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Abstract

In this paper, we propose new sequential randomized afguosifor convex optimization problems
in the presence of uncertainty. A rigorous analysis of tle@thtical properties of the solutions obtained
by these algorithms, for full constraint satisfaction araitial constraint satisfaction, respectively, is
given. The proposed methods allow to enlarge the applitaloi the existing randomized methods to
real-world applications involving a large number of desigmiables. Since the proposed approach does
not provide a priori bounds on the sample complexity, extensumerical simulations, dealing with an
application to hard-disk drive servo design, are providdtese simulations testify the goodness of the

proposed solution.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, research on randomized and probabilistibheds for control of uncertain
systems has successfully evolved along various directsees e.g. [20] for an overview of the
state of the art on this topic. For convex control design, itw@n classes of algorithms, sequential
and non-sequential, have been proposed in the literatack theeir theoretical properties have

been rigorously studied, see e.g. [10].
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Regarding non-sequential methods, the approach that hagyedhis the so-called scenario
approach, which has been introduced in [7], [8]. Taking mandsamples of the uncertainty
q € Q, the main idea of this particular line of research is to nefolate a semi-infinite convex
optimization problem as a sampled optimization problemexilto a finite number of random
constraints. Then, a key problem is to determine the sammbeptexity, i.e. the number of
random constraints that should be generated, so that tlwalleat probability of violation is
smaller than a given accuraeye (0, 1), and this event holds with a suitably large confidence
1—¢6 € (0,1). On the other hand, if accuracy and confidence are very sarallthe number of
design parameters is large, then the sample complexity radgarje, and the sampled convex
optimization problem may be difficult to solve in practice.

Motivated by this discussion, in this paper we develop a eetial method specifically tailored
to the solution of the scenario-based optimization probl&ire proposed approach iteratively
solvesreduced-sizecenario problems of increasing size, and it is particylaplpealing for large-
size problems. This line of research follows and improvesnupe schemes previously developed
for various control problems, which include linear quadra¢gulators, linear matrix inequalities
and switched systems discussed in [10], [20]. The main idegaase sequential methods is to
introduce the concept of validation samples. That is, gb &tef the sequential algorithm, a
“temporary solution” is constructed and, using a suitabénerated validation sample set, it
is verified whether or not the probability of violation cap®mnding to the temporary solution
is smaller than a given accuraey and this event holds with confidende— 6. Due to their
sequential nature, these algorithms may have wider pedctigplications than non-sequential
methods, in particular for real-world problems where fastputations are needed because of
very stringent time requirements due to on-line implemimia. However, we remark that the
sequential methods proposed here, contrary to the sceappimach previously discussed, do
not provide a priori bounds on the sample complexity.

Compared to the sequential approaches discussed abovwagetheds proposed in this paper
have the following distinct main advantages: 1. the tertomeof the algorithm does not require
the knowledge of some user-determined parameters, suble asnter of a feasibility ball; 2. the
methods can be immediately implemented using existinghafshelf convex optimization tools,
and no ad-hoc implementation of specific update rules (sactachastic gradient, ellipsoid or

cutting plane) is needed. We also remark that the methodsepted here directly apply to
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optimization problems, whereas the sequential methodsuséed in [10], [20] are limited to
feasibility.

In this paper, which is an expanded version of [14], we stwdy hew sequential algorithms
for optimization, with full constraint satisfaction andrpal constraint satisfaction, respectively,
and we provide a rigorous analysis of their theoretical props regarding the probability of
violation of the returned solutions. These algorithms ifaib the class of sequential probabilistic
validation (SPV) algorithms introduced in [3].

