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Abstract

Reinforcement learning has been established over the past decade as an effective tool to find optimal
control policies for dynamical systems, with recent focus on approaches that guarantee safety during
the learning and/or execution phases. In general, safety guarantees are critical in reinforcement learning
when the system is safety-critical and/or task restarts are not practically feasible. In optimal control
theory, safety requirements are often expressed in terms of state and/or control constraints. In recent
years, reinforcement learning approaches that rely on persistent excitation have been combined with a
barrier transformation to learn the optimal control policies under state constraints. To soften the excitation
requirements, model-based reinforcement learning methods that rely on exact model knowledge have
also been integrated with the barrier transformation framework. The objective of this paper is to develop
safe reinforcement learning method for deterministic nonlinear systems, with parametric uncertainties
in the model, to learn approximate constrained optimal policies without relying on stringent excitation
conditions. To that end, a model-based reinforcement learning technique that utilizes a novel filtered
concurrent learning method, along with a barrier transformation, is developed in this paper to realize
simultaneous learning of unknown model parameters and approximate optimal state-constrained control

policies for safety-critical systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Due to advantages such as repeatability, accuracy, and lack of physical fatigue, autonomous
systems have been increasingly utilized to perform tasks that are dull, dirty, or dangerous.

Autonomy in safety-critical applications such as autonomous driving and unmanned flight relies
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on the ability to synthesize safe controllers. To improve robustness to parametric uncertainties
and changing objectives and models, autonomous systems also need the ability to simultaneously
synthesize and execute control policies online and in real time. This paper concerns reinforcement
learning (RL), which has been established as an effective tool for safe policy synthesis for both
known and uncertain dynamical systems with finite state and action spaces (see, e.g., [1], [2]).

RL typically requires a large number of iterations due to sample inefficiency (see, e.g., [1]).
Sample efficiency in RL can be improved using model-based reinforcement learning (MBRL);
however, MBRL methods are prone to failure due to inaccurate models (see, e.g., [3]-[5]).
Online MBRL methods that handle modeling uncertainties are motivated by complex tasks that
require systems to operate in dynamic environments with changing objectives and system models,
where accurate models of the system and environment are generally not available in due to
sparsity of data. In the past, MBRL techniques under the umbrella of approximate dynamic
programming (ADP) have been successfully utilized to solve reinforcement learning problems
online with model uncertainty (see, e.g., [6]-[8]). ADP utilizes parametric methods such as
neural networks (NNs) to approximate the value function, and the system model online. By
obtaining an approximation of both the value function and the system model, a stable closed
loop adaptive control policy can be developed (see, e.g., [9]-[13]).

Real-world optimal control applications typically include constraints on states and/or inputs
that are critical for safety (see, e.g., [14]). ADP was successfully extended to address input
constrained control problems in [6] and [15]. The state-constrained ADP problem was studied
in the context of obstacle avoidance in [16] and [17], where an additional term that penalizes
proximity to obstacles was added to the cost function. Since the added proximity penalty in [16]
was finite, the ADP feedback could not guarantee obstacle avoidance, and an auxiliary controller
was needed. In [17], a barrier-like function was used to ensure unbounded growth of the proximity
penalty near the obstacle boundary. While this approach results in avoidance guarantees, it relies
on the relatively strong assumptions that the value function is continuously differentiable over
a compact set that contains the obstacles in spite of penalty-induced discontinuities in the cost
function.

Control Barrier Function (CBF) is another approach to guarantee safety in safety-critical
systems (see e.g., [18]), with recent applications to the safe reinforcement learning problems
(see e.g., [19]-[21]). [19] have addressed the issue of model uncertainty in safety-critical control

with an RL-based data-driven approach. A drawback of this approach is that it requires a
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nominal controller that keeps the system stable during the learning phase, which may not be
always possible to design. In [21], the authors proposes a safe off-policy RL scheme which
trades-off between safety and performance. In [20] the authors proposes a safe RL scheme in
which the proximity penalty approach from [17] is cast into the framework of CBFs. While the
control barrier function results in safety guarantees, the existence of a smooth value function, in
spite of a nonsmooth cost function, needs to be assumed. Furthermore, to facilitate parametric
approximation of the value function, the existence of a forward invariant compact set in the
interior of the safe set needs to be established. Since the invariant set needs to be in the interior
of the safe set, the penalty becomes superfluous, and safety can be achieved through conventional
Lyapunov methods.

This paper is inspired by a safe reinforcement learning technique, recently developed in [22],
based on the idea of transforming a state and input constrained nonlinear optimal control problem
into an unconstrained one with a type of saturation function, introduced in [23], [24]. In [22],
the state constrained optimal control problem is transformed using a barrier transformation (BT),
into an equivalent, unconstrained optimal control problem. Later, a learning technique is used
to synthesize the feedback control policy for this unconstrained optimal control problem. The
controller for the original system is then derived from the unconstrained approximate optimal
policy by inverting the barrier transformation. In [25], the restrictive persistence of excitation
requirement in [22] is softened using model-based reinforcement learning (MBRL), where exact
knowledge of the system dynamics is utilized in the barrier transformation.

One of the primary contributions of this paper is a detailed analysis of the connection between
the transformed dynamics and the original dynamics, which is missing from results such as [22],
[25], and [26]. While the stability of the transformed dynamics under the designed controllers
is established in results such as [22], [25], and [26], the implications of the behavior of the
transformed system on the original system are not examined. In this paper, it is shown that the
trajectories of the original system are related to the trajectories of the transformed system via
the barrier transformation as long as the trajectories of the transformed system remain bounded.

While the transformation in [22] and [25] results in verifiable safe controllers, it requires exact
knowledge of the system model, which is often difficult to obtain. Another primary contribution
of this paper is the development of a novel filtered concurrent learning technique for online
model learning and its integration with the barrier transformation method to yield a novel MBRL

solution to the online state-constrained optimal control problem under parametric uncertainty.
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The developed MBRL method learns an approximate optimal control policy in the presence of
parametric uncertainties for safety critical systems while maintaining stability and safety during
the learning phase. The inclusion of filtered concurrent learning makes the controller robust to
modeling errors and guarantees local stability under a finite (as opposed to persistent) excitation
condition.

