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Abstract

Gaussian Process (GP) regression is shown to be effective for learning unknown dynamics, enabling efficient and safety-
aware control strategies across diverse applications. However, existing GP-based model predictive control (GP-MPC) methods
either rely on approximations, thus lacking guarantees, or are overly conservative, which limits their practical utility. To
close this gap, we present a sampling-based framework that efficiently propagates the model’s epistemic uncertainty while
avoiding conservatism. We establish a novel sample complexity result that enables the construction of a reachable set using a
finite number of dynamics functions sampled from the GP posterior. Building on this, we design a sampling-based GP-MPC
scheme that is recursively feasible and guarantees closed-loop safety and stability with high probability. Finally, we showcase
the effectiveness of our method on two numerical examples, highlighting accurate reachable set over-approximation and safe
closed-loop performance.
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1 Introduction

Designing reliable control strategies typically requires a
known system model, but accurately modeling system
dynamics is often challenging in practice. In such cases,
Gaussian Process (GP) models [1] have proven effective
for learning system dynamics from data. Their non-
parametric nature allows them to flexibly model a wide
variety of unknown functions, even under challenging
and uncertain conditions [2–6]. Moreover, GP regres-
sion offers a principled approach to characterize epis-
temic uncertainty arising from limited data, providing
well-understood (high-probability) error bounds [7, 8].
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ence Foundation under NCCR Automation, grant agreement
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Sk lodowska-Curie grant agreement No. 953348, ELO-X.
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As a result, they are successfully applied in Bayesian
optimization [9], experiment design [10], safety-critical
control [11], and model predictive control (MPC) [12].

Particularly in MPC, GPs can be used to model un-
certain dynamics, and the epistemic uncertainty can
be propagated over the prediction horizon to construct
reachable sets. This naturally leads to a safety-aware
control [13–15]. However, sequentially propagating epis-
temic uncertainty over the prediction horizon is chal-
lenging and often requires approximations [16]. Com-
mon techniques include linearization-based approxi-
mation of dynamics [15, 17] or moment matching [18].
These approximations, while tractable, make it difficult
to ensure safety for the resulting GP-MPC formulation
(cf. overview in [16]).To guarantee safe operation, ro-
bust MPC approaches [19–21] can be used based on the
high-probability GP error bounds [7, 8]. A correspond-
ing robust GP-MPC approach has been proposed in [22]
by sequentially over-approximating ellipsoids using the
worst-case GP estimate at each time independently. Al-
though this approach can ensure safety, it suffers from
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Fig. 1. Illustration of the proposed sampling-based reach-
able set (blue region) based on a finite number of dynam-
ics samples (green lines). Using sampling, we treat the epis-
temic uncertainty to an arbitrarily small tolerance ϵ (i.e., at
least one sample is ϵ-close to the unknown dynamics). We
sequentially propagate the residual ϵ-epistemic and aleatoric
uncertainty, represented by black balls. As a result, the true
(unknown) system response (black dashed line) is contained
within a tube (green region) around the ϵ-close sample.

potentially prohibitive conservatism and lacks recur-
sive feasibility guarantees. Notably, this conservatism
is inherent in the sequential propagation used in most
robust MPC approaches [19–21], which cannot account
for the time-invariance of the epistemic uncertainty.

Sampling is another widely used approach for reach-
ability analysis, particularly in controls [23, 24] and
robotics [25, 26], which avoids the conservatism of se-
quential propagation techniques. To approximate the
reachable set, sampling-based methods typically involve
generating multiple realizations of uncertain model
parameters and simulating the system dynamics for
each sampled value [23, 27]. This leads to an inner ap-
proximation of the reachable set, which asymptotically
converges to the true reachable set as the number of
samples tends to infinity [28]. However, guarantees with
finite samples are required to ensure safety while being
computationally tractable. Given a known distribution
over uncertain model parameters, statistical bounds for
sampling-based methods can be computed using confor-
mal prediction [29]; however, these bounds are typically
obtained post-execution, limiting their applicability
in safety-critical settings. Another sampling-based ap-
proach is scenario optimization [24], which offers prob-
abilistic guarantees assuming that the samples and the
ground truth follow the same distribution. It has been
used to compute reachable sets [30], applied with GP
models [31], and incorporated into MPC design [32].
However, applying scenario arguments to non-convex
programs remains challenging, typically resulting only
in a-posteriori guarantees [33, 34]. For general-purpose
reachability with finite-dimensional feature space, [25]
obtains an ϵ-close over-approximation and provides
finite-sample guarantees using random set theory, which
scales exponentially with the feature dimension. How-
ever, extending such results to GP-based models – where
the uncertainty lies in an infinite-dimensional function

space – is non-trivial.

In this work, we construct a finite-sample-based reach-
able set for GP dynamics that contains the unknown
system trajectory with a user-specified high probabil-
ity. Building on this, we design a sampling-based GP-
MPC framework that draws dynamic functions from the
GP posterior and optimizes a control sequence to satisfy
constraints across all sampled dynamics jointly. By di-
rectly sampling dynamics functions, the method avoids
worst-case independent propagation and thus efficiently
propagates epistemic uncertainty without being conser-
vative. Our prior work [35] provides a numerical method
for solving sampling-basedGP-MPC problems; however,
it lacks finite-sample guarantees and is not recursively
feasible. We address these limitations by proposing a re-
cursively feasible sampling-based GP-MPC framework
that provides safety and stability guarantees with finite
samples, through the following key contributions:

Finite Samples from GP posterior. Our method
treats epistemic uncertainty up to an arbitrary toler-
ance ϵ > 0 by directly sampling functions from the GP
posterior, akin to Thomson sampling [36, 37]. To deter-
mine how many such functions are needed, we lever-
age coverage arguments [38–40] in the associated Repro-
ducing Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS). Specifically, we
bound the number of posterior GP samples required to
ensure that, with high probability, at least one function
is uniformly ϵ-close to the unknown dynamics – yield-
ing a sample complexity bound. This result is of inde-
pendent interest for sampling-based methods in infinite-
dimensional spaces. (Section 3)

Sampling-based reachable set. Assuming bounded
disturbances and Lipschitz continuity of the unknown
dynamics, we sequentially propagate the remaining ϵ-
epistemic uncertainty and aleatoric noise around the fi-
nite set of samples to construct a reachable set (Fig. 1).
We prove that, with high probability, the resulting reach-
able set contains the unknown future system trajectory
at all times. (Section 4)

Closed-loop guarantees. Building upon the proposed
reachable set, we design a sampling-based GP-MPC
strategy. Due to non-sequential uncertainty propagation
by the sampling-based approaches, ensuring recursive
feasibility is non-trivial. To address this, we remove falsi-
fied samples at each timestep during closed-loop execu-
tion. Finally, we establish safety and stability guarantees
for the resulting closed-loop system. This methodology
is also of independent interest for sampling-based ap-
proaches in the finite-dimensional case, where recursive
feasibility guarantees are typically lacking. (Section 5)

Simulations. We demonstrate the effectiveness of our
algorithm using a car model, comparing it against the
robust GP-MPC method proposed in [22], and further



showcase the safe closed-loop performance of ourmethod
with a pendulum example. (Section 6)

Notation: The set of non-negative integers is given by
Z+. For any i, j ∈ Z+, i < j, we use short hand notation
Z+
[i,j] for a set of integers {i, i+1, . . . , j}. We denote by B

a Banach space of functions g : Rn → R equipped with
the supremum norm ∥g∥∞ = supx∈Rn |g(x)|. We denote
f(x) = O(g(x)) as x → 0 if ∃x0 > 0, c > 0 : ∀ 0 < x <
x0, f(x) ≤ cg(x). We use ∥x∥ to denote the Euclidean
norm of a vector x ∈ Rn, and I for the identity ma-
trix of appropriate dimension. The Minkowski sum and
Pontryagin set difference for two sets X,Y ⊆ Rn are de-
fined by X ⊕ Y := {x + y ∈ Rn|x ∈ X, y ∈ Y } and
X ⊖ Y := {z ∈ Rn|z + y ∈ X ∀y ∈ Y }, respectively.
Pr (X ≥ x) denotes the probability of X ≥ x. The ex-
pectation of a function f(w) over a random variable w is
denoted by E[f(w)] and the expectation conditioned on
an event A is given by E[f(w)|A]. A sequence {w(k)}k≥0

is conditionally λ-sub-Gaussian for a fixed λ ≥ 0 if ∀k ∈
Z+,∀s ∈ R,E[esw(k)|{w(i)}k−1

i=1 , {x(i)}ki=1] ≤ exp( s
2λ2

2 )
[7, 41]. A continuous function α : R≥0 → R≥0 belong to
class K if it is strictly increasing, satisfy α(0) = 0 and
belongs to class K∞ if additionally α is unbounded. A
continuous function β : R≥0 × R≥0 → R≥0 is said to be
class KL if for a fixed s, β(r, s) belongs to class K and
for a fixed r, β(r, s) is decreasing with respect to s, s.t.,
β(r, s)→ 0 as s→∞.

