arXiv:2203.16423v4 [eess.SY] 12 Sep 2022

Data-Driven Model Predictive Control for Linear Time-Periodic Systems

Ruiqi Li, John W. Simpson-Porco, and Stephen L. Smith

Abstract— We consider the problem of data-driven predictive control for an unknown discrete-time linear time-periodic (LTP) system of known period. Our proposed strategy generalizes both Data-enabled Predictive Control (DeePC) and Subspace Predictive Control (SPC), which are established data-driven control techniques for linear time-invariant (LTI) systems. The approach is supported by an extensive theoretical development of behavioral systems theory for LTP systems, culminating in a generalization of Willems’ fundamental lemma. Our algorithm produces results identical to standard Model Predictive Control (MPC) for deterministic LTP systems. Robustness of the algorithm to noisy data is illustrated via simulation of a regularized version of the algorithm applied to a stochastic multi-input multi-output LTP system.

I. INTRODUCTION

Control design methods can broadly be classified into model-based methods and data-driven methods. Modelbased design methods rely on an accurate parametric representation of the system, which may come from firstprinciples modeling or from system-identification. Datadriven control, on the other hand, produces a control strategy directly from recorded historical data. As modern systems of interest become increasingly complex and difficult to identify, data-driven control techniques become increasingly preferable, and have attracted significant research interest in recent years. A comprehensive survey of early data-driven methods can be found in [1].

Model Predictive Control (MPC) is a particular modelbased design method which has been widely used in industrial applications, such as autonomous driving [2] and mobile robots [3]. MPC is applicable to time-varying systems, and can incorporate input and output constraints, which typically model actuator saturation and safety constraints, respectively. Despite these benefits, MPC requires a parametric system model, and the modeling process (e.g. system identification) can be expensive [4].

Originating from the work by J. C. Willems, behavioral systems theory provides an alternative to the now-standard state-space framework [5]. In the behavioral approach, a system is characterized as a set of possible input-output trajectories (the behavior). Of particular note, the behavior of a finite-dimensional discrete-time linear time-invariant (LTI) system over a finite time interval can be expressed

This research is supported in part by the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada (NSERC).

Ruiqi Li and Stephen L. Smith are with the Electrical and Computer Engineering at the University of Waterloo, Waterloo, ON, Canada {r298li,stephen.smith}@uwaterloo.ca

John W. Simpson-Porco is with the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering at the University of Toronto, Toronto, ON, Canada jwsimpson@ece.utoronto.ca using collected historical data, a result now known as the Fundamental Lemma [6]. See [7] for an introduction of the behavioral approach with relevant algorithms, and [8] for perspectives of developing the theory. Currently, many results in the behavioral framework are restricted to LTI systems.

By leveraging the fundamental lemma, system outputs can be predicted without a parametric system model. From this observation, data-driven MPC (DDMPC) methods have been developed wherein the need for a parametric system model is eliminated [9]–[16]. A particular DDMPC algorithm named Data-enabled Predictive Control (DeePC) [12]–[16] has been successfully applied to control problems in power systems [17], [18], motor drives [19] and quad-copters [20]. While the methods [9]–[16] focus on LTI systems, some extensions have been developed for linear parameter-varying systems [21] and for specific types of nonlinear systems [22]. In the spirit of these extensions, the extension to linear time-varying (LTV) systems is also of interest, and our focus here will be on developing analogous theory and control techniques for linear time-periodic (LTP) systems — a particular class of LTV systems. LTP systems can arise from linearization of nonlinear systems around periodic trajectories, such as in models of helicopters [23] and wind turbines [24] etc.

Contributions: This paper develops behavioral systems theory and associated DDMPC results for LTP systems of known periods. Our key insight is that an established lifting technique (see [25], [26] and Section II) which transforms an LTP system into an LTI system can be leveraged to extend the behavioral theory of LTI systems to LTP systems. Based on this, in Section III we develop the behavioral theory for LTP systems — generalizing notions such as order and lag — and culminating in a natural extension of the fundamental lemma [6]. Leveraging this theory, in Section IV we put forward a DDMPC algorithm for LTP systems, generalizing the established DeePC and Subspace Predictive Control (SPC) [17]–[19] methods for LTI systems. We provide a performance guarantee that for deterministic LTP systems, our algorithm gives the same control policy as obtained from MPC. Finally, we illustrate the effectiveness of our approach via a simulation study in Section V.

Notation: Let [M_1; . . . ; M_k] := [M^⊤_1 , . . . , M^⊤_k ]^⊤ denote the column concatenation of matrices M_1, . . . , M_k. Given a R^q -valued discrete-time signal z with an integer index, for integers t_1, t_2 with t_1 ≤ t_2, let z_{[t1,t2]} (resp. z_{[t1,∞)}) denote either the sequence {z_t}^{t2}_{t=t1} (resp. {z_t}^∞_{t=t1} ) or the concatenated vector [z_{t1} ; . . . ; z_{t2} ] ∈ R^{q(t2 −t1+1)} (resp. the semi-infinite vector [z_{t1} ; z_{t1+1}; . . .]). Similarly, for integers t_1 < t_2, let z_{[t1,t2)} := z_{[t1,t2−1]}. Let M^† denote the pseudo inverse of a matrix M.

All proofs in this paper are postponed to Appendix.

II. LINEAR TIME-PERIODIC SYSTEMS AND THE LIFTING TECHNIQUE

In this section we review some classical notions for linear time-periodic systems. Consider a discrete-time linear timevarying (LTV) system S : { x_{t+1} = A_tx_t + B_tu_t

y_t = C_tx_t + D_tu_t (1) with initial time t_0 ∈ Z and initial state x_{t0} , where t ∈ Z is the time and x_t ∈ R^n , u_t ∈ R^m , and y_t ∈ R^p are the state, input, and output of the system. The system (1) is said to be linear time-periodic (LTP) if there exists T ∈ N (a period) such that A_{t+T} = A_t (and similarly for B_t, C_t, D_t) for all t ∈ Z. The smallest T satisfying this condition is the fundamental period; without loss of generality, we assume going forward that T is the fundamental period. Note that when T = 1, the system (1) is linear time-invariant (LTI). A discrete-time LTP model may arise naturally in discrete time, or may have been obtained via appropriate sampling of a continuous-time LTP system.

For the LTV system (1) and integers t_1, t_2 with t_1 ≤ t_2, the state-transition matrix Φ^{t2}_{t1} ∈ R^{n×n} and impulse response matrix G^{t2}_{t1} ∈ R^{p×m} from step t_1 to t_2 are defined as

Φ^{t2}_{t1} := { I, if t2 = t1 At_2−1At_2−2 · · · At_1 , if t2 > t1, (2a)

G^{t2}_{t1} := { Dt_1 , if t2 = t1 Ct_2 Φ^{t2}_{t1+1}Bt_1 , if t2 > t1. (2b) Similarly, the associated (reversed) extended controllability matrix C^{t2}_{t1} ∈ R^{n×(t2 −t1+1)m}, the extended observability matrix O^{t2}_{t1} ∈ R^{(t2 −t1+1)p×n}, and the block matrix I^{t2}_{t1} of impulse-response coefficients are defined as

C^{t2}_{t1} := [ Φ^{t2+1}_{t1+1}B_{t1} , Φ^{t2+1}_{t1+2}B_{t1+1}, . . . , Φ^{t2+1}_{t2+1}B_{t2} ] , (2c) O^{t2}_{t1} := [ C_{t1} Φ^{t1}_{t1} ; C_{t1 +1}Φ^{t1 +1}_{t1} ; . . . ; C_{t2} Φ^{t2}_{t1} ] , (2d)

I^{t2}_{t1} := G^{t1}_{t1} G^{t1 +1}_{t1} G^{t1+1}_{t1+1} . . . . .. . G^{t2}_{t1} G^{t2}_{t1+1} · · · G^{t2}_{t2} . (2e) With this notation, the unique solution of (1) with initial condition x_{t1} at time t = t_1 can be expressed as x_{t2} = Φ^{t2}_{t1} x_{t1} + C^{t2 −1}_{t1} u_{[t1,t2)}, (2f) y_{[t1,t2]} = O^{t2}_{t1} x_{t1} + I^{t2}_{t1} u_{[t1,t2 ]}, (2g) for any t_2 > t_1 in (2f) and any t_2 ≥ t_1 in (2g).

Throughout the paper, we let w_{[t1 ,t2]} := [u_{[t1,t2]}; y_{[t1,t2]}] denote a trajectory of the system (1).

A. Lifting an LTP System to an LTI System

We now recall a classical technique for “lifting” an LTP system into an LTI system [25].

Definition 1 (Lift of an LTP System). For an LTP system S as in (1) of period T and an initial time t_0 ∈ Z, the associated lifted system S_L(t_0) of S with initial time t_0 is

period T period T State x_{t0}xt0 +1 . .xt0 +T x_{t0 +T +1} . .xt0 +2T . . x_0 x_1 x_2 Input u_{t0}ut0+1 . .ut0+T u_{t0+T +1} . .ut0+2T . . u_0 u_1 Output y_{t0}yt0+1 . .yt0+T y_{t0+T +1} . .yt0+2T . . y_0 y_1

Fig. 1. Relationship between the state x_t, input u_t, output y_t of an LTP system S and the state x_τ , input u_τ , output y_τ of its lifted system S_L(t_0 ).

the LTI system

S_L(t_0) : { x_{τ +1} = Ax_τ + Bu_τ

y_τ = Cx_τ + Du_τ

(3a)

with state x_τ ∈ R^n , input u_τ ∈ R^{mT} , output y_τ ∈ R^{pT} , and time τ ∈ Z, where

A := Φ^{t0+T}_{t0} , C := O^{t0+T −1}

t_0 ,

B := C^{t0 +T −1}

t_0 ,

D := I^{t0+T −1}

t_0 .

