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Performance guarantees for optimization-based
state estimation using turnpike properties

Julian D. Schiller, Lars Griine, and Matthias A. Mller

Abstract—In this paper, we develop novel accuracy and
performance guarantees for optimal state estimation of
general nonlinear systems (in particular, moving horizon
estimation, MHE). Our results rely on a turnpike property
of the optimal state estimation problem, which essentially
states that the omniscient infinite-horizon solution involv-
ing all past and future data serves as turnpike for the
solutions of finite-horizon estimation problems involving a
subset of the data. This leads to the surprising observation
that MHE problems naturally exhibit a leaving arc, which
may have a strong negative impact on the estimation accu-
racy. To address this, we propose a delayed MHE scheme,
and we show that the resulting performance (both averaged
and non-averaged) is approximately optimal and achieves
bounded dynamic regret with respect to the infinite-horizon
solution, with error terms that can be made arbitrarily small
by an appropriate choice of the delay. In various simulation
examples, we observe that already a very small delay in
the MHE scheme is sufficient to significantly improve the
overall estimation error by 20-25 % compared to standard
MHE (without delay). This finding is of great importance
for practical applications (especially for monitoring, fault
detection, and parameter estimation) where a small delay
in the estimation is rather irrelevant but may significantly
improve the estimation results.

Index Terms— Moving horizon estimation (MHE), estima-
tion, nonlinear systems, optimal control, turnpike property

[. INTRODUCTION

Reconstructing the internal state trajectory of a dynamical
system based on a batch of measured input-output data is
an important problem of high practical relevance. This can
be accomplished, for example, by solving an optimization
problem to find the best state and disturbance trajectories
that minimize a suitably defined cost function depending
on the measurement data. If all available data is taken into
account, this corresponds to the full information estimation
(FIE) problem. However, if the data set or the underlying
model is very large or only a limited amount of computation
time or resources is available (as is the case with, e.g., online
state estimation), the optimal solution to the FIE problem is
usually difficult (or even impossible) to compute in practice.
For this reason, it is essential to find a reasonable approx-
imation, which can be done, e.g., by means of a sequence
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of truncated optimal estimation problems, each of which uses
only a limited time window of the full data set. In the case
of online state estimation, this corresponds to moving horizon
estimation (MHE), where in each discrete time step an optimal
estimation problem is solved with a data set of fixed size.

Related work: Current research in the field of MHE is
primarily concerned with stability and robustness guarantees,
see, e.g., [[1, Ch. 4] and [2]-[6]. These works essentially show
that under suitable detectability conditions, the estimation error
of MHE (i.e., the deviation between the estimated state and the
real unknown system state) converges to a neighborhood of the
origin, whose size depends on the true unknown disturbance.
However, results on the actual performance of MHE, and in
particular on the approximation accuracy and performance
loss (i.e., the regret) with respect to a certain challenging
benchmark estimator, are lacking.

For linear systems, regret-optimal filters for state estimation
are designed in [7]], [8]], that minimize the regret with respect
to a clairvoyant (acausal) benchmark filter having access to
future measurements. This approach is extended in [9], where
an exact solution to the minimal-regret observer is provided
utilizing the system level synthesis framework, compare also
[10], [11] in the context of regret-optimal control. In [12],
an MHE scheme is proposed that provides regret guarantees
with respect to an arbitrary comparative (e.g., the clairvoyant)
observer. This approach is extended to nonlinear systems
in [[13]], but requires a restrictive convexity condition on the
problem and disturbance- and noise-free data.

Whereas performance guarantees for state estimators are
generally rather rare and usually restricted to linear systems,
they often play an important role in nonlinear optimal con-
trol, especially when the overall goal is an economic one.
Corresponding results usually employ a furnpike property of
the underlying optimal control problem, cf. [[14]], [15]. This
property essentially implies that optimal trajectories stay close
to an optimal equilibrium most of the time (or in general
an optimal time-varying reference), which is regarded as the
turnpike. Turnpike-related arguments are an important tool
for assessing the closed-loop performance of model predictive
controllers with general economic costs on finite and infinite
horizons, cf. [[16]-[18]. Necessary and sufficient conditions for
the presence of the turnpike phenomenon in optimal control
are discussed in, e.g., [[19]-[22] and are usually based on
dissipativity, controllability, and suitable optimality conditions.

Contribution: We investigate and characterize the turnpike
phenomenon in general nonlinear optimal state estimation
problems and discuss conditions for its occurrence (Sec-
tion [ITI). This property essentially requires that the omniscient



(acausal) infinite-horizon solution involving all past and future
data serves as turnpike for the solutions of state estimation
problems involving only a finite subset of the data. This leads
to the surprising observation that MHE problems naturally
exhibit a leaving arc, which may have a strong negative impact
on the estimation accuracy. Based on this new insight, we
propose a delayed MHE scheme in Section where the
delay effectively counteracts the leaving arc. We show that the
performance of the delayed MHE scheme is approximately
optimal and achieves bounded dynamic regret with respect
to the infinite-horizon solution, with error terms that can be
made arbitrarily small by an appropriate choice of the delay.
As a result, MHE (with delay) is able to frack the accuracy
and performance of the omniscient infinite-horizon estimator
(Sections and [[V-B). Moreover, we propose a novel
turnpike prior for MHE formulations with prior weighting,
which—in contrast to the standard filtering or smoothing
prior—can be shown to converge to a neighborhood around
the turnpike that can be made arbitrarily small by design
(Section [IV-C). Furthermore, we consider the special case of
MHE for offline state estimation (Section and show that
good performance of a state estimator directly implies small
estimation errors with respect to the true unknown system
state (Section [VI). We illustrate our theoretical findings with
several simulation examples from the literature (Sections ,
including a continuously stirred tank reactor and a highly
nonlinear quadrotor model with 12 states. For each example,
we can observe that the turnpike phenomenon is present in
MHE. Moreover, we find that even a delay of very few steps
in the MHE scheme improves the overall estimation error by
20-25 % compared to standard MHE (without delay).

Compared to the preliminary conference version [23]], in this
paper we focus on the case of MHE for online state estimation.
Specifically, we provide novel results on the accuracy and
performance of MHE with respect to the omniscient infinite-
horizon estimator (involving all past and future data), establish
bounded dynamic regret with respect to this benchmark, and
consider the practically relevant case of MHE formulations
with an additional prior weighting. Moreover, we link esti-
mator performance to its accuracy with respect to the true
unknown system trajectory, give further technical details, and
provide more extensive simulation examples.

Notation: We denote the set of integers by I, the set of all
(even) integers greater than or equal to a € I by I, (IS ),
and the set of integers in the interval [a,b] C I by I, ). The
Euclidean norm of a vector = € R”™ is denoted by |z|, and the
weighted norm with respect to a positive definite matrix ¢ > 0
with Q = QT by |z|g = /2T Qz. The maximum eigenvalue
of @ is denoted by Apmax(Q). We refer to a sequence {x; )0 i—as
z; €R™, j€ ]I[(Lb] with x,.,. The identity matrix of size n xn
is denoted by I,,. Finally, we recall that a function o : R>og —
R is of class K if it is continuous, strictly increasing, and
satisfies «(0) = 0; if additionally a(r) = oo for r — oo, it
is of class K. By L, we refer to the class of functions 6 :
R>p — R that are continuous, non-increasing, and satisfy
limg_,o, 6(s) = 0, and by KL to the class of functions f :
R>0 X R>o — R with 5(-,s) € K and 5(r,-) € L for any
fixed s € R>o and r € Rxq, respectively.

[Il. PROBLEM SETUP
A. System description
We consider nonlinear uncertain discrete-time systems of
the following form:
(1a)
(1b)

Ti41 = f(ﬂft,ut,wt)7

yr = h(z, we) + v

with discrete time ¢ € I>g, state z; € R", (known) control
input vy € R™, (unknown) process disturbance w; € RY,
(unknown) measurement noise v; € RP, and noisy output
measurement y; € RP. The functions f : R™ xR™ xR? — R"”
and i : R” xR™ — RP define the system dynamics and output
equation, which we assume to be continuous.

In the following, we further assume that trajectories of the
system (1) satisfy

(xt,ut,wt,vt) ceX xUXxW x V, teHZO (2)

for some known sets X C R™, ¢/ C R™, W C R? (where
0 € W),V C RP, and furthermore, that (z,u,w) € X X
UxW = f(z,u,w) € X. Such knowledge typically arises
from the physical nature of the system (e.g., non-negativity of
certain physical quantities such as partial pressure or absolute
temperature), the incorporation of which can significantly
improve the estimation results, cf. [1, Sec. 4.4] and compare
also [4].