In the second part of the paper, using a non-trivial examgdanding the position control of
read/write head in a commercial hard disk drive, we provixteresive numerical simulations to
compare the sample complexity of the scenario approachtivmumber of iterations required
in the two sequential algorithms previously introduced. mark that the sample complexity
of the scenario approach is computed a priori, while for setjal algorithms, the numerical
results regarding the size of the validation sample setardam. For this reason, mean values,
standard deviation and other related parameters are engraally computed for both proposed
algorithms by means of extensive Monte Carlo simulations. &0 highlight that the worst

case complexity of the proposed methods may be larger tharofithe scenario approach.

[I. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND PRELIMINARIES

An uncertain convex problem has the form

min "6 1)

subject tof(#,q) <0 for all ¢ € Q

wheref € © C R™ is the vector of optimization variables and: Q denotes random uncertainty

acting on the systemy(6,q) : © x Q — R is convex ind for any fixed value of; € Q and©®

is a convex and closed set. We note that most uncertain cqmadems can be reformulated

as (1). In particular, multiple scalar-valued constraifit9,¢) < 0, i = 1, ..., m can always
In this paper, we study a probabilistic framewc;r.’k where theauntainty vectow is assumed

to be a random variable and the constraint in (1) is alloweteoviolated for some; € Q,

provided that the rate of violation is sufficiently small.iltoncept is formally expressed using

the notion of “probability of violation”.
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Definition 1 (Probability of Violation):The probability of violation off for the functionf :
O x Q — R is defined as

V(0)=Pr{qeQ : f(0,q) > 0}. 2)

The exact computation df (9) is in general very difficult since it requires the computatiaf
multiple integrals associated to the probability in (2).wéwer, this probability can be estimated
using randomization. To this end, assuming that a prolbileasure is given over the sgt

we generateV independent identically distributed (i.i.d.) sampleshwitthe setQ

q - {q(1)7 A '7q(N)} E QN7

whereQV = Q x Q x --- x Q (V times). Next, a Monte Carlo approach is employed to obtain
the so called “empirical violation” which is introduced ihet following definition.
Definition 2 (Empirical Violation):For givenf € © the empirical violation off (6, q) with

respect to the multisamplg= {¢, ... ¢} is defined as
- 1 & .
Vio.a) =5 > 1;(0.4") (3)
i=1

wherel;(6,¢") is an indicator function defined as

o iff(0,4%) <0
I[f(ev q(2)> =
1 otherwise

A. The Scenario Approach

In this subsection, we briefly recall the so-called scenapproach, also known as random
convex programs, which was first introduced in [7], [8], séd11] for additional results. In
this approach, a set of independent identically distritbundom samples of cardinality is

extracted from the uncertainty set and the following saenaroblem is formed

min ¢4 (4)

subject to f(,¢Y) <0,i=1,...,N.

The functionf (0, q) is convex for fixed; € Q and a further assumption is that the problem (4)
is feasible for any finite number of samples and attains aumixq)lutior@v. These assumptions

are now formally stated.
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Assumption 1 (Convexity)® C R is a convex and closed set ayith, q) is convex ind for
any fixed value ofy € Q.

Assumption 2 (Feasibility and Uniquenes3he sampled optimization problem (4) is feasible
for any multisample extraction and its feasibility domagsha nonempty interior. Furthermore,
the solution of (4) exists and is unique.

We remark that the uniqueness assumption can be relaxedshaases by introducing a tie-
breaking rule (see Section 4.1 of [7]). The probabilistiogerty of the optimal solution obtained
from (4) is stated in the next lemma taken from [11].

Lemma 1:Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold and lgte € (0,1) and N satisfy the following
inequality X

ni: (]ZV) g(1—-e)V <o (5)
=0
Then, with probability at least — §, the solution of the optimization problem (@)J satisfies
the inequalityV(@N) <e.
We remark that Assumption 2, which guarantees that the sapmpblem is feasible, is rather
common in the literature on random convex programs, and earelaxed using the approach

introduced in [6]. In particular, in this case — 1 in (5) should be replaced by;.

