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Collaborative Combat Aircraft (CCAs) are envisioned to enable autonomous Intelligence,

Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) missions in contested environments, where adversaries

may act strategically to deceive or evade detection. These missions pose challenges due to model

uncertainty and the need for safe, real-time decision-making. Robust Markov Decision Pro-

cesses (RMDPs) provide worst-case guarantees but are limited by static ambiguity sets that

capture initial uncertainty without adapting to new observations. This paper presents an adap-

tive RMDP framework tailored to ISR missions with CCAs. We introduce a mission-specific

formulation in which aircraft alternate between movement and sensing states. Adversarial tac-

tics are modeled as a finite set of transition kernels, each capturing assumptions about how

adversarial sensing or environmental conditions affect rewards. Our approach incrementally

refines policies by eliminating inconsistent threat models, allowing agents to shift from conser-

vative to aggressive behaviors while maintaining robustness. We provide theoretical guarantees

showing that the adaptive planner converges as credible sets contract to the true threat and

maintains safety under uncertainty. Experiments under Gaussian and non-Gaussian threat

models across diverse network topologies show higher mission rewards and fewer exposure

events compared to nominal and static robust planners.

Nomenclature

S = Node set in the ISR graph

N(𝑣) = Neighbor set of node v

S′ = Two phase state space (𝑣, S), (𝑣,M)

Θ = Threat type set
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𝑈𝑡
𝑣 = Credible threat set at node v

𝑈𝑡
𝑠,𝑎 = Local ambiguity set for (𝑠, 𝑎)

𝑏𝑡 ,𝑣 = Posterior belief at node v

𝑜𝑣,𝑡 , 𝑧𝑣,𝑡 , 𝜂𝑣,𝑡 = Observation, exposure score, exposure flag

𝑒𝑡 , 𝑑𝑡 = Persistent and cumulative exposure states

𝑛𝑡 (𝑣) = Novelty measure at node v

𝛾 = Discount factor

𝛼, 𝛽 = Exposure decay and novelty decay

𝑐sense, 𝑐move = Sensing and movement costs

𝜆imm, 𝜆pers, 𝜆cum, 𝜆nov = Reward weights

𝑝(𝑜 | 𝑎, 𝜃) = Observation distribution

𝑞(𝑧 | 𝑎, 𝜃) = Exposure score distribution

𝑝exp(𝑎, 𝜃) = Exposure probability

𝜙𝑠,𝑎 = Map from threat type to transition kernel

𝑟sense, 𝑟move = Sensing and movement rewards

𝑉 = Value function

𝜋𝑡 = Policy at time 𝑡

Tr,Tn = Robust and nominal Bellman operators

I. Introduction
Collaborative Combat Aircraft (CCA) has been widely proposed as a key enabler in future air combat and surveil-

lance operations, especially in contested or communication-denied environments [2, 3]. These platforms are expected to

function autonomously or semi-autonomously, collaborating with other assets to perform complex tasks such as elec-

tronic warfare, precision targeting, and wide-area Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR). This vision

has been realized in the U.S. Air Force’s Next-Generation Air Dominance (NGAD) program, which positions CCAs as

uncrewed force multipliers capable of performing distributed, high-risk missions in dynamic adversarial settings [4].

ISR has received growing attention among these roles due to its potential for distributed sensing and persistent

situational awareness under limited centralized coordination. However, this optimistic outlook on autonomous ISR

often underestimates the adversarial and deceptive nature of, and within real-world environments. Adversarial threat

actors may employ mobile surface-to-air missile systems, intermittently activate radar sensors, or emit false signals

to obscure their true positions and capabilities [5]. These behaviors challenge common and critical assumptions in

autonomous planning: the availability of accurate models and stable dynamics. In such settings, ISR platforms operate
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under partial observability and epistemic uncertainty about adversary behavior and environmental transitions.

At its core, this challenge represents a sequential decision-making problem under model uncertainty. Reinforce-

ment learning (RL) has been widely explored as a solution, offering adaptability and the ability to generalize through

data-driven policies. There has been increasing interest in using RL in aerospace applications such as autonomous

navigation, flight control, and multi-agent mission planning [6–8]. However, RL methods typically require extensive

exploration and lack safety guarantees, making them impractical for safety-critical missions [9]. As an alternative,

Robust Markov Decision Processes (RMDPs) offer worst-case performance guarantees by optimizing over predefined

ambiguity sets of transition models [10–12]. Nonetheless, conventional RMDP approaches rely on static ambiguity

sets and do not incorporate new information gathered during mission execution, limiting their efficiency in dynamic or

adversarial environments. In practice, when conducting ISR missions, as agents observe how threats sense, react, or

reveal themselves, their understanding of the underlying adversarial model evolves. Reducing this uncertainty requires

exploratory actions that may increase exposure, whereas acting conservatively limits the ability to refine the threat

model.