2 Problem statement

We consider the task of controlling a discrete-time, non-
linear dynamical system

x(k + 1)=f(x(k),u(k)) +Bd(g
⋆(x(k),u(k))+w(k)) (1)

with state x(k) ∈ Rnx and input u(k) ∈ Rnu . Here,
f : Rnx × Rnu → Rnx denotes the known part of the
dynamics, e.g., derived from first principles, and
g⋆ : Rnx × Rnu → Rng is the unknown part mod-
elled in a subspace defined by Bd ∈ Rnx×ng with full
column rank. The unknown part is estimated us-
ing a prior dataset D := {Z, Y }, constructed from D
data points collected at Z = [z1, . . . , zD], where each
zi

.
= (xi, ui) ∈ Rd with d = nx + nu. The correspond-

ing measurements are given by Y = [y1, . . . , yD], where
each yi = g⋆(zi) + wi is one-step prediction error, read-
ily obtained from (1). For simplicity of exposition, the
results in this paper are presented for the case of a scalar
unknown dynamics component, i.e., ng = 1; see Re-
mark 1 for an extension to the multivariate case. The
disturbance wi ∈ Rng is assumed to be conditionally
λ-sub-Gaussian, λ > 0. This includes the special case of
zero-mean noise bounded in [−λ, λ] and i.i.d. Gaussian
noise with variance bounded by λ2 [7, 12].

Gaussian process. We use Gaussian process regression
to quantify the unknown dynamics g⋆ via a data-driven

model. Given the dataset D, the posterior mean and
covariance of unknown dynamics at test inputs z, z′ are
given by:

µ(z) = α⊤kD(z), (2)

kD(z, z′) = k(z, z)− k⊤
D(z)(KD + λ2I)−1kD(z′), (3)

σ2(z) = kD(z, z), (4)

where α = [α1, . . . , αD]⊤ := (KD + λ2I)−1Y , kD(z) =
[k(z1, z), ..., k(zD, z)]⊤, k : Rnz ×Rnz → R is a continu-
ous, positive definite kernel function and KD is the re-
sulting kernel matrix [k(z, z′)]z,z′∈Z . The posterior vari-
ance σ2(z) quantifies the epistemic uncertainty of the
model arising due to the lack of data. The kernel k in-
duces a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) Hk

[42] and by definition (2), the posterior mean lies in the
associated RKHS, µ ∈ Hk. The space Hk is equipped
with the RKHS norm ∥ · ∥k, which characterizes the reg-
ularity of functions in RKHS.

We denote g ∼ GP(µ, kD) to represent the sampled dy-
namics function g drawn from a GP characterized by
mean µ and covariance function (kernel) kD. Using the
kernel, we next make a standard regularity assumption
on unknown dynamics g⋆ [2, 7, 8, 12,22,37]:

Assumption 1 (Regularity [12]). The unknown dy-
namic g⋆ is an element of the RKHS Hk associated with
the kernel k, having a known bound Bg on the RKHS
norm, i.e., g⋆ ∈ Hk with ∥g⋆∥k ≤ Bg <∞.

Objective. Our objective is to predict a reachable set
that contains the true trajectory resulting from the un-
known dynamics (1) with a user-specified, arbitrary high
probability 1− δ ∈ (0, 1). We achieve this by directly
sampling a finite number of continuous dynamics from
the posterior distribution, effectively capturing the epis-
temic uncertainty characterized by the GP model. We
simulate each sample and collectively build a reachable
set. Ultimately, our goal is to utilize this set to design an
MPC that is recursively feasible and guarantees closed-
loop safety and stability of the unknown system (1).

3 Finite sampling to treat epistemic uncertainty

This section addresses the following question:

How many dynamics functions must be sampled to
effectively treat the epistemic uncertainty up to an

arbitrary small tolerance ϵ > 0?

For this, we derive a sample complexity bound in Sec-
tion 3.1 and then extend it to provide rate results with
respect to tolerance ϵ for commonly used kernels in Sec-
tion 3.2.



3.1 Sample complexity

We aim to determine the number of samples g ∼
GP(µ, kD) required to ensure that at least one is uni-
formly ϵ-close to the unknown function. The key chal-
lenge lies in quantifying the probability of a contin-
uous function (of infinite dimension) being contained
in an ϵ-ball around a sampled function. For this, we
leverage the concept of small ball probability from the
stochastic-processes literature [38–40]:

Definition 1 ( [40]). Let g ∼ GP(0, k). The small ball
probability is defined as Pr (∥g∥∞ < ϵ) =: e−ϕ(ϵ) for any
ϵ > 0, where the small ball exponent ϕ(ϵ) : R>0 → R>0.

Henceforth, we refer to ϕ(ϵ) as the small ball exponent.
The small ball exponent depends on the choice of prior
kernel k, and upper bounds can be established based
on the kernel’s properties. For instance, the squared-

exponential kernel satisfies ϕ(ϵ) ≤ C (log(1/ϵ))
1+d

; in

the case of ν-regular Matern kernels, ϕ(ϵ) ≤ C (1/ϵ)
d/ν

[40, Lemma 3 and 6]. Furthermore, upper bounds on
ϕ(ϵ) can be derived using the covering number of the
unit ball in the RKHS space [43, 44]. Analogously with
some regularity on the kernel function via the canoni-
cal metric d2k(z, z

′) ≤ |z − z′|γ2 , similar bounds can be
derived, see [39].

Although the sampled function does not belong to the
same RKHSwith probability one [42], this is not limiting
for our setting, as we are only concernedwith achieving ϵ-
closeness in the infinity norm, as defined in Definition 1.

The small ball probability characterizes the probability
that the sampled function falls in a ball around the zero-
mean function. However, we need to quantify the proba-
bility that the sample falls in a ball around the unknown
function g⋆. To relate these probabilities, we use the fol-
lowing lemma from [45]:

Lemma 1 ( [45, Lemma 5.2]). Consider g ∼ GP(0, k).
For any h ∈ Hk and any Borel measurable set C ⊆ B
with h ∈ C ↔ −h ∈ C:

Pr (g − h ∈ C) ≥ e−
1
2∥h∥kPr (g ∈ C) . (5)

Lemma 1 characterizes how the probability decays when
the function is shifted by a continuous function h in the
sameRKHS space. In our case, this shift is from themean
function to the unknown function, i.e., g⋆ − µ. Since g⋆

is unknown, the following lemma establishes an upper
bound on this quantity.

Lemma 2. Let Assumption 1 hold. Then, it holds that

Pr
(
∥g⋆ − µ∥2kD

/2 ≤ CD

)
≥ 1−δ/2 with the known con-

stant

CD :=
(
B2

g − ∥µ∥2k + 2
∑D

i=1
|αi|
√
βDσ(zi)

+ λ−2βD

∑D

i=1
σ(zi)

2
)
/2 > 0. (6)

The proof can be found in Appendix A. The above
lemma utilizes high-probability confidence bounds of
GPs [7], where βD is the corresponding scaling factor (cf.
Lemma 4 in Appendix A). Secondly, this result relates
the RKHS norm of the prior and posterior kernel using

∥g∥2kD
= ∥g∥2k + λ−2

∑D
i=1 g(zi)

2, ∀g ∈ Hk, see [8, Ap-

pendix B]. Lastly, note that CD is a data-dependent
constant and can be computed exactly.

Next, we present our main result, which bounds the
number of continuous samples from the GP posterior re-
quired to ensure that at least one is uniformly ϵ-close to
the unknown function.

Theorem 1. Let Assumption 1 hold and consider any
ϵ > 0. Let N ∈ N be a total number of GP samples
gn ∼ GP (µ, kD) with

N ≥ Nϵ :=
log (δ/2)

log
(
1− e−(CD+ϕ(ϵ))

) (7)

and CD as defined in Lemma 2. Then ∃n ∈ Z+
[1,N ] such

that ∥gn − g⋆∥∞ < ϵ with probability at least 1− δ.

