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Abstract— Least-square system identification is widely
used for data-driven model-predictive control (MPC) of un-
known or partially known systems. This letter investigates
how the system identification and subsequent MPC is affected
when the state and input data is quantized. Specifically, we
examine the fundamental connection between model error
and quantization resolution and how that affects the stability
and boundedness of the MPC tracking error. Furthermore, we
demonstrate that, with a sufficiently rich dataset, the model er-
ror is bounded by a function of quantization resolution and the
MPC tracking error is also ultimately bounded similarly. The
theory is validated through numerical experiments conducted
on two different linear dynamical systems.

Index Terms— System identification, Quantization, MPC.

I. INTRODUCTION

SYSTEM identification is an essential component in the
applications of control systems involving unknown or

partially known dynamics. For a linear time-invariant (LTI)
system, the system matrices are commonly identified using a
least-squares optimization approach, which relies on control
and state data snapshots from the dynamical system. It is
well-understood that the quality of the system matrix estimates
improves/degrades with an increase/decrease in the amount of
data, as expected [1]. On the other hand, it is not clear how the
quality of the data affects the estimation process, especially
when the data undergo a quantization process. Furthermore,
the effect of identification error due to data quality on the
controller performance is also relatively unexplored.

Existing research on data-driven system identification and
control generally presumes that sufficient computational re-
sources are available to implement identification and control
algorithms capable of handling extensive datasets collected
from dynamical system snapshots. However, applying these
data-intensive algorithms to resource-limited systems, such as
low-powered, lightweight robotic applications [2], [3], may
require quantization to meet hardware and other resource con-
straints. In fact, quantization naturally arises under communi-
cation and computation constraints, making it widely adopted
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in networked control systems, multi-agent systems, and cyber-
physical systems. Quantization can have severe consequences
on control systems, to the extent that a stabilizable system
becomes destabilized if the quantization word-length falls
below a certain threshold [4].

Given that system identification is frequently the initial
phase toward controlling systems with unknown dynamics, the
impact of quantization on identification inherently propagates
to controllers and state estimators, and ultimately influences
the overall system performance. The choice of the quantizer
is also of particular significance, as it can affect the system’s
performance [5], [6].

In this letter, we study the effects of dither quantiza-
tion [7]—a widely adopted and highly effective quantization
method in control, communication, and signal processing
applications—on the data-driven MPC of unknown LTI sys-
tems, leading to a framework of Quantized System Identifica-
tion for MPC, hereafter referred to as the QSID-MPC algorithm.
Our prior works [8]–[10] delved into the effect of dither
quantization on Koopman-based system identification method.
However, to the best of our knowledge, this is the first attempt
to quantify the effect of quantized system identification on
data-driven MPC performance.

The main contributions of this letter are as follows: (i) We
establish explicit bounds on the identification error arising
from quantized input and state data in the identification of
LTI systems. In particular, we show that the model error
depends on the quantization resolution ϵ as O(ϵ2). (ii) We
prove the uniform ultimate boundedness of QSID-MPC tracking
error. Furthermore, we show that this ultimate bound similarly
depends on ϵ as O(ϵ2). (iii) Our theory is validated through
extensive experiments on two applications, testing various
quantization resolutions.

The rest of the letter is organized as follows: We define our
problem statement in Section II and analyze the effect of dither
quantization on system identification in Section III, demonstra-
ting the effect of quantization resolution on the identification
error. We provide the ultimate bound on MPC tracking error
for the identified system in Section IV. We discuss our
observations from implementing QSID-MPC on two dynamical
systems in Section V and we provide some conclusions in
Section VI.