In the following, the problem is formulated in Section II and the BT is described and
analyzed in Section III. A novel parameter estimation technique is detailed in Section IV and
a model-based reinforcement learning technique for synthesizing feedback control policy in the
transformed coordinates is developed in Section V. In Section VI, a Lypaunov-based analysis
is utilized to establish practical stability of the closed-loop system resulting from the developed
MBRL technique in the transformed coordinates, which guarantees that the safety requirements
are satisfied in the original coordinates. Simulation results in Section VII demonstrate the
performance of the developed method and analyze its sensitivity to various design parameters,
followed by a comparison of the performance of the developed MBRL approach to an offline
pseudospectral optimal control method. Strengths and limitations of the developed method are

discussed in Section VIII, along with possible extensions.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION
A. Control objective

Consider a continuous-time affine nonlinear dynamical system
i = F(@)0+ g(x)u. (1)

where © = [x1;...;2,] € R" is the system state, § € R? are the unknown parameters, v € RY
is the control input, and the functions f : R® — R"*? and ¢ : R® — R"*? are known, locally
Lipschitz functions.In the following, [a;b] denotes the vector [a b]T and (v); denotes the ith
component of the vector v.

The objective is to design a controller w for the system in (1) such that starting from a given fea-
sible initial condition z°, the trajectories x(-) decay to the origin and satisfy z;(t) € (a;, A;), Vt >
0, where : = 1,2,...,n and a; < 0 < A;. While MBRL methods such as those detailed in [5]
guarantee stability of the closed-loop with state constraints are typically difficult to establish

without extensive trial and error. In the following, a BT is used to guarantee state constraints.
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III. BARRIER TRANSFORMATION
A. Design

Let the function b : R — IR, referred to as the barrier function (BF), be defined as

Ai(a; —y)

ba;,a0)(y) = log Ay T=bhZom )

Define b 4y : R" = R™ as b,4)(2) = [b(ay,40)(()1); -3 D(an, 4 ((2)n)] With a = [aq; ... a,]
and A = [Ay;...; A,]. Moreover, the inverse of (2) on the interval (a;, 4;), is given by
1 - ey —1
Blasia W) = @i T ¥

Define b(’;A) :R® = R” as b(’alyA)(s) = [b’l

a3+ 300 4 ((5)a)]. Taking the derivative

of (3) with respect to y yields

SUSI () 1 2eY — 2a;A; + AZe7Y
((livAi) aze A; Ay + ze
= h B; = . 4
dy Bi(y)’ where  Bi(y) Aja? — a;A? “)

Consider the BF based state transformation

5= bas,an (Te), T = by, 4y(1); ©)

where s = [s1,---,s,] denotes the transformed state. In the following derivation, whenever
clear from the context, the subscripts a; and A; of the BF and its inverse are suppressed for
brevity. The time derivative of the transformed state can be computed using the chain rule as

$; = B;(s;)x; which yields the transformed dynamics
$i = Bi(si) (f(2)0 + g(x)u), . (6)
The dynamics of the transformed state can then be expressed as
s = F(s) + G(s)u, (7)

where F(s) = y(s)0. (y(s)), == Bi(s:) (f (07 (s))), € R, and (G(s)), = Bi(s:) (g (5(5)), €
R1xa,

Continuous differentiability of b~! implies that ' and G are locally Lipschitz continuous.
Furthermore, f(0) = 0 along with the fact that 5~1(0) = 0 implies that F'(0) = 0. As a result,
for all compact sets 2 C R" containing the origin, GG is bounded on () and there exists a positive
constant L, such that Vs € €, |ly(s)|| < L,||s||. The following section relates the solutions of

the original system to the solutions of the transformed system.
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B. Analysis

In the following lemma, the trajectories of the original system and the transformed system are
shown to be related by the barrier transformation provided the trajectories of the transformed
system are complete (see, e.g., page 33 of [27]). The completeness condition is not vacuous,
it is not difficult to construct a system where the transformed trajectories escape to infinity in
finite time, while the original trajectories are complete. For example, consider the system = =
x + 2?u with z € R and u € R. All nonzero solutions of the corresponding transformed system

2
$ = Bi($)bos05)(8) + Bils) (6(50.5,0.5)(5» u under the feedback ((s,t) = —bZy05(s)
escape in finite time. However all nonzero solutions of the original system under the feedback

£(x,t) = C(b(~05,05)(x),t) = —x converge to either —1 or 1.

Lemma 1. If ¢t — <I>(t, b(z%), ¢ ) is a complete Carathéodory solution to (7), starting from the
initial condition b(z°), under the feedback policy (s,t) + ((s,t) and t — A(t,2°,€) is a
Carathéodory solution to (1), starting from the initial condition z°, under the feedback policy
(z,t) — &(w,t), defined as &(x,t) = ((b(x),t), then A(-, 2% &) is complete and A(t,2°,&) =
b1 (®(t,b(2Y),()) for all t € Rxg.

Proof. See Lemma 1 in the Appendix. [

Note that the feedback ¢ is well-defined at x only if b(x) is well-defined, which is the case
whenever x is inside the barrier. As such, the main conclusion of the lemma also implies that
A(-, 2°, €) remains inside the barrier. It is thus inferred from Lemma 1 that if the trajectories of (7)
are bounded and decay to a neighborhood of the origin under a feedback policy (s,t) — ((s,1),
then the feedback policy (z,t) — ((b(z),t), when applied to the original system in (1), achieves
the control objective stated in section (II-A).

To achieve BT MBRL in the presense of parametric uncertainties, the following section

develops a novel parameter estimator.

IV. PARAMETER ESTIMATION

The following parameter estimator design is motivated by the subsequent Lyapunov analysis,

and is inspired by the finite-time estimator in [28] and the filtered concurrent learning (FCL)

October 6, 2021 DRAFT



method in [29]. Estimates of the unknown parameters, 0 € RP, are generated using the filter

. c Yl <Yy,
o Jye Y "

0, otherwise,

: YTY, |Vl <5,
Yf = Yf(o) =0, (9)

0, otherwise,

) G(s)u, ||Y¢|| <77,
P O (T SN o

0, otherwise,

Yi(s =" =Gy), IV <Yy,

Xy = X4(0) =0, (1n)
0, otherwise,
where s = [b(29);...;b(z)], and the update law
6= BiYF (Xy—Yi0), 6(0) =6, (12)

where 31 is a symmetric positive definite gain matrix and ?f is a tunable upper bound on the
filtered regressor Y.