Proof. First, we bound the probability that one sample
from the GP posterior is uniformly ϵ close to the true
function. Later, we use this to determine the number of
samples N needed to ensure at least one sample is close
to the true function with probability 1− δ.

Suppose ∥g⋆ − µ∥2kD
/2 ≤ CD. Then, Lemma 1 implies,

Pr (∥gn − g⋆∥∞ < ϵ) = Pr (∥gn − µ− (g⋆ − µ)∥∞ < ϵ)

(i)

≥ e
− 1

2∥g
⋆−µ∥2

kDPr (∥gn − µ∥∞ < ϵ)

(ii)

≥ e−CDPr (∥gn − µ∥∞ < ϵ)

(iii)

≥ e−CDPr (∥g∥∞ < ϵ)

=: e−(CD+ϕ(ϵ)) (8)

where g ∼ GP(0, k) and ϕ(ϵ) = − log Pr (∥g∥∞ < ϵ)
from Definition 1. In the proof above, (i) follows from
Lemma 1 since, C = {f ∈ B | ∥f∥∞ < ϵ} is a symmet-
ric set (f ∈ C ↔ −f ∈ C), (gn − µ) ∼ GP(0, kD) and
g⋆ − µ ∈ Hk since g⋆ ∈ Hk, µ ∈ Hk. The last step (iii)
follows from Lemma 5 in Appendix A.

Using Eq. (8) we obtain that

Pr (∥gn − g⋆∥∞ < ϵ) ≥ e−(CD+ϕ(ϵ))



⇐⇒ Pr (∥gn − g⋆∥∞ ≥ ϵ) < 1− e−(CD+ϕ(ϵ)).

Since the dynamics samples gn ∼ GP (µ, kD) are drawn
independently, the probability of all samples simultane-
ously not being ϵ-close uniformly is

Pr
(
∥gn − g⋆∥∞≥ ϵ,∀n ∈ Z+

[1,N ]

)
<
(
1− e−(CD+ϕ(ϵ))

)N
⇐⇒Pr

(
∃n∈Z+

[1,N ]:∥gn−g⋆∥∞<ϵ
)
≥1−

(
1− e−(CD+ϕ(ϵ))

)N
Given that the number of samples N ∈ N satisfies (7),
we have

Pr
(
∃n ∈ Z+

[1,N ] : ∥gn − g⋆∥∞ ≤ ϵ
)
≥ 1− δ/2. (9)

Note that the CD upper bound used in step (ii) in (8)
holds with probability 1− δ/2 (cf. Lemma 2). Together
with (9), both events hold jointly with probability 1− δ
using Boole’s inequality.

By sampling N continuous functions from the GP pos-
terior, we are guaranteed, with high probability, to have
at least one sample within an ϵ-ball around the un-
known function. Note that, for any user-defined arbitrar-
ily small tolerance ϵ > 0 and arbitrarily high probability
1 − δ ∈ (0, 1), we can compute a finite number of sam-
ples N using (7). We refine the analysis for the special
case of bounded noise in Appendix A.1.

Note that while our sample complexity result involves
sampling from a Gaussian Process — similar in spirit to
Thompson sampling [36,37]—we do not assume that the
true dynamics follow this distribution. This contrasts
with scenario-based approaches [30–34], which require
that the samples and the ground truth follow the same
distribution. Our method assumes that the unknown dy-
namics lies in the associated RKHS.

Remark 1 (Extension to vector-valued g⋆). To extend
the analysis to vector-valued functions g⋆ : Rnx+nu →
Rng , we can model each component independently as a
GP (assuming independent noise across components).
This allows us to apply Lemma 1 independently along
each dimension. Thus, Eq. (8) results in

Pr
(
∥gni − g⋆i ∥∞ < ϵi, ∀i ∈ Z+

[1,ng ]

)
≤ e−(

∑ng

i=1
CDi

+ϕ(ϵi)).

This bounds the probability that all components simulta-
neously stay within ϵi neighbourhoods of g⋆i and conse-
quently, the sample complexity result (7) follows analo-
gously with the factor

∑ng

i=1 CDi
+ ϕ(ϵi).

3.2 Sample complexity rates

The following corollary derives the rate at which the
number of samplesN grows as ϵ→ 0 for commonly used
kernels.

Corollary 1 (Sample complexity rates). Let Assump-
tion 1 hold and consider Nϵ from Theorem 1 and a GP
input dimension of d ∈ N. As ϵ→ 0, the number of sam-
ples Nϵ scales with the following rates:

• For the squared exponential kernel:

Nϵ = O
(
(1/ϵ)

C(log(1/ϵ))d
)
;

• For ν-regular Matérn kernels:

Nϵ = O
(
eC(1/ϵ)d/ν

)
.

Proof. Note that as s→ 0, it holds that s ≤ log(1/(1−
s)). With s = e−(CD+ϕ(ϵ)) we can bound Nϵ as:

Nϵ ≤
log(2/δ)

e−(CD+ϕ(ϵ))
= O

(
eϕ(ϵ)

)
.

For the squared-exponential kernel, using ϕ(ϵ) ≤
C
(
log 1

ϵ

)1+d
[40, Lemma 6], we obtain

Nϵ = O
(
eC(log(1/ϵ))1+d

)
= O

(
(1/ϵ)

C(log(1/ϵ))d
)
.

For ν-regular Materń kernel using ϕ(ϵ) ≤ C
(
1
ϵ

)d/ν
[40,

Lemma 3], we obtain

Nϵ = O
(
eC(1/ϵ)d/ν

)
.

For the Matérn kernel, the number of samples increases
exponentially with 1/ϵ. Similarly, for the squared-
exponential kernel, the number of samples grows ex-
ponentially, however, with an exponent that only has
a logarithmic dependence on 1/ϵ, resulting in a slower
growth rate.

4 Sampling-based reachable set

Using the finite number of samples drawn from the GP
posterior, we now formulate a sampling-based reachable
set that contains the true trajectory with high probabil-
ity. We sequentially propagate uncertainty arising from
the remaining ϵ-epistemic uncertainty and the aleatoric
noise w by assuming Lipschitz continuity of the dynam-
ics and bounded process noise.

Assumption 2. The true dynamics f⋆ := f + Bdg
⋆ is

L-Lipschitz continuous with respect to x, i.e.,

∥f⋆(x, u)− f⋆(x′, u)∥ ≤ L∥x− x′∥ ∀x, x′ ∈ Rn. (10)



Under Assumption 1, the unknown function is Lipschitz
continuous for kernels that are Lipschitz continuous,
such as the squared exponential andMatérn kernels [46].

Assumption 3. There exists a known constant w̄ that
bounds the process noise, i.e., |w(k)| ≤ w̄ for all times
k ∈ Z+.

We assume bounded process noise in order to construct
a bounded reachable set, see also Remark 2 regarding
the handling of unbounded noise.

Let xn
k denote the state according to the nominal dy-

namics, given by the GP sample gn at the kth time step,
i.e.,

xn
k+1 = f(xn

k , u(k)) +Bd(g
n(xn

k , u(k))), (11)

for a given input sequence u(k), k ∈ Z+, and initial state
xn
0 = x(0). We construct a ball Bε={x∈ Rnx |∥x∥≤ε}

around the states xn
k reached by the samples to account

for uncertainties in the reachable set. The following the-
orem formally defines the reachable set and establishes
that it contains the true trajectory resulting from un-
known dynamics (1) with high probability.

Theorem 2 (Reachable set). Let Assumptions 1–3 hold.
Consider any ϵ > 0 and N according to Theorem 1.
For any initial state x(0) ∈ Rn and any control input
sequence uk = [u(0), . . . , u(k − 1)], define the reachable
set at any time step k ∈ Z+ as

Rk(x(0),uk) :=
⋃

n∈Z+
[1,N]

xn
k ⊕ Bεk , (12)

where εk := εLk, ε := ∥Bd∥(ϵ+ w̄) and Lk :=
∑k−1

i=0 Li.
Then it holds that

Pr
(
x(i) ∈ Ri(x(0),ui), ∀i ∈ Z+

[0,k]

)
≥ 1− δ. (13)

Proof. Suppose the nth dynamic sample satisfies
∥gn − g⋆∥∞ ≤ ϵ. We first bound the deviation between
x(i) from xn

i . For any given control input u(i), it holds
that

∥x(i+ 1)− xn
i+1∥

= ∥f(x(i), u(i)) +Bd(g
⋆(x(i), u(i)) + w(i))

− f(xn
i , u(i))−Bdg

n(xn
i , u(i))∥

(10)

≤ L∥x(i)− xn
i ∥+ ∥Bd∥(∥g⋆ − gn∥∞ + |w(i)|)︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤ε

.