Notations: Set of non-negative integers are denoted by N0.
(·)† and (·)⊤ denote the Moore–Penrose inverse and transpose
of a matrix, respectively. ∥ · ∥ denotes a norm, where we use
Euclidean norm for vectors and Frobenius norms for matrices.
The Big-O notation is denoted by O(·).
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II. PROBLEM STATEMENT

We consider a model predictive control problem for trajec-
tory tracking of an unknown linear system. In particular, we
consider a discrete-time linear time invariant system

xt+1 = Axt + But, xt ∈ M ⊂ R
n,

ut ∈ U ⊂ R
m, t ∈ N0,

(1)

where both A and B matrices are unknown. We construct an
MPC trajectory problem on an identified system as follows:

min
{uk|t , xk+1|t}

t+Th−1
k=t

t+Th−1∑
k=t

[
(xk|t − xref

k|t )⊤Q(xk|t − xref
k|t ) + u⊤k|tRuk|t

]
+ (xt+Th |t − xref

t+Th |t)
⊤Q f (xt+Th |t − xref

t+Th |t)

subject to: xk+1|t = Âxk|t + B̂uk|t, k = t, . . . , (t + Th − 1),
xk+1|t ∈ M, uk|t ∈ U, xt|t = xt, xt+Th |t ∈ X f .

(2)

where Â and B̂ are the identified system matrices, Th is the
MPC horizon, and X f is a terminal constraint required for the
MPC stability. If no terminal constraint exists, then X f =M.
We assume that Q ⪰ 0 and R ≻ 0 and known, as customary
in standard linear quadratic (LQ) problems. The terminal cost
matrix Q f is also added for proving the stability of the MPC
as described in Section IV. The optimal value of the cost
function depends on the current state xt and is denoted as
J∗(xt). The input computed from this MPC problem is applied
to the original system (1), and we expect the original system
to track the reference trajectory xref. The resultant QSID-MPC
algorithm is described in Algorithm 1.

In this problem, we investigate the scenario where the
system identification of (A, B) is performed with quantized
data and a least-square algorithm akin to the Dynamic Mode
Decomposition method [11], [12]. While the least square
problem—to be described soon—is able to accurately identify
the system under unquantized data, it fails to attain such
perfect accuracy under quantized data. The objective of this
letter is to investigate the effect of the quantization on the
system identification and, more generally, on the trajectory
tracking MPC problem. Before proceeding further, let us
assume the following on the original system (1).

Assumption 1: (A, B) is a controllable pair.
This assumption is instrumental, as trajectory tracking may
otherwise be unachievable, even with a perfectly identified
system.

Remark 1: The effect of quantization on controller syn-
thesis is a well studied problem [13]. However, quantization
effects on system identification and its consequences on the
following stages of controller synthesis have not yet been
explored. In this letter, we will provide a fundamental re-
lationship between the quantization resolution and the MPC
performance and stability bounds by choosing xref ≡ 0.

A. System Identification
The system matrices A and B are identified from quantized

input and state data snapshots {x̃t}
T
t=0 and {ũ}T−1

t=0 as follows:

Ĝ = [Â, B̂] = argmin
A∈Rn×n,B∈Rn×m

1
T
∥X+ −AX − BU∥2

= argmin
G∈Rn×(n+m)

1
T
∥X+ − GΨ∥2,

(3)

Algorithm 1 QSID-MPC
Input: Reference trajectory xref, identified system matrices
[Â, B̂], Cost weight matrices Q and R, time horizon Th
Output: Optimal control sequence u∗t , t ∈ N0

1: procedure ComputeMPC(xref, Â, B̂, Q, R, Th)
2: For each time t ∈ N0,
3: Set xt|t ← xt;
4: Solve optimization (2);
5: u∗t ← u∗t|t
6: Apply feedback control ut ← u∗t in (1) to get xt+1;
7: Repeat for t ← t + 1 until the end of the control task.
8: end procedure

where

X = [x̃0 . . . x̃T−1],
X+ = [x̃1 . . . x̃T ]
U = [ũ0 . . . ũT−1], and

Ψ =
[
X⊤,U⊤

]⊤
,

(4)

with x̃t and ũt denoting the quantized versions of xt and ut,
respectively. Exact relationships between the unquantized and
quantized variables will be provided soon after we discuss the
quantization scheme.