Equations (7) - (12) constitute a nonsmooth system of differential equations

hi(z,u), ||Y¢]| <Yr,
oy = [0 ST .
ho(z,u), otherwise,

where z = [s; vec(Y); vec(Yy); Gp; Xp; 0], hi(z,u) = [F(s) + G(s)u; vec(y(s)); vec(YTY);
G(s)u; YT (s—s°—Gy); BlYfT(Xf—Yfé)], and hy(z,u) = [F(s)+G(s)u; 0; 0; 0; 0; BV (Xp—

~

Y;0)]. Since ||Yy| is non-decreasing in time, it can be shown that (13) admits Carathéodory

solutions.
Lemma 2. If ||Y|| is non-decreasing in time then (13) admits Carathéodory solutions.

Proof. see Lemma 2 in Appendix. [

Note that (9), expressed in the integral form

Yi(t) = /0 ! YT ()Y (7)dr, (14)
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where t3 = irgf{t >0 | ||Y;(t)|] <Yy}, along with (11), expressed in the integral form

X;(t) = /tg Y7(r) (s(r) — s° — G;(r)) dr, (15)
and the fact that s(7) — s — G4(7) 0: Y (7)6, can be used to conclude that X ((t) = Y/(¢)0, for
all £ > 0. As a result, a measure for the parameter estimation error can be obtained using known
quantities as Yfé = X5 — Yfé, where 6 := 0 — 0. The dynamics of the parameter estimation
error can then be expressed as

= —BY]Y;6. (16)

The filter design is thus motivated by the fact that if the matrix YfTYf is positive definite, uni-
formly in ¢, then the Lyapunov function Vl(é) = %QNTﬁf 1 can be used to establish convergence
of the parameter estimation error to the origin. Initially, YfTYf is a matrix of zeros. To ensure
that there exists some finite time 7" such that Y/ ()Y (t) is positive definite, uniformly in ¢ for

all ¢t > T, the following finite excitation condition is imposed.
Assumption 1. There exists a time instance 7" > 0 such that Y;(7') is full rank.

Note that the minimum eigenvalue of Y} is trivially non-decreasing for ¢ > ¢35 since Y} (t)
is constant V¢ > t3. For t4 < t5 < t3, Ys(t5) = Yi(ts) + ft5 YT (7)Y (7)dr. Since Yy(ty) is
positive semidefinite, and so is the integral f YT (7)Y (7)dr, we conclude that Amin (Y (t5)) >
Amin(Y7(t1)), As a result, ¢ — Apuin(Y7(¢)) is non-decreasing. Therefore, if Assumption 1 is
satisfied at ¢t = 7, then Yf(t) is also full rank for all ¢ > T'. Similar to other MBRL methods
that rely on system identification (see e.g., chapter 4 of [5]) the following assumption is needed

to ensure boundedness of the state trajectories over the interval [0, 7.

Assumption 2. A fallback controller ¢ : R" x R>, — RY that keeps the trajectories of (7) inside

a known bounded set over the interval [0, 7"), without requiring the knowledge of 0, is available.

If a fallback controller that satisfies Assumption 2 is not available, then, under the additional
assumption that the trajectories of (7) are exciting over the interval [0, T"), such a controller can
be learned, online while maintaining system stability, using model-free reinforcement learning

techniques such as [30], [31] and [32].

Remark 1. While the analysis of the developed technique dictates that a different stabilizing

controller should be used over the time interval [0,7), typically, similar to the examples in
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Fig. 1. The developed BT MBRL framework. The control system consists of a model-based barrier-actor-critic-estimator
architecture. In addition to the transformed state-action measurements, the critic also utilizes states, actions, and the corresponding
state derivatives, evaluated at arbitrarily selected points in the state space, to learn the value function. In the figure, BT: Barrier

Transformation; TS: Transformed State; BE: Bellman Error.

Sections VII-A and VII-B, the transient response of the developed controller provides sufficient
excitation so that 7" is small (in the examples provided in Sections VII-A and VII-B, T’ is the
order of 107 and 10~°, respectively), and a different stabilizing controller is not needed in

practice.

V. MODEL-BASED REINFORCEMENT LEARNING

Lemma 1 implies that if a feedback controller that practically stabilizes the transformed system
in (7) is designed, then the same feedback controller, applied to the original system by inverting
the BT, also achieves the control objective stated in Section II-A. In the following, a controller
that practically stabilizes (7) is designed as an estimate of the controller that minimizes the

infinite horizon cost.
J(u()) = / r((r, 80, u(-)), ulr))dr, (17
0

over the set U of piecewise continuous functions ¢ — u(t), subject to (7), where ¢(7, s, u(-))

denotes the trajectory of (7), evaluated at time 7, starting from the state s” and under the controller
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u(+), r(s,u) = sTQs +u? Ru, and Q € R™" and R € R are symmetric positive definite
(PD) matrices'.
Assuming that an optimal controller exists, let the optimal value function, denoted by V* :

R™ x R? — R, be defined as

V*(s) := min )/toor(¢(7', s, U (+)), u(-))dr, (18)

u(')eu[t,oo

where u; and U; are obtained by restricting the domains of w and functions in /; to the interval
I C R, respectively. Assuming that the optimal value function is continuously differentiable, it
can be shown to be the unique positive definite solution of the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB)

equation (see, e.g., [33])

min (V,V(s) (F(s) + G(s)u) + s" Qs + u" Ru) = 0, (19)

u€eRY

where V() = () Furthermore, the optimal controller is given by the feedback policy u(t) =

B
u*(¢(t, s, upy)) where u* : R" — R? defined as

w(s) = —%RlG(s)T(VSV*(s))T. (20)

Remark 2. In the developed method, the cost function is selected to be quadratic in the trans-
formed coordinates. However, a physically meaningful cost function is more likely to be available
in the original coordinates. If such a cost function is available, it can be transformed from the
original coordinates to the barrier coordinates using the inverse barrier function, to yield a cost
function that is not quadratic in the state. While the analysis in this paper addresses the quadratic
case, it can be extended to address the non-quadratic case with minimal modifications as long

as s +— r(s,u) is positive definite for all u € RY.