Iteratively applying this with x(0) = xn
0 yields

∥x(i)− xn
i ∥ ≤

i−1∑
j=0

Lj


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Li

ε = εLi := εi.

This implies x(i) ∈ xn
i ⊕ Bεi if ∃n : ∥gn − g⋆∥∞ ≤ ϵ. Us-

ing Theorem 1, there exists at least one out of N sam-
ples satisfying ∥gn − g⋆∥∞ ≤ ϵ with probability at least
1−δ. Hence, with the same probability, the true state xi

lies in the union of these balls,Ri(x(0),ui), i.e., Eq. (13)
holds.

The reachable set (12) propagates the epistemic un-
certainty through samples, thereby avoiding the con-
servatism inherent in common sequential propagation
methods [19–22]. Only the remaining ε uncertainty,
which captures the residual ϵ-epistemic uncertainty and
bounded aleatoric noise w̄ is propagated sequentially in
the proposed approach. As established in Theorem 1,
choosing a sufficiently large number of samplesN allows
ϵ > 0 to be arbitrarily small, effectively treating the
epistemic uncertainty of the unknown dynamics. While
sequential propagation of the remaining uncertainty ε
causes the reachable set to grow exponentially with the
horizon when the Lipschitz constant L > 1, the resulting
growth is significantly scaled down in contrast to sequen-
tially propagating the full uncertainty. In particular, for
small noise w and with a large number of samples N ,
the balls are small, resulting in a valid sampling-based
reachable set with minimal conservatism in contrast to
the sequential propagation techniques.

Remark 2 (Alternative propagation techniques). For
simplicity, we used a simple Lipschitz continuity-based
propagation similar to [19] to address the aleatoric and
the remaining ϵ-epistemic uncertainty. However, this
can be naturally replaced by other sequential uncer-
tainty propagation techniques from the non-linear robust
reachability literature. These include contraction met-
rics [20], Taylor series [47] or interval arithmetics [48];
see [21] for an overview. Moreover, a state-feedback
u(k) = κ(x(k), v(k)) can be employed to reduce conser-
vatism in the sequential propagation of the balls Bεk . In
particular, a simple modification is to use a linear state-
feedback controller u = Kx + v and a weighted norm

∥x∥P :=
√
x⊤Px with a positive definite matrix P ≻ 0,

yielding the reduced Lipschitz constant LP :

∥f⋆(x,Kx+v)−f⋆(x′,Kx′+v)∥P ≤LP ∥x− x′∥P , (14)

which is a special case of the general approach using con-
traction metrics [20].
Assumption 3 on bounded noise can also be relaxed by



using the covariance (proxy) of the sub-Gaussian distri-
bution [41] and recent nonlinear stochastic reachability
techniques [49,50].

Remark 3. In the case of vector-valued g⋆, Theorem 2
holds analogously with ε such that

ng∑
i=1

∥Bd,i∥(∥g⋆i − gni ∥∞ + |wi(k)|) ≤ ε,

using also the bound from Remark 1.

Based on this probabilistic reachable set (12), we can di-
rectly formulate an optimal control problem that ensures
constraint satisfaction with probability at least 1 − δ
for a finite horizon. In the next section, we present an
MPC formulation that yields closed-loop guarantees for
receding-horizon implementation.

5 Model predictive control

This section develops a control strategy that minimizes
a stage cost ℓ : Rnx × Rnu → R, while ensuring that the
closed-loop system satisfies the joint chance constraints

Pr
(
x(k) ∈ X , u(k) ∈ U , ∀k ∈ Z+

)
≥ 1− δ, (15)

despite the presence of both aleatoric and epistemic un-
certainty of g⋆. A key challenge in ensuring this during
closed-loop operation is maintaining recursive feasibil-
ity, due to non-sequential uncertainty propagation by
the sampling-based reachable set. Unlike robust MPC
frameworks that rely on sequential uncertainty propaga-
tion, such tools [19–21] cannot be directly applied here.
To address this, we propose a strategy to retain only
a subset of samples over time while ensuring that the
sample that is ϵ-close to the unknown dynamics g⋆ is
retained.

Building on the reachable set from Section 4, we first
formulate a robust sampling-based GP-MPC problem in
Section 5.1. In Section 5.2, we present a sample selection
mechanism that is crucial for maintaining recursive fea-
sibility. Finally, we provide high-probability safety guar-
antees for the unknown system using the finite set of
samples in Section 5.3 and later show the stability and
performance in Section 5.4.

5.1 MPC formulation

The proposed MPC problem at time k ∈ Z+ is given by

min
xn,u

∑
n∈Nk

[
H−1∑
i=0

ℓ(xn
i|k, ui|k) + Vf(x

n
H|k)

]
(16a)

s.t. ∀i ∈ Z+
[0,H−1],∀n ∈ Nk, (16b)

Algorithm 1 Receding horizon Sampling GP-MPC

1: Pick 1−δ∈(0, 1), ϵ>0,D data points, computeN(7)
2: Build N0 by sampling N dynamics, gn ∼ GP(µ, kD)
3: Design terminal ingredients Xf , Vf and tightenings ξ
4: for time k = 0, 1, . . . do
5: u⋆ ←− Solve Problem (16) with state x(k)

6: Apply the first input u(k) = u⋆
0|k.

7: Update dynamics set Nk+1 as per Eq. (17).
8: end for

xn
0|k = x(k), (16c)

xn
i+1|k = f(xn

i|k, ui|k) +Bdg
n(xn

i|k, ui|k), (16d)

xn
i|k ∈ X ⊖ Bξi , ui|k ∈ U , (16e)

xn
H|k ∈ Xf ⊖ BcH−1

. (16f)

This non-linear program is solved at each time step
k using a subset of sampled dynamics Nk ⊆ Z+

[1,N ].

We optimize an open-loop (shared) input sequence
u = (u0, . . . , uH−1) to predict a state sequence
xn = (xn

0 , . . . , x
n
H) for each dynamics sample n ∈ Nk.

Eq. (16e) ensures that all the predicted sequences sat-
isfy the state and input constraints given by a tightened
version of (15). The tightening ξi in Eq. (16e) is defined

as ξi :=
∑i−1

j=0 cj where cj accounts for the remain-
ing ϵ-epistemic uncertainty and the aleatoric noise; see
Lemma 3 below for its derivation. The constraint in
Eq. (16c) initializes all the trajectories to the system
state at time k, denoted as x(k), and Eq. (16f) ensures
that all the predicted trajectories reach the tightened
version of the terminal set Xf ⊆ Rnx at the end of the
horizon. The cost in Eq. (16a) is the empirical average
of finite-horizon and terminal cost over the dynamics
contained in the set Nk (modulo scaling constant), with
stage cost ℓ and terminal cost Vf : Rnx → R. We assume
ℓ, Vf , g

n, f are continuous and the sets X ,U ,Xf are
compact, which implies a minimizer of Problem (16)
exists [51, Proposition 2.4].

Algorithm 1 outlines the steps in the receding-horizon
implementation of Problem (16). Next, we discuss how
the dynamics set Nk is updated by removing falsified
samples.