This dynamic tension naturally gives rise to the exploration–exploitation dilemma specific to ISR missions, where

agents must balance improving their understanding of adversarial behavior with maintaining safety and mission effec-

tiveness. Recent studies on autonomous vehicle coordination in hazardous or uncertain domains have demonstrated

the benefits of explicitly addressing this trade-off through uncertainty-aware and adaptive decision-making frameworks

[13–15]. Although prior works offer practical strategies for handling exploration and risk, they do not explicitly for-

malize this trade-off within a robust sequential decision-making framework appropriate for ISR missions. Motivated

by this gap, we propose an ISR mission–tailored adaptive RMDP framework that builds on the online robust planning

formulation in [16] and naturally balances exploration and exploitation through uncertainty-aware policy adaptation. In

doing so, agents reason over structured adversarial behaviors and dynamically adjust their strategies to maintain safety

and coverage in contested environments.

The remainder of the manuscript is organized as follows. Section II provides the literature review and Section III

presents the relevant background. Section V provides a detailed description of the mission setting and adaptive ISR

mission strategy. Section VI introduces the adaptive robust planning framework, including the graph RMDP, Bayesian

belief updates, and ambiguity contraction. Theoretical guarantees on convergence, safety, and asymptotic optimal-

ity are presented in Section VI.C. Simulation results across varying threat models and graph structures are shown in

Section VII. Section VIII summarizes findings and outlines directions for future work.
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II. Literature Review

A. Evolving ISR Missions under Uncertainty

ISR missions play a crucial role in maintaining tactical superiority in modern operations [17, 18]. In distributed

missions with limited communications or in contested environments where electronic warfare is active, ISR platforms

are expected to operate with a high level of autonomy and coordination [19]. Recent studies have increasingly focused on

enhancing ISR effectiveness through adaptive and data-driven sensing with uncrewed aerial vehicles (UAVs). Learning-

based approaches enable autonomous ISR systems to prioritize sensing tasks, allocate resources dynamically, and adapt

mission objectives in response to evolving operational conditions [20]. In parallel, adaptive control frameworks are

designed to sustain persistent surveillance under changing mission and environmental conditions, allowing multi-swarm

UAV systems to reconfigure their coverage and maintain situational awareness over time [21]. These advances highlight

the growing need for ISR systems that can make decisions and adapt autonomously amid uncertain threats and rapidly

changing battle conditions.

Among these capabilities, persistent surveillance forms the core function of ISR operations, ensuring continuous

situational awareness across time and space [22]. Achieving this persistence requires sustained coordination among

diverse heterogeneous sensing assets. UAVs provide wide-area awareness but often lose visibility behind buildings or

terrain, while uncrewed ground vehicles (UGVs) provide local ground-level sensing in those areas [23]. Recent stud-

ies have introduced cooperative UAV–UGV frameworks and energy-aware path planning methods to enhance mission

endurance and maintain continuous surveillance in uncertain environments [24, 25]. Despite advances in multi-agent

routing and coverage optimization, surveillance missions remain fundamentally constrained by environmental uncer-

tainty and adversarial disruptions that threaten the continuity of observation [26]. Addressing this challenge requires

robust decision-making frameworks that sustain persistent, reliable surveillance despite uncertainty.

B. Applications of MDPs in Aviation

Decision-making in aviation involves sequential reasoning under uncertainty, and the MDP has become a fundamen-

tal framework for modeling such problems. MDP-based approaches have been applied across various aviation domains.

For instance, MDP and partially observable MDP (POMDP) formulations have been employed to design automated

collision avoidance systems that optimize between safety and flight efficiency [27–29]. In distributed ATM, multi-

agent MDPs are used to coordinate advisories and resolve drone conflicts efficiently in real time [30–32]. Moreover,

MDP-based frameworks support flight safety management systems that detect and mitigate loss-of-control scenarios

during critical phases, such as takeoff [33], as well as aircraft routing strategy that optimizes trajectories under dynamic

constraints [34].