Remark 2: When the data is not quantized and enough
amount of data is present, the least-square problem (3)
has a unique solution G∗ = [A, B]. For instance as-
sume ut = 0 for all t, then the least square problem boils
down to minA 1

T ∥X
+ − AX∥2 = minA 1

T
∑T−1

t=0 ∥Axt − Axt∥
2 =

minA tr
(
(A −A)

(
1
T
∑T−1

t=0 xt x⊤t
)

(A −A)⊤
)
. If enough data is

accumulated to ensure 1
T
∑T−1

t=0 xt x⊤t ≻ 0, then A∗ = A is the
unique optimal solution. Once matrix A is identified, we may
identify matrix B in a similar fashion with enough data to
ensure 1

T
∑T−1

t=0 utu⊤t ≻ 0.
While the least square algorithm (3) is quite effective in per-

fectly identifying A and B, as shown in Remark 2, quantization
complicates things to a large extent. Our analysis first shows
the effect of quantization on the identification errors (A − Â)
and (B− B̂), and then we provide a Lyapunov-based analysis to
comment on the trajectory tracking and stability performances
of the MPC controller developed using the identified system.

III. EFFECTS OF DITHER QUANTIZATION ON (Â, B̂)

In this work, we focus particularly on the dither quanti-
zation (DQ) scheme for two primary reasons: (1) Analytical
tractability and (2) Superior performance of dither quantization
compared to its non-dithered counterpart [14] under a carefully
chosen dithering noise. In the DQ scheme, a noise is added to
the signal prior to quantization, and then the same noise is
subtracted from the decoded quantized signal. More precisely,
let Q be a quantizer with range [xmin, xmax] ⊆ R and resolution
ϵ such that for any x ∈ R

Q(x) =


xmin +

ϵ
2 + ϵ

⌊
x−xmin
ϵ

⌋
, x ∈ [xmin, xmax],

xmin +
ϵ
2 , x < xmin,

xmin +
ϵ
2 + ϵ

⌊
xmax−xmin

ϵ

⌋
x > xmax.

Quantizer Q requires b = ⌈log2
xmax−xmin

ϵ
⌉ bits to represent its

quantized output. Under a DQ scheme, the quantized version



of x is given as

x̃ = Q(x + w) − w,

where w is the dithering noise. Consequently, the quantization
error is defined as e(x) = x − x̃ = (x + w) − Q(x + w).

Notice that, both x̃ and e are now random variables due to
w, even though the original signal x may not be. The primary
characteristic of DQ facilitating both a tractable analysis in this
letter and its superior performance compared to alternative
quantization methods [14] is the statistical independence of
the quantization error e(x) from the input signal x, achievable
by selecting a suitable noise distribution. While many such
noise distributions exist (c.f., [15]), a uniform distribution
w ∼ U([−∆2 ,

∆
2 ]) is one of the most popular one. We refer the

readers to [7], [15] for the historical context on DQ and [10] for
a detailed discussion on DQ in system identification context.

The main result of this section is summarized in the
following theorem.

Theorem 1 (large-data regime): Suppose T → ∞ and
limT→∞

ΨΨ⊤

T is finite and positive definite, then

Â = A − ϵ2∆A, (5a)

B̂ = B − ϵ2∆B, (5b)

where [∆A,∆B] = [A, B]
(
12 lim

T→∞

Ψuqz(Ψuqz)⊤

T
+ ϵ2I

)−1

,

with Ψuqz being the data matrix Ψ constructed from unquan-
tized data.

Proof: The proof follows directly from [10, Theorem 3],
which proves that [Â, B̂], as defined in (3), can be written as

[Â, B̂] = [Auqz, Buqz] −
ϵ2

12
[Auqz, Buqz]

 lim
T→∞

ΨuqzΨ
⊤
uqz

T
+
ϵ2

12
I
−1

,

where [Auqz, Buqz] is the identified system (i.e., solution to
(3)) with unquantized data. In Remark 2, we show one can
accurately identify [A, B] with unquatized data, leading to the
relationship

[Â, B̂] = [A, B] − ϵ2[A, B]
12 lim

T→∞

ΨuqzΨ
⊤
uqz

T
+ ϵ2I

−1

,

which proves this theorem.
Let cA = ∥∆A∥ and cB = ∥∆B∥ for the subsequent analysis.

