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Abstract—Safely exploring environments with a-priori un-
known constraints is a fundamental challenge that restricts the
autonomy of robots. While safety is paramount, guarantees on
sufficient exploration are also crucial for ensuring autonomous
task completion. To address these challenges, we propose a novel
safe guaranteed exploration framework using optimal control,
which achieves first-of-its-kind results: guaranteed exploration
for non-linear systems with finite time sample complexity bounds,
while being provably safe with arbitrarily high probability. The
framework is general and applicable to many real-world scenar-
ios with complex non-linear dynamics and unknown domains.
Based on this framework we propose an efficient algorithm,
SAGEMPC, SAfe Guaranteed Exploration using Model Predic-
tive Control. SAGEMPC improves efficiency by incorporating
three techniques: i) exploiting a Lipschitz bound, ii) goal-
directed exploration, and iii) receding horizon style re-planning,
all while maintaining the desired sample complexity, safety and
exploration guarantees of the framework. Lastly, we demonstrate
safe efficient exploration in challenging unknown environments
using SAGEMPC with a car model.

Index Terms—Non-linear predictive control, Gaussian pro-
cesses, Statistical learning, Optimal control, Machine learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

Motivation: A core challenge limiting the complete
autonomy of robots is safe exploration. If robots are to be
deployed in the wild, they must learn through interaction with
their environment, while guaranteeing safe operation. Safe
exploration is essential in real-world tasks such as mapping
or navigating unknown environments with a priori unknown
hazards [1], search and rescue [2], [3], industrial inspection
[4], surveillance [5], to name a few. Most robotic systems of
interest, e.g., walking or driving robots or flying quadrotors,
have highly non-linear dynamics, which makes the safe explo-
ration process much harder both theoretically and practically.

Safety can often be addressed by taking highly conservative
actions (such as remaining stationary), which however may
not be sufficient for completing the task. Latter may require
exploration – gathering observations to learn about which
states may be safely reachable to complete the task. The key
question is thus how one can effectively gather information
about a-priori unknown constraints to guarantee exploration,
all while maintaining the robot’s safety throughout the
learning process. The guaranteed exploration can either
represent maximum domain exploration or sufficient
exploration for task completion (e.g., reach a point). To this
end, our goal is to develop a control framework that guarantees
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Non-linear reachability
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Safe guaranteed exploration framework (Section IV)
• Sample complexity (Theorem 1)
• Safety (Corollary 2)
• Guaranteed exploration (Theorem 2)

SAGEMPC
Efficient algorithm using re-planning (Section VII)

Goal-directed
exploration (Section VI)

Exploiting Lipschitz
bound (Section V)

Fig. 1: We introduce a novel safe guaranteed exploration framework by lever-
aging tools from optimal control and Gaussian processes. Utilizing the frame-
work, we propose SAGEMPC–an algorithm that incorporates Lipschitz bound,
goal-directed exploration and re-planning with new information to enhance
efficiency; all while keeping the theoretical guarantees of the framework.

exploration while ensuring safety at all times in a-priori
unknown environments for general non-linear systems.

Related work: Given the importance of safety, many
control methods have been developed to ensure safe operation
for non-linear systems under uncertainty, e.g., using model
predictive control (MPC) [6], safety filters [7], [8], control
barrier functions [9], and Hamilton-Jacobi reachability [10].
While most of the existing work considers known constraints,
[11]–[13] ensure safety in uncertain environments. To
incentivise exploration, [11]–[13] plan optimistically while
maintaining a backup plan to ensure safety. Although the
strategy is sufficient to guarantee safety, it does not provide
a principled approach to guarantee domain exploration.

A systematic way to model an uncertain environment, i.e.,
uncertain constraints, is through a Gaussian process (GP)
[14] which is a popular tool to model unknown functions
e.g., in Bayesian optimization (BO) [15], [16], MPC [17], or
experiment design [18]. For stateless problems (no dynamics),
safe guaranteed exploration is studied in constrained BO with
uncertain safety constraints modelled with GPs [19]–[21]. In
[22], these approaches are extended to safe domain exploration
with a dynamical system. This approach was generalized to a
goal-directed setting in [23] and further to coverage control in
a multi-agent setting [24]. Interestingly, [22]–[24] guarantee
exploration in finite time while ensuring safety. However, they
consider discretized domains and simplistic dynamics (e.g.,
moving left or right) captured using underlying graph-based
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transitions. Applying these methods to the continuous domain
(with appropriate discretization) is computationally intense,
which imposes a bottleneck for practical application.

Contributions: We introduce a novel framework of safe
guaranteed exploration using optimal control for non-linear
systems. In the framework, we recursively determine a
sufficiently informative sampling location in order to explore,
while maintaining the safety of the non-linear dynamical
system throughout the transient operation.

The framework guarantees exploration in finite time while
being provably safe at all times for non-linear systems.

In particular, to ensure the safety of dynamical systems,
we steer the system to those safely reachable locations from
where it can safely return back to a known safe invariant set.
In order to ensure exploration in finite time, we provide a
sample complexity result that bounds the maximum number
of informative measurements that can be obtained. Within
these measurements, we guarantee domain exploration for
non-linear systems. The framework only assumes regularity
of the constraint function (Assumptions 1 and 2), a safe
initial set (Assumption 3), and regularity of reachable sets
(Assumptions 4 and 5). Thus, our framework is fairly general
and applicable to a wide range of real-world scenarios with
complicated non-linear dynamics and unknown environments.

Our sample complexity analysis improves prior work ad-
dressing discrete domains [19]–[24] by obtaining bounds that
are independent of the discretization size. We establish guar-
antees on exploration using a different set of tools, i.e., opti-
mal control problems and boundaries of continuous domains,
which makes our algorithm and guarantees fundamentally
different to existing work [19]–[24]. Although our motivation
stems from the non-linear dynamics of robots, our algorithm is
also useful in other BO-type settings, where parameters cannot
be arbitrarily chosen but follow a dynamics, e.g., for tuning
of free electron laser [25].

Building on this framework, we propose an efficient algo-
rithm SAGEMPC, SAfe Guaranteed Exploration using Model
Predictive Control by integrating the following techniques:

i) Exploiting Lipschitz bound of the constraints to enlarge
the known safe region;

ii) Performing a goal-directed safe exploration, i.e., only ex-
ploring the region required for optimizing a function (e.g.,
reaching a goal) instead of exploring the full domain;

iii) Re-planning in a receding horizon style as soon as new
information is obtained.

These techniques significantly enhance the efficiency of
SAGEMPC while keeping the desired theoretical guarantees of
the framework, i.e., guaranteed exploration under finite time
while being provably safe for non-linear systems.

Lastly, we compare our provable algorithm using the non-
linear unicycle model in simulations and further demonstrate
it with a car model in a-priori unknown environments with
complicated obstacle constraints as shown in the video.

Notation: For a set S ⊆ Rp we denote the closure
by S := {x ∈ Rp|∀r > 0,Br(x) ∩ S ̸= ∅}, where
Br(x) = {z ∈ Rp| ∥x − z∥ ≤ r} denotes a ball of radius

r around x. The boundary of a set S ⊆ Rp is denoted by
∂S := {x ∈ Rp|∀r > 0,Br(x) ∩ S ̸= ∅,Br(x)\S ̸= ∅}.
The interior of a set S ⊆ Rp is denoted by
S◦ := {x ∈ Rp|∀r > 0,Br(x) ∩ S ̸= ∅,Br(x)\S = ∅}. A set
S ⊆ Rp is a path connected if ∀x0, x1 ∈ S,∃ a continuous γ :
[0, 1]→ S : γ(0) = x0, γ(1) = x1. |A| denotes the cardinality
of the set A. N denotes natural numbers. A sequence {ηn}∞n=1

is conditionally σ-sub-Gaussian for a fixed σ ≥ 0 if ∀n ≥
0,∀λ ∈ R,E[eληn |{ηi}n−1

i=1 , {xi}ni=1] ≤ exp(λ
2σ2

2 ) [16].

II. PROBLEM STATEMENT

We consider a continuous-time non-linear system

ẋ(t) = f(x(t), a(t)), x(0) = xs, t ≥ 0, (1)

with state x(t) ∈ Rp, control input a(t) ∈ A ⊆ Rm and initial
state xs ∈ X . The dynamic model f is known, and addition-
ally, we assume f Lipschitz continuous, and the input signal
a(·) is piecewise continuous, which we denote by a(·) ∈ APC.
This implies the existence of a unique solution x(·) to the
system (1) [26, Theorem 3.2]. The system is subject to known
state constraints x(t) ∈ X ,∀t ≥ 0, e.g., maximal velocity.
Additionally, the system should satisfy the safety constraints,

x(t) ∈ Sq := {x ∈ X | q(x) ≥ 0},∀t ≥ 0. (2)

Here, the function q : Rp → R characterizing the safety
constraint is a-priori unknown and needs to be learnt, e.g.,
the location of the obstacles is unknown. The system obtains
noisy observations of the constraint y = q(x) + η at state
x, where η is zero-mean conditionally σ-sub Gaussian noise.
This includes the special case of zero-mean noise bounded in
[−σ, σ] and i.i.d. Gaussian noise with variance bounded by
σ2. In order to ensure the safety of a dynamical system, we
shall not only consider safe reachability to the measurement
location but also ensure safe returnability to a safe set.

Objective: In this setting, our objective is to guarantee
exploration in finite time while always ensuring safety (2).
We consider two exploration scenarios: first, maximum safe
domain exploration and second, goal-directed safe exploration.
The task of maximum exploration manifests itself as learning
about the a-priori unknown constraint q up to the limit of what
can be learned safely, see also Objective 1 for a formal defini-
tion. For a goal-directed safe exploration, we aim to minimise
a known loss function ρ : Rp → R while subject to safety con-
straint (2), see also Objective 2 for a formal definition. Here,
we only need to explore the region required for guaranteeing
loss minimization instead of maximum domain exploration.

Solution approach: To tackle this challenge, we introduce
our core algorithm, SAGEMPC in Section VII. Throughout the
paper, we gradually build up this algorithm as summarized
in Figure 1. We first introduce its foundation in Section IV,
the safe guaranteed exploration framework, which provides
the key technique to ensure exploration in finite time. Then,
we introduce two techniques to improve the efficiency:
(i) utilizing a known Lipschitz bound (Section V), (ii)
considering a goal-directed setting (Section VI). Lastly,
SAGEMPC introduces re-planning in a receding horizon style
and additionally incorporates the improvements of (i) and (ii).

https://github.com/manish-pra/sagempc?tab=readme-ov-file#simulation-videos


III. BACKGROUND ON GAUSSIAN PROCESS

During safe exploration, in order to collect a measurement
at a state x safely, we require a mechanism to certify that x
is safe before visiting it. For this, we require some regularity
assumptions on the constraint function q such that knowing
about q at a certain point also provides information about the
neighbouring region.

Assumption 1 (Regularity). The positive definite kernel k(·, ·)
is continuous and satisfies k(x, x) ≤ 1,∀x ∈ Rp. The
constraint function q lies in the associated Reproducing Kernel
Hilbert Space [27] and has bounded norm, ∥q∥k ≤ Bq <∞.

This enables us to use Gaussian Processes (GPs) [14]
to construct high-probability confidence intervals for q.
We specify the GP prior over q through a mean function
µ : Rp → R and a kernel function k : Rp × Rp → R that
captures the covariance between different locations. If we
have access to N measurements, YXN

= {q(xn) + ηn}Nn=1

measured at XN = {xn}Nn=1 perturbed by conditionally
σ-sub-Gaussian noise ηn, we can compute the posterior mean
and covariance over the constraint at unseen locations x, x′ as:

µN (x) = k⊤N (x)(KN + σ2I)−1YXN
,

kN (x, x′) = k(x, x′)− k⊤N (x)(KN + σ2I)−1kN (x′), (3)

σN (x) =
√
kN (x, x),

where kN (x) = [k(x1, x), ..., k(xN , x)]
⊤,KN is the positive

definite kernel matrix [k(x, x′)]x,x′∈XN
and I ∈ RN×N

denotes the identity matrix. Note that the system (1)
is operated in continuous time and the GP only uses
measurements indexed by n ∈ N at discrete-time tn ∈ R.