B. Scenario with Discarded Constraints

The idea of scenario with discarded constraints [6], [L2ZloigenerateV i.i.d. samples and
then purposely discard < N — ny of them. In other words, we solve an optimization problem
of the form

; T
min c"¢ (6)

subject to f(0,¢Y) <0,i=1,...,N —r,

where, for notation ease, we assumed that the discardedraiots correspond to the last

ones.
!In the more general case, the constraint in (6) should betenrias followsf(a,q(i“)) <0,v=1,...,N —r, where
iy € {1,..., N} represent the not discarded constraints. Note that thisrgstton is made without loss of generality, since the

two sets of constraints are equivalent up to a reordering.
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The r discarded samples are chosen so that the largest improvemiire optimal objective
value is achieved. We remark that the optimal strategy tecseldiscarded samples is a mixed-
integer optimization problem, which may be hard to solve atdaally. The following lemma
[12] defines the probabilistic properties of the optimalusioin obtained from (6).

Lemma 2:Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold and l&te € (0,1), N andr < N — ny satisfy the

r+ng—1
(T‘i"f:f) - 1) Z (jj)ﬁl(l o E)N—i < 4. (7)

1=0

following inequality

Then, with probability at least — ¢, the optimal solution of the optimization problem (@)
satisfies the inequality (6y) < «.

Note that in the literature there are different results réigg explicit sample complexity
boundsN such that (5) or (7) are satisfied for given values of € (0, 1), see e.qg. [3], [2], [6].
These bounds depend linearly ofe andn, and logarithmically onl /6. However, in practice,
the required number of samples can be very large even folgmsbwith moderate number
of decision variables. Therefore, the computational lohdhe random convex problems (4)
and (6) might be beyond the capability of the available cgrmgtimization solvers. Motivated
by this observation, in the next section we propose two sgaleandomized algorithms for

optimization.

IIl. SEQUENTIAL RANDOMIZED ALGORITHMS

The main philosophy behind the proposed sequential rarmmimalgorithms lies on the fact
that it is easy from the computational point of view to evédua given “candidate solution” for a
large number of random samples extracted ff@n©On the other hand, it is clearly more expensive
to solve the optimization problems (4) or (6) when the sanmolend NV is large. The sequential
randomized algorithms, which are presented next generasgjaence of “design” sample sets
{qfil), . .,qfiN’“)} with increasing cardinalityV, which are used in (4) and (6) for solving the
optimization problem. In parallel, “validation” sampletse{qgl), . ,q&M’“)} of cardinality M,
are also generated by both algorithms in order to check wehdtie given candidate solution,
obtained from solving (4) or (6), satisfies the desired Violaprobability.

The first algorithm is in line with those presented in [9] ad@]] in the sense that it uses a

similar strategy to validate the candidate solution. Haevewhile these algorithms have been
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designed for feasibility problems, the proposed algorghdeal with optimization problems.

A. Full Constraint Satisfaction

The first sequential randomized algorithm is presented igoAlhm 1, and its theoretical
properties are stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 1:Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Then with probability at lehst § the solution
obtained from Algorithm 1 satisfies the inequality(f,.) < e.

Proof: See Appendix A. [ ]

We note that in steps 3 and 4, to preserve the i.i.d. assungptitbe design and validation
samples need to be redrawn at each iteration, and same-techniques are not applicable.

Remark 1:1t is important to observe that the probability(d,,) < ¢ in the statement of
Theorem 1 is the outcome probability of the algorithm. Hertbes probability is a measure on
the whole collection of _, (N, + M;;) samples that includes both design samples and validation
samples. This measure is indeed different thanXh®ld probability measure of the uncertain
parameter; which appears in the scenario approach.

Remark 2: The proof of this result has similarities and differencempared to other results
which appeared in the probabilistic design literature, gee survey paper [10]. Specifically,
Theorem 1 in [9] studies the success of a probabilistic eralout it does not consider the
validation sample techniques. The general framework ofisetipl algorithms with probabilistic
validation is studied in [3], see Theorem 5 in particulareTdontribution of the present paper
is to exploit these methods for convex optimization proldeim the context of the scenario
approach.