B. Optimal state estimation

For ease of notation, we define the input-output data (or
parameter) tuple d; := (uy,y;) obtained from the system
at time ¢ € I>o. Now, consider a given batch of input-output
data do.n of length N + 1 for some N € I>,. We aim to
compute the state and disturbance sequences Zg. and Wwo. x—1
that are optimal in the sense that they minimize a cost function
involving the full data set dy.. In particular, we consider the
following optimal state estimation problem

Py (do.n) : min
TOo:N

Wo: N -1

st @iy = f(25,uy,0;), j € ljon—1], (3b)

IN(Zo:N, Wo:N—1; do:N) (3a)

zje X, jelpn, (3c)
w; €W, j€ljon-1) (3d)
yj — h(Zj,u) €V, j €lp Ny (3e)

For convenience, we define the combined sequence Zy.ny as
éj = (fﬁjvﬁ)j) for 5 € H[O,N—l] and Zy = (i%N,O) The
constraints (B3b)-(3e) enforce the prior knowledge about the
system model, the domain of the true trajectories, and the
disturbances/noise (note that feasibility is always guaranteed
due to our standing assumptions). In (3a), we consider the cost
function

N-1
Iy (Fo:n, ooy —1; doev) = > U5, 55dy) + g(En; di)
j=0

“4)

with continuous stage cost [ : X x W x U x RP — Ry
and terminal cost g : X x U x R — Ry(. Note that this



is a generalization of classical designs for state estimation,
where | and g are positive definite in the disturbance input w
and the fitting error y — h(&,u) (cf., e.g., [[1, Ch. 4]), and it
particularly includes the practically relevant case of quadratic
stage and terminal cost

Uz, w;d) = [w[g) + |y — h(z,u)[% o)

and
9(z;d) = |y — h(z,u)[%, (6)

respectively, where @, R, G are positive definite weighting
matrices. However, our results also hold for more general cost
functions [ and g, which allow the objective (@) to be tailored
to the specific problem at hand. Note that cost functions with
an additional prior weighting in @) (as usual in MHE) are
considered in Section [V-Cl

In the state estimation context, a cost function with terminal
cost as in (6) is usually referred to as the filtering form of
the state estimation problem. To simplify the analysis and
notation, the most recent works on FIE/MHE theory often
consider a cost function with ¢ = 0 (i.e., without terminal
cost), which corresponds to the prediction form of the state
estimation problem, cf., e.g., [2[[-[6], and see also [[1, Ch. 4].

The estimation problem Py in (3) is a parametric nonlinear
program, the solution of which solely depends on the (input-
output) data provided, i.e., the sequence dy.. We characterize
solutions to Py using the generic solution mapping (:

2; = CN(]v dO:N)? j € H[OaN]’ (7)

which yields the value function Vi (do.n) = Jn (2. y; do:n)-
Moreover, with ¢} we refer to the state variable defined by
(v such that #5 = (X (7, do.n) for all j € Ijg np.

Remark 1 (Existence of solutions to Py): Throughout the
following, we assume that whenever we employ the solution
mapping (n, the corresponding solution exists. Note that
under continuity of f and h in (), this can generally be
guaranteed by choosing the stage cost [ and terminal cost g
such that the cost function Jy is radially unbounded in
the (condensed) decision variables (which requires positive
definiteness of [ and g and observability[] of the system with a
corresponding horizon length N, compare [1} Sec. 4.3.1]), or
under compactness of the sets X and W, see |1, Prop. A.7].

C. Benchmark solution

We are interested in how the solution in (7)) compares to a
certain (challenging) benchmark problem. For this purpose, we
interpret the measured data sequence dy. as a segment of an
infinite data sequence d_ ..o, that contains all past and future
data that could possibly be generated by the system (I)) in the
interval 1. Then, we consider the omniscient infinite-horizon
estimator, that is, the solution of the (acausal) optimal state
estimation problem

Poc(dfoo:oo)

®)

'Observability is required here because the cost function Jy does not
contain an additional prior weighting; the case of MHE with prior weighting,
which does not require observability, is considered in Section [[V-C| below.

where 2; = (&;,%;), j € 1. We denote the solution to
Py (d_so:0) by the infinite sequence 2> := 2> . with
25 = (m?o, w;’o) j € I, where we assume that z°° exists and
is unique for any possible d_ ., compare Remark

Note that in linear settings [8]], [9], a common benchmark
for observers estimating the state x; at some time ¢ € I>q
is the clairvoyant acausal observer relying on data from the
interval [ ), where in particular data from Ij;; ) is only
fictitious (as it depends on future disturbances and noise) and
may or may not actually be measured at a future point in time
(e.g., if the experiment is terminated). We adopt this approach
and take it even further by assuming that our benchmark—the
omniscient infinite-horizon estimator—can not only predict the
future (knowing data from I, .)), but also has a perfect
memory (knowing data from I_, _1).

In the following section, we will investigate how the
solution Zj.,; (7) of the finite-horizon estimation problem
Py (dp.n) behaves compared to the infinite-horizon bench-
mark solution 2> on the interval [jo y7.

[1l. TURNPIKE IN OPTIMAL STATE ESTIMATION PROBLEMS

Optimal state estimation problems (such as Py in (3)) can
be interpreted as optimal control problems using the distur-
bance w as the control input (compare also [1, Sec. 4.2.3] and
[24) Sec. 4]). In particular, a cost function @]) that is positive
definite in the estimated disturbance and the fitting error (as,
e.g., in (B) and (6)) can be regarded as an economic output
tracking cost, penalizing deviations from the ideal reference
(wh,y;) = (0,y;), 7 € Ijpo,n)- This reference, however, is
generally unreachable, as it is usually impossible to attain
zero cost Vy(do.n) = 0, except for the special case where
yo.n corresponds to an output sequence of (I) under zero dis-
turbances wg.xy_1 = 0, vg.xy = 0. For unreachable references,
on the other hand, it is known that the corresponding optimal
control problem exhibits the turnpike property with respect to
the best reachable reference [25]], which suggests that a similar
phenomenon can also be expected in optimal state estimation
problems.

In the following Section [[II-A] we provide a simple example
that supports this intuition. Then, we mathematically formalize
and discuss this property in Section [III-B]

A. Motivating example

Suppose that some output data yo.7 for ' = 30 is measured
from the system xyy1 = ¢ + wy, g = 1, yp = T4 + vy,
where w; = vy = 1 for all £ € 1. We consider the finite-
horizon optimal estimation problem Py (dy.y) with quadratic
stage and terminal cost (5) and (6) using @ = R = G =1 and
different values of N. For comparison reasons, we also con-
sider the infinite-horizon problem P,,, which we approximate
by simulating the system and computing the solution on some
extended interval I;_r, 74 7.], where we choose T¢ such that
the solution does not change on Iy 7y if T, is further increased.

Figure (1| shows the difference between the infinite-horizon
solution z7° and the solution of the finite-horizon problem 7
for j € I ). One can clearly see that the optimal reference
xgop serves as turnpike for the solution 7, . In particular,



Fig. 1: Difference between the solution of the infinite-horizon problem P
and solutions of the finite-horizon problem Pp; for different values of V.

2{.n 1s constructed from three pieces: an initial transient where
z* converges to the turnpike z°°, a large phase where z*
stays near the turnpike x°°, and a transient at the end of the
horizon where z* diverges from the turnpike xz°°. Figure
indicates that these transientﬂ are independent of the horizon
length N. Note that a similar behavior is also observed for the
disturbance difference w; — w3°, j € Ijg y—1)-

B. Turnpike characterization

There are in fact multiple ways to formalize the turnpike
behavior observed in the motivating example in Section |11~
[A] A characterization popular in the context of (receding
horizon) optimal control involves a bound (independent of the
horizon length) on the number of elements of the sequence
£5.n that lie outside an e-neighborhood around the turnpike,
cf. [20], [26] and see also [23, Sec. III-B]. This definition
is particularly suitable for use in the context of economic
model predictive control (cf., e.g., [27]), and also has the
decisive advantage that the corresponding necessary condition
(dissipativity of the optimal control problem) is a global
concept. However, the resulting turnpike property is rather
weak in the sense that it is not possible to infer which
elements of the solution £, 5y are actually close to the turnpike,
and which are not. Such additional information (which is
crucially required in the context of state estimation, as will
be clear in Sections [[V] and [V) is provided by exponential
(or polynomial) turnpike characterizations that involve an
explicit time-dependent bound on the difference of optimal
trajectories and the turnpike, cf. e.g., [19], [21], [28]], [29]. To
cover arbitrary decay rates, we propose the following unified
turnpike property involving general CL-functions.

Definition 1 (Turnpike for optimal state estimation): The
optimal estimation problem Py exhibits the turnpike property
with respect to the infinite-horizon solution 2> if there exists
B € KL such that 27 = (n(j,do.n) satisfies

125 = 271 < B(125 — 26°1,4) + BU2N — 2%, N =5) 9
for all j € Ijg N7, IV € I>0, and all possible data d_c.c0-

2In the turnpike-related literature, the left transient is usually referred to as
approaching arc and the right transient as leaving arc.

For linear systems and quadratic cost functions as in (3))
and (6), one can establish the turnpike property from Def-
inition [I] by suitably adapting [30, Th. 5], where the KL-
function 3 specializes to an exponential one. This requires
a controllability property of the system with respect to the
disturbance input and an additional regularity condition on
the underlying Hamiltonian system (the latter can also be
replaced by invertibility of the dynamics and observability);
hence, the conditions are intuitive, not particularly restrictive
in the context of state estimation, and can be easily checked.

For nonlinear systems, however, deriving sufficient condi-
tions for turnpike behavior is generally difficult and usually
requires a detailed and rather technical analysis. For example,
one may establish (9) by considering linearizations of the
extremal equations as in [28] or by exploiting the specific
graph structure of the underlying nonlinear program and use
the decaying sensitivity results from [31]], [32]]. For the latter,
it has been shown that exponentially decaying sensitivity is
present under standard regularity and optimality conditions
of the problem (such as a uniform second order sufficient
condition and uniform boundedness of the Lagrangian Hes-
sian, cf. [32]]), which are satisfied under uniform observability
and controllability conditions, see [33] and compare also [34].
However, these approaches suffer from local validity and may
only hold in a possibly small neighborhood around the turn-
pike. In contrast, global turnpike properties of optimal control
problems could be established by combining assumptions of
global nature (such as strict dissipativity) with assumptions of
local nature that involve the linearizations at the turnpike (an
optimal equilibrium), cf. [19], [21]]. Extending these results to
the more general case considered here is an interesting topic
for future research.