A. Value function approximation

Since computation of analytical solutions of the HJB equation is generally infeasible, especially
for systems with uncertainty, parametric approximation methods are used to approximate the

value function V* and the optimal policy u*. The optimal value function is expressed as

V*(s)=WTo (s) +€(s), (21)

'For ease of exposition, a state penalty of the form s” Qs has been considered in this paper. However, the analysis extends
in a straightforward manner to general positive definite state penalty functions s — Q(s). As such, a state penalty function
x + P(z), given in the original coordinates, can easily be transformed into an equivalent state penalty Q(s) = P(b~*(s)).
Since the barrier function is monotonic and b(0) = 0, if P is positive definite, then so is Q. Furthermore, for applications with

bounded control inputs, a non-quadratic penalty function similar to Eq. 17 of [26] can be incorporated in (17).

October 6, 2021 DRAFT



where W € R’ is an unknown vector of bounded weights, o : R® — RE is a vector of
continuously differentiable nonlinear activation functions such that ¢ (0) = 0 and Vo (0) = 0,
L € N is the number of basis functions, and ¢ : R — R is the reconstruction error.

The basis functions are selected such that the approximation of the functions and their
derivatives is uniform over the compact set y C R" so that given a positive constant € € R, there
exists L € N and known positive constants W and 7 such that ||[W| < W, sup,, [l (s)|| <,
suP,e, Vi€ (s)|| < & sup,e, [lo(s)|| < @, and sup,., [|[Vso (s)|| < T (see, e.g., [34]). Using
(19), a representation of the optimal controller using the same basis as the optimal value function
is derived as

u* (s) = —%R‘IGT (s) (Vso () W + Ve (s)) . (22)

Since the ideal weights, W, are unknown, an actor-critic approach is used in the following to
estimate 1. To that end, let the NN estimates V : R” x RE — R and @ : R® x RE — R be
defined as

<s, Wc> =Wlo(s), (23)

A

o
. 1
a (57 Wa) = —5RTG (5) Vo ()W, (24)

where the critic weights, W, € RE and actor weights, W, € RL are estimates of the ideal

weights, .

B. Bellman Error

Substituting (23) and (24) into (19) results in a residual term, 0 : R® x RY x RE x RP — R,

referred to as Bellman Error (BE), defined as
§(s, W, Wa, 8) = V.,V (s, W.) (y(s)é +G(s)ils, Wa)) +a(s, W) Ra(s, W,) + s7Qs. (25)

Traditionally, online RL methods require a persistence of excitation (PE) condition to be able
learn the approximate control policy (see, e.g., [3], [6], [7]). Guaranteeing PE a priori and
verifying PE online are both typically impossible. However, using virtual excitation facilitated
by model-based BE extrapolation, stability and convergence of online RL can established under
a PE-like condition that, while impossible to guarantee a priori, can be verified online (by
monitoring the minimum eigenvalue of a matrix in the subsequent Assumption 3 (see, e.g., [4]).

Using the system model, the BE can be evaluated at any arbitrary point in the state space.

October 6, 2021 DRAFT



Virtual excitation can then be implemented by selecting a set of states {sx | k =1,--- , N} and

evaluating the BE at this set of states to yield
5k(5k7 Wc; W(lv é) = vsk‘A/(Ska Wc) (yké‘i_Gkﬂ(Ska Wa)) +ﬁ(5k’ Wa>TRﬁ(Sk7 Wa)—i_ngSka (26)

where, V,, = 6%9’ yr = y(sk) and Gy = G (s). Defining the actor and critic weight estimation
errors as W, .= W — Wc and W, =W — Wa and substituting the estimates (21) and (22) into
(19), and subtracting from (25) yields the analytical BE that can be expressed in terms of the

weight estimation errors as

R - 1 -~ - -
0= —wlW, + ZWaT G W, — WIV,oyh + A, 27)

where A .= LWV, 0GRV ' +1G.—V eF, Gp = GRT'GT € R™", G, == V,eGRrV,el € R
G, = V,0GR'G"V,o! € REXE and w = Vo (yé + Gﬂ(s,WQ)) € RY. In (27) and the
rest of the manuscript, the dependence of various functions on the state, s, is omitted for brevity

whenever it is clear from the context. Similarly, (26) implies that
Sk = —Wg W + = WTG%W W Vskaky,ﬂ + Ak, (28)

where, Fj, = F(sy,), ey = €(sy,), ok == 0(sp), Ay = sWIV, 0,GRr,Vs.ef + 1Ge, — V1 Fy,
G, = VoG Vel wi = Vior (10 + Gri(si, Wa) ) € RE, G, = GRRTIGE € R7
and G,, = V,, 0,GrR7'G{V,,0{ € RFF. Note that sup,c, |A]| < dé and if s, € x then
|Agl] < dé, for some constant d > 0. While the extrapolation states s; are assumed to be
constant in this analysis for ease of exposition, the analysis extends in a straightforward manner

to time-varying extrapolation states that are confined to a compact neighborhood of the origin.

C. Update laws for Actor and Critic weights

The actor and the critic weights are held at their initial values over the interval [0,7") and
starting at ¢t = 7', using the instantaneous BE 5 from (25) and extrapolated BEs & from (26),

the weights are updated according to

A W A
W, = —ke, =6 — L (29)
, Z k

) kclr =r Z “”“w’f hadiod 3} (30)
k=1

kch’TWaw i ke, G Wow? W

Wa = —kaq, (Wa - Wc) — koW, + 4N py,

we, €19

k=1
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with T (tg) = [y, where T' : Rs;, — RE*E is a time-varying least-squares gain matrix, p (1) ==
14+ yw? () w(t), pr(t) =1+ yw] (t)wi (t), B > 0 € R is a constant forgetting factor, and
keys keys Kays Kay > 0 € R are constant adaptation gains. The control commands sent to the system

are then computed using the actor weights as
W(s(t),t), 0<t<T,
= 4 HEOD) )
i (s(t), Wa(t)) L > T,

where the controller ¢ was introduced in Assumption 1. The following verifiable PE-like rank

condition is then utilized in the stability analysis.