Remark 3 (Optimal Value af): The sample bound (10) has some similarities with the one
derived in [10, Theorem 2], originally proven in [17], and@lused in [3]. However, since we
are using a finite sufn thanks to the finite scenario bound obtained solving (8),cae use
the finite hyperharmonic serieS,, ;(a) = Ef;‘ll j~“ (also known ag-series) instead of the
Riemann Zeta functioy ™", j~. Indeed, the Riemann Zeta function does not converge when
« is smaller than one, while in the presented bound (20may be smaller than one, which

improves the overall sample complexity in particular fogkvalues of;;. The optimal value of
2See in particular the summation (17) in the proof of Theorem 1
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Algorithm 1 SEQUENTIAL RANDOMIZED ALGORITHM: FULL CONSTRAINT SATISFACTION

1) INITIALIZATION
Set iteration counter to zerk = 0). Choose probabilistic levels, 5 and number of

iterationsk, > 1.

2) UPDATE
Setk =k+1and N, > Nkﬁt where N is the smallest integer satisfying
TL9—1
N\ . .

Z ( _)52(1—5)N_’§5/2. (8)
=0 !

3) DESIGN

. Draw N, iid. samplesq, = {¢!"”,....¢™1 € Q based on the underlying
distribution.

« Solve the followingreduced-size scenario problem

~ _ .
GNk—arggyg c o (9)

subjectto f(6,¢) <0, i=1,... N,

« If the last iteration is reached = k;), setf,, = §Nk and Exit.

« Else, continue to the next step.

4) VALIDATION

« Draw ,
M, > alnk +1In (Sktl_l(oz)) +1n $ (10)
In (=)
ii.d. samplesg, = {qﬁl),...,qﬁ”[k)} € Q based on the underlying distribution, and

Sk,—1(a) = Zf;‘llj‘a, wherea > 0 is a tuning parameter.
e 1,0y, ¢y =0fori=1,..., M,; setf, = 0y, andExit.
« Else, goto step (2).
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a which minimizes the sample bound (10) has been computed usimerical simulations for
different values of the termination parameter The “almost” optimal value ofx minimizing
(10) for a wide range of; is & = 0.1. The bound (10) (forx = 0.1) improves upon the bound
(17) in [10], by 5% to 15% depending on the termination parameter It also improves upon
the bound in [18], which uses finite sum but in a less effeciag.

Finally, we note that the dependence\df upon the parametersands is logarithmic in1/6 and
substantially linear inl /e. This is a key difference with an approach based on a strfaigerd

(a posteriori) Monte Carlo analysis, which indeed requirgs$ validation samples, see e.g. [20].

B. Partial Constraint Satisfaction

In the “design” and “validation” steps of Algorithm &|I elements of the design and validation
sample sets are required to satisfy the constraint in (1)veder, it is sometimes impossible to
find a solution satisfying the constraint in (1) for the emtset of uncertainty. For this reason,
in Algorithm 2, we consider the scenario design with disedrdonstraints where we allow a
limited number of design and validation samples to violage¢onstraint in (1). We now provide
a theorem stating the theoretical properties of Algorithm 2

Theorem 2:Let Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Then with probability at lehst § the solution
obtained from Algorithm 2 satisfies the inequality(f,.) < e.

Proof: See Appendix B. [ |
Algorithm 2 is different from the algorithm presented in,[tjhich was derived for non-convex
problems, in a number of aspects. That is, the cardinalith@fkequence of sample sets used for

design and validation increases linearly with iterationrder k&, while it increases exponentially
in [1]. Furthermore, the cardinality of the validation sdmpet at the last iteratiof/, in [1] is
chosen to be equal to the cardinality of the sample set usedefgign at the last iteratiofvy,
while, in the presented algorithidv/,, and hences,, are chosen based on the additive Chernoff
bound which is less conservative.