In the following sections, we use the turnpike property
from Definition [I] to assess the performance of MHE and
its regret with respect to the infinite-horizon benchmark 2°°.
For practical applications, a reliable indicator for the presence
of turnpike behavior in non-convex optimal state estimation
problems is to simply run simulations and check whether the
turnpike property can be observed, see also the simulation
examples in Section

We want to close this section with the following remark.

Remark 2 (Approaching and leaving arcs): Note that the
finite-horizon problem Py (dp.n) considers a segment of
the data set that underlies the infinite-horizon problem
Poo(d_oo:00)- Specifically, the neglected information involves
the fictitious historical data d_..._; and the future data
dN+1:00, Which is why, under the turnpike property from
Definition [T} finite-horizon solutions exhibit both a left ap-
proaching arc and a right leaving arc, compare Figure [I]

IV. OPTIMIZATION-BASED STATE ESTIMATION

In online state estimation, one is generally interested in
obtaining, at each time instant ¢ € I>(, an accurate estimate
of the current true (unknown) state x;. An intuitive solution
is to simply solve the optimal state estimation problem in (3)
based on all available historical data (by setting N = t). This
corresponds to the case of FIE, which can be formalized using
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Fig. 2: Sketch of the infinite-horizon solution z°° (blue), the current FIE
solution (¢ (4, do:+) (green), and solutions of the finite-horizon estimation
problem (x (7, d,_ n.r) for different values of 7 (red).

the solution mapping (%; defined below as follows:
2} = (7 (t,dox), t € Ino. (10)

However, repeatedly solving P;(dy.;) for the current FIE so-
lution #f is generally infeasible in practice since the problem
size continuously grows with time. Instead, MHE considers
the truncated optimal estimation problem Pp(d;—n.;) using
the most recent data d;_.; only, where the horizon length
N € I is fixed. More precisely, the MHE estimate at the
current time ¢ € > can be formulated as

i,mhe — ij\/'(N7 dt—Nit)’
! Cgc (ta dO:t)a

MHE constitutes a well-established method for state estima-
tion that is increasingly applied in practice. However, assuming
that the underlying optimal estimation problem exhibits the
turnpike property in the sense of Definition |1} we know that
both the FIE sequence defined by (I0) and the MHE sequence
defined by (TI) consist of point estimates of finite-horizon
problems that lie on the leaving arc, see Figure [2} hence, FIE
and MHE might produce estimates that are actually far away
from the turnpike.

In the following, we employ a novel performance analysis

to improve the estimation results of MHE as follows:

o Reduce the influence of the leaving arc by introducing
an artificial delay in the estimation, cf. Sections
and

o Reduce the influence of the approaching arc by using a
turnpike-based prior weighting, cf. Section [[V-C]

Our results in this section are based on the assumption that

the MHE problems exhibit the turnpike behavior.
Assumption 1: The finite-horizon optimal state estimation
problem Py in (3) exhibits the turnpike property in the sense
of Definition [1

In the following, for the sake of simplicity we restrict
ourselves to horizons N being a non-negative even number,
the set of which we denote by I< .

tEHzN (1])
t € Tjo:n—1j-

A. A delay improves the estimation results

To avoid the influence of naturally appearing leaving arcs
in MHE problems (TT)), it seems meaningful to introduce a
delayed MHE scheme (SMHE). Specifically, for a fixed delay
b€ H[[LN/Q] with N € HC>O, we define

i&mhc — {C]ZL\’/'(N - 63 dt—N:t), te ]IZN

(12)
te ]1[57]\]_1].

=0 CF(t — 6, doy),

Note that for the special case § = 0, SMHE reduces to standard
MHE (T1). Hence, the parameter ¢ is an additional degree
of freedom that constitutes a trade-off between delaying the
estimation results and reducing the influence of the leaving arc.

Remark 3 (OFIE): By replacing N with ¢ and using only
the second case in (I2), we can similarly define a delayed
FIE scheme; thus, all of the following results and implications
derived for SMHE directly carry over to dFIE.

Remark 4 (Smoothing form of MHE): Considering a fixed
delay in the estimation scheme to improve the results is
actually quite common in signal processing and filtering theory
and refers to fixed-lag smoothing algorithms 35, Ch. 5]. Early
results for linear systems can be found in, e.g., [36]]; more
recent works address, e.g., robustness against model errors [[37]
or extensions to certain classes of nonlinear systems [38]]. For
linear systems with Gaussian noise, fixed-lag receding-horizon
smoothers are proposed in [39]-[41]. In this context, the
proposed MHE scheme can also be interpreted as the (fixed-
lag) smoothing form of MHE; compared to the smoothing
literature, however, we consider general nonlinear systems
under arbitrary process and measurement noise and provide
performance and regret guarantees with respect to the infinite-
horizon optimal solution using turnpike arguments.

The following result shows that by a suitable choice of the
delay 4, the estimated state sequence (I2) can be made arbi-
trarily close to the state sequence of the omniscient infinite-
horizon benchmark estimator z°.

Proposition 1: Let Assumption [ hold and X" be compact.
Then, there exists o € £ such that the estimated state sequence
of {MHE in (12) satisfies

‘i,?mhe

— 277 <0(0), 7 €lse-g (13)

for all t € I>4, 6 € [0, N/2], N € 1%, and all d_ . 0.
Proof: By compactness of X, there exists C' > 0 such
that |z1 — x| < C for all 27,22 € X. The rest of this
proof follows directly from the definition of SMHE and
Assumption |1} Specifically, for all j € Ij5 y_s_1], We have

|&570¢ — 23] < [¢js(G, dosj+s) — 257

< ﬁ(‘Cf+5(07dO:j+5) - "E80|,j)
+ B¢ s (7 + 0, doj+6) — 25551, 9)
<2B(C,9).

For j € Ijy_5,:—s), on the other hand, it follows that

2570 — 20| < |CN(N = 6,dj4s-nejts) — 257

< BN (0, djys-N:jts) — Tj5s-n N —9)
+ ﬂ(|<]f/(N7 dj+5—N:j+5) - Iﬁé‘,(s)
< 28(C, 5).

Combining both cases for j € Ij5,_5 and defining o(s) :=
28(C, s), s > 0 yields (13). Noting that o € L establishes the
statement and hence finishes this proof. [ ]

Proposition[I]provides an estimate on the accuracy of SMHE
in the sense of how close the sequence :i"gf?lj% is to the
benchmark z5%,_;. Since o € L, this difference can be made
arbitrarily small by increasing the delay § (as well as N if



needed). This is in line with intuition, as increasing J results
in the state estimates in (I2)) being closer to the turnpike.

In the following, we establish novel performance guarantees
for SMHE.

B. Performance estimates

In this section, we consider the case where the dynam-
ics (Ta) are subject to additive disturbances:

flz,u,w) =

with w € W = R”. Furthermore, we impose a Lipschitz
condition on the nonlinear functions f, and h on X.

Assumption 2: The functions f, and h are Lipschitz in x €
X, i.e., there exist constants Ly, Ly > 0 such that

‘fa(‘rlvu) - fa(w%u)‘ < Lf|‘T1 - $2|7
(h(z1,u) = h(22,u)| < Lp|zr — 22

for all 21,22 € X uniformly for all u € U.

Note that Assumption [2] is not restrictive in practice under
compactness of X’ (as considered in Proposition [I]).

The dynamics ensure one-step controllability with
respect to the disturbance input w; consequently, the sequence
ig”t‘h% forms a state trajectory of system (I}, driven by the
disturbance input @9 = :ﬁgﬂ‘e — fal@™0e uy), j o€
Ij5,4—5-1)- For the sake of conciseness, we deﬁne z?mhe
( 6mhe 5mhe) ] c H[(St 5-1] and Z5mhe = (xfmglevo)

We now specify the performance measure. To this end,
we denote with t1,t2 € I>o the time instances defining
some interval of interest I, ;,. For a given sequence Z;,.;,
with 2; = (&;,w;) satisfying the system dynamics &, =
J(#5,uj,;) for j € Iy, 4,1, we consider the performance
criterion

falz,u) +w (14)

5)
(16)

to—1

lej,

Jj=t1

a7

J[n t2] (2t1:1,)

with the stage cost [ from (@). The following result provides a
performance estimate for SMHE, and moreover, can be used
to quantify the dynamic regret with respect to the omniscient
infinite-horizon benchmark estimator z*°

Theorem 1 (Performance of SMHE): Consider the system
dynamics and the quadratic stage cost in (5). Let As-
sumptions [I] and [2] be satisfied. Then, there exists ¢ € £ such
that for any choice of € > 0, SMHE for some arbitrary delay
4 € Ijp,n/2) and horizon length N € 1<, satisfies the following
performance estimate:

Tene GEE) < (1 €)oo (2550) + +—1a7(6) (19)
for all t1,t2 € I[5;_4), all ¢ € I>5, and all possible d_ o oo,
where ta = to — t7.

Before proving Theorem |1} we want to highlight some key
properties of the performance estimate in (I8).

Remark 5 (Performance of éMHE):

1) The performance of JMHE (the sequence 2{™°) is
approximately optimal on the interval I, ;,) with error
terms that depend on ¢, §, and the interval length ta.

2) The performance estimate in (I8) directly implies a
bound on the dynamic regret (i.e., the performance loss)

of IMHE with respect to the omniscient benchmark z>°
compare also Corollary [I] below.