Assumption 3. There exists a constant ¢; > 0 such that the set of points {s, ¢ R* | k =1,..., N}

| o~ i (1) ] (1)
g&ﬁg&( Z ) ) (33)

Since wy is a function of the weight estimates 6 and W,, Assumption 3 cannot be guar-

satisfies

k‘l\’)\_/

anteed a priori. However, unlike the PE condition, Assumption 3 does not impose excitation
requirements on the system trajectory, the excitation requirements are imposed on a user-selected
set of points in the state space. Furthermore, Assumption 3 can be verified online. Since
Amin (Z]kvzl %) is non-decreasing in the number of samples, N, Assumption 3 can be

met, heuristically, by increasing the number of samples.

VI. STABILITY ANALYSIS

In the following theorem, the stability of the trajectories of the transformed system, and the

estimation errors W,, W,, and 6 are shown.

Theorem 1. Provided Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 hold, the gains are selected large enough based on
(46) - (49), and the weights é, Wc, I', and Wa are updated according to (12), (29), (30), and (31),
respectively, then the estimation errors W., W,, and 6 and the trajectories of the transformed

system in (7) under the controller in (32) are locally uniformly ultimately bounded.

Proof. See Theorem 1 in Appendix. 0

Using Lemma 1, it can then be concluded that the feedback control law

ult) = Y (b, (z(t)), 1), 0<t<T, )

AUEONAC)REEY
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applied to the original system in (1), achieves the control objective stated in section (II-A).

VII. SIMULATION

To demonstrate the performance of the developed method for a nonlinear system with an
unknown value function, two simulation results, one for a two-state dynamical system (35), and
one for a four-state dynamical system (37) corresponding to a two-link planar robot manipulator,

are provided.

A. Two state dynamical system

The dynamical system is given by
T = f(z)0 + g(z)u (35)

where

zo 0 O 0
fz) = ; (36)
0 @1 xo wo(cos(2zy) + 2)?

0 = [01;02;05;0,4] and g(z) = [0; cos(2z1) + 2]. The BT version of the system can be expressed

. . F, 0 0 0
in the form (7) with G(s) = [0; Go,] and y(s) = , Where
0 Iy, Iy, Iy,

F11 = Bl(sl)xg, F22 = 32(82)1’1, F23 = BQ(SQ).Z'Q, F24 = BQ(SQ)J?Q(COS(Q.Tl) + 2)2,
G21 = BQ(SQ) COS<2JI1> + 2.

The state z = [z; 2|7 needs to satisfy the constraints z; € (—7,5) and zy € (—5,7). The
objective for the controller is to minimize the infinite horizon cost function in (17), with ) =
diag(10,10) and R = 0.1. The basis functions for value function approximation are selected as
o(s) = [s?; s189; s3]. The initial conditions for the system and the initial guesses for the weights
and parameters are selected as 2:(0) = [—6.5;6.5], §(0) = [0;0;0;0], [(0) = diag(1,1,1), and
W,(0) = W,(0) = [1/2; 1/2; 1/2]. The ideal values of the unknown parameters in the system model
are ¢, =1, 0 = —1, 63 = —0.5, 8, = 0.5, and the ideal values of the actor and the critic weights

are unknown. The simulation uses 100 fixed Bellman error extrapolation points in a 4x4 square

around the origin of the s—coordinate system.
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TABLE 1
COMPARISON OF COSTS FOR A SINGLE BARRIER TRANSFORMED TRAJECTORY OF (35), OBTAINED USING THE OPTIMAL
FEEDBACK CONTROLLER GENERATED VIA THE DEVELOPED METHOD, AND OBTAINED USING PSEUDOSPECTRAL

NUMERICAL OPTIMAL CONTROL SOFTWARE

Method Cost
BT MBRL with FCL 71.8422
GPOPS 1I ( [35]) 72.9005

1) Results for the two state system: As seen from Fig. 2, the system state x stays within
the user-specified safe set while converging to the origin. The results in Fig. 3 indicate that the
unknown weights for both the actor and critic NNs converge to similar values. As demonstrated
in Fig. 4 the parameter estimation errors also converge to the zero.

Since the ideal actor and critic weights are unknown, the estimates cannot be directly compared
against the ideal weights. To gauge the quality of the estimates, the trajectory generated by the
controller u(t) = u (s(t), W ) , where W7 is the final value of the critic weights obtained in
Fig. 3, starting from a specific initial condition, is compared against the trajectory obtained
using an offline numerical solution computed using the GPOPS II optimization software (see,
e.g., [35]). The total cost, generated by numerically integrating (17), is used as the metric for
comparison. The costs are computed over a finite horizon, selected to be roughly 5 times the time
constant of the optimal trajectories. The results in Table I indicate that while the two solution
techniques generate slightly different trajectories in the phase space (see Fig. 5) the total cost
of the trajectories is similar.

2) Sensitivity Analysis for the two state system: To study the sensitivity of the developed tech-
nique to changes in various tuning parameters, a one-at-a-time sensitivity analysis is performed.
The parameters k.1, keo, ka1, ka2, B, and v are selected for the sensitivity analysis. The costs
of the trajectories, under the optimal feedback controller obtained using the developed method,
are presented in Table II for 5 different values of each parameter. The parameters are varied
in a neighborhood of the nominal values (selected through trial and error) k., = 0.3, ko = 5,
ka1 = 180, kuo = 0.0001, 8 = .03, and v = 0.5. The value of f3; is set to be diag(50, 50, 50, 50).
The results in Table II indicate that the developed method is robust to small changes in the

learning gains.
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Fig. 2. Phase portrait for the two-state dynamical system using MBRL with FCL in the original coordinates. The boxed area

represents the user-selected safe set.

10 T
= Wa o+ Wl
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Fig. 4. Estimates of the unknown parameters in the system under the nominal gains for the two-state dynamical system. The

dash lines in the figure indicates the ideal values of the parameters.
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Fig. 5. Comparison of the optimal trajectories obtained using GPOPS II and using BT MBRL with FCL and fixed optimal

weights for the two-state dynamical system.