Despite their wide range of applications, conventional MDP-based models typically rely on known, stationary

transition probabilities, an assumption that rarely holds in real-world aviation settings [35]. When the true system
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behavior diverges from these nominal models, policy performance can degrade or even become unstable [36]. To

address this issue, RMDP formulations explicitly capture uncertainty in the transition dynamics and optimize decision

policies that remain effective under worst-case realizations [11]. Such robustness represents a promising direction for

safety-critical aviation missions, where reliable decisions in dynamic environments are essential for mission success

and operational safety.

C. Developments in RMDPs

In practice, the transition kernel of a Markov decision process is rarely known exactly, and policies optimized under

estimated dynamics often exhibit substantial performance degradation when deployed out of sample [12]. To mitigate

this sensitivity, the RMDP framework has emerged as a principled approach to improve generalization performance

across uncertain environments [10, 11, 37]. Most existing studies on RMDPs focus on the offline setting, where the

decision maker seeks to infer an optimal policy from a fixed dataset of trajectories generated by an unknown behavior

policy, without further interaction with the environment [38]. In this regime, pessimistic value estimation has proven

to yield statistically efficient algorithms for offline reinforcement learning [39]. One study introduces an online robust

planning approach that achieves sublinear regret by incorporating optimism into the policy update under rectangular

uncertainty, marking an early effort toward adaptive robust decision-making [16].

However, when data are collected online, the distribution generating the data typically differs from the distribu-

tion that determines policy performance—a discrepancy known as the sim-to-real gap in reinforcement learning [40].

Addressing this gap requires algorithms that explicitly trade off exploration and robustness to uncertainty in the transi-

tion kernel. While recent studies have begun to extend the RMDP framework to online learning, these methods either

rely on an alternative notion of robust regret [41] or require a technical loop-free assumption on the structure of the

MDP [16]. To summarize, the loop-free assumption excludes cyclic dynamics that arise naturally in most practical

Markov decision processes. A key open challenge lies in designing algorithms that adaptively learn policies under

evolving uncertainty while ensuring sublinear regret with respect to the true data-generating process.

III. Preliminaries
We consider an infinite-horizon Markov Decision Process (MDP) given by a six-tuple (S,A, 𝑃, 𝑟, 𝛾, 𝑠0) comprising

of a finite state space S = {1, . . . , 𝑆}, a finite action space A = {1, . . . , 𝐴}, a transition kernel 𝑃 : S × A → Δ(S),

a reward-per-stage function 𝑟 : S × A → R, a discount factor 𝛾 ∈ (0, 1), and an initial state 𝑠0 ∈ S. Note that

(S,A, 𝑃, 𝑟, 𝛾, 𝑠0) describes a controlled discrete-time stochastic system, where the state at time 𝑡 and the action applied

at time 𝑡 are denoted as random variables 𝑆𝑡 and 𝐴𝑡 , respectively. If the system is in state 𝑠𝑡 ∈ S at time 𝑡 and action

𝑎𝑡 ∈ A is applied, then an immediate reward 𝑟 (𝑠𝑡 , 𝑎𝑡 ) is incurred, and the system moves to state 𝑠𝑡+1 at time 𝑡 + 1 with

probability 𝑃(𝑠𝑡+1 |𝑠𝑡 , 𝑎𝑡 ). We denote the underlying probability distribution over all of the possible state and action
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sequences as P𝑃
𝜋 .

We denote the expectation operator with respect to P𝑃
𝜋 by E𝑃

𝜋 [·]. Note that the stochastic process {𝑆𝑡 }∞𝑡=0 is a time-

homogeneous Markov chain under P𝑃
𝜋 with transition probabilities P𝑃

𝜋 (𝑆𝑡+1 = 𝑠′ |𝑆𝑡 = 𝑠) = ∑
𝑎∈A 𝑃(𝑠′ |𝑠, 𝑎)𝜋(𝑎 |𝑠).

Throughout this paper, we assess the desirability of a policy by its expected net present value, which is captured directly

in the definition of the value function. The value function 𝑉𝑃
𝜋 ∈ R𝑆 corresponding to a transition kernel 𝑃 and a

stationary policy 𝜋 is defined through

𝑉𝑃
𝜋 (𝑠) = lim

𝑇→∞
E𝑃
𝜋

[
𝑇∑
𝑡=0

𝛾𝑡𝑟 (𝑆𝑡 , 𝐴𝑡 ) | 𝑆0 = 𝑠

]
.