3) In case of an exponential turnpike property (i.e., As-
sumption [1| holds with 3(s,t) = KsA! in Definition
for some K > 0 and A € (0,1)), the L-functions o
and & in Proposition [T| and Theorem [I] decay expo-
nentially. Then, the performance of JMHE converges
exponentially to the performance of the infinite-horizon
estimator as ¢ increases. This behavior is also evident
in the numerical example in Section [VII|

4) The performance estimate (I8)) grows linearly with the
size of the performance interval {A and tends to infinity
if A approaches infinity. This property is to be expected
(due to the fact that the turnpike is never exactly
reached) and conceptually similar to (non-averaged)
performance results in economic model predictive con-
trol, see, e.g., [27, Sec. 5], [16]. To make meaningful
performance estimates in case tA — oo, we analyze the
averaged performance in Corollary [2] below.

5) Theorem [I] is stated for the practically relevant case of
quadratic stage costs as in (3) for ease of presentation,
but can easily be extended to more general cost functions
that fulfill a weak triangle inequality.

Proof of Theorem[I} Using the definitions from {@)—(6),
the performance criterion evaluated for YMHE reads

to—1

ity ) (BE00) = Y 1058+ |yy — (&)™, wy) % (19)
Jj=t1

From the definition of A‘;mhc in (I2) and the fact that

fa(@5%,uj) + w§ — 235, = 0 using (I4), the square root
of the input cost satisfies
‘wémhe‘
= (251 — 235 + fal@5®ug) — fal@570C,u5) + wilo
< 2997 — 255 lo + Lyla§® — Aémhe\@ +lwile  (20)

for all j € Iy, ,—1), where in the last step we have used the
triangle inequality and Assumption 2] Using Proposition[T]and
the fact that ¢1, ¢ € Ij5;_g), it follows that

221 < 0(8), 7€ Lty 1)
where o € L. Hence, from (20) we have

|w?mh°|Q < Nwi%lg + (14 L) Amax(Q)0(6), 5 € Tjty 151
Squaring both sides and using that for any € > 0, it holds that
(a+b)* < (1+e€)a? + 1<b? for all a,b > 0, we obtain

1

‘wrimhe|2 +6(1+Lf)2>\max(Q)2J(5)2
(22)

for each 5 € Iy, ¢, — 1] A similar reasoning for the fitting error
(where we add h(z5°,u;) — h(23°,u;) = 0) yields

ly; = h(@5™" ug) R < 1y — h(25°,u) R+ LhAmax(R)o (8)

for all j € I, +,—1)- By squaring both sides and using the
same argument that allowed us to obtain (22), we get

(1+€)ly; — h(x Z; ,UJ)|R
ey (R26()

|l,5mhe o oo‘ < ‘2§mhe o

21

(1 + €)fw;® |Q +

ly; — A(&5™, ) [f <

(23)



for all j € Iy, 4,—1- The performance criterion (19) to-
gether with (22), (23), and the definition of &(s) := ((1 +
L)*Amax(Q)? 4+ L3 Amax(R)?)o(s)?, s > 0 (where we note
that G € L) establishes the statement of this theorem. [ |
To derive a bound on the dynamic regret and the asymp-
totic averaged performance of JMHE, we first show that
Jity t21(25%4,) grows at maximum linearly in Za.
Lemma 1: Let VW and V be compact. There exists A > 0
such that Jy, 1,1(27%;,) < A(ta—t1) for any possible d_c.o0-
Proof: Due to W and V being compact, there exist
Cq,Cr > 0 such that [@[3, < Cq and |y — h(Z,u)|3 < Cr
for all (Z,w, u,y) € X XWxU xRP such that y—h(&,u) € V.
Hence, the claim holds with A = Cq + Ck. [
The following corollary from Theorem establishes
bounded regret of MHE with respect to the benchmark z°°.
Corollary 1 (Bounded regret): Let the conditions of Theo-
rem |l| be satisfied. Assume that V and V are compact. Then,
the regret of SMHE can be bounded by

J[tl,tﬂ(zzsll?t};e) - J[t17t2](ztoloit2) Sta (6‘4 + ! :— 60(5))
for all ¢1,%2 € Ij54_¢g), all £ € I>4, and all possible d_, o>
where ¢ > 0 and & € £ are from Theorem [I] A > 0 is from
Lemmal[I] and tA = to — ;.

Note that the regret bound provided by Corollary [1] is
linear in the interval length ta, where the slope C(e, ) =
(€A + ££5(5)) can be rendered arbitrarily small by suitable
choices of € and §. Again, linear dependency on ¢ is to be ex-
pected as the turnpike is never exactly reached, cf. Remark [3]

The following result establishes an estimate on the averaged
performance of IMHE for the asymptotic case when tA — 0.

Corollary 2 (Averaged performance): Let the conditions of
Theorem (1| be satisfied. Assume that ¥V and V are compact.
Then, JMHE satisfies the averaged performance estimate

1+e€_
£o(9)

for all possible data d_ oo, Where € > 0 and & € L are from
Theorem [T} A > 0 is from Lemma [T and tpo = t9 — #;.

Corollary [2] implies that the averaged performance of the
OMHE is finite (due to the fact that Jp, ;,j(2¢%;,) can be
bounded as Jy, 1,](275,)/ta < A by Lemma and approxi-
mately optimal with respect to the infinite-horizon benchmark
estimator, with error terms that can be made arbitrarily small
by suitable choices of € and . In case of an exponential
turnpike property, in the limit & — co we can fully recover the
benchmark performance as discussed in the following remark.

Remark 6: Under an exponential turnpike property (see Re-
mark [5) Statement 3), we can easily choose the delay §(e)
such that lim._,o 22€5(6(e)) = 0 (consider, e.g., 6(e) =
1/€). Then, in the limit e — 0, we are able to recover the
asymptotic averaged performance of the omniscient infinite
horizon estimator, that is, we obtain

lim sup a(J[tl,tQ](Zflzt};e)_‘][thtﬂ(Ztlztg)) <eA+

tA—00

: 1 dmh
lim sup -— (J[t1,t2](zt1:tlze) - J[t1,t2](sz:t2)) =0.
ta — o0 A

e—=0

Overall, Proposition [T} Theorem [I} Corollary [T} and Corol-
lary [2| imply that {SMHE is able to track the solution and

the performance of the omniscient infinite-horizon estimator.
Increasing the delay  reduces the influence of the leaving arc
and improves the performance estimate; the best performance
is achieved for 6 = N/2, which, on the other hand, introduces
a potentially large delay (depending on N). However, in the
practically relevant case of exponential turnpike behavior, al-
ready small values of § are expected to significantly reduce the
influence of the leaving arc and hence improve the estimation
results compared to standard MHE (without delay), which is
also evident in the simulation examples in Section [VII-B]

We conclude this section by noting that while it is possible
in model predictive control to design suitable terminal ingre-
dients that yield finite non-averaged performance for ¢ — oo
(cf. [42]), this does not seem to be possible here, as it would
imply that we have certain information about future data in
order to exactly reach and stay on the solution of the acausal
infinite-horizon estimation problem.

C. MHE with prior weighting

It is known that MHE schemes with a cost function as
in @) might require relatively large estimation horizons to
achieve satisfactory estimation results, cf. [1, Sec. 4.3.2]. In
order to reduce the required horizon length and enable faster
computations, MHE formulations that leverage an additional
prior weighting are therefore usually preferred in practice.
The prior weighting can generally be seen as additional
regularization of the cost function, ensuring that the initial
state Zo of an estimated sequence Zo. stays in a meaningful
region. In view of our turnpike results, a well-chosen prior
weighting hence reduces the influence of the approaching arc
and ensures that solutions of truncated problems can reach the
turnpike in fewer steps.

The prior weighting is usually parameterized by a given
prior estimate Z and a (possibly time-varying) function
pt(x,Z) that is positive definite and uniformly bounded in
the difference |z — Z|. Throughout the following, we use the
definition N; := min{¢, N}, which is convenient here as it
avoids additional case distinctions. The (time-varying) MHE
cost function with prior weighting can then be formulated as

P (A . )
JN, (B0:N, s Wo:N, —1; dt—N,:t5 1)

L . . (24)
= pe—nN, (20, Te—n,) + In, (0N, Wo:N, —1; de— N, :t) s

with the current decision variables Z¢.n, and wWo.n,—1, and
where Jy, is from (@) with N replaced by N;. At any
time ¢t € I>¢, the current MHE problem to solve is given
by the optimal estimation problem (3) with N replaced by
N; and the cost function Jﬁ,t from (24), which we denote
by P}\),t (dt—nN,:t, Tt—n,, t). The corresponding solution (which
exists under mild conditions, compare Remark [T)) is described
by the sequence z;"_y;, ., where z7 = (i;‘, ﬁ)}k)] € It—n,,t-1)
and z; = (2}, 0). The prior Z;_ , is typically chosen in terms
of a past solution of the problem Ppt, which introduces a
coupling between the MHE problems. For easier reference,
it is therefore convenient to introduce double indices, where,
e.g., 2;] ¢» J € Ijt—n, 4 refers to the element Z7 of the solution
of Py (-,t) computed at time ¢ € I>o. We first consider the

~mhe,p to

standard MHE case and set the current estimate %,



S* ; smhep .
the last state of the sequence Z . 1.€., Z; = T

t € I>g. In Remark E] below, we again consider a delay to
reduce the influence of the naturally appearing leaving arc.
A popular choice for the prior weighting is

pe(x,T) = |o — i‘h%vt, (25)

where W, is a constant or time-varying positive definite
weighting matrix that might be updated using, e.g., covariance
update laws from nonlinear Kalman filtering, cf., [43]-[46].
Given some initial guess Ty € A, there are two common
choices for updating the prior estimate Z;_n,: first, the fil-
tering prior

Ty , tel
TN, ={ NN = (26)

Zo, te H[O,N—l]?

which corresponds to the state estimate computed N steps in
the past, i.e., the last element of the solution to the problem
P (-,t — N); second, the smoothing prior

~ %
- )TN tEIn
TN, =

27
Zo, t= 07 ( )

which refers to the second element of the solution to Py, (-, t—
1) computed at the previous time step ¢ — 1, cf. [1, Sec. 4.3.2].
MHE with a smoothing prior can generally recover faster from
poor initial estimates, whereas MHE with a filtering prior
essentially comprises measurements from two time horizons
and may therefore be advantageous in the long term. Note that
the filtering prior is considered in most of the recent literature
on nonlinear MHE theory, as this allows to derive a contraction
of the estimation error over the estimation horizon and thus
establish robust stability [[1]-[6]. In contrast, the smoothing
prior is used in, e.g., [47]], [48]], and often serves in practice-
oriented works as a linearization point for computing an
improved prior estimate using Kalman filter updates, compare,
e.g., [45], [46] and see also the review article [49].