(3b)

The idea behind lifting is that each time step τ of the lifted system S_L(t_0) corresponds to T successive time steps of the original LTP system S. The state/input/output of S_L(t_0) are related to the state/input/output of S via x_τ = x_{t0 +τ T} , u_τ = u_{[t0+τ T, t0+(τ +1)T )}, y_τ = y_{[t0+τ T, t0 +(τ +1)T )}.

Each input vector u_τ (or output vector y_τ ) of S_L(t_0) stacks the inputs (or outputs) of S over one period, and the state vector x_τ is the state of S at the “beginning” of this period, as specified by the initial time t_0; see Fig. 1. Note from (3b) that the matrices A, B, C, D depend on the initial time t_0. Nonetheless, some properties of the lifted system — such as the eigenvalues of A — are invariant under the choice of the initial time t_0. See [26] for more information on lifting and properties of the lifted system.

III. BEHAVIORAL SYSTEMS THEORY FOR LINEAR TIME-PERIODIC SYSTEMS

In this section we develop a set of results on behavioral systems theory for linear time-periodic systems.

A. Behavioural Representation of LTV Systems

In the framework of behavioral systems theory, the inputoutput trajectories of the system (1) are described independent of the state representation through the behavior.

Definition 2 (Behavior). For the LTV system S in (1) and an integer t_1, the behavior B^S_{[t1 ,∞)} of S on the time interval [t_1, ∞) ∩ Z is the set

B^S_{[t1,∞)} := {[_{u[t1,∞)} y_{[t1,∞)} ] | | ∃ xt_1 s.t. (1) holds for all t ≥ t1 } .

Given B^S_{[t1 ,∞)} and an integer t_2 ≥ t_1, we let B^S_{[t1 ,t2]} denote the restriction of B^S_{[t1,∞)} to the interval [t_1, t_2], and in the case t_2 > t_1, we let B^S_{[t1 ,t2)} := B^S_{[t1 ,t2−1]}. The behavior defines a subspace of the vector space of semiinfinite sequences, and contains all possible input-output trajectories of the system. Going forward, we focus primarily on the restricted behavior.

Lemma 3. The restricted behavior B^S_{[t1 ,t2]} of the LTV system S in (1) is a finite-dimensional vector space and

B^S_{[t1,t2]} = ColSpan [ 0 I O^{t2}_{t1} I^{t2}_{t1} ] . Corollary 3.1. dim B^S_{[t1,t2 ]} = rank(O^{t2}_{t1} ) + m(t_2 − t_1 + 1).

When S is an LTI system, the behavior is invariant under shift of the time interval, meaning that

B^S_{[t1,t2 ]} = B^S_{[t1 +s,t2+s]} for all s ∈ Z.

This follows from Definition 2, due to shift-invariance of the system matrices. A similar result holds when S is an LTP system of period T , namely that

B^S_{[t1 ,t2]} = B^S_{[t1+sT,t2 +sT ]} for all s ∈ Z.

Unlike the case of LTI or LTP systems, the behavior of a general LTV system is not a shift-invariant subspace. However, given the behavior over an interval, the behavior on the first several steps can be easily constructed.

Lemma 4. For the LTV system S in (1) and integers t_0 ≤ t_1 ≤ t_2, if

B^S_{[t0 ,t2]} = ColSpan[U_{t0} ; . . . ; U_{t2} ; Y_{t0} ; . . . ; Y_{t2} ] for some matrices U_{t0} , . . . , U_{t2} ∈ R^{m×h} and Y_{t0} , . . . , Y_{t2} ∈ R^{p×h} with some h ∈ N, then

B^S_{[t0 ,t1]} = ColSpan[U_{t0} ; . . . ; U_{t1} ; Y_{t0} ; . . . ; Y_{t1} ].

Different state-space models may correspond to a same behavior. The following result characterizes when different LTV systems have the same restricted behavior.

Lemma 5. For LTV systems S, S̄ and integers t_1 ≤ t_2, we have B^S_{[t1,t2 ]} = B^{S̄}_{[t1 ,t2]} if, and only if,

O := ColSpan(O^{t2}_{t1} ) = ColSpan(Ō^{t2}_{t1} ), (4a) ColSpan(I^{t2}_{t1} − Ī^{t2}_{t1} ) ⊆ O, (4b) where O^{t2}_{t1} and I^{t2}_{t1} (resp. Ō^{t2}_{t1} and Ī^{t2}_{t1} ) are defined as in (2d) and (2e) for system S (resp. S̄).

1) Controllability: In the behavioral framework, controllability is defined in a trajectory-based sense, as opposed to the more classical notion of state-controllability.

Definition 6 (Controllability [7], [27]). An LTV system S is controllable if for any t_0 ∈ Z, any two trajectories w^I_{[t0,∞)}, w^{II}_{[t0 ,∞)} ∈ B^S_{[t0 ,∞)}, and any time t_1 ≥ t_0, there exists a time t_2 ≥ t_1 and a trajectory w^⋄_{[t0 ,∞)} ∈ B^S_{[t0 ,∞)} such that

w^⋄_{[t0,t1)} = w^I_{[t0 ,t1)}, w^⋄_{[t2 ,∞)} = w^{II}_{[t2,∞)}. (5)

Put differently, an LTV system is controllable if we can “drive” from one trajectory to any other trajectory in a finite number of time steps. When S is an LTI system, the second equality in (5) is sometimes replaced by w^⋄_{[t2 ,∞)} = w^{II}_{[t0 ,∞)} in the literature (e.g. [6], [12]). This alternative definition is equivalent to Definition 6 for LTI systems [27, Remark 4(i)].

B. A Definition of Order and Lag for LTV Systems

In behavioral systems theory, the order and lag are socalled integer invariants of an LTI system, and can be expressed using a minimal state representation of the behavior. In this subsection, we generalize those notions to LTV systems, and do so in a manner that avoids introducing notions of minimality for LTV models.

First, we review the LTI definitions of order and lag from the literature (e.g., [7], [28]). For an LTI state-space model S : (A, B, C, D), a minimal representation S̄ of its behavior B^S_{[0,∞)} is a state-space model S̄ : (Ā, B̄, C̄, D̄), having the minimal possible state dimension and sharing the same behavior as of S, i.e., B^S_{[0,∞)} = B^{S̄}_{[0,∞)}. The order n(S) of S is equal to the state dimension of S̄. Define matrix O^{t2}_{t1} (resp. Ō^{t2}_{t1} ) from (2d) for system S (resp. S̄). The extended observability matrix Ō^{s−1}_0 of S̄ reaches full column rank equal to n(S) when s is sufficiently large, and the lag l(S) of S is the smallest integer s that Ō^{s−1}_0 has full column rank. We can express both n(S) and l(S) in terms of the model S, which is not necessarily a minimal representation, as n(S) = lim_{s→∞} rank(Ō^{s−1}_0 ) = lim_{s→∞} rank(O^{s−1}_0 ),

l(S) = min{s ∈ N : rank(Ō^{s−1}_0 ) = n(S)} = min{s ∈ N : rank(O^{s−1}_0 ) = n(S)},

(6a)

where we used the equality rank(O^{s−1}_0 ) = rank(Ō^{s−1}_0 ) which follows from B^S_{[0,s)} = B^{S̄}_{[0,s)} and Corollary 3.1.

Motivated by the above considerations, we introduce the following definition.

Definition 7 (Order and Lag). For the LTV system S in (1), the order n(S, t) at time t and lag l(S, t) at time t are^1 n(S, t) := lim_{s→∞} rank(O^{t+s−1}_t ),

l(S, t) := min{s ∈ N : rank(O^{t+s−1}_t ) = n(S, t)}.

(6b)

When S is an LTI system, we write its order and lag in the sense of (6b) as n(S) and l(S) respectively, since they are time-independent. The definitions in (6b) are consistent with (6a) in the LTI case. Moreover, via Corollary 3.1, dim B^S_{[t,t+L)} = n(S, t) + mL ∀t ∈ Z (6c) for all integers L ≥ l(S, t), which coincides with an established result [28, Cor. 5] or [7, Eq. (1)] in the LTI case.

The lag specifies a sufficient length of a trajectory such that, with any subsequent input, the resulting output after the trajectory is uniquely determined, as captured in Lemma 8(ii). This result generalizes [29, Lemma 1] or [7, Lemma 1] which is for the LTI case. Lemma 8(iii) gives an expression for the unique output, generalizing [30, Lemma 2] as the LTI case.

1n(S, t) is well-defined in (6b), since rank(O^{t+s−1}_t ) is bounded by the state dimension n and is non-decreasing as we increase s because O^{t+s−1}_t is augmented with extra rows. Thus, l(S, t) is also well-defined in (6b).

Lemma 8 (Uniqueness of Future Output). Consider the LTV system S in (1), a time step t ∈ Z, and positive integers L, N. The following statements hold:

(i) For any trajectory w_{[t−L,t)} ∈ B^S_{[t−L,t)} and any input u^∗_{[t,t+N)}, there exists an output y^∗_{[t,t+N)} satisfying [u_{[t−L,t)}; u^∗_{[t,t+N)}; y_{[t−L,t)}; y^∗_{[t,t+N)}] ∈ B^S_{[t−L,t+N)}. (7a) (ii) If L ≥ l(S, t−L), the output y^∗_{[t,t+N)} from (i) is unique. (iii) Moreover, if the behavior B^S_{[t−L,t+N)} can be expressed as B^S_{[t−L,t+N)} = ColSpan [U_p; U_f ; Y_p; Y_f ] (7b) for some matrices U_p ∈ R^{mL×h} , U_f ∈ R^{mN×h} , Y_p ∈ R^{pL×h} , Y_f ∈ R^{pN×h} with some h ∈ N, then the unique output y^∗_{[t,t+N)} from (ii) is given as^2

y^∗_{[t,t+N)} = Y_f [ Up U_f Yp ]_† [ u_{[t−L,t)} u^∗_{[t,t+N)} y_{[t−L,t)} ] . (7c)

C. Behavioral Systems Theory for LTP Systems

Now we limit our discussion to LTP systems. We first establish the relationship between the behavior of an LTP system and the behavior of any corresponding lifted system.