Let I(YX ; qX) denote mutual information between qX eval-
uated at locations in the set X and the noisy samples YX
collected at X [15] (see Appendix C). We define the maximum
information capacity γn := supX⊆X :|X|≤n I(YX ; qX). The
following lemma helps us choose an appropriate scaling factor
βn in order to build high probability confidence intervals
containing the a-priori unknown q function.

Lemma 1. [16, Theorem 2] Let Assumption 1 hold. If
√
βn =

Bq+4σ
√
γn + 1 + log(1/p), then ∀x ∈ X and n ≥ 1, |q(x)−

µn−1(x)| ≤
√
βnσn−1(x) holds with probability at least 1−p.

Given
√
βn as in Lemma 1, we recursively build monotonic

confidence intervals for the constraint after n ≥ 1 samples,

ln(x) := max{ln−1(x), µn−1(x)−
√
βnσn−1(x)},

un(x) := min{un−1(x), µn−1(x) +
√
βnσn−1(x)},

with l0(x) := µ0(x) −
√
β1σ0(x) and u0(x) :=

µ0(x) +
√
β1σ0(x). The functions ln(·) and un(·) are

continuous due to continuity of the kernel, see Assumption 1
[28]. We define the confidence width wn(x) := un(x)− ln(x).
With the definition of lower and upper bounds, it directly
follows that ∀n ∈ N,∀x ∈ X ,
ln(x) ≤ ln+1(x), un(x) ≥ un+1(x), wn(x) ≤ wn+1(x). (4)

Throughout the paper, we assume
√
βn is defined as in

Lemma 1. Due to the construction of our confidence sets, an
immediate corollary of Lemma 1 results as follows.

Domain X

q(
x)

q(x)≥ 0

q(x)

[ln(x),un(x)]

S p
n

So
n

Fig. 2: With regularity assumptions on q, we define high probability upper and
lower confidence bounds on the a-priori unknown function q. These are uti-
lized to obtain pessimistic Sp

n and optimistic So
n estimates of constrained sets.

Corollary 1. Let Assumption 1 hold. If
√
βn =

Bq + 4σ
√
γn + 1 + log(1/p) then with probability at least

1−p, for all x ∈ X and n ≥ 1, it holds q(x) ∈ [ln(x), un(x)] .

Hence, if we ensure ln(x(t)) ≥ 0,∀t ≥ 0, then Corollary 1
guarantees satisfaction of constraints (2) ∀t ≥ 0, n ≥ 1 with
probability at least 1− p.

IV. SAFE EXPLORATION - THEORETICAL ANALYSIS

This section gradually introduces our framework, safe
guaranteed exploration using optimal control. We first present
the sample complexity result for the continuous state-
space X ⊆ Rp without considering dynamics, i.e., how many
samples are required to accurately learn the constraint function
safely. Then, we extend this result to non-linear dynamical sys-
tems in Section IV-B and show guaranteed maximum domain
exploration while being safe for all times in Section IV-C.

A. Sample complexity for continuous domain

Using the confidence bounds of the GP, we define the
constraint sets which will be crucial for safe sampling.

Constraint sets: The pessimistic and optimistic estimate of
the true constraint set are defined analogously to (2) as

Spn :={x ∈ X |ln(x) ≥ 0},
Son :={x ∈ X |un(x) ≥ 0}, (5)

utilizing the lower bound and the upper bound of the true
function, respectively. Figure 2 graphically illustrates the
pessimistic and optimistic approximation of the true safe set.
The pessimistic set represents an under-approximation of the
safe set, which is safe with high probability. Similarly, the
optimistic set represents an over-approximation of the safe
set, outside of it is known to be unsafe with high probability.

Exploration: We collect a measurement at a certain location,
which reduces the uncertainty of the GP in nearby regions due
to the regularity of the GP. This increases the lower confidence
bound which may enlarge the pessimistic set, i.e., with every
constraint sample we infer the safety of nearby regions.

Thus, the agent iteratively learns about the constraint func-
tion q by sampling; however with noisy samples. In general,
we cannot learn the continuous function q : Rp → R exactly
with finite samples using only the posed regularity condition
(Assumption 1). Hence we focus on learning q up to a user-
defined accuracy ϵ > 0. We represent an ϵ -approximation of
the optimistic safe set as So,ϵn := {x ∈ X |un(x)− ϵ ≥ 0}.



Sampling strategy: In order to learn about the constraint
function up to ϵ precision, we devise the sampling strategy
to sample at xn+1 after the collection of n samples as

Find x ∈ Spn : un(x)− ln(x) ≥ ϵ. (6)

Thus, we recursively sample in the pessimistic constraint
set, which ensures safety and where the uncertainty is at least
ϵ, which ensures sufficient information gain for exploration.
After each measurement, we perform a posterior update (3)
and again identify the next sampling location as per Eq. (6). In
order to show finite time termination of this simple sampling
strategy, we consider the following regularity assumption.

Assumption 2. βnγn grows sublinearly in n, i.e., βnγn<O(n).
Such an assumption is common in most prior works [15],

[16], [19]–[24] to establish sample complexity or sublinear
regret results and is not restrictive. Indeed, due to bounded Bq

(Assumption 1), βnγn grows sublinear in n for compact do-
mains X and commonly used kernels, e.g., linear, squared ex-
ponential, Matérn, etc., with sufficient eigen decay [15], [29].

Theorem 1 (Sample complexity). Let Assumptions 1 and 2
hold. Let n⋆ be the largest integer satisfying n⋆

βn⋆γn⋆
≤ C

ϵ2 , with
C = 8/ log(1+σ−2). The GP update (3) with sampling scheme
(6) yields xn satisfying q(xn) ≥ 0,∀n ≥ 1 with probability
at least 1− p and ∃n′ ≤ n⋆ : ∀x ∈ Spn′ , wn′(x) < ϵ.

Proof. The confidence width wn−1(x) = un−1(x) −
ln−1(x) ≤ 2

√
βnσn−1(x) can be bounded as:

w2
n−1(x)≤4βnσ

2
n−1(x)≤4βnσ

2C2log(1+σ
−2σ2

n−1(x))

= 1/2C1βn log(1 + σ−2σ2
n−1(x)).

Following the analysis from [15], let s := σ−2σ2
n−1(x) ≤

σ−2k(x, x) ≤ σ−2. The second inequality uses the fact that
∀s ∈ [0, σ−2], s ≤ C2 log(1 + s) where C2 = σ−2/ log(1 +
σ−2) ≥ 1. The last equation holds with C1 = 8/ log(1+σ−2).

We next bound it with the mutual information I(YXn′ ; qXn′ )
acquired by n′ samples:

n′∑
n=1

w2
n−1(xn)≤

n′∑
n=1

C1βn
1

2
log(1 + σ−2σ2

n−1(xn))

≤ C1βn′
1

2

n′∑
n=1

log(1 + σ−2σ2
n−1(xn)) (7)

= C1βn′I(YXn′ ; qXn′ ). (8)

Eq. (7) follows since βn is non-decreasing ( [15]), and the
last equality follows from the definition of mutual information
I(YXn′ ; qXn′ ), see Appendix C. Suppose we sample as per cri-
teria (6) for n′ iterations before terminating, then it holds that

n′ϵ2≤
n′∑

n=1

w2
n−1(xn)≤C1βn′I(YXn′ ; qXn′ )≤C1βn′γn′ (9)

=⇒ n′

βn′γn′
≤ C1

ϵ2
. (10)

Eq. (9) follows from Eq. (8) and the definition of γn′ [15].
Under Assumption 2, since βn′γn′ grows sublinear, there
exists a largest integer n⋆ that satisfies (10) and thus n′ ≤ n⋆.
Note that as per (6), ∀n ≥ 0, xn ∈ Spn−1 which by definition

X
RT (Xs,Xe,S)

z

Xe S
Xs

S

Fig. 3: Illustration of a reachable returnable safe set, RT (Xs,Xe,S): The
locations within S that can be reached from Xs and returned to Xe while
following the dynamics and satisfying the safety constraints S.

(5) implies ln−1(xn) ≥ 0 and hence by Corollary 1 implies
q(xn) ≥ 0 with probability at least 1− p.

Thus, with n′ ≤ n⋆ samples, the uncertainty will decrease
below ϵ, the sampling rule (6) will no longer recommend
additional samples, and we are guaranteed to terminate with
n′ finite samples. Moreover, this readily implies that we
know about the true constraint function up to ϵ precision
within the pessimistic set i.e., ∀x ∈ Spn′ , we have, q(x) ∈
[ln′(x), ln′(x) + ϵ]. In contrast to earlier works [19]–[24],
which focused on a discrete domain, our sample complexity
analysis removes explicit dependence from the discretization
size. Notably, this result holds for any sampling rule ensuring
wn(x) ≥ ϵ, while existing approaches [19]–[24] require
sampling at the maximal uncertainity location, maxx wn(x),
which is unnecessarily restrictive for dynamical systems.

B. Safe exploration for non-linear dynamics

In this section, we extend the sampling rule (6) to consider
a dynamical system. The system cannot jump to any desired
location and needs to navigate with a safe path. However,
without making any assumption on the initial safe set we do
not even know where to start the process. For this, we make
the following assumption on the known initial safe set,

Assumption 3 (Safe set). The agent starts exploration at the
initial state xs ∈ X0. The safe sets, Xn n ≥ 0 satisfy:

• Pessimistically safe: ∀n ≥ 0,Xn ⊆ Spn.
• Monotonicity: The safe sets Xn are nested (non-

decreasing) w.r.t n, i.e., Xn ⊆ Xn+1.
• Control invariance: There exists a continuous feedback
κn : Xn → A such that the set Xn is positively invariant
[30, Definition 3.2] for a = κn(x).

• Controllable in pessimistic constraint set: For any
two points x0, x1 ∈ Xn, there exists an input signal
a(·) ∈ APC that steers x0 to x1 safely in time t1 ≤ Tc,
i.e., ∃a(·), ẋ(t) = f(x(t), a(t)), x(0) = x0, x(t1) =
x1, x(t) ∈ Spn, t ∈ [0, t1], t1 ≤ Tc.

The assumption is comparable to the safe initial seed
assumption in the discrete domain [22]–[24] or safe invariant
terminal sets assumed in the MPC literature [7], [8], [12], [13],
[31]. Assumption 3 ensures a safe initialization and is satisfied,
e.g., by i) a fixed safe initial steady state Xn = {xs}, ii) a set
of steady states in the pessimistic set. Please see Lemma 3
for detailed proof that (ii) satisfies Assumption 3. Note that
Assumption 3 allows the safe sets to grow with the pessimistic
set, which simplifies the computation of a safe returnable path.



Algorithm 1 Safe guaranteed exploration

1: Initialize: Start at xs ∈ X0, GP, Horizon T , Accuracy ϵ.
2: for n = 0, 1 . . . do
3: x̃(0), ã(t) : t ∈ [0, T ], t′ ← Solve Problem (12).
4: if (12) not feasible then terminate
5: end if
6: Move from xs → x̃(0) (Assumption 3).
7: Move from x̃(0)→ x̃(t′) using ã(t), t ∈ [0, t′).
8: Update GP using yn = q(x̃(t′)) + ηn.
9: Move from x̃(t′)→x(T ) with ã(t), t ∈ [t′, T ).