However, from our turnpike analysis, we know that both of
these two options may be unsuitable if we are interested in
approximating the infinite-horizon optimal performance; the
smoothing prior corresponds to an element of a finite-horizon
solution on the approaching arc, and the filtering prior to an
element of the solution on the leaving arc. Hence, we propose
the following turnpike prior:

T} , tel
Ty n, :{ t—N¢|t—N/2 >N/2 (28)

Zo, t €l n/2-1)

which corresponds to the middle element of the solution of
Pn(-,t — N/2) computed at time ¢ — N/2. This avoids the
influence of the approaching and leaving arcs (for ¢t € I> ). In
fact, we can show that the prior estimate z;_, converges to a
neighborhood of the turnpike 2°° under the following modified
(exponential) turnpike property of the MHE problem PJI\)Q'

Assumption 3 (Turnpike for MHE with prior weighting):
There exist constants X > 0 and A\ € (0,1) such that for
all N € I>p, the solutions of the finite-horizon problem
PY(drr+N,Z,7 + N) and the infinite-horizon problem
Poo(d_so:00) satisfy

|27 — 295l < K (|fi — PN + 274N — xio+N|>\N_j)

for all j € Ijg n), 7 € [0, T € &, and all possible d_oo:00-

Assumption [3| essentially states that the infinite-horizon
solution 2> serves as turnpike for MHE problems with prior
weighting, cf. Section Note that such behavior could be
observed in all numerical examples in Section

Remark 7 (Exponential turnpike): In contrast to Defini-
tion |1, we impose an exponential turnpike property in As-
sumption which is crucially required to derive uniform
(exponential) convergence of the turnpike prior Z;—, to the
turnpike z°° in the following proposition. Note that this is
conceptually similar to recent stability results for nonlinear
MHE, which also require exponential detectability (rather than
asymptotic detectability), cf., e.g., [1]], [2], [4], [S].

Proposition 2: Let Assumption [3|hold and the sets X', W,V
be compact. Suppose there exists p;,p2 > 0 and @ > 1 such
that

pile —Z|* < pe(x,T) < polz — Z|* (29)

for all z,Z € A& uniformly for all ¢ € I>,. Furthermore,
assume that there exists «q, oo, a3 € Koo such that

W&, ;5 (u,y) < aq(|@]) + ea(ly — h(2,u)]),
9(2; (u,y)) < as(ly — h(&,u)])

forallz € X, w € W, (u,y) € UxRP satisfying y—h(z, u) €
V. Then, there exists o € L such that for any p € (0, 1), there
exists IV € IS, such that the turnpike prior (28) satisfies

(30)
€1y

e ny2 — xz?iN/2| < plZe-n =yl + o(N) (32)

forall N €I¢ ; and t € [>n.

Proof: Consider any ¢ € Iy, the data sequence d_ .0
associated with the system (I)), and an arbitrary prior T;_y €
X. Let z;_y., denote the solution of PX(di—nt,ZTt—n,t)
and consider the infinite-horizon estimator 2°°. From Assump-
tion [3] we obtain

2N = 2 g S K-y — 2 p [N + K AN ™7 (33)

for all j € T n), where ¢; > 0 satisfies |71 — @3] < ¢y for
all 1,22 € X (compactness of X ensures existence of such
c1). By the triangle inequality, it follows that

TN — 22 N] STy — Te-n| + [T — 22N (34)

Using (29), the cost function (24), and optimality of Z; .,
it holds that

plTi_y — TN | < TR N Wi ni—15 de-Nat 1)

< IR (@2 N Wi g1 de— Nt £)

= p2|ait N — TN | IN (T Ny W 15 di—nie) - (35)
The bounds in (30) and (3I), compactness of W and V,
and similar arguments as in the proof of Lemma [I] imply
the existence of uniform constants A, B > 0 such that
IN(Z Ny W2 N1 de—N:t) < AN + B. In combination
with and and using the fact that the function s —
s'/% is subadditive for s > 0 and a > 1, this leads to

AN+B>1/“

By — a5 ] < ol — Fon| + ( ;
1



where ¢ := 1+ (p2/p1)"/®. Evaluating at j = N/2, we
can infer that

1Zi_Nj2 — 2Nyl < Kealoiy — z A2 (36)

1/a
_|_K <M> /\N/Q +K01/\N/2.
P

For any p € (0,1), there exists N € IS, sufficiently large
such that KcoAN/2 < p for all N € I 5. Define o (r) :=
K((Ar 4 B)/p1)'/eA™/2, r > 0. Note that o;(r) converges
to zero for 1 — oo, since the exponential term dominates
for large enough 7. Hence, there exists o1 € L satisfying
o1(r) < a1(r) for all » > 0. Thus, from (36), we can infer
that the updated turnpike prior T;_n/o = T;_ /2 satisfies

Ze-Ny2 — T Nyl SN2 — 2 N2l
< plae-n — 22 y| + 01(N) + Ky AN/

for all t € Ixny and N € IS ;. Defining o(r) := o1(r) +
K cl)\r/ 2 r > 0 and notin_g that 0 € L establishes the
statement and hence finishes this proof. ]

The conditions in (29)-(31) on the prior weighting, stage
cost, and terminal cost are standard (cf., e.g., [[1, Ass. 4.22])
and obviously satisfied for the practically relevant case of
quadratic penalties as in (3, (6), and (23)). Provided that the
horizon length N is chosen sufficiently large, Proposition [2]
implies (by a recursive application of the bound in (32)) that
the prior Z;_y, @8) forms a sequence that exponentially
converges into a neighborhood of the turnpike (the infinite-
horizon benchmark solution x°°), which is also evident in
the simulation example in Section Here, we want
to emphasize that the size of this neighborhood depends on
the horizon length N and can in fact be made arbitrarily small
by choosing larger values of N (due to the fact that o € £).

Overall, a properly selected prior weighting p; according
to Proposition [2[ ensures that the initial state T} Nyt of the
solution of the finite-horizon problem Py (-,t) is close to
the turnpike, which hence effectively reduces the approaching
arc and allows using short horizons. However, the natural
occurrence of the leaving arc can still cause the resulting
estimate £""P = &7, to be again relatively far away from the
turnpike, which could again be reduced by using an artificial
delay in the MHE scheme as suggested in Section [[V-A]

Remark 8 (Performance of SMHE with prior weighting):
For some fixed delay 0 € Ijg n/2), we can define SIMHE (with
prior weighting) as

jﬁmhe,p

t—3 G7)

- ‘%rf(;‘t’ t S ]125

Under Assumption it is straightforward to show that
|29 P — 2% < o(8) for all j € Ij5 g, t € Ing, with
o € L from Proposition[I] (which can be easily modified to this
case). As a result, the performance estimates from Theoremm
Corollary [1} and Corollary [2] directly carry over to dMHE
with prior weighting. Thus, SMHE with prior weighting and a
suitably selected delay d can recover the accuracy and perfor-
mance of the infinite-horizon estimator, with shorter horizons
compared to SMHE without prior weighting. Here, we want

to emphasize that this conclusion holds under Assumption [3]

i.e., for any choice of the prior estimate Z;_ n, from (26)—(28)
(in contrast to Proposition [2] which is an exclusive feature
of the proposed turnpike prior (28)). Our simulation results
in Section show that already (very) small values of &
significantly improve the estimation accuracy.

V. OFFLINE STATE ESTIMATION

We now want to briefly discuss the case of offline state
estimation, which can be interpreted as a special case of our
previous setup. Here, one is interested in matching an a priori
given data sequence do.r for some T € I>( to the system
equations to obtain an estimate of the true unknown state
sequence xq.7. To this end, a natural approach is to simply
solve the optimal state estimation problem in () with N = T..
However, if the data set (in particular, T) or the underlying
model is very large or the computations are limited in terms
of time or resources, solving the full problem Pr(dg.r) for
the optimal solution is usually difficult (or even impossible)
in practice.

Instead, we can construct an approximation of the optimal
state sequence I(.p belonging to the solution of the full
problem Pr(dp.r) using a sequence of smaller problems
Py of length N € IS, and our results from Section
Specifically, we define the approximate estimator

C]ail (]a dO:N)a JE H[O:N/2]
25 = N (N/2,dj—Ny2:4+n/2), T € LiNjr1m—n/2-1)
CJI\[(N7T+j7dT—N:T)7 .7 S ]I[T—N/Q:T]a
(38)
where (% is defined below (7).