Lemma 9. For an LTP system S of period T and its lifted system S_L(t_0) with initial step t_0 ∈ Z, it holds that B^S_{[t0 , t0+sT )} = B^{SL (t0)}_{[0,s)} ∀s ∈ N. Remark 10 (Dependence on Initial Step t_0). The lifted system and its behavior depend on the initial step t_0. For instance, consider the following single-state SISO LTP system S of period T = 2. S : { xt+1 = xt + (−1)^tut yt = xt The corresponding lifted system S_L(t_0) for t_0 ∈ Z.

S_L(t_0) : { xτ +1 = xτ + (−1)^{t0} [ 1 −1 ]uτ yτ = [^1 ]xτ + (−1)^{t0} [^{0 0}_{1 0} ]uτ It follows (via Lemma 3) that for t_0 ∈ Z the restricted behavior of S_L(t_0) on interval [0, 0] is

B^{SL (t0)}

[0,0] = ColSpan

[_{0 1 0}

0 0 1 1 0 0 1 (−1)^{t0} 0 ] . One can now observe that B^{SL (0)}_{[0,0]} and B^{SL(1)}_{[0,0]} are different subspaces. Hence, it is necessary to specify the initial time t_0 when introducing the lifted system. □ 1) Order and Lag: Notions of order and lag for LTV systems have been introduced in Definition 7. The next result relates the order and lag of an LTP system to the order and lag of its lifted system.

Lemma 11. For an LTP system S of period T , we have (i) n(S_L(t)) = n(S, t), and (ii) l(S_L(t)) = ⌈l(S, t)/T ⌉.

For unknown LTP systems with known periods and state dimensions, we can establish bounds of their orders and lags.

Corollary 11.1. For an LTP system S as in (1) of period T , we have (i) n(S, t) ≤ n, and (ii) l(S, t) ≤ nT .

2Note that y^∗_{[t,t+N)} is unique even though the matrices U_p, U_f , Y_p, Y_f may not be unique.

2) Controllability: The controllability of an LTP system is equivalent to the controllability of its lifted systems.

Lemma 12. An LTP system S is controllable if, and only if, its lifted systems S_L(t_0) are controllable for all t_0 ∈ Z.

D. A Fundamental Lemma for LTP Systems

According to the so-called Fundamental Lemma [6, Thm. 1], under technical conditions, the restricted behavior of an LTI system can be completely described via recorded historical data. This result is reviewed as Lemma 14 below. We first review the notion of persistent excitation.

Definition 13 (Persistent Excitation). A sequence z_{[t1,t2]} is persistently exciting (p.e.) of order K, for positive integer K ≤ t_2 − t_1 + 1, if the associated block-Hankel matrix of depth K

H_K (z_{[t1,t2]}) := z_{t1} z_{t1+1} · · · z_{t2−K+1} z_{t1+1} z_{t1+2} · · · z_{t2−K+2} . . . . .. . . . z_{t1+K−1} z_{t1+K} · · · z_{t2} has full row rank.

Lemma 14 (Fundamental Lemma [6]). Let S be an LTI system, and let w^d_{[t1 ,t2]} be a trajectory of S. For K ∈ N, if (i) S is controllable, and (ii) u^d_{[t1,t2]} is p.e. of order K + n(S), then ColSpan ( H_K (w^d_{[t1 ,t2]}) ) = B^S_{[0,K)}, where H_K (w^d_{[t1 ,t2]}) := [ H_K (u^d_{[t1,t2]}); H_K (y^d_{[t1 ,t2]}) ] . Based on the lifting operation, we now define a natural extension of persistent excitation for LTP systems, and present a corresponding version of the fundamental lemma.

Definition 15 (Periodic Persistent Excitation). A sequence z_{[t1,t2]} is T -periodically persistently exciting (T -p.p.e.) of order K, for K, T ∈ N satisfying K ≤ t_2 − t_1 + 1, if

H^T_K (z_{[t1,t2]}) := z_{t1} z_{t1+T} · · · z_{t1+P T} z_{t1+1} z_{t1+T +1} · · · z_{t1+P T +1} . . . . .. . . . z_{t1+K−1} z_{t1+T +K−1} · · · z_{t1+P T +K−1} has full row rank, where P := ⌊(t_2 − t_1 − K + 1)/T ⌋.^3

Lemma 16 (Fundamental Lemma for LTP Systems). Let S be an LTP system of period T , and let w^d_{[t1 ,t2]} be a trajectory of S on interval [t_1, t_2]. For K ∈ N, if

(i) S is controllable, and (ii) u^d_{[t1,t2]} is T -p.p.e. of order (⌈K/T ⌉ + n(S, t_1))T , then

ColSpan ( H^T_K (w^d_{[t1 ,t2 ]}) ) = B^S_{[t1 ,t1+K)}, (8) where H^T_K (w^d_{[t1 ,t2]}) := [ H^T_K (u^d_{[t1,t2]}); H^T_K (y^d_{[t1 ,t2]}) ] When n(S, t_1) is unknown but bounded by some n ∈ Z, we may obtain (ii) in Lemma 16 by requiring the input u^d_{[t1,t2]} to be T -p.p.e. of a sufficient order (⌈K/T ⌉ + n)T . This is because by definition a signal being T -p.p.e of order K^′ is also T -p.p.e. of any smaller order K^{′′} ≤ K^′.

3One can observe that H^T_K (z_{[t1,t2]}) is obtained by retaining every T -th column of H_K (z_{[t1,t2]}).

IV. DATA-DRIVEN MODEL PREDICTIVE CONTROL FOR LINEAR TIME-PERIODIC SYSTEMS

Based on our previous results extending behavioral systems theory to LTP systems, in this section, we develop a DDMPC algorithm for LTP systems S as in (1) of known period T .

A. Prediction, Control, and Initial Horizons

We consider a receding-horizon control strategy, in which at time t the control signal u on interval [t, t + N_c) ∩ Z (the control horizon) is computed by minimizing an appropriate cost function of the predicted trajectory over a finite horizon [t, t + N) ∩ Z (the prediction horizon), where N_c, N ∈ N are design parameters with N_c ≤ N.

In the present data-driven scenario, the initial condition of the system at time t is specified by the recent trajectory in a past interval [t − L, t) ∩ Z called the initial horizon, with parameter L ∈ N. According to Lemma 8, if L ≥ l(S, t−L), we can uniquely predict the future output, given any future input. Notice via Corollary 11.1 that the lag l(S, t − L) is bounded by nT , so the output prediction is always unique when we select L ≥ nT . We call the union [t−L, t+N)∩Z of the initial and prediction horizons as the total horizon; see Fig. 2.

B. Offline Data Collection

The restricted behavior B^S_{[t−L,t+N)} on the total horizon must be known for us to predict future trajectories and compute control actions in the DDMPC framework. In previous work on DDMPC for LTI systems [9]–[16], the behavior B^S_{[t−L,t+N)} can be represented using recorded offline data. We may extend this strategy to the case where S is an LTP system. However, since the system is periodic, its behavior B^S_{[t−L,t+N)} can equal one of T different possible subspaces, depending on the time t. Fortunately, all T possibilities for the behavior B^S_{[t−L,t+N)} can be covered using collected data.

1) Offline Data: Let w^d_{[td1 ,td2 ]} be offline data collected from the system S on the interval [t_{d1}, t_{d2}], where we require that the input signal u^d_{[td1,td2 ]} is T -p.p.e. of order (⌈K/T ⌉ + n)T , with K := L + N + T − 1. Arrange the data into the “uncropped” data matrices U^d ∈ R^{mK×h} and Y^d ∈ R^{pK×h} :

U^d := H^T_K (u^d_{[td1,td2 ]}), Y^d := H^T_K (y^d_{[td1 ,td2]}),

where h denotes the common width of U^d and Y^d, given by h := ⌊(t_{d2}−t_{d1}−K+1)/T ⌋+1. We extract from U^d and Y^d the T sets of data matrices U^θ_p ∈ R^{mL×h} , U^θ_f ∈ R^{mN×h} , Y^θ_p ∈ R^{pL×h} and Y^θ_f ∈ R^{pN×h} , defined as

U^θ_p := U^d_{[θ,θ+L−1]},

Y^θ_p := Y^d_{[θ,θ+L−1]},

U^θ_f := U^d_{[θ+L,θ+L+N−1]},

Y^θ_f := Y^d_{[θ+L,θ+L+N−1]},

(9a)

where each set has an exclusive index θ ∈ {1, . . . , T }. In (9a), we let U^d_{[r1,r2]} ∈ R^{m(r2 −r1+1)×h} denote the sub-matrix consisting of the r_1-th, ..., r_2-th block rows of U^d, and similarly for Y^d_{[r1,r2]}, with abuse of notation.

past future · · · · · · · · ·· · ·· · ·time step initial horizon control horizon prediction horizon total horizon step t−L step t−1step t step t+N_c−1 step t+N−1

Fig. 2. Time horizons at time t. The initial horizon is a past interval up to time t − 1. The prediction horizon is a future interval starting at time t. The total horizon is their union.