The policy evaluation problem consists in evaluating the value function 𝑉𝑃
𝜋 (𝑠) for a fixed policy 𝜋 and initial state 𝑠,

whereas the policy improvement problem seeks a policy that maximizes 𝑉𝑃
𝜋 (𝑠).

In practice, the transition kernel 𝑃 is not known precisely a priori [12]. Moreover, transition models estimated

from limited data are highly sensitive to misspecification, and small estimation errors can significantly degrade policy

performance [11]. Thus, it is natural to use the RMDP framework to find a policy that maintains performance across a

set of plausible transition kernels. Under the RMDP framework, we suppose that the transition kernel 𝑃 is only known

to belong to an ambiguity set P ⊆ Δ(S)𝑆×𝐴, where Δ(S) denotes the probability distributions over states. We assess

the desirability of a policy by its worst-case expected value. The worst-case value function 𝑉★
𝜋 ∈ R𝑆 associated with a

given policy 𝜋 and an ambiguity set P is then defined through

𝑉★
𝜋 (𝑠) = min

𝑃∈P
𝑉𝑃
𝜋 (𝑠). (1)

The robust policy evaluation problem then consists in evaluating the worst-case value function𝑉★
𝜋 (𝑠) for a fixed policy 𝜋

and initial state 𝑠, and the robust policy improvement problem aims to solve

max
𝜋∈Π

min
𝑃∈P

𝑉𝑃
𝜋 (𝑠). (2)

The structure of the ambiguity set P largely determines the difficulty of solving the robust policy evaluation and opti-

mal policy computation. These problems become relatively easy if the ambiguity set is rectangular (see Definition 1)

because dynamic programming principle holds for these types of RMDP problems. Under the rectangularity assump-

tion of the ambiguity set, we construct the robust Bellman operator by replacing the expectation over a fixed transition

model with the worst-case expectation over the set of plausible transition kernels. This modification still preserves

contraction and fixed-point properties that are standard in the literature [12]. Intuitively, contraction ensures that re-

peated Bellman updates progressively bring value estimates closer together rather than diverging, while the fixed-point
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property guarantees that this process converges to a unique stable solution representing the long-run value of each state.

We introduce the formal definition of rectangular ambiguity sets below.

Definition 1 (Rectangular ambiguity sets). A set P ⊆ Δ(S)𝑆×𝐴 of transition matrices is called

(i) (𝑠, 𝑎)-rectangular if P =
∏
(𝑠,𝑎) ∈S×A P𝑠,𝑎 for some P𝑠,𝑎 ⊆ Δ(S), (𝑠, 𝑎) ∈ S × A [10, 11];

(ii) 𝑠-rectangular if P =
∏

𝑠∈S P𝑠 for some P𝑠 ⊆ Δ(S)𝐴, 𝑠 ∈ S [37].

Here, Δ(S) denotes the probability distributions over next states, and Δ(S)𝐴 is the Cartesian product of 𝐴 copies

of Δ(S), assigning one transition distribution to every action at state 𝑠. Under (𝑠, 𝑎)–rectangularity, uncertainty is

modeled independently at each state–action pair, whereas under 𝑠–rectangularity it is specified at the state level and

shared across actions taken at that state.

Such independence structures arise naturally in many real systems. In persistent surveillance, detection at each loca-

tion is primarily determined by local environmental conditions, line-of-sight, and sensor posture, yielding probabilistic

coverage models driven by local geometry and visibility [42]. In multi-robot coverage, sensing performance within an

operating region is modeled with respect to the robot’s configuration and the environment in that region, consistent

with decentralized, region-based coverage formulations [43].

In our ensuing discussions, we will consider RMDPs with (𝑠, 𝑎)-rectangular sets. Recall that (𝑠, 𝑎)-rectangularity

requires that the adversary selects the next-state distribution independently for each state–action pair. By contrast, under

𝑠-rectangularity, the adversary’s choice of the next-state distribution may depend on the decision maker’s entire policy.

Thus, (𝑠, 𝑎)-rectangularity grants the adversary greater flexibility, leading to a more conservative optimal robust policy

for the decision maker as compared to the 𝑠-rectangularity case.

IV. Contributions of Work
The main contributions of our work are as follows:

• Mission-specific RMDP formulation: We develop a two-phase, graph-based RMDP that captures the operational

structure of CCA conducting ISR missions. Our model captures key operational factors such as spatial constraints,

exposure risks, and sensing limitations, allowing ISR missions to be viewed as sequential decision-making prob-

lems that balance information gathering and survivability.