Theorem 1 shows how the quantization resolution affects
the identification process, providing a fundamental connection
between data quality and identification accuracy. Another
interesting observation is that [Â, B̂], as computed in (3), would
be a random matrix due to the dithering noise introduced via
quantization (the data matrix Ψ is dithering noise dependent).
However, as shown in (5), it appears that [Â, B̂] is a deter-
ministic quantity since neither [A, B] nor [∆A,∆B] depends on
the dithering noise. This is because the noises ‘average out’
in the large data regime: a phenomenon that is fundamental to
system identification under dither quantization in a large data
regime, as originally shown in [8] and then later in [9], [10].

Although large-data regime provides a clear relationship be-
tween the model mismatch and the quantization error, we next
discuss some fine-data regime results, as numerical algorithms
will have finite amount of data.

Theorem 2 (finite-data regime): Let Ψ and Ψuqz be of full
row rank. Then, ∃ Gϵ such that ∥Gϵ∥ = O(ϵ) and

[Â, B̂] = [A, B] + Gϵ . (6)
Proof: The closed form solution to the least-square

problem in (3) with quantized data is

[Â, B̂] = X+Ψ⊤
(
ΨΨ⊤

)−1
, (7)

whereas that for the unquantized case is Guqz =

X+uqzΨ
⊤
uqz

(
ΨuqzΨ

⊤
uqz

)−1.
Let ex

t = xt − x̃t and eu
t = ut − ũt denote the quantization

error of the state and control, respectively, at time t. Let us
further define the error matrices Ex = [ex

0, e
x
1, . . . , e

x
T−1], Ex+ =

[ex
1, e

x
2, . . . , e

x
T ], Eu = [eu

0, e
u
1, . . . , e

u
T−1], and EΨ = [Ex⊤, Eu⊤]⊤.

Consequently, X = Xuqz + Ex, X+ = X+uqz + Ex+, U = Uuqz + Eu

and Ψ = Ψuqz + EΨ, and finally,

[Â, B̂] =(X+uqz + Ex+)(Ψuqz + EΨ)⊤
(
(Ψuqz + EΨ)(Ψuqz + EΨ)⊤

)−1

=Guqz −GuqzK + L

where K =
(
ΨuqzΨ

⊤
uqzM−1

ϵ + I
)−1

and L = Nϵ(ΨΨ⊤)−1 and

Mϵ = EΨΨ⊤ + ΨEΨ
⊤
+ EψEψ⊤,

Nϵ = Ex+Ψ⊤uqz + X+EΨ
⊤
+ Ex+EΨ

⊤
.

This completes the proof with Gϵ = −GuqzK + L. Since the
quantization error is in the range [− ϵ2 ,

ϵ
2 ], we conclude that

Gϵ = O(ϵ).
Remark 3: In both large- and finite-data regimes, the iden-

tification error diminishes as ϵ → 0. Furthermore, since the
quantization resolution ϵ is proportional to 2−b, where b is the
word-length of the quantizer, the system identification errors
decays exponentially with the word-length—a phenomenon
hat will be evident in all simulation results.

IV. STABILITY OF MODEL PREDICTIVE CONTROL (MPC)
UNDER IDENTIFICATION ERROR

In this section, we seek to prove uniform ultimate bound-
edness or practical asymptotic stability of the LTI system (1)
under the QSID-MPC framework of Algorithm 1. To this end,
we first state an assumption on the identified system [Â, B̂].

Assumption 2: [Â, B̂] form a controllable pair.
Our goal is to show that, under Algorithm 1, xt tracks the refer-
ence xref with a uniformly ultimately bounded error even in the
presence of model error [ϵ2∆A, ϵ

2∆B]. The MPC problem (2)
focuses on tracking an arbitrary time-varying trajectory xref.
However, the ultimate boundedness of the tracking error can be
established only if xref is constant or asymptotically converging
to a constant. Without loss of generality, we assume xref ≡ 0
in this section. With the origin as a reference, we now define
the uniform ultimate boundedness of the MPC Algorithm 1.