10: Set xs← x̃(T ).
11: end for

Reachable returnable safe set: For safety (2), it does
not suffice that we steer the system to a safe measurement
location. Instead, the dynamics of the system need to be
considered to ensure safety during transient operation. For
this, we define the reachable returnable safe set for a fixed
horizon T > 0 as follows:

RT (Xs,Xe,S) :={z ∈ Rp | ∃a(·)∈ APC, t
′∈ [0, T ], x(0) ∈ Xs

ẋ(t) = f(x(t), a(t)), x(t) ∈ S,∀t ∈ [0, T ]

z = x(t′), x(T ) ∈ Xe }. (11)

Here, RT (Xs,Xe,S) denotes the set of all the locations
in set S, which are safely reached from Xs following the
dynamics and can be safely returned to the safe set Xe as
shown in Fig. 3. By using S ∈ {So,ϵn ,Spn, Sq}, we obtain
ϵ−optimistic, pessimistic and true reachable returnable safe
sets, respectively. When Xe = Xs, we slightly abuse the
notation by defining RT (Xs,S) := RT (Xs,Xs,S).

Sampling strategy: We now define the sampling strategy
for a dynamical system utilizing RT (Xn,Spn) which allows
us to sample while ensuring a safely reachable path, as well
as safely returnable path back to the safe set. Analogous to the
sampling rule (6), we decide on the (n+1)th sample location
by solving,

Find x ∈ RT (Xn,Spn) : un(x)− ln(x) ≥ ϵ. (12)

Solving (12) yields a state and input trajectory x̃(t), ã(t), t ∈
[0, T ], initial condition x̃(0) ∈ Xn, and a sampling location
x̃(t′) := x, t′ ∈ [0, T ].

Safe guaranteed exploration process: Algorithm 1 summa-
rizes the proposed framework. The agent starts at location xs
and navigates to x̃(0) ∈ Xn which can be traversed in Tc due
to Assumption 3. Next, the agent navigates to the sampling lo-
cation x̃(t′) using control action ã up to time t′. Finally, it col-
lects the measurement, updates the GP (3) and navigates back
to x̃(T ) ∈ Xn. Thus, the duration of one sampling iteration is
bounded by T +Tc. We next resolve Problem (12) to identify
the next informative location and the process continues until
(12) is infeasible, i.e., un(x)− ln(x) < ϵ,∀x ∈ RT (Xn,Spn).
This implies there are no more safely reachable-returnable
informative points and thus the algorithm terminates in Line 4.

In Problem (12), we do not focus on sampling at a
particular x, as long as we satisfy the constraint. This
provides an additional degree of freedom for prioritizing

flaticon.com

Fig. 4: Illustration of the pathological cases on the left which are excluded by
having Assumption 4, while the domains on the right satisfy Assumption 4.

better sampling locations x in addition to safe exploration,
which we leverage later in Section VI in a goal-directed
setting. Note that we optimize over x(0) ∈ Xs, and navigate
to it from xs since it results in a larger reachable returnable
safe set, in contrast to directly starting from x̃(0) = xs. The
following corollary of Theorem 1 extends safety and sample
complexity results to dynamical systems.

Corollary 2 (Sample complexity). Let Assumptions 1–3 hold.
Consider n⋆ according to Theorem 1. The closed-loop system
resulting from Algorithm 1 satisfies q(x(t)) ≥ 0,∀t ≥ 0 with
probability at least 1−p and terminates in n′ ≤ n⋆ iterations.

Proof. We know from Theorem 1 that there exists n′ ≤ n⋆ :

ϵ> max
x∈Sp

n′

un′(x)− ln′(x) ≥ max
x∈RT (Xn′,Sp

n′ )
un′(x)− ln′(x) (13)

using RT (Xn′ ,Spn′) ⊆ Spn′ . Using sampling rule (12), Eq. (13)
implies Algorithm 1 terminates within n′ ≤ n⋆ samples.

In Line 6, the agent moves inside the set Spn (Assumption 3).
In the rest, Lines 7 and 9, the agent moves inside the
reachable returnable pessimistic set, RT (Xn,Spn) ⊆ Spn. Thus
∀t ≥ 0, x(t) ∈ Spn which by (5) implies ln(x(t)) ≥ 0 and
hence by Corollary 1 we get q(x(t)) ≥ 0.

Thus, Algorithm 1 retains the sample complexity result of
Theorem 1 while guaranteeing safe paths for a dynamical
system. Since every iteration of Algorithm 1 can take up
to T + Tc time, the total physical runtime is bounded by
n⋆(T + Tc). Next, we focus on guaranteeing maximum safe
domain exploration within this time.

C. Guaranteeing full safe exploration for non-linear dynamics

We first define our notion of full exploration and then show
how the safe exploration framework guarantees it. We make
a mild regularity assumption on the reachable returnable sets
to exclude pathological cases shown in Figure 4.

Assumption 4. For any Xn ⊆ Rp and S ∈ {So,ϵn ,Spn,Sq,X},
the reachable returnable set RT (Xn, S) satisfies,

• Regular closed set: RT (Xn, S) = RT (Xn, S)
◦.

• Locally path-connected interior: ∀x ∈ ∂RT (Xn, S),
there exists a sufficiently small ϵ > 0 such that the set
Bϵ(x) ∩RT (Xn, S)

◦ is path connected.

The regular closed set ensures the neighbourhood of bound-
aries has a non-empty interior, which removes degenerate
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Fig. 5: Pendulum pivoting around o, with dynamics that restrict it to a
counter-clockwise rotation. The red × represents an unsafe region which
is a-priori unknown. Starting from a safe location xs, after gathering n
measurements, it identifies a pessimistic constrained set Sp

n (green). To gain
further insight into the unsafe region, it needs to approach the boundary of
Sp
n. However, with unidirectional (non-controllable) dynamics, this cannot

be done safely since the pendulum cannot turn back, i.e., once the state is
close to the unsafe region and detects an obstacle, the collision can no longer
be avoided. Such systems are excluded through Assumption 5.

cases, e.g., when the reachable returnable set is a curve in 2D
space. The locally path-connected interior ensures the set does
not have intersecting boundaries, e.g. in 2D, this requires that
subsets are (locally) not only connected through a single point.

Full safe exploration: Since, we learn about q up to ϵ
accuracy, it is not possible to guarantee exploration beyond
Sq,ϵ safely. Thus, the desired behaviour is to guarantee the safe
reachability and returnability to any state in RT (Xn,Sq,ϵ).
Hence, the best any algorithm can guarantee is the following:

Objective 1 (Maximum safe domain exploration). There
exists n′ ≤ n⋆ such that

RT (Xn′,Sq,ϵ)⊆RT (Xn′,So,ϵn′ )⊆RT (Xn′,Spn′)⊆RT (Xn′,Sq).

In other words, we need to show the reachable returnable
pessimistic set has expanded enough (or vice versa, the
ϵ−reachable returnable optimistic set has shrunk enough)
to contain the ϵ−reachable returnable optimistic set using
a finite number of measurements n′. Due to monotonicity
of the safe sets Xn, satisfaction of Objective 1 also implies
RT (Xn′ ,Spn′) ⊇ RT (X0,Sq,ϵ), i.e., the pessimistic reachable
returnable set is larger than the ϵ-reachable returnable set
with the initial safe set.

However, achieving the Objective 1 is not possible for
general non-linear systems, e.g., if a system can not be
controlled arbitrarily close to the boundary of the pessimistic
set, we cannot guarantee maximum exploration while being
safe. Figure 5 shows a simple example to illustrate this aspect
further. To avoid such uncontrollable systems, we make the
following assumption on the dynamics.

Assumption 5. For any Xn ⊆ Rn, and any continuous
function ln, ∂RT (Xn,Spn) ⊆ ∂Spn

⋃
∂RT (Xn,X ).

In Appendix A, we show that Assumption 5 is satisfied
by locally controllable systems, which includes feedback
linearizable systems, differential flat systems [32], etc. Many
real-world robotics platforms fall into these categories such
as cars, wheeled robots, drones, etc.

Next, we utilize Corollary 2 and show that Algorithm 1
achieves the maximum safe domain exploration (1).

Spn′

X
RT (Xn′,Spn′)

xs

RT (Xn′,So,ϵn′ )

ζ (b⋆)
ζ
(
b
′)Xn′

RT (Xn′,X )

Spn′

So,ϵn′

Fig. 6: Illustration of contradiction case in the proof of Theorem 2 with
ζ(b⋆) ∈ RT (Xn′ ,So,ϵ

n′ )\RT (Xn′ ,Sp
n′ ).

Theorem 2. Let Assumptions 1–5 hold. Consider n⋆ accord-
ing to Theorem 1. The closed-loop system resulting from Algo-
rithm 1 guarantees Objective 1 with probability at least 1−p.

Proof. Using Corollary 2 we know there exists n′ ≤ n⋆ :
un′(x) − ln′(x) < ϵ ∀ x ∈ RT (Xn′ ,Spn′). Thus we need to
show that this implies Objective 1.

We first prove RT (Xn′ ,So,ϵn′ ) ⊆ RT (Xn′ ,Spn′) by contra-
diction. Let us assume ∃ x⋆ ∈ RT (Xn′ ,So,ϵn′ )\RT (Xn′ ,Spn′).
This implies there exists a continuous path ζ(b) ∈
RT (Xn′ ,So,ϵn′ )∀b ∈ [0, 1] such that ζ(0) ∈ Xn′ , ζ(b⋆) = x⋆

and ζ(1) ∈ Xn′ . Please see Figure 6 for a visual description.
Since ζ(b⋆) /∈ RT (Xn′ ,Spn′), ∃ b′ < b⋆ : ζ(b′) ∈

∂RT (Xn′ ,Spn′) which using Lemma 9 implies ζ(b′) ∈
∂RT (Xn′ ,Spn′)\∂RT (Xn′ ,X ). Furthermore, Lemma 6 im-
plies ζ(b′) ∈ ∂Spn′\∂X and finally using Lemma 10 we get
ln′(ζ(b′)) = 0.

Since, ζ(b′) ∈ So,ϵn′ implies un(ζ(b′))− ϵ ≥ 0. Hence from
the above two equations, un′(ζ(b′)) − ln′(ζ(b′)) ≥ ϵ. But
ζ(b′) ∈ RT (Xn′ ,Spn′) and by Eq. (13) in Corollary 2, we
know, un′(ζ(b′)) − ln′(ζ(b′)) < ϵ, which is a contradiction.
Hence ∃n′≤ n⋆ : RT (Xn′,So,ϵn′ )⊆RT (Xn′,Spn′), which yields
the second set inclusion in Objective 1. Moreover, note that
using Corollary 1, ∀n ≥ 0,Sq,ϵ ⊆ So,ϵn and Spn ⊆ Sq , which
yields the other two set inclusions in Objective 1.

Thus with sampling in the reachable returnable pessimistic
set at locations having uncertainty higher than or equal to
ϵ (12), we achieve maximum domain exploration up to the
ϵ accuracy (1) while being safe at all times for non-linear sys-
tems with time duration of exploration bounded by n⋆(T+Tc).
While on a high level, the guarentees sound similar to discrete
domain case [22], [23], they are fundamentally different due
to different definitions of the reachable-returnable safe sets.

The formulation in the continuous domain has several
advantages, particularly in terms of more efficient exploration.
Our proof of Theorem 2 guarantees full exploration by relying
solely on the condition that uncertainty at the boundary is less
than ϵ. Thus, it is sufficient to sample only at the boundaries
of the reachable returnable pessimistic set to guarantee full
exploration, potentially allowing to ignore a large part of the
pessimistic set, which makes the algorithm efficient. In con-
trast to existing work for discrete domains [22]–[24], we do not
explicitly compute the reachable returnable sets RT (Xn,Spn).
Instead, we use an implicit characterization of RT (Xn,Spn) in
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Fig. 7: The set RT (Xn,Sp
n) in green is obtained with the lower bound

ln(x). Utilizing the known Lipschitz constant, the lower bound is increased
(orange line), leading to the enlarged set RT (Xn,SpL

n ) in orange. We
efficiently sample from expanders Gn(Xn,SpL

n ) (purple) near the boundary
of RT (Xn,SpL

n ), ignoring a large part of the set RT (Xn,SpL
n ).

terms of an optimal control problem which enables an efficient
implementation, see Section VIII-A for details.