We also note that both Algorithms 1 and 2 fall within the cla§sSPV algorithms in which
the “design” and “validation” steps are independent, s¢eA8 a result, in principle we could
use the same strategy as Algorithm 1 to tackle discardedtreamts problems. Nevertheless,
Algorithm 2 appears to be more suitable for discarded caimdt problems, since (13) forces

the solution to violate some constraints.
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Algorithm 2 SEQUENTIAL RANDOMIZED ALGORITHM: PARTIAL CONSTRAINT SATISFAC-

TION
1) INITIALIZATION

Set the iteration counter to zef@ = 0). Choose probabilistic levels, 6, number of

iterationsk, > 1, number of discarded constraintsand define the following parameters:

, 2k, \ 7 11
5U:max{1,5w<ktln7t> } fu=Ins. (11)

2) UPDATE
Setk=k+1, N, > Nkﬁt and Ny, > W where N is the smallest integer satisfying

(r + 7”;9 _ 1) T*’”Li:‘l <1;f)€i(1 V<o (12)

=0
3) DESIGN
« Draw N, i.i.d. samplesq, = {qc(zl),...,qc(lNk)} € Q based on the underlying
distribution.

« Solve the followingreduced-size scenario problem

~ _ .
On,, =arg gyg c' o (13)

subjectto f(6,¢\) <0, i=1,... N3

« If the last iteration is reached = k;), setf,, = @Nk,r and Exit.

« Else, continue to the next step.

4) VALIDATION

o Draw
1. 2k
M, > 2kB,~In == (14)
€ )
i.i.d. samplesy, = {¢!", ..., ¢} € Q based on the underlying distribution.
o If
1 & ,
3 L On ) < (1= (k877 ¢ (15)
=1

setl,, = an and Exit.

« Else, goto step (2).
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C. Algorithms Termination and Overall Complexity

Note that the maximum number of iterations of both Algorithfh and 2 is chosen by the
user by selecting the termination parameterThis choice affects directly the cardinality of the
sample sets used for desigV). and validation)/,, at each iteration, although they converge to
fixed values (independent &f) at the last iteration. In problems for which the origina¢sario
sample complexity is large, we suggest to use largein this way, the sequence of sample
bounds/V, starts from a smaller number and does not increase sigrtificaith the iteration
counterk. We also remark that, in Algorithm 2, the right hand side @& itequality (15) cannot
be negative, which in turn requires to be greater than one. This condition is taken into account
in defining 3, in (11). However, we can avoid generatifig < 1 by the appropriate choice of

k;. To this end, we solve the inequality, > 1 for k; as follows:

By =Puw <k:t1n27kt) 21 1:>ktln27kt < Buw = %ktln%kt < %
For implementation purposes, it is useful to use the functi@mbertW” also known as “Omega
function” or “product logarithm* &, < m.

Furthermore, note that the overall complexity of Algoritiimand 2 is a random variable,
because the number of iterations is random. Indeed, the awuailiterations when the algorithm
terminates §, and M,) is only knowna posteriori while in the scenario approach we can
establisha priori sample bounds. We remark that the computational cost ofinrgpleonvex
optimization problems does not increase linearly with thenher of constraints. Hence, we
conclude that, if the algorithms terminate with a smallember of design samples than the
original sample complexity of the scenario problem, theuctidn in the number of design
samples may significantly improve the overall computatiauest. This was the case in all the
extensive numerical simulations we have performed.

In the particular case when the constraints are linear matequalities (LMIs), then the
reduced-size scenario problem (9) can be reformulated &snadsfinite program by combin-

ing N, LMiIs into a single LMI with block-diagonal structure. It isnkwn, see [5], that the

3See footnote 1.