5.2 Updating the finite set of dynamics samples

In Problem (16), Nk, k ∈ Z+ is a finite set of dynamics
sampled from the GP distribution, and is monotonically
shrinking with time k as follows

Nk+1={n∈Nk| ∥xn
i+1|k−xn

i|k+1∥≤ci,∀i∈Z+
[0,H−1]} (17)

with N0 = Z+
[1,N ] denoting the initial set of all sampled

dynamics gn ∼ GP (µ, kD). In (17), xn
i|k+1 is the candi-

date state sequence with initialization xn
0|k+1 = x(k+1)



and propagated using control input

ui|k+1 = u⋆
i+1|k, ∀i ∈ Z+

[0,H−2] (18)

with u⋆ optimized from time k. The constant ci’s are
determined such that the ϵ-close dynamic sample gn re-
mains inNk,∀k. Removing the other dynamics from the
set Nk reduces conservatism and is also required for the
recursive feasibility proof. The following lemma deter-
mines the constants ci,

Lemma 3. Let Assumptions 1–3 hold. Suppose that
∥gn − g⋆∥∞ ≤ ϵ and Problem (16) is feasible at time
k. Consider the candidate state sequence xn

i|k+1 cor-

responding to the candidate input sequence (18) and
dynamics (16d). Then, it holds that ∥xn

i|k+1 − xn
i+1|k∥ ≤

ci,∀i ∈ Z+
[0,H−1], where,

ci := Liε+ 2∥Bd∥ϵ
i−1∑
j=0

Lj (19)

Proof. We first bound the one-step prediction error:

∥xn
0|k+1 − xn

1|k∥
= ∥f(x(k), u⋆

0|k) +Bd(g
⋆(x(k), u⋆

0|k) + w(k))

− f(x(k), u⋆
0|k)−Bdg

n(x(k), u⋆
0|k)∥

≤ ∥Bd∥(∥g⋆ − gn∥∞ + w̄) = ε. (20)

Similarly, we consider the subsequent prediction errors

∥xn
i|k+1 − xn

i+1|k∥
= ∥f(xn

i−1|k+1, u
⋆
i|k) +Bdg

n(xn
i−1|k+1, u

⋆
i|k)

− f(xn
i|k, u

⋆
i|k)−Bdg

n(xn
i|k, u

⋆
i|k)∥

(i)

≤ ∥f(xn
i−1|k+1, u

⋆
i|k) +Bdg

⋆(xn
i−1|k+1, u

⋆
i|k)

− f(xn
i|k, u

⋆
i|k)−Bdg

⋆(xn
i|k, u

⋆
i|k)∥+ 2∥Bd∥ϵ

(ii)

≤ L∥xn
i−1|k+1 − xn

i|k∥+ 2∥Bd∥ϵ
...

≤ Li∥xn
0|k+1 − xn

1|k∥+ Li−12∥Bd∥ϵ+ . . .+ 2∥Bd∥ϵ
(20)

≤ Liε+ 2∥Bd∥ϵ
i−1∑
j=0

Lj =: ci.

In the above proof, (i) follows since ∥gn − g⋆∥∞ ≤ ϵ and
(ii) using Lipschitz continuity of the dynamics (Assump-
tion 2).

Remark 4. Suppose that f +Bdg
n is Lg-Lipschitz con-

tinuous for all n ∈ N0. Then, Lemma 3 remains valid
with ci := Li

gε. This simpler expression eliminates the

additional summation term in (19). Moreover, depend-
ing on the regularity of the kernel, the GP samples are
Lipschitz continuous [11,52].

The following corollary uses Theorem 1 and the sufficient
condition of Lemma 3 to formally establish that updat-
ing the dynamics set (17) retains the ϵ-close sample.

Corollary 2. Let Assumptions 1–3 hold. Consider any
ϵ > 0 and N0 = Z+

[1,N ] with N as per Theorem 1. Then

it holds that

Pr
(
∀k ∈ Z+, ∃n ∈ Nk : ∥gn − g⋆∥∞ < ϵ

)
≥ 1− δ.

Theorem 1 ensures ∃n ∈ N0 such that ∥gn − g⋆∥∞ < ϵ.
Then by Lemma 3 the same sample n can deviate at most
ci ensuring ∥xn

i|k+1−xn
i+1|k∥ ≤ ci,∀i ∈ Z+

[0,H−1], k ∈ Z+

which is the same rule as used to update the dynamics
set Nk (17). This proves Corollary 2 and ensures that
the removed samples are not ϵ-close.

5.3 Closed-loop safety guarantees

Next, we investigate the theoretical guarantees of the
proposed robust GP-MPC problem (16). In order to ad-
dress recursive feasibility, we make the following stan-
dard assumption on the terminal invariant set.

Assumption 4 (Robust positive invariant set). The ter-
minal set Xf is a robust positive invariant set with the
input uf ∈ U , i.e., ∀n ∈ N0, x ∈ Xf : x ∈ X ⊖BξH−1

and
f(x, uf) +Bdg

n(x, uf) ∈ Xf ⊖ BcH−1
.

Similar to standard MPC designs [51, Sec. 2.5.5], this
condition can be satisfied by constructing Xf based on a
local Lyapunov function, see also Section 5.4. The follow-
ing theorem guarantees recursive feasibility and closed-
loop constraint satisfaction by applying the optimal con-
trol sequence obtained by solving problem (16).

Theorem 3. Let Assumptions 1–4 hold. Consider any
ϵ > 0 and let N be the corresponding number of sam-
ples as defined in Theorem 1. Suppose that Problem (16)
is feasible at k = 0. Then, with probability 1 − δ, Prob-
lem (16) is feasible for all k ∈ N for the closed-loop sys-
tem resulting from Algorithm 1. This further implies that
the (high-probability) state and input constraints (15) are
satisfied.

Proof. Suppose that the set Nk is non-empty for all
k ∈ Z+, which holds with probability at least 1 − δ us-
ing Corollary 2. We show recursive feasibility using a
standard proof with a candidate solution [51]: At time
k+1, we consider the candidate input sequence defined
by (18) with the terminal input uH−1|k+1 = uf , where uf

ensures positive invariance of the terminal set constraint
(Assumption 4).



We first show that the candidate input is a feasible so-
lution to Problem (16) at timestep k + 1. The input
constraints are trivially satisfied, i.e., ui|k+1 ∈ U ,∀i ∈
Z+
[1,H−1], due to the shifted control sequence, whose ap-

pended last input satisfies uf ∈ U due to Assumption 4.

For state constraints, (16e) ensures xn
i+1|k ∈ X ⊖ Bξi+1

,

∀n ∈ Nk. The set Nk+1 ensures ∥xn
i|k+1 − xn

i+1|k∥ ≤
ci,∀i ∈ Z+

[0,H−2],∀n ∈ Nk+1, which implies

xn
i|k+1 ∈ X ⊖ Bξi+1

⊕ Bci ⊆ X ⊖ Bξi . (21)

Analogously, (16f) at time k ensures that xn
H|k ∈

Xf ⊖ BcH−1
, which, using the dynamics set Nk+1 (17)

at i = H − 1, implies that xn
H−1|k+1 ∈ Xf ⊖ BcH−1

⊕
BcH−1

⊆ Xf . Since xn
H−1|k+1 ∈ Xf , Assumption 4 en-

sures the existence of a terminal input uf such that
xn
H|k+1 ∈ Xf ⊖ BcH−1

which satisfies terminal con-

straint (16f) at k + 1.

Thus, in Problem (16), the state and input constraints
are satisfied by all sampled trajectories, ensuring recur-
sive feasibility. Additionally, recursive feasibility ensures
∀k ∈ Z+, x(k) = xn

0|k ∈ X , u(k) = u0|k ∈ U using (16e)

implying constraint satisfaction for the unknown sys-
tem (1). Since we assumed that the sets Nk+1 are non-
empty, which holds (jointly) with probability at least
1 − δ (Corollary 2), all closed-loop properties are valid
with probability at least 1− δ.

Thus, for any arbitrary small tolerance ϵ > 0 and arbi-
trary high probability 1 − δ ∈ (0, 1), the proposed ro-
bust sampling-based GP-MPC (16) ensures safety of the
closed-loop unknown system with a finite number of dy-
namics samples. Note that this methodology of reject-
ing falsified samples could also be interesting to ensure
recursive feasibility for sampling-based approaches with
finite-dimensional parameters [25,53].

5.4 Performance and stability

In the following, we analyze the closed-loop performance
and stability of the proposed MPC implementation. Let
the optimal cost of Problem (16) at time k be denoted
by J⋆(x(k),Nk). In order to prove stability, we make the
following standard assumptions on the stage cost and
the terminal cost in the terminal invariant set.

Assumption 5 (Lipschitz cost). The stage cost ℓ(·, ·)
and the terminal cost Vf(·) are Lℓ- and Lf-Lipschitz con-
tinuous in x.

Assumption 6 (Terminal cost). For all x ∈ Xf and
n ∈ N0, the terminal cost satisfies

Vf(f(x, uf) +Bdg
n(x, uf))− Vf(x) ≤−ℓ(x, uf) + ℓs.

Assumption 6 is typically satisfied by designing a
terminal set and a terminal cost around the equilib-
rium point [51] for all dynamic samples. For exam-
ple, if the origin is an equilibrium, i.e., ∀n ∈ Z+

[1,N ],

f(0, 0) + Bdg
n(0, 0) = 0, then a standard design of

Vf [54] ensures that Assumption 6 is satisfied with the
equilibrium cost ℓs = ℓ(0, 0). This design requires that
linearized dynamics around the equilibrium point are
open-loop stable with a common Lyapunov function.
The open-loop stability requirement can be relaxed by
incorporating a state feedback in the predictions in (16)
as discussed in Remark 2.