Note that for j € Ijn/241.7—n/2-1), the approximate
estimator in (38)) corresponds to the {MHE scheme in (12)
with 6 = N/2. Hence, the accuracy and performance esti-
mates established in Section [[V] (Proposition [I, Theorem []
Corollary [T} and Corollary [2)) directly apply with respect to
the benchmark 2°° (where the underlying data set d_.o.o0
a suitable extension of dy.r to the interval I such that the
dynamics (I) and constraints (2) are satisfied for all ¢ € I).
Therefore, under Assumption |1} the estimates 55?6 are close to
the turnpike 2> for all j € Ijn/27—n/2)- Notice, however,
that the turnpike property imposed in Assumption |I| also
applies to the full problem Pr(dg.7), which implies that the
corresponding solution is also close to z* on the interval
I n/2,7— N /2], compare Figure@ Hence, Assumptionmensures
that the estimated sequence in (38) is approximately optimal
on I /27— /2 With respect to the (unknown) desired solution
of the full problem Pr(dy.r), compare Remark

Moreover, since the individual finite-horizon estimation
problems in are completely decoupled from each other,
computing the approximate estimator can be parallelized and
hence has the potential to significantly save time and resources.
In other words, the approximate estimator as defined in (38)
can be interpreted as a distributed computation of the optimal
solution Pr(dp.7) with negligible error (provided that N is
large enough), which can also be seen in the simulation
example in Section This is practically relevant for,
e.g., large data assimilation problems that appear in geophysics
and environmental sciences [50], [51]], but conceptually also



more general in the context of robust optimization for data-
driven decision making, cf., e.g., [52], [S3].

Remark 9 (Reduced computations): We can easily gener-
alize our results by constructing the approximate estima-
tor Z§7 by concatenating subsequences of the solutions
of the truncated problems. Specifically, from each solution
CN(Jydrrin), § € Tonp, T € I p—n—1), instead using
only the single element at j = N/2 as in (38), we take
the elements corresponding to j € Ijn/2-a,n/21 4] for some
A € Tjp,n/2)- This construction allows for qualitatively similar
performance results as in Theorem [I] and Corollary [2] albeit
with slightly worse bounds depending on the length of the
subsequences (i.e., A). However, this approach can greatly
reduce the number of problems to be solved. In particular,
assuming that there exists & € I>¢ such that 7, N, A satisfy
T =N+ (k+1)(2A + 1), our construction requires solving
Ka = k+2 = 75 + 1 truncated problems. For the
special case of A = 0 (i.e., the approximate estimator (38)),
it follows that Ko = T — N + 1, which is quite large if
T is large. However, increasing the value of A significantly
reduces the value of Ka (as K is proportional to 1/A). In
fact, our simulation example in Section shows that it
is sufficient to select A relatively close to N/2 such that only
the first (resp. last) few elements on the approaching (resp.
leaving) arc of the truncated solutions are discarded, which
significantly reduces the number of problems to solve.

VI. GOOD PERFORMANCE IMPLIES ACCURATE STATE
ESTIMATES

So far, we have investigated how close the solutions of
finite-horizon state estimation problems are to the infinite-
horizon solution. In this section, we draw a direct link between
the performance of a state estimator (measured by the criterion
in (T7)) and its accuracy (in terms of the estimation error).
To this end, a detectability condition is required to ensure that
the collected measurement data contains sufficient information
about the real unknown state trajectory, where we consider the
notion of incremental input/output-to-state stability (i-IOSS).

Assumption 4 (Exponential i-10SS): The system (I) is ex-
ponentially i-IOSS, i.e., there exists a continuous function
U: X xX — Ry together with matrices P;, P»,Q, R > 0
and a constant i € [0, 1) such that

‘131 — .1‘2‘2131 < U(Ihxg) < ‘Il — .IQ‘QPQ, (393)

U(f(Il,U7U)2)7f(IQ,U,UJ2)) (39b)
< U (1, 2) + [w1 — walg) + [A(z1,u) — h(z2, u)|%

for all (x1,u,wy), (z2,u,we) € X XU x W.

Assumption (@) is a Lyapunov characterization of exponen-
tial i-IOSS, which became a standard detectability condition
in the context of MHE in recent years, see, e.g., [1]-[6].
This property implies that the difference between any two
state trajectories is bounded by the differences of their initial
states, their disturbance inputs, and their outputs. In other
words, if two trajectories of an i-IOSS system have the same
inputs and outputs, then their states must converge to each
other. Note that Assumption [] is not restrictive in the state

estimation context; in fact, by adapting the results from [3],
[54]f], it is in fact necessary and sufficient for the existence
of robustly (exponentially) stable state estimators. Moreover,
Assumption E] can be verified using LMIs, cf., e.g, [4], [53].

Given a sequence Zo., ¢ € I>o produced by some state
estimator, the following result establishes a bound with respect
to the true state sequence x.; in terms of its performance.

Proposition 3: Suppose Assumption [4] holds. Consider the
performance measure for some t1,t; € I with the
quadratic stage cost [ from (3) for some @, R > 0. Then,
there exist Cy, Csy, C3 > 0 such that

|$‘r - j}T|2 S ClnT_tl |xt1 - jjtl ‘2 (40)
+ Co nax {lw;[?, [0;1*} + CaJit, 1) (Bryet)
€L, 7—1]

for all 7 € I, 4,1, all initial conditions xg,Zo € X, and all
input and disturbance sequences v € U™, w,w € W, and
v € V>, where 7 € (0,1) is from Assumption {4 and z;,, =
f@g,ug,wi), vy = Wy, u) + 5, i1 = f(E5,u;,10;), and
éj = (.@jflf)j) for all j S HZO'

Proof: Without loss of generality, we can assume that
the matrices Q and R from the cost function (3 are the samd|
matrices as in (39b). For any 7 € I, 4,), the sequences .,
and Zo., form trajectories of the i-IOSS system (I)). Using the
dissipation inequality (39b) from Assumption 4] the fact that
la —b|% < 2|a|? +2|b|% for any real vectors a, b and matrix
H > 0 by Cauchy-Schwarz and Young’s inequality, and the
performance criterion in , we can infer that

U(xTa '%T) < 77T_t1 U(‘Ttl ) itl)
7—1
2 0TI (wld + [0 R) + 2,0 (Graa)-
Jj=t1
The fact that a + b < max{2a,2b} for all a,b > 0 together
with the convergence property of the geometric series leads to

T—1

i 2C
oI (g + JuiR) < T Mmex {lw; |, v;*}
i N 3€lty,r-1)
with C' =

max{)\maX(Qg,/\max(R)}. Using (39a), we ob-
tain @0) with Cy = 3252 Cy = 4C/ (Amin(P1)(1 = 1)),
and C3 = 2/Anin(P1), which finishes this proof. [ |

Proposition [3] draws a link between the performance of
a state estimator (measured by the criterion in (I7)) and
the corresponding estimation error. In particular, for large 7,
the error is upper bounded by the performance Jj, ;,) and
the maximum disturbance wj,v;, j € I, _1) that affected
the past system behavior and associated measurement data.
Hence, if the disturbances are small, we directly have that
good performance (small values of Jj;, ;,1) implies accurate
estimation results (small errors |z, — Z.|). Consequently, it
is indeed advisable to design estimators that achieve good
performance in the sense of the criterion Jy, 4,1

We want to emphasize that Proposition [3] and its implica-
tions apply for any state estimator/observer design. However,
as the performance criterion appearing in the estimation error

3For any weighting matrices @, R > 0, the i-IOSS Lyapunov function U
can be suitably scaled such that holds with that choice of @ and R.



bound in constitutes a part of the cost function used in
the infinite-horizon problem P, the corresponding solution
z°° provides a comparatively small bound for the estimation
accuracy for all 7 € Iy, 4, for any t1,t2 € I>o. Under
the turnpike condition from Assumption [I] we know that
OMHE along with a suitably selected delay § achieves nearly
the same performance as the benchmark 2°° on any interval
Dt 65 € i5,¢—s) for all ¢ € I>5, and is hence expected to be
similarly[*| accurate. This highly useful feature of MHE can
also be seen in all our simulation examples in Section [VII}

VIl. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

We now illustrate our results from Sections [VHVIl The
following simulations were performed on a standard laptop
in MATLAB using CasADi [56] and the solver IPOPT [57].

In Section we first consider the offline estimation
case by means of a nonlinear batch reactor model and a linear
system with more than 100 states. Our simulations show that
the proposed estimator (38)) along with the modifications from
Remark [9] approximates the optimal solution with negligible
error. In Section |VII-B] we focus on online state estimation
(in particular, MHE with prior weighting) and consider two
realistic examples from the literature: a continuous stirred-
tank reactor and a highly nonlinear 12-state quadrotor model.
In both examples, we can observe the turnpike behavior being
present in MHE problems with prior weighting. Our main
observation is that already a small delay in the MHE scheme
(one to three steps) reduces the overall estimation error with
respect to the true unknown system state by 20-25 %.

A. Offline estimation
1) Batch reactor example: We consider the system

.TT = + tA(*lelL'% + 2]{‘21’2) + uyp + w1,

x; = T2 + tA(kla:% — koxa) + uz + wa,

Y=, +T2+0

with k1 = 0.16, ko = 0.0064, and tA = 0.1. This corresponds
to the batch-reactor example from [58, Sec. 5] under Euler
discretization with additional controls v € R2, disturbances
w € R2, and measurement noise v € R. We consider a data set
do.7 with T = 400, where the process started at zo = [3,0] T,
was subject to uniformly distributed disturbances and noise
satisfying w € {w € R? : |w;| < 0.05,i = 1,2} and v € {v €
R : |v| < 0.5}, and where the input u; was used to periodically
empty and refill the reactor such that ;41 =[3,0] "+ w; for
all j =507 with 7 € I 7; and u; = O for all j # 50i. To
reconstruct the unknown state trajectory xg.7, we consider the
cost function @)—(6) and select Q@ = I, and R = G = 1. In
the following, we compare the performance and accuracy of
the optimal solution %, to the full problem Pr(do.r), the
proposed approximate estimator (AE) £§%, (38), and standard
MHE z{he for different choices of N.