V. SAFE EXPLORATION USING LIPSCHITZ BOUND

In this section, we present the first technique to enhance
efficiency: exploiting a Lipschitz bound of the constraint
function q. We utilize the prior on function continuity to obtain
a larger pessimistic set and additionally perform a targeted
exploration using expanders. Although the constraint function
is a-priori unknown, in many cases, its Lipschitz constant is
known. For this, we make the following assumption.

Assumption 6. The constraint q is Lq-Lipschitz continuous.

Under Assumption 1, for kernels such as squared exponen-
tial and Matern, the function q automatically satisfies Lipschitz
continuity [19]. Incorporating the prior of Lq-Lipschitz conti-
nuity, we define the enlarged pessimistic and true safe sets as:

SpLn := {x ∈ X |∃z ∈ X , ln(z)− Lq∥x− z∥ ≥ 0}, (14)
SqL := {x ∈ X |∃z ∈ X , q(z)− Lq∥x− z∥ ≥ 0}. (15)

Lemma 2. Under Assumption 6, ∀n,Spn⊆ S
pL
n ⊆ SqL = Sq

holds with probability at least 1− p.

Proof. By Corollary 1, ln(x) ≤ q(x), which implies SpLn ⊆
SqL ,∀n ≥ 1. For any x ∈ Spn, ln(x) ≥ 0, hence ∃z := x :
ln(z) − Lq∥x − z∥ ≥ 0 and thus x ∈ SpLn . Hence Spn ⊆ S

pL
n .

Analogously we can prove Sq ⊆ SqL and hence it suffices to
prove SqL ⊆ Sq to show SqL = Sq . Consider a x ∈ SqL , which
implies ∃z ∈ X : q(z)−Lq∥x−z∥ ≥ 0. Due to Assumption 6,
q(z)− q(x) ≤ Lq∥x− z∥. Hence q(z)−Lq∥x− z∥ ≥ 0 =⇒
q(x) ≥ 0 and thus x ∈ Sq .

While the true safe set Sq is not altered due to true
Lipschitz constant of the function, the set SpLn may be a
bigger set as compared to Spn; Naturally, the corresponding
reachable returnable set RT (Xn,SpLn ) is also larger as shown
in Fig. 7. Note that, we do not enlarge the optimistic set
since a tighter optimistic set enables faster convergence. Next,
we define an expander, a region around the boundary of a
reachable returnable pessimistic set, where sampling may
expand the pessimistic safe set. The expander is defined as,

Gn(Xn,SpLn ) := {x ∈ RT (Xn,SpLn ) | ln(x) ≤ 0} (16)

The expander is designed such that reducing uncertainty
within it is sufficient to guarantee maximum domain
exploration. Therefore, we can ignore a large portion of
the pessimistic set to achieve exploration, which enhances
efficiency. Refer to Figure 7 for a visual description. Similar
to (12), we define an exploration strategy in the expanders
for determining (n+ 1)th sample,

Find x ∈ Gn(Xn,SpLn ) : un(x)− ln(x) ≥ ϵ. (17)

The solution to (17) yields a state and input trajectory
x̃(t), ã(t), t ∈ [0, T ], and initial condition x̃(0) ∈ Xn, and a
sampling location xn+1 at x̃(t′) ∈ Gn(Xn,SpLn ) with some
t′ ∈ [0, T ]. The execution remains the same as Algorithm 1.
Similar to Theorem 2, the following theorem shows finite
time safe guaranteed exploration with expanders.

Theorem 3. Let Assumptions 1–6 hold. Consider n⋆ accord-
ing to Theorem 1 and Algorithm 1 with (12) replaced by (17)
in Line 3. The resulting closed-loop system satisfies q(x(t)) ≥
0,∀t ≥ 0, guarantees Objective 1 under enlarged pessimistic
set SpLn with probability at least 1 − p and terminates in
n′ ≤ n⋆ iterations.

Thus, sampling recursively in Gn(Xn,SpLn ) with an enlarged
pessimistic set guarantees convergence to the true reachable
returnable set up to tolerance ϵ. The proof can be found in
Appendix B. Note that in the extreme case of Lq → ∞,
the expander Gn(Xn,SpLn ) reduces to the boundary of the
pessimistic set and Theorem 3 ensures that it is sufficient to
sample on the boundary for complete exploration.

VI. GOAL DIRECTED SAFE EXPLORATION

In this section, we introduce our second technique aimed
at enhancing efficiency by considering a goal-directed safe
exploration. In many applications, such as reaching a goal,
maximum domain exploration can be wasteful, and we desire
to explore only the region essential for the objective. In these
cases, safe exploration is a mere consequence of the objective,
which is reaching the goal safely. We consider the problem
of reaching a steady-state that minimizes a loss function ρ :
Rp → R while ensuring safety at all times. We assume the
loss function ρ is continuous and bounded. Given that we can
learn about the constraint only up to ϵ precision, the best any
algorithm can guarantee safely is the following.

Objective 2 (Goal-directed safe exploration with bounded
regret). There exists n′ ≤ n⋆ such that average regret
AVR satisfies,

AVR(τ) :=
1

τ

∫ τ

0

(
ρ(x(t))− min

x∈RT (Xn′ ,Sq,ϵ)
ρ(x)

)
dt ≤O

(
1

τ

)
.

To achieve Objective 2, naively, one could explore the com-
plete domain utilizing safe exploration Algorithm 1 and then
plan to minimize ρ in the known safe domain. However, it is
inefficient to explore the complete domain without considering
the objective. One simple strategy is to explore the locations
that greedily minimize the loss in the pessimistic set. Although
a decently performing heuristic, it may get stuck in a local



Algorithm 2 Goal-directed safe exploration

1: Initialize: Start at xs ∈ X0, GP, Horizon T , Accuracy ϵ.
2: for n = 0, 1 . . . do
3: xg,on ← Solve Problem (18).
4: xg,pn ← Solve Problem (19).
5: if ρ(xg,pn ) ≤ ρ(xg,on ) then
6: Move from xs → xg,pn and terminate.
7: end if
8: x(0), a(t) : t ∈ [0, T ], t′ ← Solve Problem (20).
9: Go: xs → x(0). x(0)→ x(t′) using a(t), t ∈ [0, t′).

10: Update GP: y = q(x(t′)) + η.
11: Go: x(t′)→x(T ) with a(t), t ∈ [t′, T ), set xs←x(T ).
12: end for

minimum since it lacks active constraint exploration, which is
crucial for guaranteeing loss minimization [19]. We, therefore,
propose a strategy that makes use of the optimistic set, which
only excludes the locations that are provably unsafe, such
that a greedily minimizing strategy in the optimistic set can
guarantee loss minimization among the safe locations. For this,
we define the optimistic and pessimistic goal respectively as,

xg,on = argmin
x∈RT (Xn,So,ϵ

n )

ρ(x) : ∃a ∈ A, f(x, a) = 0, (18)

xg,pn = argmin
x∈RT (Xn,Sp)

ρ(x) : ∃a ∈ A, f(x, a) = 0. (19)

Goal-directed safe exploration algorithm: The process
is summarized in Algorithm 2. In (18), xg,on represents a
steady-state goal location in the optimistic set, which may or
may not be in the pessimistic set. If the pessimistic goal xg,pn

is better than the optimistic one, xg,on , the agent moves to the
location and the algorithm terminates (Line 6). However, if
this is not the case, we find the closest safe location to the
optimistic goal state, xg,on by solving the following in Line 8,

min
x∈RT (Xn,Sp

n)
DIST(x, xg,on ) : un(x)− ln(x) ≥ ϵ. (20)

DIST(x, xg,on ) can be freely designed by a user, see Remark 1
for cost functions that may speed up exploration by
utilizing the optimistic goal in the optimization. We move to
x(t′) := xg,on in Line 9 and collect a constraint measurement.
The optimistic and pessimistic safe set change with every
constraint posterior update. Consequently, we evaluate whether
the goal remains safely reachable and returnable after every
posterior update in Line 3. A change in the goal xg,on implies
that there cannot exist any safe path to reach and return from
the previous goal. The following theorem summarizes the
theoretical guarantees for Goal-directed safe exploration.

Theorem 4. Let Assumptions 1–5 hold and consider n⋆ as
in Theorem 1. Then the closed loop system resulting from
Algorithm 2 satisfies q(x(t)) ≥ 0,∀t ≥ 0 and guarantees
Objective 2 with probability at least 1− p.

Proof. Using Corollary 2, there exists n′ ≤ n⋆ such that
∀x ∈ RT (Xn′ ,Spn′), wn′(x) < ϵ and by Theorem 2,
RT (Xn′ ,So,ϵn′ ) ⊆ RT (Xn′ ,Spn′), which implies that the
solution xg,pn′ in the pessimistic set obtained in Line 4 satisfies

ρ(xg,pn′ ) ≤ ρ(xg,on′ ). The algorithm thus terminates in Line 5
within n′ ≤ n⋆ iterations.

Let us define x⋆n′ := argminx∈RT (Xn′ ,Sq,ϵ)ρ(x). After ter-
mination, the agent stays at the steady-state xg,pn′ , hence ∀t ≥
tn′ , ρ(x(t)) ≤ ρ(xg,on′ ) ≤ ρ(x⋆n′). The last inequality follows
since RT (Xn′ ,Sq,ϵ) ⊆ RT (Xn′ ,So,ϵn′ ) by Theorem 2. Since
ρ is bounded, for any x1, x2 ∈ X , ρ(x1) − ρ(x2) ≤ ρ̄ with
some ρ̄ > 0. Thus, ∀τ ≥ 0,

∫ τ

0
ρ(x(t)) − ρ(x⋆n′)dt ≤ ρ̄tn′ ≤

ρ̄n⋆(T + Tc). Hence, averaging the bound over τ implies
AVR(τ) ≤ O(1/τ), i.e., Algorithm 2 achieves Objective 2.

Thus, Algorithm 2 is guaranteed to converge to a goal
that ensures a suitable bound on the regret (Objective 2).
Goal-directed safe exploration mainly differs from full safe
exploration (Algorithm 1) in utilizing the reachable returnable
optimistic set, RT (Xn,So,ϵn ) to set an appropriate goal
recursively and terminates early once the objective is achieved.

Remark 1. DIST(x, xg,on ) can be any function which ideally
satisfy argminx∈X DIST(x, xg,on ) = xg,on . For instance,
DIST can be ∥x − xg,on ∥, minimum time to go from x
to xg,on , or any combination of distance and ρ, such as
DIST(x, xg) = a∥x− xg∥2 + bρ(x) for some a, b ∈ R.

VII. SAFE EXPLORATION MPC
In this section, we propose SAGEMPC, our core MPC-type

algorithm. In the described safe exploration approaches so far,
the agent returns to the safe set Xn after each measurement.
Instead, we can replan for the next-to-go location as soon
as we collect a measurement. This can yield a significant
reduction in the exploration time. In addition to replanning
in receding horizon fashion, to enhance efficiency SAGEMPC
can incorporate a goal-directed technique (Section VI) and
exploit a known Lipschitz constant to enlarge the pessimistic
set (Section V). For simplicity of exposition, we present
SAGEMPC directly as goal-directed and without utilizing
Lipschitz continuity, while the corresponding variations are
discussed in Remarks 2 and 3, respectively.