4This function is the inverse function of(T¥) = We™. In other words,W = LambertW f(W)]; see e.g. [16] for more

details.
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computational cost of this problem with respect to the nundfediagonal blocksV, is of the
order ofN,f/z. Similar discussions hold for Algorithm 2. We conclude thadecrease iV, can
significantly reduce the computational complexity.

Finally, note that the computational cost of validatiorpsten both presented algorithms is not
significant, since they just requiemalysisof a candidate solution for a number of i.i.d. samples
extracted from the uncertainty set. For instance, condigercase wheri{,, performance of
an n-dimensional system is of concern. This is generally exqgésn terms of an LMI arising
from a Riccati inequality. In this case, the number of flogtpoint operations required to solve
this LMI inequality is of the order ofi°. On the other hand, checking if a Riccati inequality is
satisfied requires checking positive definiteness of a syimermatrix, which is of complexity

n3, see further discussions in [19, page 1327].

IV. APPLICATION TOHARD DiIsk DRIVE SERVO DESIGN

In this section, we employ the developed algorithms to salweon-trivial application. The
problem under consideration is the design of a robust trat&wing controller for a hard disk
drive (HDD) servo system affected by parametric uncenyaiervo system in HDD plays a
crucial role in increasing the storage capacity by progdirmore accurate positioning algorithm.
The goal in this application is to achieve the storage dgrit10 Tera bit per square inch
(107Tb/in?). It requires the variance of the deviation of read/writeché@m the center of a
data track to be less than16 nanometer. Such a high performance has to be achieved in a
robust manner, that is, for all drives produced in a mass ywioh line. On the other hand,
some imperfections in the production line such as manufiagiuolerances and slightly different
materials or environmental conditions lead to slightlyefi&nt dynamics over a batch of products.

A voice coil motor (VCM) actuator in a disk drive system canrbhedeled in the form
3

A
P = ‘ 16
VoM ; 82 + 2@'&)2‘8 -+ WZ-Q ( )

where(;, w; and A; are damping ratio, natural frequency and modal constargédoh resonance
mode, see [15] for their nominal values. We assume eachaidteguency, damping ratio and
modal constant to vary by%, 5% and10% from their nominal values respectively. Hence, there
are nine uncertain parameters in the plant. The objectite design a full order dynamic output

feedback controller which minimizes the worst cage, norm of the transfer function from
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€ ) kt Design Validation Objective Iteration Computational
Samples Samples Value Number Time (sec)
Mean Standard Worst Mean Standard Worst Mean  Standard ~ Worstean Standard Worst Mean  Standard ~ Worst
Deviation  Case Deviation Case Deviation Case Deviation eCas Deviation Case
0.2 1072 20 2194 93 496 37 0 37 0.6106 0.006 0.6241  3.54 1.5 8 271.8 230.5 1195
0.1 107 20 561.3 229.8 1397 121.9 0.37 123 0.6178 0.005 0.6275 4.42 1.81 11 1019 874 6025
0.05 107 30 1041 387.8 1747 3475 0.96 349 0.6211 0.04 0.6281 5.96 2.21 10 2633 1809 6963
TABLE |
SIMULATION RESULTSOBTAINED USINGALGORITHM 1
e 0 ke Design Validation Objective Iteration Computational
Samples Samples Value Number Time (sec)
Mean Standard Worst Mean Standard  Worst  Mean Standard Worstean  Standard Worst  Mean Standard Worst
Deviation  Case Deviation  Case Deviation Case Deviation eCas Deviation Case
0.2 1072 20 141.3 27.9 186 189.2 37.4 249 0.6084 0.005 0.6217  2.28 0.45 3 109.36 41.48 179.53
0.1 107% 20 276.8 49 381 562 99.6 74 0.6125 0.04 0.6226  2.18 0.36 3 253.3 90.8 456.3
0.05 1075 30 443.9 93.9 699 1820.2 386.9 2866  0.6169 0.04 0.6253 2.54 0.53 4 600 233.6 1419
TABLE 1l

SIMULATION RESULTSOBTAINED USING ALGORITHM 2

disturbance to output. This problem can be reformulatecims of linear matrix inequalities.
Uncertain parameters enter into the plant description inraaffine fashion; therefore, classical
robust techniques are unable to solve the problem withdutdncing conservatism.

