γNV π
i

(

x̂k+N
i , w̄k+N

i

)

(26)

+ V π
i

(

x̂
k
i , w̄

k
i

)

− γNV π
i

(

x̂
k+N
i , w̄k+N

i

)

.

Under Remark 1 and applying the initial conditions x̂k
i = ski

and w̄k
i = Wij

(

skj
)

, we then have that V̂ DMPC = V π
i

(

s̃k
)

.

�

By Theorem 1 and its Corollary 1, we prove that the

DMPC cost function can be modified such that the local

value functions associated to the true multi-agent MDP

are captured by the modified local MPC schemes. More

specifically, the central theorem aims to show that there exists

such a modification and to understand its structure. However,

the proposed modification structure is not tractable in terms

of implementation. To tackle this problem, we propose to

parameterize the corresponding cost terms and learn them in

a coordinated manner for the best closed-loop performance.

We then propose to parameterize a discounted version of the

DMPC scheme (22) at µ̂⋆
as

V θi

i

(

s̃k, µ̂⋆ (ζ)
)

= (27a)

min
x̂i,ûi,w̄i,σi

γN
(

T
θi,µ̂

⋆

i

(

x̂k+N
i , w̄k+N

i

)

+ p⊤
f σ

k+N
i

)

+
k+N−1
∑

ℓ=k

γℓ−k

(

L
θi,µ̂

⋆

i

(

x̂ℓ
i , û

ℓ
i , w̄

ℓ
i

)

+ p⊤σℓ
i +

∥

∥

∥
δℓ
i

∥

∥

∥

2

M

)

s.t.

x̂ℓ+1
i = fθi

i

(

x̂ℓ
i , û

ℓ
i

)

, x̂k
i = ski , (27b)

w̄k
i = W θi

ij

(

skj
)

, (27c)

w̄ℓ+1
i = w̄ℓ

i + δℓi , (27d)

hθi

i

(

x̂
ℓ
i , û

ℓ
i

)

≤ σℓ
i , hθi

i

(

x̂
k+N
i

)

≤ σk+N
i , (27e)

where the inequality constraints are collected by the para-

metric function hθi

i . To guarantee the recursive feasibility of

local MPC schemes (5), we consider some slack variables

σi on both the terminal and stage inequality constraints,

where the corresponding cost terms in (27a) are penalized

with sufficiently large weights p and pf .

IV. FUSION OF MABO AND DMPC

We assume that the dynamics xk+1
i = f i(x

k
i , u

k
i ), i =

1, . . . ,m cannot capture the real multi-agent system exactly,

such that there is a model-mismatch between the real system

and the local MPC models dedicated to each agent. To

account for this mismatch, we leverage the results detailed

in Section III to modify the cost functions of the local MPC



schemes (and possibly their models and constraints) in a coor-

dinated manner leading to the best closed-loop performance

of each agent, despite the model-mismatch. To this end, we

employ an ADMM-based multi-agent Bayesian optimization

proposed in [22] and infer the optimal parameterization from

closed-loop data.

A. Background on Bayesian Optimization

Bayesian Optimization (BO) is an effective approach for

optimizing complex, expensive, and noisy black-box func-

tions. In control applications, it is particularly useful for

learning parameters in controller such as MPC. However,

there are no existing works exploiting the BO methods for

learning networked model-based control systems such as

distributed MPC where the local models cannot represent

the true multi-agent system.

The BO methods use Gaussian Process (GP) surrogate

models to learn an approximation of the not explicitly known

function with respect to some parameters, i.e., the closed-

loop performance of a parameterized MPC J (θ) := J
(

πθ
)

with respect to the policy parameters θ. Considering J :
R

nθ → R, we then define the corresponding GP model as

J(θ) ∼ GP(µ(θ), k(θ, θ′)), (28)

where µ(θ) = E[J(θ)] is the mean function, typically

assumed to be zero, and the kernel k(θ, θ′) is the covariance

function, determining the relationship between points in

the input space. More precisely, the covariance function

describes how the values of the function relate to each other.