Analogously to goal-directed safe exploration, we set an
optimistically safe reachable returnable goal, xg,on , by solving
(18). If the goal xg,on is not in the reachable returnable
pessimistic set, we shall determine a safe location, close to
xg,on with uncertainty above ϵ to ensure sufficient information
to keep exploring. This naturally requires us to solve a
constrained optimization problem (20), however, the main dif-
ference from goal-directed safe exploration is that SAGEMPC
uses the current location as the starting point x(tn) to ensure
re-planning instead of returning to the safe set. Note that
even if Problem (20) is feasible, re-planning starting from
the current state may result in an infeasible problem, ∄x ∈
RT ({x(tn)},Xn,Spn) : wn(x) ≥ ϵ, i.e., there is no location
with uncertainty at least ϵ that can be reached from the current
location and return to the initial set Xn pessimistically in time
T . Hence, we soften this constraint and solve the following
optimization problem to ensure the feasibility of SAGEMPC,

min
ν,x∈RT ({x(tn)},Xn,Sp

n)
λν + DIST(x, xg,on )

s.t. ϵ− wn(x) ≤ ν, ν ≥ 0, (21)



Algorithm 3 SAGEMPC

1: Initialize: Start at xs ∈ X0, GP, Horizon T , Accuracy ϵ.
2: for n = 0, 1, . . . do
3: xg,on ← Solve Problem (18).
4: xg,pn ← Solve Problem (19).
5: if min(ρ(x(tn)), ρ(x

g,p
n )) ≤ ρ(xg,on ) then

6: Accordingly move to x(tn) or xg,pn and terminate.
7: end if
8: x̃(t) : t ∈ [0, T ], t′, ν ← Solve Problem (21).
9: if ν = 0 then

10: Move from x(tn)→ x(tn+1) = x̃(t′).
11: else
12: Move from x(tn)→ x̃(T ) ∈ Xn.
13: x̃(t) : t ∈ [0, T ], t′← Solve Problem (20).
14: Move to x(tn+1) = x̃(t′).
15: end if
16: Update GP with y = q(x(tn+1)) + η.
17: end for

where λ > 0 is a penalty and ν is a slack variable to
ensure the feasibility of the problem. To achieve Objective 2,
we want to guarantee exploration of the set RT (Xn,Spn),
however the Problem (21) solves for a sampling location in
the set RT ({x(tn)},Xn,Spn) ̸= RT (Xn,Spn). To address this
issue, instead we solve Problem (20) when the slack value
ν > 0, i.e., wn(x̃(t

′)) < ϵ.
SAGEMPC steps: The resulting approach is summarized

in Algorithm 3. Analogous to Goal-directed safe exploration
(Algorithm 2), we start by solving for the optimistic goal,
xg,on , in Line 3. To sample close to the goal xg,on , we
recursively solve Problem (21) in Line 8. Problem (21) also
ensures instantaneously replanning from x(tn) instead of
returning to the initial safe set, as shown in Figure 8. In
Problem (21), with ν = 0 we are guaranteed to have sufficient
information with wn(x̃(t

′)) ≥ ϵ and a goal directed approach
by being x̃(t′) close to the goal location xg,on encoded by the
DIST function. However if this is not the case, i.e., ν > 0
which implies wn(x̃(t

′)) < ϵ, the agent returns to the initial
safe set, Xn in Line 12 as shown in Figure 9 and solves
Problem (20) in Line 13 to obtain the next goal to go in the
set RT (Xn,Spn). The agent first moves to x̃(0) in time Tc due
to the controllability property from Assumption 3. Afterwards,
the agent moves to the sampling location x̃(t′) in Line 14
where it collects a constraint sample, performs a GP update
(Line 16), and the goal-directed safe exploration continues
until the termination criteria in Line 5 gets satisfied. Notably,
the case of ν > 0 rarely occurs in practice (see Section VIII-C)
and thus SAGEMPC mainly determines the next sampling
location based on the current state in Problem (21), moves to
the location for sampling and updates the GP in Line 16.

In the following, we prove that SAGEMPC is recursively
feasible and ensures the safety of the non-linear system.

Proposition 1 (Recursive feasibility). Let Assumptions 1–5
hold and supposeRT (X0,Sp,ϵ0 ) ̸= ∅. Then all the optimization
problems in Algorithm 3 are feasible for ∀n ≥ 0. Furthermore,

X

RT (Xn,Spn)

xs RT (Xn,So,ϵn )

xg,on

Xn

x(tn+1)

x(tn+2)

RT

(
{x(tn+1)},Xn+1,Spn+1

)

RT (Xn,X )

Fig. 8: Illustration of re-planning in SAGEMPC: The agent starts at xs ∈ Xn

and plans a trajectory in RT (Xn,Sp
n) that reaches the (n+ 1)th sampling

location, x(tn+1) (blue line) and returns to the safe set (black line). After
sampling at x(tn+1), the agent updates the optimistic and pessimistic
constraint sets. Instead of returning, the agent re-plans for the new sampling
location, x(tn+2) in the set RT ({x(tn+1)},Xn+1,Sp

n+1). The process
continues until it reaches optimistic goal xg,o

n .

with probability at least 1−p, the resulting closed-loop system
satisfies q(x(t)) ≥ 0 ∀t ≥ 0.

Proof. Note that X0 ⊆ Xn by Assumption 3, and ∀n ≥
0,So,ϵn ⊇ Sp,ϵn ⊇ Sp,ϵ0 , together imply RT (Xn,So,ϵn ) ⊇
RT (X0,Sp,ϵ0 ) ̸= ∅. Hence the problem in Line 3 is always
feasible. Analogously, the problem in Line 4 is feasible since
RT (Xn,Spn) ⊇ RT (X0,Sp,ϵ0 ) ̸= ∅.

Next, we show that Problem (20) in Line 13 is always feasi-
ble. For contradiction assume that Problem (20) is infeasible,
i.e., wn(x) < ϵ∀x ∈ RT (Xn,Spn) which by Theorem 2 implies
RT (Xn,So,ϵn ) ⊆ RT (Xn,Spn). This implies ρ(xg,pn ) ≤ ρ(xg,on )
and the algorithm should have terminated in Line 5 already.

Feasibility of Problem (21) in Line 8 at any tn ≥ 0
is ensured using the standard MPC candidate input â(·) ∈
APC, x̂(·) ⊆ X : shifting the previous feasible solution â(t) =
ã(t′ + t), t ∈ [0, T − t′) and appending â(t) = κn(x̂(t)), t ∈
[T−t′, T ) from Assumption 3. Feasibility follows from x̂(t) ∈
Spn−1 ⊆ Spn,∀t ∈ [0, T − t′] (previous feasible solution); and
x̂(t) ∈ Xn−1 ⊆ Xn ⊆ Spn,∀t ∈ [T − t′, T ] respectively due
to “control invariance”, “monotonicity” and “pessimistically
safe” properties (Assumption 3). Moreover, note that the
constraint ϵ−wn(x) ≤ ν in Problem (21) is always feasible by
choosing ν sufficiently large. This implies all the optimization
problems from Lines 3, 4, 8 and 13 are feasible ∀n ≥ 0.

In Algorithm 3, it holds that, x(t) ∈ Spn which by
definition (5) implies ln(x(t)) ≥ 0 and hence by Corollary 1
implies q(x(t)) ≥ 0 with probability at least 1− p.

We next establish that SAGEMPC recovers the theoretical
guarantees of safe exploration framework by combining
results of Theorems 2 and 4.

Theorem 5. Let Assumptions 1–5 hold, and consider n⋆ as in
Theorem 1. Then the closed-loop system resulting from Algo-
rithm 3 guarantees Objective 2 with probability at least 1−p.

Proof. Algorithm 3 ensures that in Line 16, we sample
at a location x(tn+1) : wn(x(tn+1)) ≥ ϵ. In particular,
x(tn+1) is chosen based on Problem (21) if ν = 0 or
Problem (20), which both enforce wn(x(tn+1)) ≥ ϵ. For this
sampling rule, using Corollary 2, there exists n′ ≤ n⋆ such
that ∀x ∈ RT (Xn′ ,Spn′), wn′(x) < ϵ. Finally this yields
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Fig. 9: Illustration of ν > 0 case in Line 8 Algorithm 3 at location x(tn). The
solution of Problem (21) results in ν > 0 (red trajectory) which corresponds
to uncertainty less than ϵ. Hence the agent returns back to the safe set Xn

from x(tn) following the last computed trajectory (blue line) in Line 12.
Then it optimizes for the next sampling location x(tn+1) in Line 13 and the
exploration process continues. Note that x(tn+1) ̸∈ RT ({x(tn),Xn,Sp

n)
and thus we return back to the safe set Xn and then go to x(tn+1).

RT (Xn′ ,So,ϵn′ ) ⊆ RT (Xn′ ,Spn′) by Theorem 2, which implies
ρ(xg,pn′ ) ≤ ρ(xg,on′ ) on solving Problems in Lines 3 and 4.
Thus the algorithm terminates at Line 5 in n′ ≤ n⋆ iterations.

The total time is bounded by n⋆(T+Tc). As shown in Fig. 9,
in the extreme case, ν>0,the agent returns from x(tn) into Xn

using the last control sequence (Line 12) in the same time T.
It re-evaluates (Line 13) the next sampling location, where the
time for iteration is again bounded by T+Tc. Utilising this and
Line 5, the regret guarantees follow similar to Theorem 4.

Remark 2 (SAGEMPC for maximum safe domain exploration).
The maximum safe domain exploration can be recovered
as a special case of Algorithm 3 by two crucial changes.
First, replace the termination criterion in Line 5 by
infeasibility check of Problem (20) in Line 13. Second,
for efficient domain exploration, define optimistic goal
xg,on := argmaxx∈RT (Xn,So,ϵ

n ) wn(x) and Problem (21)
ensures sampling closer to xg,on encoded by DIST while
satisfying wn(x) ≥ ϵ until termination, which is sufficient to
guarantee maximum domain exploration (Theorem 2).

Remark 3 (SAGEMPC with expanders). If Assumption 6
is satisfied, SAGEMPC can be modified to be more sample
efficient by exploiting Lq . This can be done by using a larger
pessimistically reachable returnable safe set, i.e., replacing Spn
by SpLn in Problem (21). Furthermore, we can restrict sampling
within the expander, Gn(Xn,SpLn ) by adding the constraint
ln(x) ≤ 0 in (21). Combining both results in more efficient
exploration while preserving the guarantees of Theorem 5.

VIII. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we first discuss the numerical implementa-
tion of SAGEMPC in Section VIII-A. Next, we validate our
theory and compare different safe exploration techniques on
the task of maximum domain exploration and goal-directed
safe exploration in Section VIII-B. Finally, we demonstrate our
core algorithm, SAGEMPC with car dynamics in challenging
environments in Section VIII-C. For additional details on sim-
ulation, including exact parameters and videos, we refer read-
ers to our codebase at https://github.com/manish-pra/sagempc.

A. Numerical solution to SAGEMPC

In the following, we discuss how to formulate Problem (21)
as a finite-dimensional discrete-time problem to solve it effi-
ciently. Specifically, we frame the problem over a finite hori-
zon H ∈ N and optimize over the discrete-time differences,
∆tk := t(k+1)− t(k), at k = 0, 1, . . . ,H−1. Thus, Problem
(21) can be posed as the following non-linear program (NLP):

min
ν,xk,ak,∆tk

λν + DIST(xH′ , xg,on ) (22a)

s.t. xk+1 = fd(xk, ak,∆tk) (22b)
xk ∈ X , ak ∈ A (22c)
ln(xk) ≥ 0, k = 0, 1, . . . ,H − 1 (22d)
ϵ− wn(xH′) ≤ ν, ν ≥ 0 (22e)∑H−1

k=0
∆tk ≤ T, ∆tk ≥ 0 (22f)

x0 = x(tn), xH ∈ Xn. (22g)

Here, fd(x, a,∆t) is the integration of the continuous time
dynamics (1) over a time interval ∆t. The integration is per-
formed using the 4th order Runge-Kutta (RK4) method. In the
NLP, (22b) yields a predicted state sequence, (22c)-(22d) en-
sure that this sequence satisfies state, input, and the pessimistic
safety constraints, and (22g) ensures that this sequence starts at
the current state x(tn) and ends in the safe set Xn. As per sam-
pling strategy (21), we aim to find the optimal time t′ ∈ [0, T ]
for the agent to collect a sample. For this, we fix a sampling
horizon H ′ = ⌊H/2⌋ w.l.o.g. and the solution to NLP (22)
results in xH′ corresponding to x̃(t′) ∈ RT ({x(tn)},Xn,Spn)
in Problem (21). The constraint (22e) ensures that the uncer-
tainty at xH′ is larger than ϵ. Note that, we also optimize over
horizon time while limiting the overall time to T in (22f). Due
to the “control invariance” property (Assumption 3) the agent
can remain in Xn for the excess time T − t(H), which results
in the equivalent reachable returnable set to that of fixed T .