From Figure [3] for small horizons (N =40) we observe
that the AE #§7. achieves significantly worse performance
compared to the solution of the full problem (and MHE).

4This also applies to SMHE with prior weighting under Assumption

full
251 AE
—6— MHE
&
= 20
D
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Fig. 3: Performance Jjg 7 of the AE 257 (cyan) and MHE ig?lqle (red) for
different lengths N of the problem Py compared to the performance achieved
by full solution Z7.,- (green).

This can be attributed to the problem length N being too
small, leading to the fact that the estimates contained in Z§%-
correspond to solutions of truncated problems that are far away
from the turnpike, compare also the motivating example in
Section particularly Figure[I|for small V. For increasing
values of N, the estimates are getting closer to the turnpike,
and the performance improves significantly. Specifically, we
see exponential convergence to the optimal performance. This
could be expected since the system is exponentially detectable
[4, Sec. V.A] and controllable with respect to the input w,
which suggests that the turnpike property specializes to an
exponential one and hence renders the second statement of
Remark [5] valid. Overall, a problem length of N = 130 is
sufficient to achieve nearly optimal performance. The MHE
sequence i"g:‘?f’, on the other hand, generally yields worse per-
formance than the AE £§% (for N > 70). This is completely in
line with our theory, as Z3:4¢ is a concatenation of solutions of
truncated problems that are on the right leaving arc and hence
may be far from the turnpike, see the discussion below (TT).

To assess the accuracy of the estimated state sequence
with respect to the real unknown system trajectory xg.r, we
compare the sum of squared errorf] (SSE) of the full solution
&5, the AE 285, and MHE 2:h¢ for different sizes IV of the
truncated problems. The corresponding results in Table [I| show
qualitatively the same behavior as in the previous performance
analysis. In particular, the full solution yields the most accurate
estimates with the lowest SSE. The proposed AE yields much
higher SSE for small horizons (SSE increase of 73.5% for
N = 40 compared to the full solution), but improves very fast
as N increases, and exponentially converges to the SSE of the
full solution. On the other hand, the SSE of MHE improves
much slower, and is particularly much worse than that of the
full solution and the proposed AE (for N > 70).

2) Large estimation problems: We illustrate the potential of
the proposed AE for large estimation problems where the
computation of the full solution is either time-consuming or
simply impossible. To this end, we consider the linear time-

invariant (LTI) system
2t =Ax+Bu+w, y=Czx+v,

SFor a given sequence 2.7, we define SSE(&¢.7) := Z?:o |&; — x;|?



TABLE I: SSE for the proposed AE and MHE.

Problem length N AE MHE
40 36.598 (+73.5 %) 27.197 (+28.9 %)
70 24.265 (+15.0%) 24311 (+15.2%)
100 21.708 (+2.9%) 23.986 (+13.7%)
130 21.320 (+1.0%) 23.341 (+10.6 %)
160 21.176 (+0.4 %) 23.325 (+10.5%)

Values in parentheses indicate the relative increase in the SSE compared
to the full solution z(j.,» (which achieves SSE=21.1).

where the matrices A, B,C correspond to a random stable
LTI system (computed using the drss command of MATLAB)
with m = 30 inputs, n € {30,60,120} states and p €
{10, 20,40} outputs. We consider a batch of measured input-
output data do.r with T = 4803, where the system was
subject to ¢y = 0, a known sinusoidal input sequence ug.r,
and unknown process disturbance wg.r—1 and measurement
noise vg.r (the former constituting a uniformly distributed
random sequence superimposed with a deterministic sinusoidal
function that may represent unmodeled nonlinear dynamics,
and the latter a uniformly distributed random sequence). For
reconstructing the unknown state sequence .7, we consider
the quadratic cost function @)-(6) and select Q = I,,, R =
G = I,. In the following, we compare the full solution
of the problem Pr(dg.r) with the AE (38), where we rely
on the modifications from Remark [P] and select &k = 32,
N = 150, A = 70 (this modification reduces the number
of truncated problems to be solved from Ka = 4654 for
A = 0 to merely Kpo = 34, i.e., by more than 99 %). The
full and truncated optimal estimation problems can be cast as
unconstrained quadratic programs (QPs), which we solve using
the quadprog implementation of MATLAB. The truncated
QPs for the AE are additionally solved in parallel using the
Parallel Computing Toolbox. For comparison reasons, we also
consider the Kalman filter (KF) using the covariance matrices
Q™! and R™!, where the initial estimate £&' is drawn from
an isotropic normal distribution with zero mean and identity
covariance matrix [,,, and the initial covariance is chosen as
J%‘f = I,,. Moreover, we consider the fixed-interval smoother
(FIS) considering the entire batch of measurements, which
provides the best possible estimates in the context of KF-
related smoothing algorithms, see [35, Ch. 5] for further details
and a description of the corresponding algorithm.

Table [lI| shows the estimation results in terms of the perfor-
mance index J[O,T], accuracy (SSE), and overall computation
time 7 for different system dimensions. For n € {30,60}, we
observe that the performance Jyg 1) and the SSE of the full
solution and the AE are nearly identical. However, the AE can
be computed more than 10 times faster than the full solution
(saving more than 90 % of the computation time) due to a
(much) smaller problem size and the fact that the truncated
problems are solved in parallel. For n = 120, it was already
impossible to numerically solve the full problem Pr(do.r)
due to the problem size (in contrast to the AE). For all system
realizations, the KF is much faster, as expected (because the
QPs are replaced by simple matrix computations), however,
performs much worse than the AE (both in terms of Jj 7 and
SSE), which is mainly due to the fact that only past data is used

TABLE II: Simulation results for the full solution (full), the proposed approx-
imate estimator (AE), the fixed-interval smoother (FIS), and the Kalman filter
(KF).

n P Estimator Jo,1) SSE 7 [s]
30 10 full 12.91 40.81 9.914
30 10 AE 12.93 40.83 0.828
30 10 FIS 15.62 53.04 0.536
30 10 KF 4513.66 69.02 0.113
60 20 full 16.30 5191 37.648
60 20 AE 16.31 51.91 2.849
60 20 FIS 19.02 66.80 1.608
60 20 KF 4021.66 94.68 0.354
120 40 AE 21.03 84.52 11.456
120 40 FIS 29.21 148.49 4.756
120 40 KF 18403.92 202.58 0.960

to compute the corresponding estimates. In contrast, the FIS
combines the KF forward recursion with a backward recursion
so that each estimate is computed based on the entire batch of
data, which requires more computations but provides improved
estimates compared to the KF; however, the performance and
accuracy are still worse compared to the AE due to the fact
that the considered disturbance and noise distributions violate
the conditions for the FIS to be optimal.

This example shows that the modifications from Remark 9]
are very effective for computing the AE in practice. Specif-
ically, to recover the performance and accuracy of the full
solution, it suffices to choose A close to N/2 such that only
the first and last few elements of the truncated solutions (which
lie on the approaching and leaving arcs) are discarded. Overall,
it turns out that the AE approximates the full solution with
negligible error, which is particularly important in practice
when the full problem Pr(dg.r) cannot be solved due to the
size or complexity of the problem and iterative solutions such
as the KF and related smoothing algorithms are not sufficiently
accurate.

B. Online estimation

1) Continuous stirred-tank reactor: We consider the continu-
ous stirred-tank reactor (CSTR) from [1, Example 1.11], where
an irreversible, first order reaction A — B occurs in the liquid
phase and the reactor temperature is regulated with external
cooling, see also [59] for more details. The continuous-time
nonlinear state space model is given by

@ = 7FO(CO —¢) — kg exp (_E) c

it~ wreh RT

AT Fo(Ty-T)  —AH B 2U

& = k et = (T T),
i~ wn g, e\ R ) et e T D)
dh  Fy—F

dat w2’

where the states are c (the molar concentration of species A),
T (the reactor temperature), and h (the level of the tank),
and the control inputs are T, (the coolant liquid temperature)
and F' (the outlet flowrate). The model parameters are taken
from [1, Example 1.11]. The open-loop stable steady state
solution is % = [0.878,323.5,0.659] " associated with the
input u* = [300,0.1] ". By using Runge-Kutta discretization
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Fig. 4: CSTR. Finite-horizon solutions :E;.lt compared to zjo J €Ny
for ¢ € I[130,180] using the filtering prior (blue), smoothing prior (black), and

turnpike prior (red); highlighted are particular solutions obtained at ¢ = 149
and ¢t = 169.

(RK4) with sampling time tA = 0.25, we obtain the discrete-
time model in (I) with f as in (I4) and h(z,u) = o,
where we define z = [¢,T,h]" and u = [T, F]", consider
additional process disturbance w € R3, and assume that only
the temperature of the reactor 7' can be measured, subject to
the measurement noise v € R. The real system is initialized
with zg = [0.8,295,0.7] ". In the following, we consider the
simulation time 7y = 200 and apply an open-loop control
sequence ug., with us = u3’ and wu; as a trapezoidal input
sequence with plateaus at u$® and u3® — 25. During the
simulations, we sample the disturbances w and v from uniform
distributions over {w : |wi| < 51073, Jwe| < 1, ws| <
5-1073} and {v : |v| < 3}. To estimate the true unknown
state x; from the measurement data, we design different MHE
schemes that rely on the cost function (24) with the horizon
length N = 10 and quadratic costs (3) and (€), where we
select Q = diag(10%,1,10%), R = G = 1. Moreover, we use
a quadratic prior weighting (23)) with time-varying matrix 1,
t € I>o, initialized with Wy = 10~21I3 and updated using the
well-known covariance formulas of the extended Kalman Filter
(EKF). In the optimal estimation problems, we also consider
the state constraints X = [0.5,1.5] x [200,400] x [0.5,1.5],
but we consider the disturbance sets to be unknown and
use W = R3 and V € R. In the following, we compare
MHE with filtering prior (26), smoothing prior 27), and
turnpike prior (28) and additionally consider the infinite-
horizon estimator (IHE), which we approximate by solving
the clairvoyant FIE problem using all available data do.r,.