Since the domain is bounded and the cost function is
continuous, the cost is also bounded. Therefore, without
loss of generality, we shift the cost such that ℓ(x, u) ≥ 0
and Vf(x) ≥ 0 for all (x, u) ∈ X × U .

The following theorem presents a performance bound
and, with additional positive definite cost assumptions,
guarantees stability for the closed-loop system by apply-
ing the optimal control sequence obtained by solving the
problem (16) in receding-horizon fashion.

Theorem 4 (Stability). Let Assumptions 1–6 hold and
suppose that Problem (16) is feasible at k = 0. Then, with
probability at least 1− δ, the closed-loop system resulting
from Algorithm 1 ensures:

• Asymptotic average performance bound:

lim sup
T→∞

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

ℓ(x(k), u(k)) ≤ Lc + ℓs (22)

where Lc = K1w̄+K2ϵ with constants K1,K2 > 0.
• Practical asymptotic stability: Suppose additionally

that ℓ(0, 0) = 0, Vf((0)) = 0, ℓ(x, u) ≥ α1(∥x∥) and
Vf(∥x∥) ≤ α2(∥x∥) with α1, α2 ∈ K∞. Then, there
exist β ∈ KL, γ1, γ2 ∈ K:

∥x(k)∥ ≤ max{β(∥x0∥, k), γ1(w̄) + γ2(ϵ)}. (23)

The proof is provided in Appendix B. The constant Lc

depends linearly on the residual ϵ-epsitemic uncertainty
and the process noise bound w̄, and it decreases as either
the process noise diminishes or ϵ shrinks with an increas-
ing number of samples. Consequently, (22) implies that,
under small process noise and residual ϵ uncertainty, the
derived bound on the closed-loop cost approaches the
cost at the equilibrium point ℓs. Furthermore, Eq. (23)
ensures that the system is practically asymptotically sta-
ble (cf. [55, Def. 4.1]), i.e., we have asymptotic stability
modulo a residual term that vanishes as the process noise
w̄ and the remaining epistemic uncertainty ϵ approach
zero.



0 10 20 30 40
xp

0

5

10

15

y p

(a) Finite samples based GP-MPC (ours)
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(b) Robust tube-based GP-MPC [22]

Fig. 2. Comparison of uncertainty propagation for a given input sequence u in the car example. The dashed line represents
the true trajectory of the unknown system, navigating while satisfying the constraints (solid parallel black lines). On the left,
Fig. 2 (a) shows sampling-based reachable sets using N = 2 × 102 (red), 2 × 104 (blue) and 2 × 107 (green) samples. On the
right, Fig. 2 (b) shows the reachable set over-approximation (red ellipsoids) obtained by the robust GP-MPC approach [22],
which grows exponentially in a small horizon of 14. We observe that a tighter approximation of the reachable set achieved via
the sampling-based method enables the car to navigate while satisfying the track constraints in a lane-changing maneuver,
given enough samples.

6 Simulations

We demonstrate the proposed algorithm using two nu-
merical examples. First, we show the effectiveness of
the reachable set resulting from the proposed sampling-
based approach (Section 4) by comparing it to a sequen-
tial propagation technique [22] in a car environment.
Second, we demonstrate closed-loop safety and recursive
feasibility of sampling GP-MPC (Section 5) using pen-
dulum dynamics.

6.1 Implementation details

In both simulations, we compute tightenings using the
P -weighted norm Lipschitz constant as described in Re-
mark 2, which ensures that the reachable sets are not
overly conservative. The linear feedback K and matrix
P are jointly optimized through linear matrix inequali-
ties involving the Jacobian of the sampled dynamics on
the constraint set, similar to [20].

We used a squared-exponential kernel to model unknown
dynamics in both examples. To compute the number of
samples (7), we empirically estimate small ball proba-
bility ϕ(ϵ) by evaluating the number of samples that fall
within an ϵ ball around the mean using the GP poste-
rior ((i) in Eq. (8)). The constant CD is computed as per
Corollary 3 with bounded noise w̄.

Note that implementing the MPC formulation (16)
and the reachability analysis (Theorem 2) requires the
sampling of continuous functions g ∼ GP(µ, kD), which
cannot be implemented directly due to the infinite-
dimensional feature space of GP’s. However, equiva-
lent trajectories can be generated by forward sampling
and re-conditioning the GP, see [31]. Similarly, such
forward-sampling techniques can be integrated within

a sequential quadratic programming framework [35] to
solve the MPC problem. For the following MPC imple-
mentation, the open source software implementation
of [35] has been adapted and extended. The implemen-
tation is based on Python interfaces of acados [56]
and CasADi [57]; for efficient GP sampling, we em-
ploy GPyTorch [58]. The source code is available at
https://github.com/manish-pra/sampling-gpmpc.
All simulation parameters can be found in the params
file within the repository.

6.2 Uncertainty propagation using car dynamics

We model the car using a kinematic bicycle model
xp(k+1)

yp(k+1)

θ(k+1)

v(k+1)

=


xp(k)

yp(k)

θ(k)

v(k)+a(k)∆


︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:f(x,u)

+

[
v(k)I3×3

01×3

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:Bd


cos(θ(k)+ζk)∆

sin(θ(k)+ζk)∆

sin(ζk)l
−1
r ∆


︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:g(x,u)

where ζk = tan−1
(

lr
lf+lr

tan(δ(k))
)

is the slip an-

gle [rad]. The state vector x = [xp, yp, θ, v]
⊤ represents

the car’s position [m] in 2D Cartesian coordinates
[xp, yp]

⊤, its absolute heading angle θ [rad], and its lon-
gitudinal velocity v [m/s]. The control input u = [δ, a]⊤

consists of the steering angle δ [rad] and the linear accel-
eration a [m/s2]. The distances between the car’s center
of gravity to the front and the rear wheel are denoted
by lf = 1.105[m] and lr = 1.738[m] respectively. The
known part f(x, u) is given by simple integrator dynam-
ics. The unknown part, g : R2 → R3, g(x, u) = g(θ, δ),
is a nonlinear function of heading and steering angle.
Here, the projection matrix Bd is scaled with velocity

https://github.com/manish-pra/sampling-gpmpc


103 104 105 106 107

Number of Samples Nε (log scale)

0.6

0.8

1.0

ε
(×

10
−

3
)

Fig. 3. Illustration of sample complexity rate for the car
example, showing the increase in the required number of
samples as the tolerance ϵ decreases.

v(k), which is a time-varying quantity known exactly
since there is no uncertainty in the velocity component
of the dynamics. The GP is trained with 45 prior data
points (noise-free) on an equally spaced 5× 9 mesh grid
of the set (θ, δ) = {[−1, 1] × [−0.6, 0.6]}. We simulate
reachable sets using a control sequence obtained by
optimizing the trajectory of the true dynamics for an
evasive maneuver test ([59], compare ISO norm 3888-
2 [60]) as shown in Fig. 2. The control sequence is
optimized for time horizon H = 51 with sampling time
∆ = 60[ms]. The reachable set is computed with the
noise bound w̄ = 10−6.

The unknown dynamics is modeled using a separate
GP for each output dimension; the number of sam-
ples N are computed for the vector-valued GP ac-
cording to Remark 1. Given the number of samples
N and the desired confidence level of δ = 0.01 (cor-
responding to safety for all times with at least 99%),
the sample complexity bound (7) allows us to com-
pute the corresponding ϵ, which is the quantile of small
ball probability. Fig. 3 shows the decay of ϵ with in-
creasing N . As expected, ϵ decreases with larger N ,
however, beyond a certain N , the change in ϵ is small.
We choose N ∈ {2 × 102, 2 × 104, 2 × 107} and, with
corresponding constants ϵ, compute tightenings using
(19), where LP = 1.0016 is the Lipschitz constant
in the P -weighted norm (14) optimized as described
in Section 6.1. Fig. 2 (a) shows the resulting reach-
able set, obtained by forward sampling from the GP
posterior around the given control sequence, and over-
approximating it with ε-balls. We observe that as the
number of samples increases, ϵ decreases, and we obtain
a tighter over-approximation of the true reachable set.