Definition 1: Let the MPC optimization problem (2) be
feasible for all xt ∈ M. Then the solution of the system (1)
under MPC policy with xref ≡ 0 from algorithm 1 is called
uniformly ultimately bounded with an ultimate bound δ if there
exists a class KL function β, and for every initial state x0
satisfying ∥x0∥ ≤ r with r > δ, there exists T ≥ 0 such that

∥xt∥ ≤ β(∥x0∥, t), ∀ t ∈ {0, . . . ,T } and ∥xt∥ ≤ δ, ∀t > T.
This is also called practical asymptotic stability [16].



Assumption 3: The cost weight matrices are positive defi-
nite, i.e, Q,R ≻ 0. More specifically x⊤Qx+ u⊤Ru ≥ α1∥x∥2 +
α2∥u∥2.
Note that, this is stronger than Q ⪰ 0 prevalent in standard LQ
problems and required for ultimate boundedness of the error.

Assumption 4: Feasibility–There exists a feasible control
policy µ(·) for which X f is invariant, i.e., µ(x̂) ∈ U ∀ x̂ ∈ X f
and Âx̂ + B̂µ(x̂) ∈ X f .

Remark 4: Assumption 4 is trivially satisfied if [Â, B̂] is a
controllable pair and X f can be an arbitrary level set of any
valid Lyapunov function under stabilizing control µ(x) = −Kx
such that Â − B̂K has all eigenvalues within the unit circle.

Assumption 5: Let V f (x) ≜ x⊤Q f x and l(x, u) ≜ x⊤Qx +
u⊤Ru, where Q, R, and Q f are as defined in (2). V f (x) is
a discrete-time Lyapunov function for x̂t+1 = Âx̂t + B̂ut with
ut = µ(x̂t) as defined in Assumption 4 within X f . Furthermore,
V f (x̂t+1) − V f (x̂t) ≤ −l(x̂t, µ(x̂t)) for all xt ∈ X f .

Now we are ready to state the central result concerning
the uniform ultimate boundedness of the system dynamics (1)
under MPC algorithm 1.

Theorem 3: The system (1) under a control policy com-
puted via Algorithm 1 is uniformly ultimately bounded with
an ultimate bound δ(ϵ) as t → ∞.

Proof: Let us choose a Lyapunov function V(xt) ≜ J∗(xt),
i.e., the optimal cost of (2) for computed control sequence
{u∗t|t, . . . , u

∗
t+Th−1|t}. Now, shifting the control sequence by one

step and using the feasible control from Assumption 4, we
get a new sequence {u∗t+1|t, . . . , u

∗
t+Th−1|t, µ(x∗t+Th |t

)}. Since this
control sequence is not optimal for (2) starting with x̂t+1 ≜
xt+1|t, we can create a suboptimal cost function

J′(x̂t+1) =
t+Th∑

k=t+1

l(x∗k|t, u
∗
k|t) + V f (xt+Th+1|t),

where u∗t+Th |t
≜ µ(x∗t+Th |t

) and xt+Th+1|t = Âx∗t+Th |t
+ B̂u∗t+Th |t

.
However, it is evident that the optimal cost of (2) J∗(x̂t+1)
starting from x̂t+1 = xt+1|t should satisfy

J∗(x̂t+1) ≤ J′(x̂t+1)
= J∗(xt) − l(x∗t , u

∗
t ) − V f (x∗t+Th |t)

+ V f (xt+Th+1|t) + l(x∗t+Th
, µ(x∗t+Th |t))

From Assumption 5, we know −V f (x∗t+Th |t
) + V f (xt+Th+1|t) +

l(x∗t+Th
, µ(x∗t+Th |t

)) ≤ 0, yielding

V(x̂t+1) − V(xt) ≤−l(x∗t , u
∗
t ) = −l(xt, ut),∀ xt , 0,∀ t ≥ 0. (8)