The column span of:

is the behavior on:

[U^1_p ; U^1_f ; Y^1_p ; Y^1_f ] time step · · ·· · ·· · ·· · · step t^1−L step t^1+N−1

[U^2_p ; U^2_f ; Y^2_p ; Y^2_f ] time step · · ·· · ·· · ·· · · step t^2−L step t^2+N−1 . . . . [U^T_p ; U^T_f ; Y^T_p ; Y^T_f ] time step · · ·· · ·· · ·· · · step t^T−L step t^T+N−1

Fig. 3. The column span of the matrix [U^θ_p ; U^θ_f ; Y^θ_p ; Y^θ_f ] is the behavior on the interval [t^θ − L, t^θ + N) ∩ Z. Note that {t^θ }^T_{θ=1} are consecutive time steps in one period.

2) Representation of Behavior: The matrices U^θ_p , U^θ_f , Y^θ_p , Y^θ_f built from offline data can represent the behavior on the total horizon at time t^θ := t_{d1} + θ + L − 1, as said in the following lemma; see Fig. 3.

Lemma 17. Consider an LTP system S as in (1) of period T . For L, N ∈ N, construct data matrices U^θ_p , U^θ_f , Y^θ_p , Y^θ_f from (9a) with data w^d_{[td1 ,td2 ]}. If S is controllable and u^d_{[td1,td2]} is T -p.p.e. of order (⌈K/T ⌉ + n(S, t_{d1}))T with K := L + N + T − 1, then for θ ∈ {1, . . . , T } we have

ColSpan [ U^θ_p ; U^θ_f ; Y^θ_p ; Y^θ_f ] = B^S_{[t}θ_{−L,t}θ_{+N)}. (9b)

Since {t^θ}^T_{θ=1} are consecutive time steps in one period, by periodicity of S, the subspaces B^S_{[tθ −L,tθ +N)} with different selections of the index θ ∈ {1, . . . , T } cover all T possibilities of the behavior B^S_{[t−L,t+N)} for different time steps t. Define the proper index Θ(t) at time t.

Θ(t) := 1 + (t − t_{d1} − L mod T ) (9c)

Thus, θ = Θ(t) is the “correct” index θ such that the data matrices U^θ_p , U^θ_f , Y^θ_p , Y^θ_f represent the behavior on the total horizon at time t, i.e.,

ColSpan [ U^{Θ(t)}_p ; U^{Θ(t)}_f ; Y^{Θ(t)}_p ; Y^{Θ(t)}_f ] = B^S_{[t−L,t+N)}, (9d) because of (9b), periodicity of S and the fact that t − t^{Θ(t)} is a multiple of T .

C. Warm-Up Process

Now we introduce the online process of the algorithm. Suppose we have collected the offline data in Section IV-B. Before controlling the system, we start by recording an initial trajectory and then finish a so-called “index test”; see Fig. 4. Throughout the warm-up process, no control is occurred and some user-defined input is applied to the system.

1) Initial Trajectory: At the beginning of the online process, we apply no algorithm and simply record an initial

· · · initial trajectory · · · index test· · ·· · · control process · · · warm-up process time step start

Fig. 4. The entire online process. Before the control process is a warm-up process, which includes initial-trajectory collection and an index test.

index 1 index 2 . .index T Δ^1_{t−1}

Δ^2_{t−1}

._ΔT_{t−1step t − 1}

+δ^1_t+δ^2t +δ^T_t Δ^1_tΔ^2t

._ΔT_{tstep t}

+δ^1_{t+1}

+δ^2_{t+1}

+δ^T_{t+1} Δ^1_{t+1}

Δ^2_{t+1}

._ΔT_{t+1step t + 1}

Fig. 5. Accumulating the errors δ^θ_t into Δ^θ_t . Each Δ^θ_t is obtained from updating Δ^{prev(θ)} t−1 . The red boxes and thick arrows show for example the “correct path” in which the index θ = Θ(t) is proper at all time t. The “correct path” is expected to have the lowest values of both δ^θ_t and Δ^θ_t .

trajectory of at least L steps. This initial trajectory is used to initialize the subsequent procedures.

2) Index Test: After the initial trajectory is recorded, the next process is an “index test”. Although the required proper index Θ(t) is clearly defined in (9c), this value will be unknown unless t_{d1} is known during the data collection process, and will generally be unknown in a practical implementation. Due to this consideration, a process is required to identify Θ(t) at current time t. We propose a heuristic indextesting which supports both deterministic and stochastic LTP systems.

At time t, consider the recorded past trajectory w_{[t−L,t)} and recall the offline data matrices U^θ_p and Y^θ_p in (9a). We compute the SVD of the matrix [U^θ_p ; Y^θ_p ] and the error

δ^θ_t := ‖ ‖N^θ_p^⊤w_{[t−L,t)} ‖ ‖_2 , (10a)

where the columns of the matrix N^θ_p ∈ R^{(m+p)L×•} are the “non-dominant” left-singular vectors of [U^θ_p ; Y^θ_p ] that correspond to singular values not exceeding some specified threshold σ_{IT} > 0. In the deterministic case with σ_{IT} = 0, we have δ^θ_t = 0 if, and only if, w_{[t−L,t)} ∈ B^S_{[tθ −L,tθ )},^4 so the indices θ with δ^θ_t ≠ 0 are discarded as possibilities of Θ(t). In the general case, we regard δ^θ_t as a “score” to falsify the hypothesis that the index θ is proper at time t.

We repeat the above computation on multiple time steps. Define accumulated errors Δ^θ_t ∈ R for θ ∈ {1, . . . , T }, which are initialized to zero and updated in the following way,

Δ^θ_t := Δ^{prev(θ)} t−1 + δ^θ_t (10b)

where prev(θ) denotes the “cyclically previous” index of θ.

4This is because B^S_{[tθ −L,tθ )} = ColSpan[U^θ_p ; Y^θ_p ] = Null(N^θ_p ), where the first equality is by (9d) and Lemma 4, and second equality follows from the definition of N^θ_p with σ_{IT} = 0.

prev(θ) := { θ − 1, for θ ∈ {2, . . . , T } T, for θ = 1 See Fig. 5. The reason we obtain Δ^θ_t by updating Δ^{prev(θ)}_{t−1} in (10b) is that an index θ is proper at time t if, and only if, prev(θ) is the proper index at the last step t − 1. Thus, Δ^θ_t is the “cumulative score” to falsify the hypothesis that θ = Θ(t), considering all errors computed so far. The number of iterations N_{IT} of this process is user-specified. When the algorithm terminates, the index θ with the smallest Δ^θ_t is selected as the estimated proper index ^Θ(t) at the current time t. The entire index-testing process is outlined in Algorithm 1.

Once we obtain ^Θ(t) at time t, the estimated proper index ^Θ(t^′) for any future time t^′ ≥ t is derived according to

^Θ(t + 1) := { ^ Θ(t) + 1, if ^Θ(t) ∈ {1, . . . , T − 1}, 1, if ^Θ(t) = T, which is the same way that Θ(t) evolves with time t.

Algorithm 1 Index Test Input: the time step t and the data matrices U^θ_p , Y^θ_p for θ ∈ {1, . . . , T }. 1: Compute N^θ_p as described in Section IV-C for all θ. 2: Initialize the accumulators Δ^θ_{t−1} = 0 for all θ. 3: for i from 1 to N_{IT} do 4: Compute δ^θ_t from (10a) for all θ. 5: Update Δ^θ_t via (10b) for all θ. 6: if i < N_{IT} then 7: Input a user-defined u_t to the system S. 8: Set t ← t + 1.

Output: the estimated proper index ^Θ(t) ← argmin_θ Δ^θ_t .

D. Online Control Process

With the proper index identified or known, we can start the control process. We provide for the LTP system S two alternative controllers, which generalize Data-enabled Predictive Control (DeePC) and Subspace Predictive Control (SPC) methods in the literature.

Let u^∗ and y^∗ denote the future input and predicted output respectively. At step t, we consider the quadratic cost ∑_{t+N−1} i=t ‖y^∗_i − r_i‖^2_Q + ‖u^∗_i ‖^2_R (11a)

with cost matrices Q ⪰ 0 and R ≻ 0 as parameters, and constrain the future input-output signal u^∗_i ∈ U, y^∗_i ∈ Y, ∀i ∈ [t, t + N) ∩ Z (11b) with user-defined constraint sets U ⊆ R^m and Y ⊆ R^p . The periodic DeePC (P-DeePC) problem at time t is

minimize g,u^∗,y^∗ (11a) s.t. (11c) and (11b) (P-DeePC)

with an auxiliary variable g ∈ R^h , where (11c) is given as

U^{^Θ(t)}_p U^{^Θ(t)}_f Y^{^Θ(t)} p Y^{^Θ(t)} f g = u_{[t−L,t)} u^∗_{[t,t+N)} y_{[t−L,t)} y^∗_{[t,t+N)} . (11c)

The periodic SPC (P-SPC) problem at time t

minimize u^∗,y^∗ (11a) s.t. (11d) and (11b) (P-SPC)

with (11d) given as

y^∗_{[t,t+N)} = Y^{^Θ(t)}_f U ^Θ(t) p U^{^Θ(t)}_f Y^{^Θ(t)} p

† u_{[t−L,t)} u^∗_{[t,t+N)} y_{[t−L,t)} . (11d)

After solving the optimal future trajectory w^∗_{[t,t+N)} from either (P-DeePC) or (P-SPC), we apply the first N_c inputs u^∗_{[t,t+Nc)} to the system S. The whole control process is illustrated in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Control Process Input: the time step t, the estimated proper index ^Θ(t), the reference signal r and the data matrices U^θ_p , U^θ_f , Y^θ_p , Y^θ_f for θ ∈ {1, . . . , T }. 1: while true do 2: Solve w^∗_{[t,t+N)} from (P-DeePC) or (P-SPC). 3: Input u_{[t,t+Nc)} ← u^∗_{[t,t+Nc)} to the system S. 4: Set t ← t + N_c and update ^Θ(t) correspondingly.