The sequential algorithms of Section Il are implementediatlab using the toolbox R-
RoMulOC [13]. In the simulations, we assumed the probabdinsity function of all uncertain
parameters to be uniform. The choice of uniform distribuitie chosen due to its worst case
nature [4]. The number of discarded constraintgr Algorithm 2 is chosen to be zero. The
resulting optimization problem is solved for different was ofs, 6 and k,. Furthermore, we
run the simulationl00 times for each pair. The mean, standard deviation and wess ¢alues

of the number of design samples, validation samples, abgeetlue, the iteration number in

July 27, 2018 DRAFT



14

€ § The Scenario Bound Computational Time (Sec)

02 1x107? 1238 538

01 1x107* 2548 1536

0.05 1x107° 5240 —
TABLE Il

THE SCENARIO BOUND AND THE REQUIRED COMPUTATIONAL TIME FOR THE SAME PROBABILISTIC LEVELS AS TABLES. |
AND |1

which the algorithm exits and total computational thveze tabulated in Table | and Table II.
We remark that “design samples” and “validation samplesTale | and Table Il reflect the
number of design and validation samples at the iterationnwthe algorithm exits. Table IlI
shows the scenario bound along with the computational teegiired for solving the random
convex problem for the same probabilistic levels as Tabkawdl II; we highlight that the number
of design parameters in the problem at handi3. The average computational time of Tables
| and Il is much smaller than Table Il which further proveg téffectiveness of the proposed
sequential randomized algorithms. Nevertheless, thergaay rare cases when the computational
time of the proposed methodology is larger than that of seerast column of Table ). When
the probabilistic levels become stringent (last row of &alibl), we could not solve the scenario

problem while, using the two proposed Algorithms 1 and 2 thablem was solved efficiently.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We proposed two new sequential methods for solving in a coatipnal efficient way uncer-
tain convex optimization problems. The main philosophyibetthe proposed sequential ran-
domized algorithms stems from the consideration that iag/efrom a computational viewpoint,
to validate a given “candidate solution” for a large numbkeramdom samples. The algorithms
have been tested on a numerical example, and extensive icaimgmulations show how the
total computational effort is “diluted” by applying the grosed sequential methodology. Future

theoretical work will concentrate on handling unfeasibteljpemns.

SAll the simulations are carried on a work station witl83 GHz Core2 Quad CPU andd GB RAM.

July 27, 2018 DRAFT



15
APPENDIX A

PROOF OF THETHEOREM 1

The proof follows similar reasoning to those in [18]. Notitat Algorithm 1, as constructed,
always returns a solutiofy,;. Our goal is to bound the probability of this solution beirgad”,
that is we want to bound the probability of the event
ExitBad = {Algorithm 1 returns a bad solution, i.&.(6,,) > ¢}. To do this, we introduce the

following events

Iter,, = {the validation step of théth iteration is reached
Feag = {?Nk is declared as feasible in the “validation” sjep
Bad, = {V(Ay,) > ¢},

ExitBad, = {Algorithm 1 exits at iteratiork N Bad, }.