Now, the true next state is xt+1 = x̂t+1+d(xt, ut), where d(xt, ut)
≜ ϵ2(∆Axt+∆But) and satisfies ∥d(xt, ut)∥ ≤ ϵ2(cA∥xt∥+cB∥ut∥).
Since V(xt) is the finite-horizon linear-quadratic optimal cost
as evident from (2), V(xt) = x⊤t Pxt where P = P0 is the
solution of the Riccati equation

Pk−1 = Â⊤PkÂ − Â⊤Pk B̂(R + B̂⊤Pk B̂)−1B̂⊤PkÂ + Q, PTh = Q f .

Hence, λmin(P)∥xt∥
2 ≤ V(xt) ≤ λmax(P)∥xt∥

2. Also, choosing a
sufficiently large ρ > 0 will ensure xt ∈ Bρ(0) for all t > 0 and
V is uniformly continuous on Bρ(0) by construction. Hence,

there exists ωv ∈ R+ such that

V(xt+1) = V(x̂t+1 + d(xt, ut)) ≤ V(x̂t+1) + ωv∥d(xt, ut)∥

≤ V(x̂t+1) + ωvϵ
2(cA∥xt∥ + cB∥ut∥)

≤ V(x̂t+1) +
α1

2
∥xt∥

2 +
ω2

vϵ
4c2

A

2α1
+
α2

2
∥ut∥

2 +
ω2

vϵ
4c2

B

2α2

= V(x̂t+1) +
(
α1

2
∥xt∥

2 +
α2

2
∥ut∥

2
)
+

ω2
vϵ

4c2
A

2α1
+
ω2

vϵ
4c2

B

2α2

 ,
(9)

where the third inequality follows from Young’s inequality.
Substituting (8) in (9) yields,

V(xt+1) − V(xt) ≤ −
(
α1

2
∥x2

t ∥ +
α2

2
∥u2

t ∥

)
+

ω2
vϵ

4c2
A

2α1
+
ω2

vϵ
4c2

B

2α2


≤ −

α1

2
∥x2

t ∥ +C(ϵ), (10)

where we have used x̂t = xt and l(x, u) = x⊤Qx + u⊤Ru ≥
α1∥x∥2 + α2∥u∥2 from Assumption 3 and defined the O(ϵ4)

function C(ϵ) ≜ ω2
vϵ

4

 c2
A

2α1
+

c2
B

2α2

 ≥ 0. Finally, (10) can be

rewritten as

V(xt+1) − V(xt) ≤ −(1 − θ)
α1

2
∥xt∥

2 − θ
α1

2
∥xt∥

2 +C(ϵ)

≤ −(1 − θ)
α1

2
∥xt∥

2 when ∥xt∥ ≥

√
2C(ϵ)
θα1

,
(11)

where θ ∈ (0, 1). From Theorem 2.6 in [17] or Theorem 4.18
in [18], we conclude that the system (1) is uniformly ultimately

bounded by δ(ϵ) ≜

√
λmax(P)
λmin(P)

(
2C(ϵ)
θα1

)
which is an O(ϵ2)

function. This completes the proof.

V. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

In this section, we present numerical examples to illustrate
the theoretical results on the effect of quantization-induced
identification error on MPC. We demonstrate how varying the
quantization resolution influences both system identification
error and the resulting MPC regulation behavior for two
systems: a DC Motor with Load and control of Boeing 747
longitudinal flight modes.

A. DC Motor with Load

A DC Motor with control torque on the load is considered
for this example. The dynamics of the system are as follows:

ẋ1 = x2.

ẋ2 =
K x3 − c x2 + u2

J
,

ẋ3 =
u1 − r x3 − Ke x2

L
.