A commonly used kernel is the squared exponential kernel:

k(θ, θ′) = σ2
J exp

(

−
1

2l2
||θ − θ′||2

)

, (29)

where where σ2
J is the signal variance, and l is the length

scale. The choice of kernel significantly impacts the behavior

of the GP model.

Given observed data D = {(θk, yk)}nk=1, where yk =
J(θk) + ǫ and ǫ ∼ N (0, σ2

n):

y ∼ N (µ(Θ),K + σ2
nI),

where Θ =
{

θk
}n

k=1
and K denotes the covariance matrix

(n × n kernel matrix with elements [K](i,j) = k(θi, θj))
computed over the training inputs. The posterior distribution

of f(θ⋆) at a new input θ⋆ is then given by:
[

y

J⋆

]

∼ N

([

µ(Θ)
µ(θ⋆)

]

,

[

K + σ2
nI k(θ⋆,Θ)

k(Θ, θ⋆) k(θ⋆, θ⋆)

])

.

This allows us to derive the predictive mean and variance for

J(θ⋆):

µ(θ⋆) = k(θ⋆,Θ)(K + σ2
nI)

−1y,

σ2(θ⋆) = k(θ⋆, θ⋆)− k(θ⋆,Θ)(K + σ2
nI)

−1k(Θ, θ⋆).

The Bayesian Optimization problem is formulated as

θ⋆ = argmin
θ

J(θ), (30)

The acquisition function α(θ) is crucial for guiding the opti-

mization problem above. In this paper, we use the Expected

Improvement (EI) as an acquisition function:

αEI(θ) = E[max(J⋆ − J(θ), 0)], (31)

where J⋆ is the best observed function value. This acquisi-

tion function can be computed using the properties of the

Gaussian distribution:

Z =
J∗ − µ(θ)

σ(θ)
,

αEI(θ) = (J∗ − µ(θ))Φ(Z) + σ(θ)φ(Z),

where Φ(Z) and φ(Z) denote the standard normal Cumula-

tive Density Function (CDF) and Probability Density Func-

tion (PDF) of the standard normal distribution, respectively.

B. Multi-Agent Bayesian Optimization

In this paper, we aim to use a BO-based learning mech-

anism for adjusting the local MPC schemes in a distributed

MPC framework. Therefore, we propose to leverage the BO

method in the context of multi-agent systems introducing

decomposable Multi-agent Bayesian Optimization (MABO).

Remark 4. As observed in the parametric local MPC scheme

(27), each local value function depends on the total param-

eters ζ := {θ1, . . . , θm} through the optimal multipliers

µ̂⋆ (ζ) (each agent has full access to all multipliers using a

communication network between local agents). Consequently,

each local parametric policy π
ζ
i

(

s̃k, µ̂⋆
)

delivered from

(27) is also affected by the total parameters ζ and its

neighbor policies π
ζ
j

(

s̃k, µ̂
⋆
)

so that the corresponding

local closed-loop control performance reads as Ji (ζ) :=

Ji

(

πζ
(

s̃k, µ̂⋆
))

.

Ji (ζ) = E

[

∞
∑

k=0

γkLi

(

s̃k,ak
i

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

ak = πζ(s̃k, µ̂⋆)

]

, (32)

where Li

(

s̃k,ak
i

)

denotes a baseline cost for each agent.