TABLE I

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS FOR THE TWO STATE SYSTEM

koo, = 0.01 0.05 0.1 02 03
Cost 727174 72.6919 72.5378 72.3019 72.1559
foey= 2 3 5 10 15

Cost 71.7476 723198 72.1559 71.8344 71.7293
koo, = 175 180 250 500 1000
Cost 72.1568 72.1559 72.1384 72.1085 72.0901
Kay= 0.0001 0.0009 0.001 0.005 0.01
Cost 72.1559 72.1559 72.1559 72.1559 72.1559
B= 0.001 0.005 0.01 0.03 0.04
Cost 722141 72.1559 72.1958 72.1559 72.1352
v= 0.5 I 10 50 100
Cost 72.1559 72.4054 72.6582 79.1540 81.32

B. Four state dynamical system

The four-state dynamical system corresponding to a two-link planar robot manipulator is given
by
= fi(x) + fa(x)0 + g(z)u 37)
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where

T3 i i
0, 0, 0, 0 ;dl
:L.4 d2
filz) = , falx) = 0,0,00 |, 0= , (38)
-1 xg _ _ fSl
-M=V,, —[M UM 1]D
Xyq _f51_
0,0
g(z) = 0,0 |, D :=diag |x3, x4, tanh(xs),tanh(z,)]|, (39)
(M—H)T
+ 2p3c + psc —P3Soxa —P3Sa(T3+ T
M o= b1 P3C2 P2 T P3Co ER? VY, = p3saTy  —p3sa(Ts 1) € R22, (40)
D2 + p3co D2 D3S2%3 0

with s, = sin(xq), co = cos(zy), p1 = 3.473, p» = 0.196, p3 = 0.242. The positive con-
stants fq,, fa,, fs1, fs, € R are the unknown parameters. The parameters are selected as f;, =
5.3, fa, = 1.1, fs, = 845, f,, = 2.35. The state x = [xr; = 3 x4]7 that corresponds to
angular positions and the angular velocities of the two links needs to satisfy the constraints,
r1 € (=7,5), x2 € (=7,5), x3 € (—5,7) and =4 € (—5,7). The objective for the con-
troller is to minimize the infinite horizon cost function in (17), with @ = diag(1,1,1,1) and
R = diag(1, 1) while identifying the unknown parameters # € R* that correspond to static and
dynamic friction coefficients in the two links. The ideal values of the the unknown parameters
are 0 = 5.3, 6 = 1.1, 63 = 8.45, and 6, = 2.35. The basis functions for value function
approximation are selected as o(s) = [5153; So54; S352; S451; 5159; 5453 53; 53; 55; s5]. The initial
conditions for the system and the initial guesses for the weights and parameters are selected
as z(0) = [—5; —5;5; 5], é(()) = [5;5;5;5], ['(0) = diag(10, 10, 10, 10, 10, 10, 10, 10, 10, 10), and
WQ(O) = WC(O) = [60; 2; 2; 2; 2; 2; 40; 2; 2; 2]. The ideal values of the actor and the critic weights
are unknown. The simulation uses 100 fixed Bellman error extrapolation points in a 4x4 square
around the origin of the s—coordinate system.

1) Results for the four state system: As seen from Fig. 6, the system state x stays within the
user-specified safe set while converging to the origin. As demonstrated in Fig. 8, the parameter
estimations converge to the true values. A comparison with offline numerical optimal control,
similar to the procedure used for the two-state, yields the results in Table III indicate that the

two solution techniques generate slightly different trajectories in the state space (see Fig. 9) and

the total cost of the trajectories is different. We hypothesize that the difference in costs is due
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Fig. 6. State trajectories for the four-state dynamical system using MBRL with FCL in the original coordinates. The dash lines

represent the user-selected safe set.
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Fig. 7. Estimates of the critic weights under nominal gains for the four-state dynamical system.

to the basis for value function approximation being unknown. In summary, the newly developed
method can achieve online optimal control thorough a BT MBRL approach while estimating the
value of the unknown parameters in the system dynamics and ensuring safety guarantees in the
original coordinates during the learning phase. The following section details a one-at-a-time
sensitivity analysis and study the sensitivity of the developed technique to changes in various
tuning parameters.

2) Sensitivity Analysis for the four state system: The parameters k.1, k.2, ka1, ka2, B, and v
are selected for the sensitivity analysis. The costs of the trajectories, under the optimal feedback
controller obtained using the developed method, are presented in Table IV for 5 different values

of each parameter. The parameters are varied in a neighborhood of the nominal values (selected
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l O T

Fig. 8. Estimates of the unknown parameters in the system under the nominal gains for the four-state dynamical system. The

dash lines in the figure indicates the ideal values of the parameters.

TABLE 1II
COSTS FOR A SINGLE BARRIER TRANSFORMED TRAJECTORY OF (37), OBTAINED USING THE DEVELOPED METHOD, AND

USING PSEUDOSPECTRAL NUMERICAL OPTIMAL CONTROL SOFTWARE

Method Cost

BT MBRL with FCL 95.1490

GPOPS 11 57.8740
TABLE 1V

SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS FOR THE FOUR STATE SYSTEM

ke, = 0.01 0.05 0.1 0.5 1

Cost 95.91 95.4185 95.1490 94.1607 93.5487
keo= 1 5 10 20 30

Cost 304.4 101.0786 95.1490 92.7148 93.729
ka = 5 10 20 30 50

Cost 94.9464 95.1224 95.1490 95.1736 95.1974
kay= 0.05 0.1 0.2 0.5 1

Cost 95.2750 95.2480 95.1490 94.9580 94.6756
B= 0.1 0.5 0.8 0.9 0.95
Cost 125.33 109.7721 95.1490 92.91 93.7231
v= 50 70 100 125 150
Cost 92.2836 93.34 95.1490 96.1926 97.9870
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Fig. 9. Comparison of the optimal angular position (top) and angular velocity (bottom) trajectories obtained using GPOPS II

and BT MBRL with fixed optimal weights for the four-state dynamical system.

through trial and error) k. = 0.1, ke = 10, ky1 = 20, kg = 0.2, § = 0.8, and v = 100.
The value of /3 is set to be diag(100, 100,100, 100). The results in Table IV indicate that the
developed method is not sensitive to small changes in the learning gains.

The results in Tables 2 and 4 indicate that the developed method is not sensitive to small
changes in the learning gains. While reduced sensitivity to gains simplifies gain selection, as
indicated by the local stability result, the developed method is sensitive to selection of basis
function and initial guesses of the unknown weights. Due to high dimensionality of the vector
of unknown weights, a complete characterization of the region of attraction is computationally

difficult. As such, the basis functions and the initial guess were selected via trial and error.