We use a Sequential Quadratic Programming (SQP) method
to solve the Problem (22) with the Acados framework [33], im-
plemented in Python. We model GPs in GPytorch [34] and pro-
vide the gradient of ln(·), un(·) to each QP iteration externally
for improved efficiency as proposed in [35]. For simplicity, we
use ln(x) = µn−1(x) −

√
βnσn−1(x), un(x) = µn−1(x) +√

βnσn−1(x) and βn = 3,∀n ≥ 1 as done in [19]–[24].
In our experimental setup, the a-priori unknown

constraint (2) only depends on the cartesian coordinates
[xp, yp]. To create environments, we randomly sample the
constraint functions from a GP and define the constraint sets
on the cartesian space where unsafe regions represent e.g., the
obstacles lying in the 2D space. We use squared exponential
and sufficiently smooth Matérn kernels which satisfy Assump-
tions 1 and 2. In the environments, we find a safe initial po-
sition ps = [xp, yp]

⊤ and define a prior such that l0(ps) ≥ 0.

B. Comparison of safe exploration techniques

In this section, we validate our theory and compare different
techniques of safe guaranteed exploration framework on a
task of maximum domain exploration and goal-directed safe
exploration. For this, we consider a unicycle robot whose non-
linear continuous-time dynamic model is,

https://github.com/manish-pra/sagempc
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Fig. 10: Comparison of SAGEOC, SAGEMPC and SAGEMPC-Lq on
the task of maximum safe domain exploration. (a) Shows the area explored
normalized with the maximum explored area along with 95% confidence
bounds across different environments. (b) Shows box plot for the finish
time of the exploration process. While all variants achieve the maximum
domain exploration, techniques such as exploiting the Lipschitz bound and
re-planning in receding horizon style make the algorithm more efficient.

ẋp = v cos(θ), ẏp = v sin(θ), v̇ = α, θ̇ = ω, ω̇ = ψ (23)

where [xp, yp] represent the position in cartesian space, while
v stands for velocity, θ denotes the absolute heading angle
and ω represents angular velocity. The control inputs α,ψ
correspond to linear and angular acceleration. The system is
locally controllable and thus satisfies Assumption 5, as shown
in Appendix A. We define the safe set Xn := {xs}, where
xs is a safe steady state corresponding to the safe position
ps. We compare three variants i) SAGEOC, safe guaranteed
exploration using optimal control presented in Algorithm 1/ 2,
ii) SAGEMPC, presented in Algorithm 3, and iii) SAGEMPC-Lq ,
which exploits Lipschitz continuity to obtain an enlarged
pessimistic safe set (Remark 3). We utilize the true Lipschitz
constant of the constraint function. All of the variants use
the same horizon H = 80 and T = 1s. We compared these
variants on both the tasks of maximum domain exploration
and goal-directed safe exploration explained below.

1) Maximum safe domain exploration: The robot is tasked
to explore the domain and achieve Objective (1) up to an
accuracy ϵ. A higher ϵ naturally leads to faster exploration
but might result in a smaller explored domain. To achieve the
objective faster, each of the variants determines the highest
uncertainty location in the reachable returnable pessimistic set.
Then they sample at that location, obtaining a measurement
corrupted with σ = 10−4 Gaussian noise. We utilize 10 differ-
ent environments, each having a randomly generated constraint
function, and run 4 instances for each environment resulting in
a total of 40 runs. Figure 10 (a) shows the fraction of the do-
main explored over time. All the variants of SAGEOC achieve
maximum domain exploration while being safe always. Fig-
ure 10 (b) shows statistics regarding the finish time of the ex-
ploration process. We observe that SAGEMPC is more efficient
as compared to SAGEOC, since the robot instantaneously re-
plans with every new information and does not return to the
safe set. SAGEMPC-Lq additionally takes advantage of Lips-
chitz continuity, thereby obtaining an enlarged pessimistic set
which accelerates the exploration process. More importantly,
SAGEMPC-Lq samples only in the expanders Gn(Xn,SpLn ),
which allows for early termination of the exploration when
no location in Gn(Xn,SpLn ) has uncertainty at least ϵ.

2) Goal-directed safe exploration: The robot is tasked
to move to a pre-specified goal xg by minimizing the loss
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Fig. 11: Comparison of SAGEOC, SAGEMPC and SAGEMPC-Lq on
the task of goal-directed safe exploration. The figure shows average regret
(AVR) defined in Objective 2 with 1-σ confidence bounds across different
environments. While all variants minimize the loss and achieve sublinear
regret, i.e., AVR is bounded by the dashed line (1/τ ), techniques such as
using an enlarged pessimistic set using Lipschitz bound and re-planning in
receding horizon style make the algorithm more efficient.

ρ(x) := ∥x − xg∥2. We consider 10 diverse environments
with goal and constraint functions being randomly generated.
The goal xg may be safe or unsafe with respect to unknown
constraints. If it is unsafe, SAGEOC will identify that it is not
possible to reach it safely and go to the closest point which
is in the safe reachable returnable set.

In (21), we choose the DIST(x, xg,on ) = ∥x− xg,on ∥, which
returns a sampling location closer to xg,on while ensuring
uncertainty at least ϵ. We run 4 instances for each of the
environments to account for variations in noise, resulting
in a total of 40 runs. Figure 11 shows the average regret
(Objective 2) for each algorithm over time. All the variants
of SAGEOC reach the desired best safe position and achieve
sublinear regret. We observe that SAGEMPC is more efficient
as compared to SAGEOC, since it re-plans immediately with
every new information. SAGEMPC-Lq additionally utilizes an
enlarged pessimistic set obtained using Lipschitz continuity,
which makes the process more efficient. Notably, in the goal-
direct task the agent generally samples near the boundary of
the reachable returnable pessimistic set to reach the goal faster
and hence the benefits of expanders Gn(Xn,SpLn ) are small
compared to that in the maximum domain exploration task.

C. SAGEMPC with car dynamics in challenging environments

In this section, we demonstrate SAGEMPC, with car
dynamics in challenging a-priori unknown environments. We
model the car dynamics with a non-linear bicycle model,

ẋp = v cos(θ + β), ẏp = v sin(θ + β), θ̇ =
v

lr
sin(β)

v̇ = α, β = tan−1

(
lr

lf + lr
tan(δ)

)
(24)

which includes slip angle β, distance from the centre of
gravity to the rear and the front wheel represented by
lf = 1.105 and lr = 1.738 respectively. The control inputs
are the front steering angle δ and the linear acceleration α.
In contrast to the unicycle model, the car cannot rotate on
the spot and needs to turn with a wider radius. This makes
the safe exploration interesting as the algorithm needs to plan
curved paths taking dynamics into account.

We consider the task of goal-directed safe exploration
on challenging instances as shown in Figure 12. The car
minimizes the loss ρ(x) := ∥x − xg∥2 from a pre-specified
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Fig. 12: Demonstration of the task of goal-directed safe exploration by a car in unknown, challenging environments. The car, depicted by the brown box ( ),
starts safely at the red star ( ) and needs to navigate through a-priori unknown obstacles, represented by the black region ( ), to minimize the loss function,
shown by contours ( ), which captures the task of reaching the goal location marked by the green star ( ). To explore the region, it collects measurements
depicted by the red points ( ) and gradually grows its reachable returnable pessimistic set, RT (Xn,Sp

n), shown by the black-yellow lines ( ). Throughout
the process, the car does not violate any of the safety-critical constraints, and the resulting safe trajectory traversed by the car is depicted by the blue line ( ).

goal xg . In contrast to Section VIII-B, SAGEMPC grows the
initial safe set Xn by defining it as the set of steady states
within the pessimistic set, see Eq. (25) for details. The system
(24) is locally controllable and thus the set Xn (25) satisfies
Assumption 3, as shown in Appendix A. Note that the entire
cartesian space is a steady state with v = 0, which simplifies
the computation of a safe retunable path since it can be just a
trajectory slowing down the car to stop in the pessimistically
safe set instead of a path back to the starting location. This
allows us to use SAGEMPC with a relatively small horizon of
H = 25. On an Intel i7-11800H @ 2.30GHz processor, one
SQP-iteration takes on average 9.82±1.16 ms. We restrict the
maximum number of SQP iterations to 20 and the maximal
solve time for NLP (22) over all runs is 258.7 ms which
occurs in the environment with large obstacle (Fig. 12 (b))
due to increasing number of data samples with n′ = 146.

In Figure 12 (a), the car navigates an unknown environment
cluttered with multiple objects and achieves the task of
reaching a location marked with a green star. In Figure 12 (b),
the car needs to explore almost the complete domain to
overcome the large obstacle and reach the goal on the other
side. Finally in Figure 12 (c), the global minimizer is unsafe
and the car identifies that it cannot be reached and converges
to the minimizer in the safely reachable returnable set without
exploring the whole domain. In all of the above examples, we
observe that SAGEMPC plans curvy paths to efficiently reach
informative locations while respecting the non-holonomic car
dynamics. Moreover, throughout the exploration process, the
car does not violate the safety-critical constraint and achieves
the goal of minimizing the loss.

IX. CONCLUSION

We propose a novel framework for guaranteeing exploration
in finite time while being provably safe at all times for non-
linear systems. One of the remarkable aspects of the
framework is its broad applicability, as it requires only
mild assumptions and can be readily employed in various
complex real-world scenarios with non-linear dynamics and

a-priori unknown domains. Utilizing this framework, we
propose an efficient algorithm, SAGEMPC, by exploiting
known Lipschitz bound, incorporating a goal-directed
approach for safe exploration, and introducing re-planning
in a receding horizon fashion with every new information
update. These techniques enhance sample efficiency while
maintaining the desired guarantees of the framework, i.e.,
safe guaranteed exploration in finite time for non-linear
systems. We substantiate the practicality of our contributions
by numerical experiments on challenging unknown domains
with non-linear car dynamics. Our work opens up many
possibilities for safe exploration in continuous domains with
theoretical guarantees for a wide range of use cases.
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predictive control frameworks for dynamic operation–an overview,”
Annual Reviews in Control, vol. 57, p. 100929, 2024.

[32] T. Faulwasser, V. Hagenmeyer, and R. Findeisen, “Constrained reach-
ability and trajectory generation for flat systems,” Automatica, vol. 50,
no. 4, pp. 1151–1159, 2014.

[33] R. Verschueren et al., “acados—a modular open-source framework for
fast embedded optimal control,” Mathematical Programming Computa-
tion, vol. 14, no. 1, pp. 147–183, 2022.

[34] J. Gardner et al., “Gpytorch: Blackbox matrix-matrix gaussian process
inference with gpu acceleration,” Advances in neural information pro-
cessing systems, vol. 31, 2018.

[35] A. Lahr, A. Zanelli, A. Carron, and M. N. Zeilinger, “Zero-order opti-
mization for gaussian process-based model predictive control,” European
Journal of Control, p. 100862, 2023.

[36] E. D. Sontag, Mathematical control theory: deterministic finite dimen-
sional systems. Springer Science & Business Media, 2013, vol. 6.

APPENDIX

In the appendix, we discuss locally controllable systems
and provide sufficient conditions for Assumptions 3 and 5 in

X
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Fig. 13: The set Xn (cyan line) is a set of steady states in Sp,ϵ
n . Consider a

path ζ connecting u → v. Lemma 3 shows that for any u, v ∈ Xn, we can
reach in finite time for locally controllable f .

Appendix A. Later we have auxiliary lemmas and proof for
Theorem 3 in Appendix B and lastly, for completeness, we
included a section on mutual information in Appendix C.

A. Locally controllable systems

In this section, we introduce locally controllable systems
and the path-connected sets. Utilizing these, we prove a suffi-
cient condition for Assumption 3 in Lemma 3 and show that
locally controllable systems satisfy Assumption 5 in Lemma 4.