(12)

We use the following values of the motor parameters: J = 0.01,
c = 0.1, K = 0.01, Ke = 0.01, r = 1, L = 0.5. Substituting
these parameters and time-discretizing with a discretization
interval of 1 second yields:

A =

 1.000 0.099 0.041
0 0 0.016
0 0 0.135

 , B =

 0.048 8.996
0.083 9.991
0.864 −0.083

 .
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Fig. 1: Error and phase-portrait profile for DC Motor with Load (12): (a) relative error in matrix A; (b) relative error in matrix B; (c) optimal
cost achieved by MPC; (d)–(f) phase portrait from regulation MPC (with model identified from data snapshots quantized by 50 independent
dither signal realization) for word lengths b = 2, 4, 6 respectively.

For the training phase, the initial conditions are generated
randomly with uniform distribution in the unit cube [−1, 1]3.
The control input for each trajectory is chosen to be a
uniformly distributed random signal on [−1, 1]2. The system is
simulated for 200 trajectories over 1000 sampling periods (i.e.,
10 seconds per trajectory). Relative 2-norm error ∥A−Â∥

∥A∥ and
∥B−B̂∥
∥B∥ for different word-length are shown in Fig. 1(a)-(b). The

identified [Â, B̂] is then used to drive x0 = [1 0 0]⊤ to origin
by solving the MPC problem (2) with Q = diag([1 0.1 0.1]),
R = diag([1 1]). The minimum MPC costs that are achieved for
different word-lengths are demonstrated in Fig. 1(c). Fig. 1(d)–
(f) show the phase-portrait of controlled state-trajectories for
different word-lengths. Notice that the logarithmic errors in
A and B matrices decrease linearly with the word-length b
with a slope of −0.301 and −0.322. Note that, for a finite-data
regime, the error should be O(ϵ) ≈ kϵ = k(xmax − xmin)/2b

for some constant k as ϵ → 0, i.e., the logarithm of the error
should decrease linearly with b at a slope of − log 2 = −0.301.
It is also evident that the MPC Cost decreases, and the
trajectories converge better with higher word-length b, i.e.,
lower quantization resolution ϵ, as predicted analytically.

B. Boeing 747 Flight Control

For the second example, the longitudinal flight control sys-
tem of a Boeing 747 is examined under linearized dynamics.
Assuming steady-level flight at an altitude of 40,000 feet and
a velocity of 774 feet per second, with a discretization interval

of 1 second, the system matrices of discretized dynamics (1)
are given by [19]:

A =


0.99 0.03 −0.02 −0.32
0.01 0.47 4.70 0.00
0.02 −0.06 0.40 0.00
0.01 −0.04 0.72 0.99

 , B =


0.01 0.99
−3.44 1.66
−0.83 0.44
−0.47 0.25

 .
The training settings remain the same as that of the DC motor
with load. Fig. 2(a) and (b) show similar trends for errors
in linear predictor matrices A and B. The identified [Â, B̂]
is then used to drive x0 = [1 1 0 0]⊤ to origin by solving
the MPC problem (2) with Q = diag([1 0.1 0.1 0.1]), R =
diag([1 1]). The minimum MPC costs achieved for different
word-lengths are demonstrated in Fig. 1(c). Fig. 2(d)–(f) show
the phase-portrait of controlled state-trajectories for different
word-lengths. We see a similar trend in identification error,
and MPC cost here as well.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this letter, we present QSID-MPC—a model predictive
control framework that utilizes system identification from
dither quantized data. We theoretically analyze the connec-
tion between the true system and the system identified from
quantized data. The effect of quantization is quantified for
both finite and large data regimes. Our analysis shows the
quantization resolution ϵ affects the identified system as O(ϵ)
in finite data regime and O(ϵ2) in large data regime. Further
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Fig. 2: Error and phase-portrait profile for Boeing 747 longitudinal flight control: (a) relative error in matrix A; (b) relative error in matrix
B; (c) optimal cost achieved by MPC; (d)–(f) phase portrait from regulation MPC (with model identified from data snapshots quantized by
50 independent dither signal realization) for word lengths b = 2, 4, 6 respectively.

analysis of the performance of MPC shows that the true system
is uniformly ultimately bounded by QSID-MPC with a bound of
O(ϵ2) for the large data regime, thereby proving its robustness
against quantization. Our analysis is validated via repeated
trials of experiments on multiple problems.
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