From Figure [ we can observe that all MHE problems (for
all priors) exhibit the turnpike behavior with respect to the
infinite-horizon solution, with clear approaching and leaving
arcs, which is a strong indicator that Assumption 3] holds true.
We additionally compare standard MHE schemes (without
delay) with dMHE using the turnpike prior for 6 = 1
and 6 = N/2. From Figure [5} we see that the standard MHE
schemes yield very similar estimation results in terms of the
difference to the IHE (for all priors), that SMHE with § = 1
provides estimates that are much closer to the IHE, and that
SMHE with § = N/2 (which corresponds to the turnpike
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Fig. 5: CSTR. Distance between state estimates using different MHE schemes
and the THE. Dots indicate values at time ¢, lines indicate the moving average
over a sliding window of size N + 1.
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Fig. 6: CSTR. Boxplot of the SSE for MHE using the filtering prior, the
smoothing prior, and the turnpike prior, SMHE using the turnpike prior for
6 =1and § = N/2 = 5, and the IHE over 100 different simulations with
random disturbance/noise and randomly selected initial priors.

prior (28)) converges to a (small) neighborhood around the
IHE, which nicely illustrates Proposition 2]

We consider 100 different simulations with random distur-
bances and randomly selected initial priors Z( that are sampled
from a uniform distribution over the interval centered at xg
with a relative deviation of 25 % for each state. Figure|§| shows
that the standard MHE schemes are again very similar in terms
of their SSE (for all priors), significantly outperformed by
OMHE for § = 1 (which yields a reduction in the SSE by
20 %). Moreover, we observe that the SSE of {MHE with
d = N/2 is very close to that of the IHE.

Overall, this example nicely illustrates the developed the-
ory. In particular, it shows that MHE problems with prior
weighting exhibit the turnpike behavior with respect to the
IHE (Assumption [3), with a potentially strong leaving arc,
cf. Figure ] This motivates to incorporate an artificial delay
in the estimation scheme in order to reduce the influence of the
leaving arc. Surprisingly, already a one-step delay is sufficient
to significantly reduce the influence of the leaving arc such
that SMHE tracks the performance and accuracy of the IHE



with small error, cf. Figures [5 and [6]

2) Quadrotor: We consider a quadrotor with flexible blades
and adapt the dynamical model from [60]. In the following,
by Z we denote the stationary inertial system with its vertical
component pointing into the Earth, where 2z = [z1, 22, 23] |
and v = [v1,v2,v3] represent the position and velocity of
the quadrotor, respectively. By B we refer to the body-fixed
frame attached to the quadrotor, with the third component
pointing in the opposite direction of thrust generation. The
attitude of B with respect to Z is described by a rotation matrix
R involving the roll, pitch, and yaw angle of the quadrotor,
which we denote by ¢ = [¢,0,9]". The angular velocity
of the quadrotor in BB with respect to Z is represented by
Q = [Q1,Q,93]". Assuming a wind-free environment, the
dynamics of the quadrotor can be described as

z=w, mv = mges — TR(§)es — R(£) B,
E=T(6)Q, JO=-Q%JQ+71—DQ,

where e3 = [0 0 1]7 and (-)* refers to the skew symmetric
matrix associated with the cross product such that u*v = uxwv
for any u,v € R®. The thrust 7 € R and the torque 7 € R?
are generated by the velocities w;, ¢ = {1,2, 3,4} of the rotors
via

cr cT cT cT w%
) | 0 —leg 0 lep||w?
| | ler 0 —ler 0 | |w3 |’
—cg cg —cg cqQllwi
and the matrix I' is defined as
1 singtanf cos¢tan6
)= 1|0 cos ¢ —sing |,
0 singsech cos@psech

see, e.g., [60] for further details. The parameters are chosen as
m = 1.9, J = diag(5.9,5.9,10.7)- 1073, g = 9.8, | = 0.25,
cr =107% co =107 B = 1.14-¢, and D = 0.0297-eze; .

The overall model has the states z = [z7,¢7,07, Q7T €
R'2 and the inputs u = [w,ws, w3, wy] ' € R, Using Euler-
discretization and the sampling time tA = 0.05, we obtain the
discrete-time model in (I) with f as in (14) and h(z,u) =
[Z6,06x6) =, where we consider process disturbances w € R!2
and assume that only measurements of the position z and
orientation ¢ are available, subject to the noise v € RS,

In the simulations, the disturbance w and noise v are
uniformly distributed random variables sampled from the sets
{w: Jw] <2-107%4 = {1,2,3}, Jwi| < 2-107%i =
{4,5,6}, |w;| < 2-1073,5 = {7,8,9},|w;| < 2-107%,4
{10,11,12}} and {v : |v;| < 2-1071i = {1,2,3}, |v;]
5-1072,i = {4,5,6}}. We consider the simulation time 7
1000 and a given open-loop trajectory ug.7,, which moves
the quadrotor spirally upwards, see Figure [7 for an exemplary
trajectory under a specific disturbance realization. To estimate
the unknown state z;, we consider the cost function @)
with the horizon length N = 30 and quadratic costs (3)) and
(6], where we select Q = blkdiag(10213,10*13,103I3,10%13)
and R = G = blkdiag(10'I3,10?I3). Moreover, we use the
quadratic prior weighting (23), where W; is initialized with
Wy = 10112 and updated using the EKF covariance formulas
for all ¢ € I>o. We consider the case where no additional

IA

Fig. 7: Quadrotor. Exemplary 3D trajectory for one specific disturbance
realization; comparison of the true trajectory (red), measurements (gray dots),
MHE with filtering prior (blue), and SMHE for § = N/2 = 15 (cyan).
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Fig. 8: Quadrotor. Boxplot of the SSE for MHE using the filtering prior, the
smoothing prior, and the turnpike prior, SMHE using the turnpike prior for
6 =1,0 =3,and 6 = N/2 = 15, and the IHE over 100 different simulations
with random disturbance/noise and randomly selected initial priors.

information about the domains of the states and disturbances
is available and use X = R'2, W = R12, V = RS in (Bd)-
. In the following, we examine 100 different simulations
with random disturbances, where we additionally sample the
initial prior Zy from a uniform distribution over the set Xy =
{z:|zi] < 1,|&] < 7w/16,i = {1,2,3},v = 0,92 = 0}. We
compare standard MHE with filtering prior (26), smoothing
prior (Z7), and turnpike prior (28), SMHE (37) with turnpike-
based prior weighting and § = 1, 6 = 3, § = N/2, and the
IHE (which we approximate by solving the clairvoyant FIE
problem using all available data do.,).

From Figure [8] we observe that MHE with filtering and
turnpike prior performs quite similarly. The fact that MHE
with smoothing prior is slightly worse can be attributed to
the fact that the movement of the quadrotor is rather slow
compared to the sampling time, while the horizon length
N = 30 is also rather small. In such setting, MHE with



filtering or turnpike prior proves beneficial, as this essentially
considers measurements from a larger estimation window,
cf. the discussion below . For {MHE, we can observe
a reduction of the SSE of approximately 10 % for § = 1, of
25% for 6 = 3, and of by 50 % for § = N/2, which is also
close the SSE of the THE.

To conclude, this example illustrates that the developed
theory is also applicable to more complex and realistic systems
from the literature. In particular, it again shows that using the
proposed SMHE scheme with a small delay § can already
significantly improve the estimation performance in practice.

VIIl. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we developed novel accuracy and performance
guarantees for optimal state estimation of general nonlinear
systems, with a strong focus on MHE for online state es-
timation. Our results rely on a turnpike property of finite-
horizon optimal state estimation problems with respect to the
solution of the omniscient (acausal) infinite-horizon problem
involving all past and future data. This naturally causes MHE
problems to exhibit a leaving arc that can have a potentially
strong negative impact on estimation accuracy. To counteract
the leaving arc, we used an artificial delay in the MHE scheme,
and we showed that the resulting performance is approximately
optimal with respect to the infinite-horizon solution, with error
terms that can be made arbitrarily small by an appropriate
choice of the delay. We proposed a novel turnpike prior for
MHE formulations with prior weighting, proven to be a valid
alternative to the classical options (such as the filtering or
smoothing prior) with superior theoretical properties.

In our simulations, we found that MHE with the proposed
turnpike prior performs comparably well to MHE with fil-
tering or smoothing priors, while the delay resulted in a
significant improvement of the estimation results. In particular,
considering practical examples from the literature, we could
observe the turnpike phenomenon and found that a delay of
one to three steps improved the overall estimation error by 20-
25 % compared to standard MHE (without delay). For offline
estimation, the proposed delayed MHE scheme has shown to
be a useful alternative to established iterative filtering and
smoothing methods, significantly outperforming them espe-
cially in the presence of non-normally distributed noise.

An interesting topic for future work is the combination of
the delayed MHE scheme with state feedback control and in
particular the investigation of whether the delay in the closed
loop is worthwhile for significantly better estimation results.
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