1) Performance Guarantee: In the deterministic case, both P-DeePC and P-SPC produce the same control actions that one would obtain from traditional MPC applied to the LTP system. The MPC problem for (1) at time t,

minimize x^∗,u^∗,y^∗ (11a) s.t. (11e) and (11b) (MPC)

where (11e) is given as follows. x^∗_{i+1} = Aix^∗_i + Biu^∗_i , ∀i ∈ [t, t + N) ∩ Z y^∗_i = Cix^∗_i + Diu^∗_i , ∀i ∈ [t, t + N) ∩ Z x^∗_t = xt (11e)

Proposition 18. Consider an LTP system S as in (1) of period T . Let w^d_{[td1 ,td2]} be offline data from S on interval [t_{d1}, t_{d2}]. For time step t ∈ Z and L, N ∈ N, assume that (i) L ≥ l(S, t − L), (ii) S is controllable in the sense of Definition 6, (iii) u^d_{[td1,td2]} is T -p.p.e. of order (⌈K/T ⌉ + n(S, t_{d1}))T , with K := L + N + T − 1, and (iv) ^Θ(t) = Θ(t).

Suppose we know the state x_t and recent trajectory w_{[t−L,t)} of S. Then,

• the unique optimal trajectory w^∗_{[t,t+N)} by (P-DeePC), • the unique optimal trajectory w^∗_{[t,t+N)} by (P-SPC), and • the unique optimal trajectory w^∗_{[t,t+N)} by (MPC) are all same.

This result generalizes [12, Cor. 5.1] and [30, Thm. 1], which results claim the equivalence of DeePC, SPC and MPC for LTI systems.

Remark 19. Our extension of DeePC and SPC to LTP systems is based on the insight that the data collected from an LTP system is equivalent to data collected from an appropriate LTI lifted system. In particular, after stacking LTP-system data into lifted-system data, we can apply the established

LTI DDMPC methods and compute control signals for the lifted system, and thereby obtain control signals for the original LTP system. A benefit of our treatment here is that discussion of lifted systems can be entirely omitted once proper behavioral systems concepts are defined directly on the LTP system, as we have done in Section III. □ 2) Regularization: To adapt our methods for stochastic LTP systems with noisy measurements, we may regularize both P-DeePC and P-SPC. Regularizing P-DeePC is similar as regularizing DeePC [13]–[16]. Here we exhibit quadratic regularization, where (P-DeePC) is modified as follows,

minimize g,u^∗,y^∗,σ_y (11a) + λ_y‖σ_y‖^2 + λ_g‖g‖^2 s.t. (11f) and (11b)

with a slack variable σ_y ∈ R^{pL} , positive parameters λ_y, λ_g, and (11f) a modified constraint from (11c).

U^{^Θ(t)}_p U^{^Θ(t)}_f Y^{^Θ(t)} p Y^{^Θ(t)} f g = u_{[t−L,t)} u^∗_{[t,t+N)} y_{[t−L,t)} y^∗_{[t,t+N)} + 0 0 σ_y 0 . (11f)

To regularize P-SPC, in the computation of the pseudoinverse in (11d), we treat as zero the singular values smaller than a selected threshold σ_{SPC}; the remainder of the settings in regularized P-SPC are same as in P-SPC.

V. SIMULATIONS

We illustrate the algorithm proposed in Section IV and its robustness to noisy data via numerical example. Consider the mass-spring-damper system in Fig. 6.

m_1 x_1

F m^3x_3m_2 x_2 k_1 c_1 k_3c3

k_2c^2 k_5c^5x_5 k_4c^4x_4

Fig. 6. A spring-mass-damper model for simulation.

The control objective is reference tracking for the positions (x_1, x_2, x_3) of the three masses. There are three control inputs: the force F applied to the mass m_1, and the end positions x_4 and x_5 of the free ends of the springs k_4 and k_5. The stiffness and damping parameters k_i and c_i are periodic functions of time, given in Table I, and each has a period of 1 second. We discretize the system with a sampling time 0.2s, and thus the period of the discretized system is T = 5. A process noise w_t^{i.i.d}∼ N (0_{6×1}, σ^2I_6) and a measurement noise v_t^{i.i.d}∼ N (0_{3×1}, σ^2I_3) are added to the discrete-time model, with noise amplitude σ^2 = 10^{−3}. The control and index-test parameters are selected in Table II.

For collection of offline data, we apply a random input signal u^d_t^{i.i.d.}∼ N (0_{3×1}, I_3) and measure the resulting positions (x_1, x_2, x_3). The online process starts at time t = 0; in the warm-up process, the input is random u_t^{i.i.d.}∼

N (0_{3×1}, I_3/10), so that heuristically the index test gives a correct result. After recording an initial trajectory on interval [0, 29], we start the index test at time t = 29, and terminate the process at time t = 40 (as N_{IT} = 12). In our simulation, the proper index Θ(t) was identified correctly.

We start control at time t = 40, and apply sequential changes in the reference signals given by r_t = [0; 0; 0] for 40 ≤ t < 60, r_t = [5; 0; 0] for 60 ≤ t < 80, r_t = [5; 15; 0] for 80 ≤ t < 100, and r_t = [5; 15; −10] for t ≥ 100. We evaluate the control performance via the one-step cost ‖y_t − r_t‖^2_Q + ‖u_t‖^2_R, and the results are shown in Fig. 7.

Fig. 7. The cost of the simulated LTP system, using MPC, regularized P-DeePC, regularized P-SPC, regularized DeePC of LTI systems and regularized SPC of LTI systems, respectively.

For comparison purposes, we also plot the closed-loop responses under (i) MPC using a perfect system model with full-state measurements, and (ii) the regularized DeePC and regularized SPC methods for LTI systems. For the latter, the settings are the same as for P-DeePC (resp. P-SPC), except that we replace the matrices U^{^Θ(t)}p , U^{^Θ(t)}_f , Y^{^Θ(t)}p , Y^{^Θ(t)}_f in (11f) (resp. (11d)) by U^1_p , U^1_f , Y^1_p , Y^1_f respectively, i.e., we use a single set of data matrices at all time t. Around the step changes of the reference signal, all controllers have comparable performances with similar cost values. For the steady-state performance when the reference signal stays constant, the proposed regularized P-DeePC (resp. P-SPC) method outperforms the direct use of regularized DeePC (resp. SPC) of LTI systems. This significant difference indicates the necessity of using different sets of data matrices U^θ_p , U^θ_f , Y^θ_p , Y^θ_f with different indices θ as in (11f) and (11d) for P-DeePC and P-SPC respectively at different time steps.

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We proposed a DDMPC algorithm for unknown LTP systems with known periods. For deterministic LTP systems, the method is equivalent to classical MPC, but without the requirement of a parametric model. The approach is supported by extensions of results from behavioral systems theory to LTV and LTP systems. Simulation results provide evidence that the approach is robust to measurement noise and stochasticity, and that it significantly outperforms a naive application of data-driven LTI control methods.

There are several open directions for future work. First, as our design requires a priori knowledge of the period T , relaxing this assumption is of interest, as is investigating the robustness of the approach to errors in the selected period. Second, we will seek to develop a rigorous performance guarantee for the “index test” outlined in Section IV-C. Finally, we note that there remain open questions in the behavioral theory of LTP systems, such as what relationships can be established between the behaviors of the T different lifted systems arising from a given LTP system.

REFERENCES

[1] Z.-S. Hou and Z. Wang, “From model-based control to data-driven control: Survey, classification and perspective,” Inf. Sci., vol. 235, pp. 3–35, 2013.

[2] M. Brown, J. Funke, S. Erlien, and J. C. Gerdes, “Safe driving envelopes for path tracking in autonomous vehicles,” Control Eng. Pract., vol. 61, pp. 307–316, 2017.

[3] F. Bullo, E. Frazzoli, M. Pavone, K. Savla, and S. L. Smith, “Dynamic vehicle routing for robotic systems,” Proc. IEEE, vol. 99, no. 9, pp. 1482–1504, 2011.

[4] B. A. Ogunnaike, “A contemporary industrial perspective on process control theory and practice,” Annu Rev Control, vol. 20, pp. 1–8, 1996.

[5] J. C. Willems, “In control, almost from the beginning until the day after tomorrow,” Eur. J. Control, vol. 13, no. 1, p. 71, 2007.

[6] J. C. Willems, P. Rapisarda, I. Markovsky, and B. L. De Moor, “A note on persistency of excitation,” IEEE Control Syst. Let., vol. 54, no. 4, pp. 325–329, 2005.

[7] I. Markovsky and F. Dörfler, “Behavioral systems theory in data-driven analysis, signal processing, and control,” Annu Rev Control, vol. 52, pp. 42–64, 2021.

[8] J. C. Willems, “The behavioral approach to open and interconnected systems,” IEEE Control Syst. Mag., vol. 27, no. 6, pp. 46–99, 2007.

[9] J. Berberich, J. Köhler, M. A. Müller, and F. Allgöwer, “Data-driven model predictive control with stability and robustness guarantees,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, vol. 66, no. 4, pp. 1702–1717, 2020.

[10] ——, “Data-driven tracking mpc for changing setpoints,” IFAC- PapersOnLine, vol. 53, no. 2, pp. 6923–6930, 2020.