To employ the closed-loop performance index Ji (ζ) as a

metric in the context of BO, we practically introduce a finite

version of (32) as

JN
i (ζ) =

1

N

N
∑

k=0

Li

(

s̃k,π
ζ
i

(

s̃k, µ̂⋆
))

(33)

We then aim to implement a coordinated multi-agent learning

problem by minimizing the global closed-loop performance

as

min
ζ

JN (ζ) :=
m
∑

i=1

JN
i (ζ) . (34)

Inspired by [22], we then adopt an ADMM-based MABO to

provide a decomposable version of the global optimization

problem above aligned with the structure of the proposed



parametric DMPC scheme (27). To this end, let us rewrite

the problem (34) as

min
ζ̄,{ζi}∈P

m
∑

i=1

JN
i (ζi) (35a)

s.t. ζi = ζ̄, ∀i = 1, . . . ,m. (35b)

To derive the ADMM scheme for solving the problem above

in a distributed manner, we first define the corresponding

augmented Lagrangian as

min
ζ̄,{ζi}∈P

m
∑

i=1

JN
i (ζi) + λ⊤

i

(

ζi − ζ̄
)

+
ρ

2

∥

∥ζi − ζ̄
∥

∥

2
, (36)

where ρ > 0 is a constant penalty parameter and λ =
(λ1, . . . ,λm) denotes the set of dual variables (multipliers)

associated to the equality constraint (35b). The local param-

eters are then obtained by the following local optimization

problem

ζk+1
i = argmin

ζi∈P
Ji (ζi) + (λk

i )
⊤ζi +

ρ

2

∥

∥

∥
ζi − ζ̄

k+1
∥

∥

∥

2

,

(37)

where the coordinating variables wk := (ζ̄
k+1

,λk
i ) are

updated by the following iterations

ζ̄
k+1

=
1

m

m
∑

i=1

[

ζk
i +

λk
i

ρ

]

, (38a)

λk+1
i = λk

i + ρ
(

ζk+1
i − ζ̄

k+1
)

. (38b)

To solve the problem (37), we then minimize the local

acquisition function associated to Ji (ζi) as

ζk+1
i = argmin

ζi∈Pi

αEI(ζi) + Ξi

(

ζi,w
k
)

, (39)

where the penalty term Ξi is computed as

Ξi

(

ζi,w
k
)

= (λk
i )

⊤ζi +
ρ

2

∥

∥

∥
ζi − ζ̄

k+1
∥

∥

∥

2

. (40)

A multi-agent BO is described in Algorithm 1. The proposed

learning-based DMPC is then outlined in Algorithm 2.

C. Convergence Analysis of MABO

To investigate the convergence of the ADMM-based

MABO, we rely on the standard ADMM convergence guar-

antees while accounting for the properties of the acquisition

function αEI. Considering the optimization problem (35), the

corresponding augmented Lagrangian is given by

L(ζi, ζ̄,λi) = (41)
m
∑

i=1

(

αEI(ζi) + λ⊤
i (ζi − ζ̄) +

ρ

2
‖ζi − ζ̄‖2

)

,

The proof of convergence then proceeds in three steps below:

Algorithm 1: An ADMM-based multi-agent BO

Input:

Parameters P k
i , i = 1, . . . ,m,

Evaluations Y k
i , i = 1, . . . ,m,

Coordinating variables wk := (ζ̄
k+1

,λk
i )

Output:
(

P k+1
i ,Y k+1

i ,wk+1
)

= MABO

(

P k
i ,Y

k
i ,w

k
)

# In parallel for i = 1, . . . ,m
1. Fit Gaussian Process models to data (P k

i ,Y
k
i )

2. Compute αEI(ζi) for ζi ∈ Pi (search space)

3. Compute ζ̄
k+1

and Ξi

(

ζi,w
k
)

4. Find ζnew
i = argminζi∈Pi

αEI(ζi) + Ξi

(

ζi,w
k
)

5. Evaluate ynew
i = JN

i (ζnew)

6. Update multipliers λk+1
i = λk

i + ρ
(

ζnew
i − ζ̄

k+1
)

7. Update data:

(P k+1
i ,Y k+1

i ) = (P k
i ∪ ζnew

i ,Y k
i ∪ ynew

i )

Algorithm 2: Coordinated-based Learning of DMPC

1: Input:

The number of episodes K

The number of simulation time steps n

2: for k = 1 to K do

3: Set s1i to initial conditions for i = 1, . . . ,m
4: for j = 1 to n do

5: Initialize the multipliers µ→ 0

6: while Stopping Criteria are not satisfied do

7: Send/receive µi

8: MPCs compute the local solutions given µ

9: Update µi, i = 1, . . . ,m using (6)

10: end while

11: Apply a
j
i = πθi

i

(

s̃j , µ̂⋆
)

, i = 1, . . . ,m

12: Agents return s
j+1
i = f i(s

j
i , a

j
i )

13: end for

14:

(

P k+1
i ,Y k+1

i ,wk+1
)

= MABO

(

P k
i ,Y

k
i ,w

k
)

15: Update θi ← ζi ← P k+1
i , i = 1, . . . ,m

16: end for

Step 1: Properties of αEI: The acquisition function αEI(ζi)
is differentiable and satisfies Lipschitz continuity such that

‖∇αEI(ζi)−∇αEI(ζj)‖≤ L‖ζi − ζj‖, (42)

where L is the Lipschitz constant. The boundedness and

smoothness of αEI then ensure that the local subproblem in

(39) is solvable. Let us recall the acquisition function αEI(ζi)
as:

αEI(ζi) = (J∗ − µ(ζi))Φ(Z) + σ(ζi)φ(Z),

where

Z =
J∗ − µ(ζi)

σ(ζi)
.

Since αEI(ζi) is a composition of differentiable functions, it

is differentiable. The gradient of αEI(ζi) with respect to ζi



is obtained as

∇αEI(ζi) =
∂αEI

∂µ
∇µ(ζi) +

∂αEI

∂σ
∇σ(ζi),

where:
∂αEI

∂µ
= −Φ(Z),

∂αEI

∂σ
= φ(Z),

and∇µ(ζi) and∇σ(ζi) are the gradients of the GP posterior

mean and standard deviation, respectively. Both ∇µ(ζi) and

∇σ(ζi) are then bounded due to the smoothness of GP

posterior predictions. Therefore, ∇αEI(ζi) exists and is well-

defined. To establish Lipschitz continuity of ∇αEI(ζi), we

then compute the difference between gradients for two points

ζi and ζj as

‖∇αEI(ζi)−∇αEI(ζj)‖≤ ‖∆µ‖+‖∆σ‖,

where:

∆µ =

(

∂αEI

∂µ
∇µ(ζi)−

∂αEI

∂µ
∇µ(ζj)

)

,

∆σ =

(

∂αEI

∂σ
∇σ(ζi)−

∂αEI

∂σ
∇σ(ζj)

)

.

Using the smoothness of Φ(Z) and ∇µ(ζ), there exists a

constant Lµ such that

‖∆µ‖≤ Lµ‖ζi − ζj‖.

Similarly, using the smoothness of φ(Z) and ∇σ(ζ), there

exists a constant Lσ such that:

‖∆σ‖≤ Lσ‖ζi − ζj‖.

Combining the bounds for ∆µ and ∆σ , we then have that

‖∇αEI(ζi)−∇αEI(ζj)‖≤ (Lµ + Lσ)‖ζi − ζj‖.

Considering L = Lµ + Lσ, the following then holds

‖∇αEI(ζi)−∇αEI(ζj)‖≤ L‖ζi − ζj‖.

The acquisition function αEI(ζi) is then differentiable, and

its gradient satisfies the Lipschitz continuity condition with

constant L = Lµ + Lσ .