The goal is to bound the probability of the event “ExitBadin& ExitBadn ExitBad, = ()
for i # j, the probability of the event “ExitBad” can be reformulatedterms of the event

“ExitBad,” as

Pr{ExitBad} = Pr{ExitBad, U ExitBad, U - - - U ExitBad,, }

= Pr{ExitBad, } + Pr{ExitBad,} + - - - + Pr{ExitBad,,_, } + Pr{ExitBad,, }.
17)
From the definition of the event “ExitBatland by considering that to exit at iteratian< &;_1,
the algorithm needs i) to readhh iteration and ii) to declaréNk feasible in the validation step,

fork=1,..., k_i, we have
Pr{ExitBad,} = Pr{Feag N Bad, N Iter;}
= Pr{Feag N Bad | Iter, } Pr{lter,} < Pr{Feag N Bad | lter;}
= Pr{Feag| Bad.N Iter, } Pr{Bad;| lter,} < Pr{Feag| Bad.N lter;}.
Using the result of Theorem 1 in [9], we can bound the rightchaide of the last inequality

Pr{Feas | Bad, N Iter,} < (1 — )™=, (18)
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Combining (17) and (18) results in

Pr{ExitBad} < (1 — E)Ml +(1— 5)M2 ot (1— E)Mkt—l
k-1

+ Pr{ExitBad, } = » (1 —¢)"* + Pr{ExitBad, }. (19)

k=1
The summation in (19) can be made arbitrary small by an apiatepchoice ofM/,.. In particular,

by choosing
1 1 )
My,
(1 5) Lo Sk:t 1( ) (20)
we have
el kel 5kl
1 1 ) 1
- =) = 5= =2 21
kZ:;< ) =1 ke Sk, — 1( )2 Shy— 1 Z ke 2 (21)

Note that the choice of the number of design samples in themalsatlon guarantees that
Pr{ExitBad,,} < §/2. The statement follows, combining (19) with (21) and notthat the
bound (10) is obtained solving (20) fad.

APPENDIX B

PROOF OF THETHEOREM 2

To prove the statement, define the events,|téeas, Bad,, ExitBad,, and ExitBad as in the
proof of Theorem 1. Then, note that the event ezm be written as

Feag = {V(@vk,r,qv) < (1= (kB,)"?)e }7

that is,@Nk is declared feasible whenever the feasibility test (15)dassed. Again, the goal is
to bound the probability of the event “ExitBad”, which can Wwatten as the summation of the

events “ExitBag” as in (17). In turn, fork < k;_;, we can write
Pr{ExitBad.} = Pr{Feag N Bad, N lter,} < Pr{Feag N Bad,} = Pr{MisClassg},
where we denoted MisClasshe event of misclassification at iteratién
MisClass = {?(@%,qv) < (1- (kB,)™?) g} N {V(@N,w) > g} k=1, ke
By defining p, = (1 — (kB,)~"/?) € ande;, = (kf3,)"/?¢, this event can be rewritten as

o~

MisClass C {V(@Nk’r, q,) < pk} N {V(@Nk’r) ~V(Oy,,.q,) > 5k} C ok=1,... k1.
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Applying the results of [1, Theorem 1], we can bound this &anfollows
V(O.,) = VOn,.9) e

>
/V(QN;W.) VEE + Pk

For anyn € (0,1), the one-sided multiplicative Chernoff inequality [20]ayantees that

Pr{MisClasg} < Pr{ }, E=1,... k1. (22)

’V@Nk T)MMF

Pr{V(Oy,,) = V(lx,,.d,) > nV(lx, )} <e 2 . (23)
. ., 1 . . L . . B
Settingn = Ve o) in (23), combining with inequality (22), we obtain, fdr =
—e2M
1,..., k1 Pr{MisClasg} < e2<6k-k+pz) < 2%, where the last inequality follows from the choice

of M, in (14). Notice also that the choice of the number of design@as at the last iteration
Ny, guarantees that the probability of misclassification atléise iteration(k = k;) is at most

d/2. Therefore, we can write

kt ki—1
. : o . O(ky—1) 6
Pr{ExitBad} < Pr{MisClasg} < — + Pr{MisClasg,} = ———+ - <4
r{ d} < ;:1 r{ $) < ;:1 2 + Pr{ $) o +5 59
which proves the statement.
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