Definition 1 (Local controllability, Definition 3.7.4, [36]). Let
x(t) and a(t) be state and input trajectory, of a dynamical
system (1) on an interval t ∈ [0, δT ], such that,

x0 := x(0), x1 := x(δT )

The system (1) is locally controllable along x(t) if for each
ϵ > 0 there is some δ > 0 such that the following property
holds: For each x̃0, x̃1 ∈ Rp with ∥x̃0 − x0∥ < δ and
∥x̃1−x1∥ < δ there is some state and input trajectories x̃(t),
ã(t), t ∈ [0, δT ] of dynamical system f such that,

x̃(0) = x̃0, x̃(δT ) = x̃1, and

∥x̃(t)− x(t)∥ < ϵ, ∥ã(t)− a(t)∥ < ϵ, ∀t ∈ [0, δT ].

Definition 2 (Path connected with finite length). A topological
space X is a path connected with finite length if for any two
points x0, x1 ∈ X there is a continuously differentiable map
ζ : [0, 1]→ X s.t. ζ(0) = x0, ζ(1) = x1 and dζ

ds ≤ L <∞.

ζ is a continuous function for a path connected set;
however, we additionally assume continuously differentiable
ζ with bounded derivative, which implies finite length.

The next lemma proves a sufficient condition for Assump-
tion 3. Consider the safe set Xn after n samples defined as:

Xn := {x ∈ X ϵ|∃a ∈ Aϵ : f(x, a) = 0, x ∈ Sp,ϵn }, (25)

for a fixed ϵ > 0 with compact set X ϵ ⊆ X ⊖ Bϵ(0) and
compact set Aϵ ⊆ A⊖Bϵ(0).

Lemma 3. Suppose the system f is locally controllable
(Definition 1) and the safe set Xn (25) is path-connected with
finite length (Definition 2), then Xn satisfies Assumption 3.

Proof. In the following, we show that Xn satisfies each of the
four properties of Assumption 3.

1. Pessimistically safe: By definition, Xn ⊆ Sp,ϵn ⊂ Spn,
since ϵ > 0. Hence Xn is pessimistically safe.



2. Monotonicity: By def., Sp,ϵn ⊆ Sp,ϵn+1 implies Xn ⊆ Xn+1,
since f is independent is of n. Hence Xn is non-decreasing.

3. Control invariance: By def., ∀x ∈ Xn ⊆ X ϵ,∃a ∈ Aϵ ⊂
A : f(x, a) = 0. Hence the Xn satisfies control invariance.

4. Controllable in pessimistic constraint set: We need to
show ∀u, v ∈ Xn : ∃a(·), ẋ(t) = f(x(t), a(t)), x(0) =
u, x(Tc) = v, (x(t), a(·)) ∈ Spn ×APC, t ∈ [0, Tc).

Given Xn is path-connected with finite length (Definition 2),
for any u, v ∈ Xn there is a continuously differentiable path
ζ : [0, 1] → Xn such that ζ(0) = u, ζ(1) = v and dζ

ds ≤ L <

∞. Hence the path length is
∫ 1

0
dζ
dsds ≤

∫ 1

0
Lds = L <∞.

Define the largest constant ϵ̄ > 0 such that Aϵ ⊕ Bϵ̄ ⊆
A,X ϵ⊕Bϵ̄ ⊆ X ; Sp,ϵn ⊕Bϵ̄ ⊆ Spn. This ϵ̄ exists since Aϵ,X ϵ

lie in the interior of A,X and Sp,ϵ ⊂ Sp with ϵ > 0 since ln
is uniformly continuous. Next, we construct a way to go from
any u ∈ Xn to any v ∈ Xn while satisfying the constraints.

Given the ϵ̄, let δ be defined as per local controllability of
f . We split ζ with sk = k/⌈L/δ⌉, k = 1, . . . , ⌈L/δ − 1⌉ into
⌈L/δ⌉ parts with distance lower than δ apart. For reference
marked as u′, u′′, u′′′, . . . in Fig. 13. Since u is a steady
state, there exists a state and input trajectory x(t) ∈ Xn and
a(t) ∈ Aϵ ∀t ∈ [0, δT ], such that x(t) = u, t ∈ [0, δT ].
Since f is locally controllable, for given ϵ̄,∃δ > 0 :
∃ trajectories ã(t), x̃(t),∀t ∈ [0, δT ] : x̃(0) = u, x̃(δT ) =
u′, ∥x̃(t)− x(t)∥ < ϵ̄ and ∥ã(t)− a(t)∥ < ϵ̄,∀t ∈ [0, δT ].

Since ∀t ∈ [0, δT ], x(t) ∈ Sp,ϵn , x(t) ∈ X ϵ and ∥x̃(t) −
x(t)∥ < ϵ̄, implies x̃(t) ∈ Spn. Similarly ∀t ∈ [0, δT ], a(t) ∈
Aϵ and ∥ã(t) − a(t)∥ < ϵ̄, implies ã(t) ∈ A. We can
recursively perform the above steps and jump from point to
point, i.e., u′ → u′′ → u′′′ and so on, until we reach v.
Combining all the state and input trajectories, x̃(·), ã(·), we
can reach from any u ∈ Xn to any v ∈ Xn while staying the
pessimistic constraint set, x̃(t) ⊆ Spn and satisfying the input
constraints ã(t) ⊆ A, ∀t ∈ [0, Tc], where Tc is the time taken
to reach v. Next we show that Tc is finite.

Finite time: The time taken to travel through any δ length,
e.g., (u → u′) is δT . Since the length of ζ ≤ L, we get an
upper bound on time taken to travel between any two points
in Xn as Tc ≤ ⌈L/δ⌉δT . Hence any two points in Xn can be
travelled in finite time.

Lemma 4. Suppose the system f is locally controllable
(Definition 1) and A = Rm. Then Assumption 5 holds, i.e, for
any Xn,Spn, it holds, ∂RT (Xn,Spn) ⊆ ∂Spn

⋃
∂RT (Xn,X ).

Proof. We will prove it by contradiction. Suppose there exists
x′ ∈ ∂RT (Xn,Spn)\ (∂Spn

⋃
∂RT (Xn,X )).

• Using x′ ∈ RT (Xn,Spn) ⊆ Spn but x′ /∈ ∂Spn and x′ ∈
RT (Xn,Spn) ⊆ RT (Xn,X ) but x′ /∈ ∂RT (Xn,X ), there
exists a sufficiently small φ > 0 such that Bφ(x

′) ⊆ Spn
and Bφ(x

′) ⊆ RT (Xn,X ). (Please see Fig. 14)
• Since x′ ∈ RT (Xn,Spn),∃ trajectory x(t), a(t), t ∈ [0, T ]

of dynamics (1), such that x(t) ∈ RT (Xn,Spn),∀t ∈
[0, T ] and x(0) ∈ Xn, x(t

′) = x′, x(T ) ∈ Xn.
Given x(·) is continuous, there exists sufficiently small
δt > 0, ϵ > 0 such that Bϵ(x(t)) ⊆ Bφ(x(t

′)),∀t ∈
[t′ − δt, t′ + δt].

• Given local controllablility (Definition 1) around trajec-
tory x(t), a(t), t ∈ [t′−δt, t′], we get, for ϵ defined above

X
RT (Xn,Spn)

Bφ(x
′)

x′ p

Xn

δ

φ

A

B

Spn

δt

ϵ

Fig. 14: Shows a contradictory case for Lemma 4, that x′ ∈ ∂RT (Xn,Sp
n)

and some δ ≤ ϵ, ∃ trajectories x̃(t), ã(t), t ∈ [t′− δt, t′] :
x̃(t′−δt) = x(t′−δt), x̃(t′) = p, such that ∥p−x(t′)∥ < δ
and ∀t ∈ [t−δt, t′], ∥x̃(t)−x(t)∥ < ϵ, ∥ã(t)−a(t)∥ < ϵ.
Since the trajectory x̃(·) is ϵ close to x(·), we get, x̃(t) ∈
Bφ(x

′) ⊆ Spn,∀t ∈ [t′−δt, t′]. Since A = Rm, ã(t) ∈ A.
• Similarly, exploiting the local controllability, a return

path can be constructed from p → x(t + δt). From
x(t+ δt), it is trivial to follow the same path as x(·).

• Hence, ∀p ∈ Bδ(x
′), we can reach to p and return back

to Xn in time T . This implies Bδ(x
′) ⊂ RT (Xn,Spn),

hence x′ /∈ ∂RT (Xn,Spn), which is a contradiction.
Hence, ∂RT (Xn,Spn) ⊆ ∂Spn

⋃
∂RT (Xn,X ).

Note that Bφ(x
′) ⊆ Spn

⋂RT (Xn,X ) ≠⇒ Bφ(x
′) ⊆

RT (Xn,Spn). Since the reachability returnability to the ball
(i.e., Bφ(x

′) ⊆ RT (Xn,X )) can be due to the paths from the
regions which are not pessimistic safe. Hence, we specifically
require local controllability to prove Bφ(x

′) ⊆ RT (Xn,Spn).
The system may be locally controllable, but exploring even

the connected safe region may not be possible due to state con-
straints. The term

⋃RT (Xn,X ) in Assumption 5 allows us to
consider the systems with state constraints as well. This guar-
antees the maximum domain exploration in cases where a large
region is pessimistically safe; however, the agent cannot go be-
yond the reachable returnable set due to dynamic constraints.

Lemma 4 assumes no input constraints. To consider both
state and input constraints, we can define safe sets with (x, a)
pair instead of only x. Alternatively, wlog we can define a new
dynamics f̃ with state z = [x⊤, a⊤]⊤ ∈ Rp+m and consider
the safe sets for the state z. One way to define f̃ is, ż =
f̃(z, ã), where f̃(z, ã) := [f(x, a)⊤, ã⊤]⊤ and ã = ȧ ∈ Rm.

B. Auxiliary lemmas for proof of Theorems 2 and 3

Lemma 5. For any sets R,S,X ⊆ Rp,

R ⊆ S ⊆ X =⇒ ∂R∩ ∂X ⊆ ∂S.

Proof. For any point p ∈ ∂X , the lemma follows by showing
p ∈ ∂R =⇒ p ∈ ∂S, under the assumption R ⊆ S ⊆ X .

Proof by contradiction. Let’s assume p /∈ ∂S. Since p ∈ ∂R
and R ⊆ S implies p ∈ S . Since p /∈ ∂S there exists a
sufficiently small ϵ > 0 such that Bϵ(p) ⊆ S. Since S ⊆ X
implies Bϵ(p) ⊆ X . This is a contradiction since p ∈ ∂X .



Lemma 6. ∂RT (Xn,Spn)\∂RT (Xn,X ) ⊆ ∂Spn\∂X , under
Assumption 5.

Proof. With Assumption 5 on subtracting ∂X , ∂RT (Xn,X ),

(∂RT (Xn,Spn)\∂X ) \∂RT (Xn,X )
⊆

((
∂Spn

⋃
∂RT (Xn,X )

)
\∂X

)
\∂RT (Xn,X ) (26)

Since RT (Xn,Spn) ⊆ RT (Xn,X ) ⊆ X , by Lemma 5,
∂RT (Xn,Spn)

⋂
∂X ⊆ ∂RT (Xn,X ). Using this, left hand

side (LHS) of Eq. (26) can be simplified as,

(∂RT (Xn,Spn)\∂X ) \∂RT (Xn,X )
= ∂RT (Xn,Spn)\∂RT (Xn,X ) (27)

Consider right hand side (RHS) of Eq. (26),((
∂Spn

⋃
∂RT (Xn,X )

)
\∂X

)
\∂RT (Xn,X )

= (∂Spn\∂X ) \∂RT (Xn,X ) ⊆ ∂Spn\∂X (28)

Substituting Eq. (27) and Eq. (28) in Eq. (26) and using closure
operator, gives, ∂RT (Xn,Spn)\∂RT (Xn,X ) ⊆ ∂Spn\∂X .