In comparison, Fig. 2 (b) illustrates a reachable set ob-
tained by the robust tube-based GP-MPC from [22],
which neglects dependence of g(xk) and g(xk+1), and
makes sequential over-approximations using ellipsoids.
This leads to an exponential increase in the reachable
set, resulting in extremely conservative behavior already
within a small horizon of H = 14; for larger horizon
lengths, the size of the ellipsoids is too large for numer-
ical computation.
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Fig. 4. Demonstration of safe closed-loop control using the
proposed sampling-based GP-MPC with pendulum dynam-
ics. The blue dot indicates the current state of the pen-
dulum, the cyan region shows the computed reachable set,
and the blue line depicts the predicted trajectory under the
mean dynamics, all at time step k = 3. The sampling-based
GPMPC ensures that the reachable set satisfies the angular
velocity constraint (red dashed line) and enters the termi-
nal set (green ellipse). The dashed black line represents the
resulting closed-loop trajectory until stabilization at the up-
right position.

Note that the sampling-based reachable set is still an
over-approximation of the true reachable set, which
may be conservative due to the robust propagation
of noise and remaining ϵ epistemic uncertainty using
the Lipschitz constant. Theoretically, increasing N can
render ϵ arbitrarily small, resulting in a tighter over-
approximation of the reachable set. Efficiently propa-
gating the irreducible noise is a promising direction for
future work to further reduce conservatism.

6.3 Safe closed-loop control with pendulum dynamics

In this section, we demonstrate the effectiveness of the
proposed sampling-based GP-MPC, using a receding-
horizon implementation (Algorithm 1), showcasing its
closed-loop constraint satisfaction properties. We con-
sider a pendulum whose nonlinear dynamics are given
by:[
θ(k+1)

ω(k+1)

]
=

[
θ(k)+ω(k)∆

ω(k)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:f(x,u)

+

[
0

1

][
−gasin(θ(k))∆

l
+α(k)∆

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:g(x,u)

(24)

The pendulum state is x = [θ, ω]⊤, where θ[rad] de-
notes the angular position, ω[rad/s], the angular veloc-
ity, and the control input is the angular acceleration
α[rad/s2]. The constant parameter l = 10[m] denotes the
length of the pendulum, ∆ = 0.015[s], the discretization
time and ga = 9.81[m/s2], the acceleration due to grav-
ity. The unknown part, g : R2 → R, g(x, u) = g(θ, α),
is a nonlinear function of angular position and accel-
eration. The GP is trained using D = 36 prior data
points on an equally-spaced 4× 9 mesh grid in the con-
straint set (θ, α) = {[2.1, 3.6]× [−5, 5]}. Starting from



(θ, ω) = (2.15, 2.3), the task is to stabilize in upright
position: (θ, ω) = (π, 0).

To design a terminal in gradients (Assumption 6), we
find a common quadratic Lyapunov function with a lin-
ear terminal controller that stabilizes all linearized dy-
namics in the terminal set, which is computed by sam-
pling 100 dynamics from the GP posterior around the
upright position. We use the same controller in predic-
tion, and compute the Lipschitz constant LP = 0.96 us-
ing a P -weighted norm induced by the Lyapunov func-
tion and the terminal controller as described in (14).

We fix tolerance ϵ = 2×10−3 and approximate the corre-
sponding small ball probability (ϕ(ϵ)). Setting δ = 10−3

to ensure safety with at least 99.9% and using bounded
noise w̄ = 10−4, we compute the required number of
samples (A.3) and find that N = 70 samples are suffi-
cient.

Fig. 4 shows the closed-loop trajectory of the pendulum
along with the reachable set at k = 3. The proposed
sampling-based GP-MPC can stabilize the pendulum at
the upright position while satisfying all state and input
constraints despite the uncertain dynamics. The MPC
is solved with real-time iteration, which runs a single
SQP iteration per time step. On an AMD EPYC 7543P
Processor (2.80GHz), with GP sampling parallelized on
an RTX 4090 GPU, a single SQP iteration takes 104.6
± 11.9 ms.

7 Conclusion

In this work, we proposed a framework for efficiently
propagating epistemic uncertainty using a finite number
of dynamics samples drawn from a GP posterior. We in-
troduced a novel sample complexity result that bounds
the required number of sampled functions and enables
the construction of a reachable set that contains the true
trajectory with high probability, by simulating only a fi-
nite number of samples. Building on this, we proposed
a sampling-based GP-MPC scheme that is recursively
feasible by removing falsified samples during closed-loop
operation and provides theoretical guarantees on closed-
loop safety and stability. By establishing rigorous theo-
retical guarantees, this work opens up many possibilities
for the safe and reliable deployment of sampling-based
methods in real-world applications. For future work, it
would be interesting to further reduce conservatism by
efficient propagation of residual ϵ-epistemic uncertainty
and aleatoric noise.
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A Sample complexity proofs

The following lemma provides high probability error
bounds used prove an upper bound on ∥g⋆ − µ∥2kD

/2 in
Lemma 2.

Lemma 4 ([7, Theorem 3.11]).Let Assumption 1 hold

and
√
βD=Bg+

√
ln(det(I+λ−2KD) + 2 ln(2/δ). Then,

for all z ∈ Z, with probability at least 1−δ/2, it holds that

|g⋆(z)− µ(z)| ≤
√
βDσ(z).

Also, Lemma 2 relates the prior RKHS norm with the
posterior norm for any function g ∈ Hk using [8, Ap-
pendix B]:

∥g∥2kD
= ∥g∥2k + λ−2

∑D

i=1
g(zi)

2. (A.1)

Proof of Lemma 2.

∥g⋆ − µ∥2kD

(A.1)
= ∥g⋆ − µ∥2k + λ−2

D∑
i=1

(g⋆(zi)− µ(zi))
2

≤ ⟨g⋆ − µ, g⋆ − µ⟩k + λ−2βD

D∑
i=1

σ(zi)
2

(i)

= ∥g⋆∥2k+∥µ∥
2
k − 2⟨g⋆,

D∑
i=1

αik(·, zi)⟩k+λ−2βD

D∑
i=1

σ(zi)
2

(ii)

= ∥g⋆∥2k+∥µ∥
2
k− 2

D∑
i=1

αi⟨g⋆, k(·, zi)⟩k+λ−2βD

D∑
i=1

σ(zi)
2

(iii)

= ∥g⋆∥2k + ∥µ∥2k− 2

D∑
i=1

αig
⋆(zi) + λ−2βD

D∑
i=1

σ(zi)
2

(iv)

≤ B2
g + ∥µ∥2k − 2

D∑
i=1

(
αiµ(zi)− |αi|

√
βDσ(zi)

)
+ λ−2βD

D∑
i=1

σ(zi)
2

(v)

=B2
g + ∥µ∥2k − 2

D∑
i=1

αi

D∑
j=1

αjk(zi, zj)−|αi|
√
βDσ(zi)


+ λ−2βD

D∑
i=1

σ(zi)
2

(vi)

= B2
g − ∥µ∥2k + 2

D∑
i=1

|αi|
√
βDσ(zi) + λ−2βD

D∑
i=1

σ(zi)
2

=: 2CD.

The first equality follows from (A.1). Both inequalities
follow using Lemma 4. Step (i) follows by the defini-
tion of the GP posterior mean (2). Step (ii) follows from
the linearity of the inner product. Step (iii) and (iv) fol-
low respectively by reproducing property since g⋆ ∈ Hk

and bounded norm ∥g⋆∥k ≤ Bg (Assumption 1). Finally,
steps (v) and (vi) follow respectively from the definition
of mean and the reproducing property since µ ∈ Hk,
particularly,

∥µ∥2k = ⟨µ, µ⟩k =
〈 D∑

i=1

αik(zi, ·),
D∑

j=1

αjk(·, zj)
〉
k

=

D∑
i=1

αi

D∑
j=1

αjk(zi, zj).

The following lemma relates the small ball probability
for prior and posterior kernels.

Lemma 5 ( [61, Corollary 4]). Let gk ∼ GP(0, k) and
gkD
∼ GP(µD, kD). Then for all ϵ > 0,

Pr (∥gkD
− µD∥∞ ≤ ϵ) ≥ Pr (∥gk∥∞ ≤ ϵ) .



The above lemma shows that given more data, the sam-
ples are more concentrated around the mean.