[11] ——, “Data-driven model predictive control: closed-loop guarantees and experimental results,” AT-AUTOM, vol. 69, no. 7, pp. 608–618, 2021.

[12] J. Coulson, J. Lygeros, and F. Dörfler, “Data-enabled predictive control: In the shallows of the deepc,” in Proc. ECC. IEEE, 2019, pp. 307–312.

[13] ——, “Regularized and distributionally robust data-enabled predictive control,” in Proc. IEEE CDC. IEEE, 2019, pp. 2696–2701.

[14] ——, “Distributionally robust chance constrained data-enabled predictive control,” IEEE Trans. Autom. Control, 2021.

[15] L. Huang, J. Zhen, J. Lygeros, and F. Dörfler, “Quadratic regularization of data-enabled predictive control: Theory and application to power converter experiments,” IFAC-PapersOnLine, vol. 54, no. 7, pp. 192– 197, 2021.

[16] ——, “Robust data-enabled predictive control: Tractable formulations and performance guarantees,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2105.07199, 2021.

[17] L. Huang, J. Coulson, J. Lygeros, and F. Dörfler, “Data-enabled predictive control for grid-connected power converters,” in Proc. IEEE CDC. IEEE, 2019, pp. 8130–8135.

[18] ——, “Decentralized data-enabled predictive control for power system oscillation damping,” IEEE Trans. Control Syst. Tech., 2021.

[19] P. G. Carlet, A. Favato, S. Bolognani, and F. Dörfler, “Data-driven predictive current control for synchronous motor drives,” in ECCE. IEEE, 2020, pp. 5148–5154.

TABLE I PHYSICAL QUANTITIES OF THE SIMULATED SYSTEM

Quantity (Unit) Symbol Value^a

Mass (kg) m_1, m_2, m_3 6, 4, 3 respectively

Spring Stretch (N/m) k_1 10 − 4 sin(2πt) + 2 sin(4πt) k_2, k_3 7 − 3 cos(4πt) k_4, k_5 4 − 2 sin(4πt)

Viscosity (N · s/m) c_1 9 + 3 sin(2πt) c_2, c_3 5 + 2 cos(2πt) c_4, c_5 15 aVariable t is the time in seconds.

TABLE II PARAMETERS FOR CONTROL AND INDEX TEST

Parameter Value

initial horizon length L 30 prediction horizon length N 30 control horizon length N_c 1

tracking cost matrix Q in (11a) diag(1, 1, 1) input cost matrix R in (11a) diag(10^{−6} , 10^{−4} , 10^{−4})

input constraint set U in (11b) [−8, 8] × [−3, 3] × [−3, 3] output constraint set Y in (11b) [−20, 20]^3

iteration number N_{IT} in the index test 12 SV threshold σ_{IT} in the index test 1

regularization parameter λ_y for P-DeePC 10^6 regularization parameter λ_g for P-DeePC 10^{−3} SV threshold σ_{SPC} in regularized P-SPC 0.5

[20] E. Elokda, J. Coulson, P. N. Beuchat, J. Lygeros, and F. Dörfler, “Dataenabled predictive control for quadcopters,” Int. J. Robust & Nonlinear Control, vol. 31, no. 18, pp. 8916–8936, 2021.

[21] C. Verhoek, H. S. Abbas, R. Tóth, and S. Haesaert, “Datadriven predictive control for linear parameter-varying systems,” IFAC- PapersOnLine, vol. 54, no. 8, pp. 101–108, 2021.

[22] X.-S. Luo and Y.-D. Song, “Data-driven predictive control of hammerstein–wiener systems based on subspace identification,” Inf. Sci., vol. 422, pp. 447–461, 2018.

[23] V. Verdult, M. Lovera, and M. Verhaegen, “Identification of linear parameter-varying state-space models with application to helicopter rotor dynamics,” Int. J. Control, vol. 77, no. 13, pp. 1149–1159, 2004.

[24] M. S. Allen, M. W. Sracic, S. Chauhan, and M. H. Hansen, “Outputonly modal analysis of linear time-periodic systems with application to wind turbine simulation data,” MSSP, vol. 25, no. 4, pp. 1174–1191, 2011.

[25] S. Bittanti and P. Colaneri, “Invariant representations of discrete-time periodic systems,” Automatica, vol. 36, no. 12, pp. 1777–1793, 2000.

[26] L. B. Jemaa and E. J. Davison, “Performance limitations in the robust servomechanism problem for discrete time periodic systems,” Automatica, vol. 39, no. 6, pp. 1053–1059, 2003.

[27] A. Ilchmann and V. Mehrmann, “A behavioral approach to timevarying linear systems. part 1: General theory,” SIAM J Ctrl Optm, vol. 44, no. 5, pp. 1725–1747, 2005.

[28] I. Markovsky and F. Dörfler, “Identifiability in the behavioral setting,” VUB, 2020.

[29] I. Markovsky and P. Rapisarda, “Data-driven simulation and control,” Int. J. Control, vol. 81, no. 12, pp. 1946–1959, 2008.

[30] F. Fiedler and S. Lucia, “On the relationship between data-enabled predictive control and subspace predictive control,” in Proc. ECC. IEEE, 2021, pp. 222–229.

APPENDIX: PROOFS

Proof of Lemma 3: The definition of B^S_{[t1,t2]} can be rewritten as

B^S_{[t1,t2 ]} = {[_{u[t1,t2]} y_{[t1,t2 ]} ] | | ∃xt_1 s.t. (2g) holds } . The result now follows immediately by eliminating y_{[t1,t2]} above using (2g). □

Proof of Corollary 3.1: The result follows from Lemma 3, with

[_{0 I}

O^{t2}_{t1} I^{t2}_{t1} ] block-triangular. □

Proof of Lemma 4: In this proof, let

C^{t1}_{t0} := ColSpan[U_{t0} ; . . . ; U_{t1} ; Y_{t0} ; . . . ; Y_{t1} ].

Construct a truncation mapping f_{trc} : R^{(t2 −t0 +1)(m+p)} → R^{(t1 −t0 +1)(m+p)}

f_{trc} ([_{u[t0,t2]} y_{[t0,t2]} ]) := [_{u[t0,t1]} y_{[t0,t1]} ] for all input-output signals (u, y). Through this mapping, C^{t1}_{t0} is the image of C^{t2}_{t0} , and the image of B^S_{[t0,t2 ]} is

B^{t1}_{t0} := {[_{u[t0,t1]} y_{[t0,t1]} ]| | [_{u[t0,t2]} y_{[t0,t2]} ] ∈ B^S_{[t0 ,t2]} } . Now we show that B^{t1}_{t0} = B^S_{[t0 ,t1]}. From Lemma 3, we have

B^S_{[t0 ,t2]} = ColSpan [ 0 I O^{t2}_{t0} I^{t2}_{t0} ]

= ColSpan

0 I 0 0 0 I O^{t1}_{t0} I^{t1}_{t0} 0 O^{t2}_{t1+1}Φ^{t1+1}_{t0} O^{t2}_{t1 +1}C^{t1}_{t0} I^{t2}_{t1 +1} where the second equality can be verified by expanding Φ^{t2}_{t1} , C^{t2}_{t1} , O^{t2}_{t1} , I^{t2}_{t1} into system matrices via (2a), (2c), (2d), (2e) respectively. Through the truncating operation f_{trc}, the image B^{t1}_{t0} of B^S_{[t0 ,t2]} is therefore

B^{t1}_{t0} = ColSpan [ 0 I O^{t1}_{t0} I^{t1}_{t0} ]

which equals B^S_{[t0 ,t1]} by Lemma 3, so B^S_{[t0 ,t1]} is the image of B^S_{[t0 ,t2]} by operation f_{trc}. The result B^S_{[t0,t1 ]} = C^{t1}_{t0} follows because the images of equal sets B^S_{[t0,t2 ]} = C^{t2}_{t0} are equal. □

Proof of Lemma 5: If. From (4b), with O spanned by O^{t2}_{t1} , there exists a matrix L ∈ R^{n×n} such that I^{t2}_{t1} − Ī^{t2}_{t1} = O^{t2}_{t1} L. Hence,

ColSpan [ 0 I O^{t2}_{t1} I^{t2}_{t1} ] = ColSpan [ 0 I O^{t2}_{t1} Ī^{t2}_{t1} + O^{t2}_{t1} L ] by column operation

== ColSpan [ 0 I O^{t2}_{t1} Ī^{t2}_{t1}

]_{via (4a)}

== ColSpan [ 0 I Ō^t2_{t1} Ī^t2_{t1} ]

which implies B^S_{[t1,t2]} = B^{S̄}_{[t1 ,t2]} via Lemma 3. Only if. By Lemma 3, the matrices

V := [ 0 I O^{t2}_{t1} I^{t2}_{t1} ] and V̄ := [ 0 I Ō^t2_{t1} Ī^t2_{t1} ]

have the same column span. As ColSpan(V) ⊇ ColSpan(V̄), there exist matrices M ∈ R^{n×n} , N ∈ R^{n×mL} , P ∈ R^{mL×n} and Q ∈ R^{mL×mL} , where L := t_2 − t_1 + 1, such that [ 0 I O^{t2}_{t1} I^{t2}_{t1} ] [ M N P Q ] = [ 0 I Ō^t2_{t1} Ī^t2_{t1} ] . Compute the left-hand side above and compare the result to the right-hand side, and then we have P = 0, Q = I and

O^{t2}_{t1} M = Ō^{t2}_{t1} , I^{t2}_{t1} − Ī^{t2}_{t1} = −O^{t2}_{t1} N .