Step 2: Boundedness of Lagrange Multipliers: Let us

define the following residuals

rk+1
1 = ‖ζk+1

i − ζ̄
k+1
‖, rk+1

2 = ρ‖ζ̄
k+1
− ζ̄

k
‖. (43)

The updates ensure that both the primal residual rk+1
1 and

dual residual rk+1
2 converge to zero:

rk+1
1 , rk+1

2 → 0 as k→∞. (44)

Let us recall the update rule of the dual variables λk
i as

λk+1
i = λk

i + ρ
(

ζk+1
i − ζ̄

k+1
)

. (45)

The primal residual rk+1
1 then measures how well the con-

sensus constraint ζi = ζ̄ is satisfied at iteration k + 1. As

rk+1
1 → 0 (i.e., ζk+1

i → ζ̄
k+1

), the dual variable update then

becomes stationary:

λk+1
i = λk

i .

The dual residual rk+1
2 measures the change in the coordinat-

ing variable ζ̄ between successive iterations. As rk+1
2 → 0

(i.e., ζ̄
k+1

→ ζ̄
k
), the updates for ζ̄ stabilize, indicating

convergence. The ADMM updates then ensure that both

residuals converge to zero:

rk+1
1 , rk+1

2 → 0 as k →∞. (46)

We then have the following observations:

• The convergence of rk+1
1 → 0 implies that the consen-

sus constraint ζi = ζ̄ is satisfied.

• The convergence of rk+1
2 → 0 ensures that the coordi-

nating variable ζ̄ stops changing between iterations.

• Together, these residuals indicate that both the primal

and dual updates stabilize, leading to the overall conver-

gence of the ADMM scheme.

Although λk
i are not explicitly included in the definitions

of rk+1
1 and rk+1

2 , they are inherently tied to the primal

residuals because their updates depend on the difference

(ζk+1
i − ζ̄

k+1
). Thus, the convergence of rk+1

1 and rk+1
2

ensures the stabilization of the dual variables.

Step 3: Decreasing Augmented Lagrangian: The aug-

mented Lagrangian L decreases monotonically under the

updates:

L(ζk+1
i , ζ̄

k+1
,λk+1

i ) ≤ L(ζk
i , ζ̄

k
,λk

i ), (47)

with equality only at the optimal solution.

Step 4: Convergence to Stationarity: Taking the gradient

of the augmented Lagrangian with respect to ζi gives the

necessary condition for the optimality of ζk+1
i :

∇αEI(ζ
k+1
i ) + λk

i + ρ(ζk+1
i − ζ̄

k
) = 0. (48)

At convergence, we assume that ζk
i → ζ⋆

i and ζ̄
k
→ ζ̄

⋆
, so

the stationarity condition for ζ⋆
i becomes:

∇αEI(ζ
⋆
i ) + λ⋆

i + ρ(ζ⋆
i − ζ̄

⋆
) = 0. (49)

V. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

To examine the viability of the proposed learning-based

distributed MPC scheme, we consider a heterogeneous multi-

agent system where three linear systems with different dy-

namics must satisfy their local constraints and the coupling

equality constraints (a desired distance between their first

states) in a distributed manner. However, the local state

constraints and the coupling constraints will be violated due

to model-mismatch and disturbances. Let us consider three

agents with the following dynamics

xk+1
1 =

[

0.9 0.35
0 1.1

]

xk
1 +

[

0.0813
0.2

]

uk
1 +

[

ek1
0

]

, (50a)

xk+1
2 =

[

0.91 0.33
0 0.98

]

xk
2 +

[

0.0611
0.23

]

uk
2 , (50b)

xk+1
3 =

[

0.88 0.3
0 1.1

]

xk
3 +

[

0.0837
0.21

]

uk
3 . (50c)



and choose an imperfect model for three local MPC schemes

as

xk+1 =

[

1 0.25
0 1

]

xk +

[

0.0312
0.25

]

uk, (51)

where the disturbance ek1 is random, uncorrelated and uni-

formly distributed in the interval [−0.1, 0]. Let us label the

states of the agents as x1 = [x1,1, x1,2]
⊤

, x2 = [x2,1, x2,2]
⊤

and x3 = [x3,1, x3,2]
⊤

. We then consider the local con-

straints 0 ≤ x1,1 ≤ 0.5, 0 ≤ x2,1 ≤ 2 and −2 ≤ x3,1 ≤ 0 on

the first agent, second agent and third agent, respectively. The

control input constraint −0.5 ≤ u1,2,3 ≤ 0.5 is considered

for all agents, and coupling constraints are defined as relative

distances d12 = 1.5, d13 = 1.5 and d23 = 3 (dij = −dji).
The local cost function for each agent is then defined as