VIII. CONCLUSION

This paper develops a novel online safe control synthesis technique which relies on a non-
linear coordinate transformation that transforms a constrained optimal control problem into an
unconstrained optimal control problem. A model of the system in the transformed coordinates
is simultaneously learned and utilized to simulate experience. Simulated experience is used to
realize convergent RL under relaxed excitation requirements. Safety of the closed-loop system,
expressed in terms of box constraint, regulation of the system states to a neighborhood of the
origin, and convergence of the estimated policy to a neighborhood of the optimal policy in

transformed coordinates is established using a Lyapunov-based stability analysis.

October 6, 2021 DRAFT



22

While the main result of the paper states that the state is uniformly ultimately bounded, the
simulation results hint towards asymptotic convergence of the part of the state that corresponds
to the system trajectories, x(-). Proving such a result is a part of future research.

Limitations and possible extensions of the ideas presented in this paper revolve around the
two key issues: (a) safety, and (b) online learning and optimization. The barrier function used
in the BT to address safety can only ensure a fixed box constraint. A more generic and adaptive
barrier function, constructed, perhaps, using sensor data is a subject for future research.

For optimal learning, parametric approximation techniques are used to approximate the value
functions in this paper. Parametric approximation of the value function requires selection of
appropriate basis functions which may be hard to find for the barrier-transformed dynamics.
Developing techniques to systematically determine a set of basis functions for real-world systems
is a subject for research.

The barrier transformation method to ensure safety relies on knowledge of the dynamics of the
system. While this paper addresses parametric uncertainties, the BE method could potentially
result in a safety violation due to unmodeled dynamics. In particular, the safety guarantees
developed in this paper rely on the relationship (Lemma 1) between trajectories of the original
dynamics and the transformed system, which holds in the presence of parametric uncertainty, but
fails if a part of the dynamics is not included in the original model. Further research is needed
to establish safety guarantees that are robust to unmodeled dynamics (for a differential games

approach to robust safety, see [26]).
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APPENDIX

Lemma 1. If t — CID(t, b(z°), ¢ ) is a complete Carathéodory solution to (7), starting from the
initial condition b(x°), under the feedback policy (s,t) — ((s,t) and t — A(t,2°,€) is a
Carathéodory solution to (1), starting from the initial condition °, under the feedback policy
(z,t) v &(x,t), defined as &(x,t) = ((b(x),t), then A(-,2° &) is complete and A(t,2°,&) =
b=t (D(t,b(2Y),Q)) for all t € Ry,

Proof. Note that since ¢ — ®(¢,b(z"), () is a complete Carathéodory solution to § = F'(s) +
G(5)¢(s,1), it is differentiable at almost all ¢ € Rx. Since b~ is smooth, ¢ — b~ (® (¢, b(z°),())

is also differentiable at almost all ¢ € R>(. That is,

- -1
W (t,b(2%),¢) = W‘yz@(t,b(ﬁ)@% (t,b(z°),¢),
for almost all ¢ € R>g and all i = 1,--- ,n, where ®; denotes the ith component of ®. As a
result,
d(b™" 0 @) (F (@ (8.0(").0)); |, (G (®(1,b(a).€)));C (P (£ b(x").0) . 1)

“(t, b(a° =
a0 = 5 (b0, 0) B, (8, (t,b(a%), O) ’
for almost all £ € R and all + = 1,...,n. By the construction of F', G, and &,

d(b™ o @)

& (t, b(z?), O)=f (b‘1 o ® (¢, b(2°), )0

+g (b7 0@ (t,b(2°),¢)) & (b7 o @ (¢, b(2°),() , 1),

for almost all ¢ € Rx. Clearly t — b~ o® (¢,b(x"), () is a Carathéodory solution of (1) on R,
starting from the initial condition b~" (b(2°)) = 2” under the feedback policy (z,t) — &(z, t). By
uniqueness of solutions & = f(x)0 + g(x)&(

of f, g, and b inside the barrier), A(-, 2%, €) is complete and A(t,2°,&) = b= (D (¢, b(2),())
for all £ € Rxy. [

x,t) (which follows from local Lipschitz continuity
)

Lemma 2. If ||Y|| is non-decreasing in time then (13) admits Carathéodory solutions.

Proof. Since ||Y;(0)|| = 0, given any piecewise continuous control signal ¢ — w(t) and initial
conditions s and 0°, the Cauchy problem 2 = hy(z,u), 2(0) = 2° = [s°;0;0;0;0; 0°] admits
a unique Carathéodory solution ¢ — 21(0,2°) over [0,¢*), with ¢* = min(¢,t,), wWhere t; =
inf{t € Rsq | [|Y;1(t, 2% = Y7} and ty = inf{t € Rso|lim, . ||21(7, 2%)|| = oo}, where Y}

denotes the Y; component of z;.
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Given any (', 2') € Rxq x R2"T20+7°+70_ the Cauchy problem 2 = hy(z, 1), 2(t') = 2, also ad-
mits a unique Carathéodory solution ¢ — zy(¢;t', 2’) over [t/,t**) where ¢** = min <oo, (inf{t €
R lime.y [122(7, 0, 2)]| = 00}) ).

If t* =ty then t — 2(t,2°) is also a unique Carathéodory solution to the Cauchy problem
z = h(z,u), 2(0) = 2°. If not, then

z1(t,2%), <ty

tes 2*(t, 2°) =
2o (b, 1, imypy, 21(7, 20)), > 14,

is a unique Carathéodory solution to the Cauchy problem Z = h(z,u), z(0) = 2°. O

Theorem 1. Provided Assumptions 1, 2, and 3 hold, the gains are selected large enough based
on (46) - (49), and the weights é, VVC, I', and Wa are updated according to (12), (29), (30),
and (31), respectively, then the estimation errors W,, W,, and 0 and the trajectories of the

transformed system in (7) under the controller in (32) are locally uniformly ultimately bounded.

Proof. Under Assumption 1, the state trajectories are bounded over the interval [0,7"). Over the
interval [T, 00), let B, C R"™"L7P denote a closed ball with radius r centered at the origin.
Let x denote the projection of B, onto R". For any continuous function A : R" — R™,
let the notation [|(-)|| be defined as ||| = SUPgoc, [P (s°)]|. To facilitate the analysis, let
{w; € Rso | j=1,---,7} be constants such that w; +ws+ws3 = 1, and wy+ws+ws+wr = 1.