Recall O = ColSpan(O^{t2}_{t1} ) and let Ō := ColSpan(Ō^{t2}_{t1} ). The above equations imply that ColSpan(I^{t2}_{t1} − Ī^{t2}_{t1} ) is a subspace of O, i.e. we have (4b), and Ō is a subspace of O. Similarly, as ColSpan(V) ⊆ ColSpan(V̄), we have the converse result that O is a subspace of Ō, so O = Ō, i.e. (4a) is obtained. □

Proof of Lemma 8: With abuse of notation, we let

Φ_p := Φ^t_{−L}, C_p := C^{t−1}_{t−L}, O_p := O^{t−1}_{t−L}, O_f := O^{t+N−1}_t , O_{pf} := O^{t+N−1}_{t−L} , I_p := I^{t−1}_{t−L} , I_f := I^{t+N−1}_t , I_{pf} := I^{t+N−1}_{t−L} ,

in this proof, where the subscript “p” stands for the past interval [t−L, t)∩Z, “f” for the future interval [t, t+N)∩Z, and “pf” their union. One can verify that

O_{pf} = [ O_p O_f Φ_p ] , I_{pf} = [ I_p 0 O_f C_p I_f ] , (12a)

by expanding Φ^{t2}_{t1} , C^{t2}_{t1} , O^{t2}_{t1} , I^{t2}_{t1} into system matrices via (2a), (2c), (2d), (2e) respectively.

(i): Since w_{[t−L,t)} ∈ B^S_{[t−L,t)}, by definition there exists some initial state x_{t−L} such that y_{[t−L,t)} is the output resulting from input u_{[t−L,t)}, with the resulting state x_t at time t. From (2f) and (2g) we have

x_t = Φ_px_{t−L} + C_pu_{[t−L,t)}, (12b) y_{[t−L,t)} = O_px_{t−L} + I_pu_{[t−L,t)}. (12c) Thus, via (2g) the resulting output with the initial state x_t and input u^∗_{[t,t+N)} is

y^∗_{[t,t+N)} = O_f x_t + I_f u^∗_{[t,t+N)}, (12d)

which is an existing y^∗_{[t,t+N)} that satisfies (7a).

(ii): Substituting (12b) into (12d), we have

y^∗_{[t,t+N)} = O_f (Φ_px_{t−L} + C_pu_{[t−L,t)}) + I_f u^∗_{[t,t+N)}. (12e)

To show the uniqueness of y^∗_{[t,t+N)}, it suffices to show that the term O_f Φ_px_{t−L} in (12e) is unique, although x_{t−L} may not be unique. Since L ≥ l(S, t − L), it follows from the definition of lag in (6b) and the definitions of O_p, O_{pf} that

rank(O_p) = rank(O_{pf} )

Due to the rank equality above and the segmentation O_{pf} = [O_p; O_f Φ_p] in (12a), we conclude that the rows in O_f Φ_p are linearly dependent to the rows in O_p, so there exists a matrix M ∈ R^{pN×pL} such that O_f Φ_p = MO_p. (12f)

Then, we obtain that

O_f Φ_px_{t−L}^{via (12f)}== MO_px_{t−L} = MO_pO_p^†O_px_{t−L}

via (12f)

== O_f Φ_pO_p^†O_px_{t−L}

via (12c)

== O_f Φ_pO_p^†(y_{[t−L,t)} − I_pu_{[t−L,t)})

is unique, which implies uniqueness of y^∗_{[t,t+N)} via (12e).

(iii): It follows from (7a) and (7b) that [u_{[t−L,t)}; u^∗_{[t,t+N)}; y_{[t−L,t)}; y^∗_{[t,t+N)}] ∈ ColSpan[U_p; U_f ; Y_p; Y_f ].

By definition of column span, there exists g ∈ R^h such that Up U_f Yp Y_f g = u_{[t−L,t)} u^∗_{[t,t+N)} y_{[t−L,t)} y^∗_{[t,t+N)} . (12g)

Now, we show that Y_f can be written as N [U_p; U_f ; Y_p] with some matrix N ∈ R^{pN×(mL+mN+pL)} . From Lemma 3,

B^S_{[t−L,t+N)} = ColSpan [ 0 I O_{pf} I_{pf} ]

via (12a)

== ColSpan

0 I 0 0 0 I Op Ip 0 O_f Φp O_f Cp I_f Notice that the above column span and the column span in (7b) are both equal to B^S_{[t−L,t+N)}. Hence, there exist matrices P ∈ R^{n×h} , Q ∈ R^{mL×h} , R ∈ R^{mN×h} such that Up U_f Yp Y_f = 0 I 0 0 0 I Op Ip 0 O_f Φp O_f Cp I_f [ P Q R ] . Computing the right-hand side above and then comparing the result to the left-hand side, we have Q = U_p, R = U_f , and

Y_p = O_pP + I_pU_p, (12h) Y_f = O_f Φ_pP + O_f C_pU_p + I_f U_f . (12i)

Therefore, we can represent Y_f into the form N [U_p; U_f ; Y_p],

Y_f^{via (12i)}== O_f Φ_pP + O_f C_pU_p + I_f U_f

via (12f)

== MO_pP + O_f C_pU_p + I_f U_f

via (12h)

== M(Y_p − I_pU_p) + O_f C_pU_p + I_f U_f = N [U_p; U_f ; Y_p] (12j)

with matrix N := [O_f C_p − MI_p, I_f , M]. The result (7c) then follows:

y^∗_{[t,t+N)}^{via (12g)}== Y_f g^{via (12j)}== N Hg = N HH^†Hg

via (12j)

== Y_f H^†Hg^{via (12g)}== Y_f H^† [ u_{[t−L,t)} u^∗_{[t,t+N)} y_{[t−L,t)} ] , where we let H denote [U_p; U_f ; Y_p]. □

Proof of Lemma 9: Let (1) be the model of S, and (3a) be the model of S_L(t_0). Define matrices O^{t2}_{t1} and I^{t2}_{t1} (resp. Ô^t2_{t1} and Î^t2_{t1} ) via (2d) and (2e) for system S (resp. S_L(t_0)).

By Lemma 3, the respective behaviors can be expressed as

B^S_{[t0 , t0 +sT )} = ColSpan [ 0 I O^{t0+sT −1} t0 I^{t0+sT −1} t0 ] , B^{SL (t0)}

[0,s) = ColSpan [ 0 I Ô^{s−1}_0 Î^{s−1}_0 ] . (13)

Note that Ô^{s−1}_0 and Î^{s−1}_0 are defined based on A, B, C, D. Using the definitions of A, B, C, D from (3b) and the periodicity of S, one can verify that for all s ∈ N O^{t0+sT −1} t_0 = Ô s−1 0 , I^{t0+sT −1} t_0 = Î s−1 0 , and hence the column spans in (13) are equal. □

Proof of Lemma 11: Let (1) be the model of S, and (3a) be the model of S_L(t). Define matrix O^{t2}_{t1} (resp. Ô^{t2}_{t1} ) via (2d) for system S (resp. S_L(t)). Using the definitions of A and C from (3b) and the periodicity of S, one can verify that Ô^{s−1}_0 = O^{t+sT −1} t ∀s ∈ N. (14a) Let a_s := rank(O^{t+s−1}_t ) and b_s := rank(Ô^{s−1}_0 ). It follows from (14a) that b_s = a_{sT} . By (6b), we now compute that n(S_L(t)) = lim_{s→∞} b_s = lim_{s→∞} a_{sT} = lim_{s′ →∞} a_s′ = n(S, t),

which shows (i). Similarly, we compute from (6b) that l(S_L(t)) = min{s ∈ N : b_s = n(S_L(t))} = min{s ∈ N : a_{sT} = n(S, t)}, (14b)

l(S, t) = min{s^′ ∈ N : a_s′ = n(S, t)}. (14c) We know from the minimality in (14b) that

a_{[l(SL(t))−1]T} ≠ n(S, t), a_{l(SL(t))T} = n(S, t). By the minimality in (14c), the above relations imply that [l(S_L(t)) − 1]T < l(S, t) ≤ l(S_L(t))T, which is equivalent to (ii). □

Proof of Corollary 11.1: (i) follows from (6b), as rank(O^{t2}_{t1} ) is bounded by the row size n of O^{t2}_{t1} . (ii) is shown below: l(S, t) ≤ l(S_L(t))T ≤ n(S_L(t))T = n(S, t)T ≤ nT, where the first inequality is by Lemma 11(ii), and the second inequality is because l(S_L(t)) ≤ n(S_L(t)) for the LTI system S_L(t) [7, Eq. (2)]. □

Proof of Lemma 12: Let T be the period of S, and let w_{[τ1,τ2]} := [u_{[τ1,τ2]}; y_{[τ1,τ2]}] denote a trajectory of the lifted system S_L(t_0). Given a trajectory w_{[t0 ,∞)} of S, let w_{[0,∞)} be the trajectory of S_L(t_0) equal to w_{[t0 ,∞)}, and vise versa, where we implicitly used B^S_{[t0 ,∞)} = B^{SL (t0)}_{[0,∞)} via Lemma 9.

If. For t_0 ∈ Z, consider trajectories w^I_{[t0 ,∞)}, w^{II}_{[t0,∞)} ∈ B^S_{[t0 ,∞)} and an arbitrary integer t_1 ≥ t_0. Choose some τ_1 ∈ Z such that t_0 + τ_1T ≥ t_1. Since w^I_{[0,∞)} and w^{II}_{[0,∞)} are trajectories of S_L(t_0), by controllability of S_L(t_0), there exists an integer τ_2 ≥ τ_1 and a trajectory w^⋄_{[0,∞)} ∈ B^{SL(t0 )}_{[0,∞)} such that

w^⋄_{[0,τ1)} = w^I_{[0,τ1)}, w^⋄_{[τ2,∞)} = w^{II}_{[τ2,∞)} (15)

Let t_2 := t_0 + τ_2T . From (15) and the equivalence of w and w, w^⋄_{[t0 ,∞)} is such a trajectory that (5) holds. Since t_0 and t_1 are arbitrary, S is controllable by Definition 6.