A.1 Sample complexity under bounded noise

Lemma 6. Let Assumption 1 hold and suppose that the
measurement noise generating the data set D is bounded
by w̄, i.e., |wi| ≤ w̄, i ∈ Z+

[1,D]. Then, there exists a

known constant

CD :=
(
B2

g + ∥µ∥2k − 2
∑D

i=1

(
αiyi − |αi|w̄

)
+ λ−2

∑D

i=1
(|yi − µi|+ w̄)2

)
/2 ≥ 0

such that ∥g⋆ − µ∥2kD
/2 ≤ CD.

Proof. Analogous until step (iii) of Lemma 2’s proof:

∥g⋆ − µ∥2kD

≤ ∥g⋆∥2k + ∥µ∥2k − 2
∑D

i=1
αig

⋆(zi)

+ λ−2
∑D

i=1
(g⋆(zi)− µ(zi))

2 (A.2)

≤ B2
g + ∥µ∥2k − 2

∑D

i=1
(αiyi − |αi|w̄)

+ λ−2
∑D

i=1
(|yi − µi|+ w̄)2 = 2CD.

In the proof, the last inequality follows from ∥g⋆∥2k ≤
Bg (Assumption 1), g⋆(zi) = yi − wi and |wi| ≤ w̄.

The following corollary presents an alternative sample
complexity result under a special case of bounded mea-
surement noise.

Corollary 3 (Sample complexity with bounded noise).
Let Assumption 1 hold and suppose |wi| ≤ w̄,∀i ∈ Z+

[1,D].

Consider any ϵ > 0. Let N ∈ N be the total number of
GP samples, gn ∼ GP (µ, kD) with

N ≥ Nϵ :=
log (δ)

log
(
1− e−(CD+ϕ(ϵ))

) , (A.3)

where CD is a known constant defined as

CD =
(
B2

g + ∥µ∥2k − 2
∑D

i=1

(
αiyi − |αi|w̄

)
+ λ−2

∑D

i=1
(|yi − µi|+ w̄)2

)
/2. (A.4)

Then ∃n ∈ Z+
[1,N ] such that ∥gn − g⋆∥∞ < ϵ with proba-

bility at least 1− δ.

Proof. Given that the noise is bounded, the upper
bound on ∥g⋆ − µ∥2kD

/2 ≤ CD holds deterministi-

cally (see Lemma 6). Thus, (8) also holds deter-
ministically. Since no joint event needs to be satis-
fied, choosing N as in (A.3) (see log δ term) ensures
that there exists at least one n ∈ Z+

[1,N ] such that

Pr (∥gn − g⋆∥∞ < ϵ) ≥ 1− δ.

Corollary 3 differs from Theorem 1 in its assumption on
measurement noise. Theorem 1 applies to more general,
conditionally λ-sub-Gaussian noise, which requires iden-
tifying a suitable variance proxy λ in practice. In con-
trast, Corollary 3 requires a known upper bound on the
noise measurement. In this case, the bound CD holds
deterministically using the assumed bound on the noise,
resulting in sample complexity that scales with log(1/δ)
instead of log(2/δ) in Theorem 1.

B Stability proofs

The following lemma provides a bound on the one-step
decrease of the optimal cost, which is leveraged in the
proof of Theorem 4.

Lemma 7. Let Assumptions 1–6 hold and suppose that
Problem (16) is feasible at time k ∈ N. The optimal cost
J⋆(·, ·) satisfies

J⋆(x(k + 1),Nk+1)− J⋆(x(k),Nk)

≤ |Nk+1| (Lc + ℓs − ℓ(x(k), u(k))) .

where Lc = K1w̄ +K2ϵ with constants K1,K2 > 0.

Proof. Using the feasible candidate solution from the
proof of Theorem 3 with the terminal input uH−1|k+1 :=
u⋆
H|k = uf , we obtain

J⋆(x(k + 1),Nk+1)− J⋆(x(k),Nk)

≤
∑

n∈Nk+1

(
H−1∑
i=0

ℓ(xn
i|k+1, u

⋆
i+1|k) + Vf(x

n
H|k+1)

)

−
∑
n∈Nk

(
H−1∑
i=1

ℓ(xn
i|k, u

⋆
i|k) + ℓ(x(k), u(k)) + Vf(x

n
H|k)

)
(i)

≤
∑

n∈Nk+1

(
H−1∑
i=0

ℓ(xn
i|k+1, u

⋆
i+1|k) + Vf(x

n
H|k+1)

)

−
∑

n∈Nk+1

(
H−1∑
i=1

ℓ(xn
i|k, u

⋆
i|k) + ℓ(x(k), u(k)) + Vf(x

n
H|k)

)

=
∑

n∈Nk+1

(
H−2∑
i=0

ℓ(xn
i|k+1,u

⋆
i+1|k)+ℓ(xn

H−1|k+1,uf)+Vf(x
n
H|k+1)



−
H−2∑
i=0

ℓ(xn
i+1|k,u

⋆
i+1|k)+ℓ(x(k),u(k))+Vf(x

n
H|k)

)
.(B.1)

Step (i) follows since ℓ(x, u) ≥ 0, Vf(x) ≥ 0,∀(x, u) ∈ Z
and the set Nk is non-increasing by construction (17).
Using Assumption 5, for i ∈ Z+

[0,H−2] it holds that

ℓ(xn
i|k+1, u

⋆
i+1|k)− ℓ(xn

i+1|k, u
⋆
i+1|k) ≤ Lℓ∥xn

i|k+1 − xn
i+1|k∥

17
≤ Lℓci,

and on substituting it in Eq. (B.1), we get,

≤
∑

n∈Nk+1

(
H−2∑
i=0

Lℓci +ℓ(xn
H−1|k+1, uf)

+ Vf(x
n
H|k+1)− Vf(x

n
H|k)− ℓ(x(k), u(k))

)
(B.2)

and similarly using Assumption 5 for terminal cost,

Vf(x
n
H|k+1)− Vf(x

n
H|k)

≤ Vf(x
n
H|k+1)− Vf(x

n
H−1|k+1) + Lf∥xn

H−1|k+1 − xn
H|k∥

17
≤ Vf(x

n
H|k+1)− Vf(x

n
H−1|k+1) + LfcH−1,

we get the following from Eq. (B.2),

≤
∑

n∈Nk+1

(
H−2∑
i=0

Lℓci + LfcH−1 − ℓ(x(k), u(k))

+ Vf(x
n
H|k+1)−Vf(x

n
H−1|k+1)+ℓ(xn

H−1|k+1, uf)

)
≤ |Nk+1| (K1w̄ +K2ϵ+ ℓs − ℓ(x(k), u(k))) ,

where K1 = ∥Bd∥(
∑H−2

i=0 LiLℓ + LH−1Lf) and K2 =

∥Bd∥(Lℓ(
∑H−2

i=0 Li+2
∑i−1

j=0L
j)+Lf(L

H−1+2
∑H−2

j=0 Lj))
are constants. The last inequality follows using Assump-
tion 6 and the definition of ci (c.f. Lemma 3). Using
Lc = K1w̄ +K2ϵ concludes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 4. Using Lemma 7 and using tele-
scopic sum until some finite time T, we obtain

J⋆(x(T ), NT )− J⋆(x(0),N0)

≤
T−1∑
k=0

|Nk+1| (Lc + ℓs − ℓ(x(k), u(k)))

≤ |N1|
(
TLc + Tℓs −

T−1∑
k=0

ℓ(x(k), u(k))

)
.

This implies that

1

T

T−1∑
k=0

ℓ(x(k), u(k))

≤ Lc + ℓs −
J⋆(x(T ),NT )− J⋆(x(0),N0)

T |N1|
.

Since the optimal cost J⋆ is bounded, by applying the
asymptotic limit on the average cost, we obtain Eq. (22).

To establish practical asymptotic stability (cf. (23)), we
show that the optimal cost J⋆ is a practical Lyapunov
function according to [55, Prop. 4.3]. First note that the
positive definite cost and the terminal cost decrease (cf.
Assumption 6) ensure that J⋆(x(k),Nk) ≤ |N0|Vf (x(k))
for all x(k) ∈ Xf . Furthermore, given that the origin is in
the interior of Xf , Vf is locally upper bounded, and X is
compact, there exists α3 ∈ K∞ satisfying J⋆(∥x∥,N ) ≤
α3(∥x∥) [51, Sec 2.4.2]. This upper bound in combina-
tion with the decrease condition from Lemma 7 ensures
that J⋆ satisfies the conditions for a practical Lyapunov
function in [55, Prop. 4.3].
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