Let ¢ € R be a constant defined as

: (41)

c:

A
ko 2

ks be a positive constant defined as k5 = W K[|V 0||L,. and let . € R be a positive constant
defined as

2
a (ka + ko)’ A 1 1 ) X
= - Ge _W GU - s GT . T
L T + 4H |+ Tl T o) 0 \2 lGo || + ZHV eGTV o7 ||
1 1 — 2
+ koW + = (ke + ko) W |Gy (42
4 (ka1 + ka2) @6 ( 2W 7 (Kt + kea) W] I|) (42)

To facilitate the stability analysis, let V7, : R"™257P xR — R be a continuously differentiable

candidate Lyapunov function defined as

1.~ S ~
Vi (Z,t) = V*(s) + §WCT IHHW. + 5WmT W, + Vi(0), (43)
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where V'* is the optimal value function, V; was introduced in section IV and 2 2 |s; Wc; Wa; g].

The update law in (29) ensures that the adaptation gain matrix is bounded such that
L <T@ £T,Vt € Ry (44)
Using the fact that V* and V; are positive definite, Lemma 4.3 from [36] yields
u(llZl) < Vi (Z.t) <u((|Z]), (45)

for all ¢ € R>7 and for all Z € R™"25%P_ where v;, 7] : R>¢ — Ry are class K functions. Let v :

. Amin{Q}Hs|? | keacmm i |17
R> — R be a function defined as v; (|| Z||) = == +=2 W, +
lel*
5

2
ka1+ka
We|| 4 Gertfe)ms

The sufficient conditions for ultimate boundedness of Z are derived based on the subsequent

stability analysis as

(kCQQYDQ - %) (ka1 + ka2)ws > (k‘m + % (ka + ke2) WHGUH), (46)
(kan + hua) 1 > 7 (b + o) TG T, 7
Amin{ Y} (T)} > % +1, (48)

v () <o (u(r). (49)

The bound on the function /' and the NN function approximation errors depend on the underlying
compact set; hence, ¢ is a function of r. Even though, in general, ¢ increases with increasing
r, the sufficient condition in (49) can be satisfied provided the points for BE extrapolation are
selected such that the constant ¢, introduced in (41) is large enough and that the basis for value
function approximation are selected such that H and m are small enough.

The differential equation (7), under the controller in (32), along with (12), (29), and (31),
constitute the closed-loop system Z = h(Z,t) to be analyzed. Let V7, denote the orbital derivative
of (43) along the trajectories of the closed-loop system, i.e., V; := V,Vj, + V;VL(Z,t)h(Z,1).
Then,

. ~ X 1 ~ - ~ - A .
V=V V*F+V,V*Ga+WIT'W, + §WCTF‘1WC + WIW, + V. (50)

Substituting (29) - (31) in (50) yields

N
/ 1 < 1 kc RN
Vi < VV*(F+Gu*) — V,V*Gu* + V,V*Gi — WIT™! ( - de%(s > ,jw c&)
k
k=1
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1 -~
- (BF — ka (T
p?

—=r Z Rl r)
k=1

. . . . k. k. .
_WT(—kal(Wa—WC)—kaQWaJr(( “wra, +Z QWkWTG(,k Tw))+v1. (51)

a

The Lyapunov derivative can be rewritten as
’ T Lo Lot~ 17 1 L T
VL S —S QS — ZLW GUW + §W GUWQ + Z_LGE + EWCL VSO'GRVSG T

N -1 . -1 1
—wirt (— de%(—wTWch 1WCLT GoWo—WTV oy + §WTVSUGRV56T + ZGe - VSGF))

N
. 1 ke -1 . -
+wIT! ( e > ;“k —wI'W, + ZWaT GoeWo — (WTV opy0) + Ak)>
k
k=1
B~ ~ 1 < nwwl -

— SWIT W+ skaW!—;
2 p

2 C
N T ~ ~ ~
42 k 2WCTN 3 pwk W, 4+ ki WTW, — (kt + kao)WTW, + ke WTW
k=1 Ik

N T
T kaw -+ koowy A ~
-wlh (=—wW/]G, WIGoi ) We | = Auin{ Y7302 (52
a<(4p 6ot Y G ) ) OHAR. 52
Using Young’s inequality, Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and completion of squares, (52) can be

bounded as

2

) 2 .
Vi, < —sTQs — keoc (w1 + @y + w3) — (ka1 + ka2) (s + w5 + we + w7) ”Wa

1 1 — 1 2T e
(VTG + 5 IV.eGT 9+ hal? + 5 Gk + k) WTGT) 7

) 1 N\ - 1
((kc1+kc2) H5H> + (kal—f—Z(kcl—’—kd) WHGO'H) ’ a +1|| e||
1 . ~ 2 ~ é 2 € Wc 2
47 (ke k) WG| = A Y1012 + (o) (”2! + D) s

Provided the gains are selected based on the sufficient conditions in (46), (47), (48) and (49),

the orbital derivative can be upper-bounded as
Ve <—u(lZl), vIZlzv' (), (54)

forallt > T and VZ € B,. Using (45), (49), and (54), Theorem 4.18 in [36] can then be invoked
to conclude that Z is locally uniformly ultimately bounded in the sense that all trajectories

starting from initial conditions bounded by ||Z(T)|| < ! (vi(r)), satisfy limsup,_, || Z (t)]| <
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v (07 (v ' (¢))) . Furthermore, the concatenated state trajectories are bounded such that || Z (t)|| €
B, for all ¢ € R>7. Since the estimates W, approximate the ideal weights W, the policy

approximates the optimal policy u*.

October 6, 2021 DRAFT



	Introduction
	Problem Formulation
	Control objective

	Barrier Transformation
	Design
	Analysis

	Parameter Estimation
	Model-Based Reinforcement Learning
	Value function approximation
	Bellman Error
	Update laws for Actor and Critic weights

	Stability Analysis
	Simulation
	Two state dynamical system
	Results for the two state system
	Sensitivity Analysis for the two state system

	Four state dynamical system
	Results for the four state system
	Sensitivity Analysis for the four state system


	Conclusion
	References
	Appendix