Lemma 7. Let the regular close sets P = {R,S} ⊆ Rp

additionally satisfy ∀p ∈ ∂P, there exists an ϵ > 0 the
set Bϵ(p) ∩ P◦ is path connected. Assume R ⊆ S and ∃
a continuous path ζ : [0, 1] → S such that ζ(0) = x0 ∈
R, ζ(1) = x1 ∈ S\R. Then ∃s′ ∈ [0, 1] : ζ(s′) ∈ ∂R\∂S.

Proof. Given ∃s′ ∈ [0, 1] : ζ(s′) ∈ ∂R and ζ(s) /∈ R, s ∈
(s′, s′ + ϵ], where ϵ > 0 can be arbitrary small. We need to
show ζ(s′) ∈ ∂R\∂S.
Case 1: ζ(s′) /∈ ∂S implies ζ(s′) ∈ ∂R\∂S ⊆ ∂R\∂S .
Case 2: ζ(s′) ∈ ∂S∩∂R. Prove by contradiction. Let’s assume
ζ(s′) /∈ ∂R\∂S and using closure definition, this implies ∃
sufficiently small ϵ > 0, such that

Bϵ(ζ(s
′)) ∩ (∂R\∂S) = ∅. (29)

For ϵ > 0, s ∈ (s′, s′ + ϵ], ζ(s) ∈ S\R and ζ(s′) ∈ ∂S ∩ ∂R
implies Bϵ(ζ(s

′)) ∩ R ̸= Bϵ(ζ(s
′)) ∩ S . Since the set R is

regular close, a ball around x ∈ ∂R with sufficiently small
radius ϵ > 0, intersected with R have a non-empty interior
and preserves regular close. Additionally, for arbitrary small
ϵ > 0 the set Bϵ(x) ∩ R◦, x ∈ ∂R is path connected implies
for even smaller δ > 0, x′ ∈ ∂(Bϵ(x) ∩ R) the set Bδ(x

′) ∩
(Bϵ(x) ∩R)◦ is also path connected. Same holds with set S
and hence by using Lemma 8,

∂(Bϵ(ζ(s
′)) ∩R) ̸= ∂(Bϵ(ζ(s

′)) ∩ S),

and since ζ(s′) ∈ ∂S ∩ ∂R, this implies,

Bϵ(ζ(s
′)) ∩ ∂R ≠ Bϵ(ζ(s

′)) ∩ ∂S. (30)

From assumption Eq. (29) and Eq. (30), we get

Bϵ(ζ(s
′)) ∩ (∂S\∂R) ̸= ∅.

Hence, for a ball around ζ(s′) of any ϵ > 0, ∂S is strict
superset of ∂R. Since S is a regular close-set, the above
equation implies there exists a subset of S that is connected

R

x0

S
Bϵ

(
ζ
(
s
′))
x1

ζ
(
s
′)

R

S Bϵ(x)

x

Bδ(x
′)
P1

P2

Fig. 15: On the left, we present a contradictory case for Lemma 7, i.e., the set
Bϵ(ζ(s′))∩S◦ is not a path connected set. On the right, we illustrate proof
steps for Lemma 8. For regular close and locally path-connected interior sets
R and S, if R is a strict subset of S, then their boundaries are unequal.

only through a point ζ(s′), see Figure 15 left. However, this
contradicts that Bϵ(ζ(s

′)) ∩ S◦ is path connected.

Lemma 8. Let the regular close sets P = {R,S} ⊆ Rp

additionally satisfy ∀p ∈ ∂P, there exists an ϵ > 0 the set
Bϵ(p)∩P◦ is path connected. Then S\R ≠ ∅ =⇒ ∂R ≠ ∂S .

Proof. Proof by contradiction. Assume ∂R = ∂S. Since
S\R ≠ ∅, ∃x ∈ S\R. Consider the following two cases:
i) x ∈ ∂S =⇒ x ∈ ∂R, x /∈ S\R. (contradiction)
ii) x ∈ S◦ =⇒ ∃ϵ : Bϵ(x) ∩ ∂R ̸= ∅ and Bϵ(x)

◦ ⊆ S◦\R◦.
Suppose the closed ball touches ∂R or ∂S at location x′

(see Figure 15 right). With an arbitrary small δ > 0, consider
a ball Bδ(x

′) at x′. The boundary ∂R divides the ball Bδ(x
′)

in at least two parts.
P1 : Bδ(x

′) ∩ R◦ ⊆ S◦ (P1 ̸= ∅ since x′ ∈ ∂R and R is
regular close. Subset hold since R ⊆ S).
P2 : Bδ(x

′) ∩Bϵ(x)
◦ ⊆ S◦ (since Bϵ(x)

◦ ⊆ S◦).
Since x′ ∈ ∂S, we know Bδ(x

′)∩S◦ is path connected. This
implies ∃ζ : [0, 1] → Bδ(x

′) ∩ S◦, ζ(0) ∈ P1, ζ(1) ∈ P2 and
ζ(s) /∈ ∂S, s ∈ [0, 1]. However P1⊆R◦ but P2∩R◦ = ∅ (since
Bϵ(x)

◦∩R◦ = ∅). This implies ∃s ∈ [0, 1] : ζ(s) ∈ ∂R. Since
∂S = ∂R, this contradicts that ζ(s) /∈ ∂S, s ∈ [0, 1].

Lemma 9. Let Assumption 4 holds. Consider a path
ζ : [0, 1] → RT (Xn,So,ϵn ) such that ζ(0) ∈ Xn,
ζ(1) ∈ Xn and ζ(b⋆) /∈ RT (Xn,Spn) for some b⋆ ∈ [0, 1].
There exists b′ ∈ [0, b⋆) : ζ(b′) ∈ ∂RT (Xn,Spn). Then
ζ(b′) ∈ ∂RT (Xn,Spn)\∂RT (Xn,X ).
Proof. Note that RT (Xn,Spn) ⊆ RT (Xn,X ) and ∀b ∈
[0, 1], ζ(b) ∈ RT (Xn,X ) with ζ(0) ∈ RT (Xn,Spn), ζ(b⋆) ∈
RT (Xn,X )\RT (Xn,Spn). Moreover due to Assumption 4,
RT (Xn,Spn) and RT (Xn,X ) are regular closed sets and
satisfy the local path connected interior property, thus, by
Lemma 7, we get, ζ(b′) ∈ ∂RT (Xn,Spn)\∂RT (Xn,X ). Intu-
itively, this represents that the path ζ can cross the boundary of
the reachable returnable pessimistic set only from the locations
that lead it into the domain’s reachable returnable set.

Lemma 10. ∀x′ ∈ ∂Spn\∂X , ln(x′) = 0.

Proof. By defi. Spn = {x ∈ X |ln(x) ≥ 0}. Hence ∂Spn ⊆ {x ∈
X |ln(x) = 0} ∪ ∂X =⇒ ∂Spn\∂X ⊆ {x ∈ X |ln(x) = 0}.
Proof for Theorem 3. Analogous to Corollary 2, the sample
complexity result from Theorem 1 upper bounds the number
of samples required until the infeasibility of the sampling rule
(17). Thus ∃n′ ≤ n⋆ : un′(x)−ln′(x) < ϵ∀x ∈ Gn′(Xn′ ,SpLn′ ).



Now it suffice to show if un′(x) − ln′(x) < ϵ∀x ∈
Gn′(Xn′ ,SpLn′ ) then RT (Xn′ ,Sq,ϵ) ⊆ RT (Xn′ ,So,ϵn′ ) ⊆
RT (Xn′ ,SpLn′ ) ⊆ RT (Xn′ ,Sq).

We first prove RT (Xn′ ,So,ϵn′ ) ⊆ RT (Xn′ ,SpLn′ ) by contra-
diction. Let’s assume ∃ x⋆ ∈ RT (Xn′ ,So,ϵn′ )\RT (Xn′ ,SpLn′ ).
This implies there exists a continuously path ζ(b) ∈
RT (Xn′ ,So,ϵn′ )∀b ∈ [0, 1] such that ζ(0) ∈ Xn′ , ζ(b⋆) = x⋆

and ζ(1) ∈ Xn′ . Please see Fig. 6 for a visual description.
Since ζ(b⋆) /∈ RT (Xn′ ,SpLn′ ), ∃ b′ < b⋆ : ζ(b′) ∈

∂RT (Xn′ ,SpLn′ ) which using Lemma 9 for SpLn′ analogous
to Spn′ implies ζ(b′) ∈ ∂RT (Xn′ ,SpLn′ )\∂RT (Xn′ ,X ).
Furthermore, Lemma 6 implies ζ(b′) ∈ ∂SpLn′ \∂X and finally
using Lemma 10 we get maxx∈X ln′(x) − Lq∥x − ζ(b′)∥ =
0 =⇒ ln′(ζ(b′)) ≤ 0. Notably Lemmas 6, 9 and 10
considers Spn′ but analogously follows for SpLn′ .

Since, ζ(b′) ∈ So,ϵn′ =⇒ un′(ζ(b′)) − ϵ ≥ 0. Hence from
the above two equations, un′(ζ(b′)) − ln′(ζ(b′)) ≥ ϵ. Using
definition (16), note that ζ(b′) ∈ Gn′(Xn′ ,SpLn′ ). This implies
un′(ζ(b′)) − ln′(ζ(b′)) < ϵ, which is a contradiction. Hence
∃n′ ≤ n⋆ : RT (Xn′ ,So,ϵn′ ) ⊆ RT (Xn′ ,SpLn′ ), which yields the
second set inclusion in Objective 1 with enlarged pessimistic
set SpLn′ . Moreover, note that using Corollary 1, ∀n ≥ 0,Sq,ϵ ⊆
So,ϵn and SpLn ⊆ Sq , which yields the other two set inclusions
in Objective 1 with enlarged pessimistic set SpLn′ .

C. Mutual Information

Let us denote the set of sampled locations by XN :=
{x1, x2, . . . , xN} and YXN

:= {q(xn) + ηn}Nn=1 be the set
of measurements collected at locations in XN . The mutual
information between YXN

and qXN
as in [15] is given by,

I(yXN
; qXN

) = H(yXN
)−H(YXN

|qXN
), (31)

where H denotes the Shannon entropy. For a Gaussian,
H(N (µ,Σ)) = 1

2 log |2πeΣ|. Using that x1, . . . , xN are deter-
ministic conditioned on YXN−1

and the predictive distribution
for yxN

conditioned on YXN−1
is a Gaussian N (0, σ2 +

σ2
N−1(xN )), we get,

H(YXN
)=H(yxN

|YXN−1
) +H(YXN−1

)

=
1

2
log 2πe(σ2+σ2

N−1(xN ))+H(yxN−1
|YXN−2

) +...

=
1

2
log(2πeσ2) +

1

2
log(1 + σ−2σ2

N−1(xN ))

+H(yxN−1
|YX1:N−2

) + ... (32)

=
1

2

N∑
n=1

log(2πeσ2)︸ ︷︷ ︸
H(YXN

|qXN
)

+
1

2

N∑
n=1

log(1 + σ−2σ2
n−1(xn)).

H(YXN
|qXN

) is entropy due to Gaussian noise N (0, σ2) and
finally using (31) we get,

I(YN ; qN ) =
1

2

N∑
n=1

log(1 + σ−2σ2
n−1(xn)). (33)

Notably, mutual information I(YN ; qN ) does not depend on
the noisy realizations y and only on the locations x.

Manish Prajapat is a Doctoral Fellow at ETH AI
Center. He earned his Master’s degree in robotics,
systems, and control from ETH Zurich in 2020,
and his Bachelor’s degree in Mechanical Engineer-
ing from the Indian Institute of Technology (IIT),
Madras in 2017. At IIT Madras, he was recognized
as the best graduating student co-curricular 2017 and
also received the Sivasailam Merit Prize for the best
bachelor thesis. He was a visiting scholar at Caltech
in 2020 and later was a research engineer at Fix-
position AG, Zurich in 2021. His research interests

are sequential decision-making under complex scenarios, e.g., non-Markovian
objectives, unknown constraints or unknown dynamics of non-linear systems.
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