Only if. Consider trajectories w^I_{[0,∞)}, w^{II}_{[0,∞)} ∈ B^{SL(t0 )}_{[0,∞)} and an arbitrary integer τ_1 ≥ 0. Since w^I_{[t0,∞)} and w^{II}_{[t0 ,∞)} are trajectories of S, from controllability of S there exists an integer t_2 ≥ t_1 := t_0 + τ_1T and a trajectory w^⋄_{[t0 ,∞)} ∈ B^S_{[t0 ,∞)} such that (5) holds. Choose some τ_2 ∈ Z satisfying t_0 + τ_2T ≥ t_2. From (5) and the equivalence of w and w, the trajectory w^⋄_{[0,∞)} satisfies (15). Since τ_1 is arbitrary, the LTI system S_L(t_0) is controllable by Definition 6. □

Proof of Lemma 16: We first prove the case when K is a multiple of T , i.e., where K = K_1T for some K_1 ∈ N. Let w_{[τ1,τ2]} := [u_{[τ1,τ2]}; y_{[τ1,τ2]}] denote a trajectory of the lifted system S_L(t_1). From Lemma 9, we know that B^{SL (t1)}_{[0,s)} = B^S_{[t1 ,t1+sT )} for all s ∈ N, so we can establish such a trajectory w^d_{[0,P )} ∈ B^{SL(t1 )}_{[0,P )} that

w^d_{[0,P )} := w^d_{[t1 ,t1+P T )} with P := ⌊(t_2 − t_1 + 1)/T ⌋, i.e., P is the number of whole periods in the interval [t_1, t_2]. With abuse of notation, we let n := n(S, t_1) and n_L := n(S_L(t_1)) in this proof, then we have n = n_L via Lemma 11(i). By direct substitution, one can verify that^5

H_{K1 +nL} (u^d_{[0,P )}) = H^T_{(K1+n)T} (u^d_{[t1,t2]}), (16a) H_{K1} (w^d_{[0,P )}) = H^T_K (w^d_{[t1 ,t2]}). (16b) Since u^d_{[t1,t2]} is T -p.p.e. of order (K_1 + n)T (i.e., the righthand side of (16a) has full row rank), we know that u^d_{[0,P )} is p.e. of order K_1 + n_L (as the left-hand side of (16a) has full row rank). We also know via Lemma 12 that S_L(t_1) is controllable because S is controllable. Thus by Lemma 14 we have

ColSpan(H_{K1} (w^d_{[0,P )})) = B^{SL (t1)}_{[0,K1)}. (16c) Substitute (16b) into the left-hand side of (16c), and replace the right-hand side of (16c) using B^{SL (t1 )}_{[0,K1 )} = B^S_{[t1 ,t1+K)} (via Lemma 9), and then we obtain the result (8).

Next, we show the result for all K ∈ N. Let K_1 := ⌈K/T ⌉ and ^K := K_1T , i.e., ^K is the smallest multiple of T greater than or equal to K. Since ⌈K/T ⌉ = ⌈ ^K/T ⌉, u^d_{[t1,t2]} is T - p.p.e. of order (⌈ ^K/T ⌉ + n(S, t_1))T , we have the condition (ii) of this lemma for the case K ← ^K (as a multiple of T ), which case we have already proved. We therefore have ColSpan(H^T_{^K} (w^d_{[t1 ,t2 ]})) = B^S_{[t1,t1 + ^K)}. (16d)

Define H_△ := H^T_K (w^d_{[t1 ,t2−( ^K−K)]}). One can verify that H^T_K (u^d_{[t1,t2−( ^K−K)]}) consists of the first K block rows of H^T_{^K} (u^d_{[t1,t2]}), and similarly for y^d. Hence, applying Lemma

5Note that in (16a), the block rows on the left-hand side are of size mT , where m is the input dimension of S, while on the right-hand side, the block rows are of size m. Similarly for (16b).

4 for (16d) we have

ColSpan(H_△) = B^S_{[t1 ,t1+K)}. (16e)

However, note that

ColSpan(H_△) ⊆ ColSpan(H^T_K (w^d_{[t1 ,t2]})) ⊆ B^S_{[t1 ,t1+K)}, (16f) where the first inclusion (⊆) above is because H_△ is a sub-matrix of H^T_K (w^d_{[t1 ,t2]}) with the same column size, and the second inclusion above is because each column of H^T_K (w^d_{[t1 ,t2]}) is a vector in the behavior set B^S_{[t1,t1 +K)}. The equality (8) now follows by combining (16e) and (16f). □

Proof of Lemma 17: Let t^θ_{d1} := t_{d1} + (θ − 1) and t^θ_{d2} := t_{d2} − (T − θ), and notice that

[U^θ_p ; U^θ_f ; Y^θ_p ; Y^θ_f ] = H^T_K (w^d_{[t}θ_{d1 ,t}θ_{d2]})

Also let H := (⌈(L + N)/T ⌉ + n(S, t_{d1}))T and ^H := (⌈K/T ⌉ + n(S, t_{d1}))T . We first conclude that u^d_{[tθd1,tθd2]} is T -p.p.e of order H, i.e., H^T_H (u^d_{[tθd1,tθd2 ]}) has full row rank. This is because H^T_{^H} (u^d_{[td1,td2 ]}) has full row rank (since u^d_{[td1,td2]} is T - p.p.e of order ^H) and H^T_H (u^d_{[tθd1,tθd2]}) is a sub-matrix of H^T_{^H} (u^d_{[td1,td2 ]}).

Then, the result (9b) follows from Lemma 16, with controllability of S and periodic persistent excitation of u^d_{[tθd1,tθd2]}. □

Proof of Proposition 18: Equivalence of Optimal Sets. We first show that the problems (P-DeePC), (P-SPC) and (MPC) have the same set of optimal trajectories w^∗_{[t,t+N)}. Since the three problems have the same cost function (11a) and a common constraint (11b), it suffices to show the rest constraints, i.e. the following statements, are equivalent: a) u^∗_{[t,t+N)} and y^∗_{[t,t+N)} satisfy (11c) for some g ∈ R^h ; b) u^∗_{[t,t+N)} and y^∗_{[t,t+N)} satisfy (11d);

c) u^∗_{[t,t+N)} and y^∗_{[t,t+N)} satisfy (11e) for some x^∗_{[t,t+N]}. With (ii) and (iii), we obtain (9d) as discussed in Section IV-B, where we used Lemma 17 and the definition of the proper index Θ(t). It follows from (iv) and (9d) that

ColSpan[U^{^Θ(t)}_p ; U^{^Θ(t)}_f ; Y^{^Θ(t)}_p ; Y^{^Θ(t)}_f ] = B^S_{[t−L,t+N)}. (17)

For showing the equivalence of a), b) and c), we introduce an auxiliary statement:

d) u^∗_{[t,t+N)} and y^∗_{[t,t+N)} satisfy (7a).

a) ⇐⇒ d): By definition of column span, a) is same as u_{[t−L,t)} u^∗_{[t,t+N)} y_{[t−L,t)} y^∗_{[t,t+N)} ∈ ColSpan

U^{^Θ(t)}_p U^{^Θ(t)}_f Y^{^Θ(t)} p Y^{^Θ(t)} f . From (17), the expression above is equivalent to d).

b) ⇐⇒ d): Given (i) and (17), via Lemma 8(iii), for each u^∗_{[t,t+N)} (11d) specifies the unique y^∗_{[t,t+N)} that satisfies (7a). Therefore, b) is equivalent to d).

c) =⇒ d): Since w^∗_{[t,t+N)} is a trajectory with initial state x_t via (11e) and w_{[t−L,t)} is a trajectory with final state x_t, the two trajectories can be connected into a single trajectory, i.e. (7a) holds.

d) =⇒ c): Define y^{∗∗}_{[t,t+N)} the unique output resulting from the initial state x_t and input u^∗_{[t,t+N)}. Since w_{[t−L,t)} is a trajectory with final state x_t and [u^∗_{[t,t+N)}; y^{∗∗}_{[t,t+N)}] is a trajectory with initial state x_t, their connection is also a trajectory and satisfies the following. [u_{[t−L,t)}; u^∗_{[t,t+N)}; y_{[t−L,t)}; y^{∗∗}_{[t,t+N)}] ∈ B^S_{[t−L,t+N)} Comparing (7a) to the above, due to the uniqueness in Lemma 8(ii) (where we used (i) of this proposition), we conclude that y^∗_{[t,t+N)} = y^{∗∗}_{[t,t+N)}. Hence, y^∗_{[t,t+N)} is the output resulting from the initial state x_t and input u^∗_{[t,t+N)}, i.e., (11e) holds.

Uniqueness of Future Trajectory. Finally, we show that the optimal trajectory w^∗_{[t,t+N)} of each problem is unique. (MPC) has a unique optimal solution w^∗_{[t,t+N)}, because x^∗_{[t,t+N]} and y^∗_{[t,t+N)} are both dependent on u^∗_{[t,t+N)} via (11e) and hence the cost function (11a) with R ≻ 0 is strictly convex of the only independent variable u^∗_{[t,t+N)}. Following from the equivalence of the optimal sets, the optimal trajectories w^∗_{[t,t+N)} of (P-DeePC) and (P-SPC) are also unique. This completes the proof. □