Li(x
k,uk

i ) = (52)

10 ‖xc
i‖

2
2 + Li

(

xk
i ,u

k
i

)

+ p⊤ ·max
(

0, hi

(

xk
i ,u

k
i

))

,

where

xc
i ∈ R

2 := [xi,1 − xj,1 − di,j , j 6= i, j = 1, . . . ,m]
⊤

. The

local cost functions Li can be, for instance, a quadratic

function, and the penalty vector is set to p = [100, 100].
As observed in Fig. 1, the coupling constraints are not

satisfied for a DMPC without learning as the desired dis-

tances shown in green color cannot be captured by the actual

distances shown in cyan color. These coupling constraints

can be satisfied by the proposed learning-based DMPC,

shown in red color.
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Fig. 1. The gray lines show the evolution of coupling constraints (desired
distances) during the learning process. The green lines show the desired
distances between the first states of agents. The cyan lines show the
evolution of distances when a conventional DMPC without learning is used.
The red lines show the evolution of distances using a learned DMPC.

Fig. 2 shows the coupling states, which are the first states

of the three agents. To make the situation more challenging

for the first agent, we simultaneously set a constraint and

a desired reference to zero so that the state x1,1 must

be as close as possible to 0 while avoiding the yellow

unsafe zone. As observed, in the results obtained from the

conventional DMPC, the first agent violates the constraint at

zero due to the disturbance e1 while this constraint violation

is disappeared and the agent keeps its first state x1,1 as close

as possible to 0 using the proposed MABO-based DMPC.

Fig. 2. The gray lines show the evolution of the first states during the
learning process. For the first state of the agent 1, We consider the point
0 as reference and constraint simultaneously. The yellow region shows the
unsafe zone. The cyan lines show the evolution of the first states when
a conventional DMPC without learning is used. The red lines show the
evolution of the first states using a learned DMPC.
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Fig. 3. The gray lines show the evolution of control signals during the
learning process. The cyan lines show the results when a conventional
DMPC without learning is used while the red lines show the results obtained
form a learned DMPC.

As observed in Fig. 4, the proposed coordinated-based

learning method using MABO outperforms the conventional

BO without coordination in achieving the best closed-loop

performances for each local MPC scheme. Consequently, we

observe that the learned local MPC schemes using a BO

without coordination cannot perfectly handle the coupling

constraints, as shown in Fig. 5. Moreover, the BO-DMPC

cannot guide the first state of the first agent x1,1 close to the

reference point 0 accurately, as shown in Fig. 6.



Fig. 4. The evolution of the local closed-loop performance of agents during
the learning process. A comparative analysis between the proposed multi-
agent BO (MABO) and conventional BO combined with DMPC.
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Fig. 5. The evolution of coupling constraints. A comparative analysis
between the proposed multi-agent BO (MABO) and conventional BO
combined with DMPC.
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Fig. 6. The evolution of the first states. A comparative analysis between
the proposed multi-agent BO (MABO) and conventional BO combined with
DMPC.

VI. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we addressed a coordinated learning mecha-

nism for distributed MPC scheme based on dual-composition

where the local MPC models cannot capture the real multi-

agent system accurately. The proposed method leveraged a

multi-agent Bayesian optimization to provide a coordination

framework for learning the parameterized DMPC aiming at

improving the local closed-loop performances. We observed

that each agent can refine its performance in a coordinated

manner so that the global task of multi-agent system is

satisfied.
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