• Adaptive online robust planning: We tailor and extend the adaptive RMDP framework [16] for ISR missions by

integrating Bayesian inference–based ambiguity contraction and relaxing the loop-free assumption. This mecha-

nism refines local uncertainty using online sensing data, allowing policies to transition naturally from conservative

to aggressive behavior and revealing an inherent trade-off between robustness and efficiency.

• Theoretical foundation for adaptive robustness: We provide formal guarantees for the proposed adaptive robust

planner, including almost-sure convergence of time-varying robust Bellman operators, finite-time safety bounds
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under rectangular uncertainty, and asymptotic optimality as credible sets with threat hypotheses consistent with

local observations contract to the true threat type. These results establish that the proposed method remains

conservative under uncertainty while recovering optimal performance as information accumulates.

• Simulation-based evaluation: We validate the proposed framework through multi-stage simulations that examine

three key aspects: baseline convergence and stability, scalability with increasing graph size and threat diversity,

and generalization to non-Gaussian threat distributions. In Experiment 1, the adaptive planner achieved similar

ISR observation rewards to the nominal baseline while reducing exposure events by 84%, with the static robust

planner serving as a conservative lower bound for our planner. The results consistently demonstrate improved

ISR efficiency and reduced exposure compared with nominal and static robust baselines.

V. Problem Statement

A. Mission Scenario

Fig. 1 Mission-level concept for decentralized ISR missions with CCAs. Each aircraft conducts surveillance
within an assigned region under local threat uncertainty. Colored polygons indicate example regional areas, red
dashed zones mark uncertain threat locations, and aircraft icons with sensing arcs illustrate sensing coverage.

Autonomous ISR missions in contested environments require aircraft to monitor large geographic regions that may

contain uncertain adversarial threats. These threats can exhibit a wide range of adversarial behaviors, often acting

strategically to expose or deceive ISR aircraft operating in the area. While the exact threat behavior is unknown, each

ISR aircraft maintains a set of known prototype models representing plausible adversary strategies. This is feasible

because adversary tactics often follow a few recurring patterns, such as aggressive radar use or passive sensing. We

assume that, based on prior intelligence, these patterns are encoded as prototype models and installed in each aircraft’s

reasoning system.

Definition 2 (Prototype). A prototype is a predefined transition model that represents one plausible adversary strategy
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inferred from prior knowledge. Each prototype captures a distinct pattern in how the adversary senses, reacts, or

engages with ISR aircraft (e.g., continuous radar emission, intermittent activation, passive monitoring). The true

adversary behavior is assumed to coincide with one element in this finite set, each corresponding to a full transition

kernel. At each node in the environment, the agent maintains a credible set containing the prototype models that remain

consistent with the observed threat responses at that location.

In this setting, we introduce a team of CCAs operated in a coordinated manner to monitor the environment while

managing uncertainty and avoiding adversarial threats. Each aircraft operates under model uncertainty and decides

its trajectory, sensing strategy, and threat-avoidance policy in real time, without access to the ground truth adversary

model. The key challenge is operating CCAs safely in an environment with potential threats while maximizing the

information gain achievable through distributed sensing. The mission objective is to maximize the reliable collection

of ISR information across the operational area while maintaining safety under uncertain, structured threat dynamics.

Figure 1 illustrates the mission-level concept: a surveillance task is carried out by a fleet of CCAs, each assigned to

a portion of the operational space. Threats, represented by uncertain adversarial behavior, may exist anywhere within

the region and follow one of several known behavioral prototypes. Each aircraft autonomously selects actions and

sensing directions while sharing threat information.

Scope of This Study. While the mission concept in Figure 1 involves a team of CCAs, this work does not directly

model multi-agent coordination or inter-regional task allocation. Instead, we focus on the decision-making problem

of a single autonomous flight operating within its assigned region, assuming that the overall area has been pre-divided

among aircraft before mission execution. Each flight independently performs its ISR task under local threat uncertainty,

applying the proposed adaptive robust framework to its region. This formulation serves as a foundational step toward

future research (see Section VIII.B) on multi-agent coordination, dynamic region reassignment, and human pilot–CCA

teaming under uncertainty.

B. Proposed Adaptive RMDP Framework

To address this problem, we propose an online adaptive RMDP framework in which uncertainty over adversary

behavior is represented through node-wise credible sets𝑈𝑡
𝑣 . Each credible set is initialized as𝑈0

𝑣 = Θ, which contains

all prototype threat models based on prior knowledge. These credible sets induce the corresponding transition ambiguity

sets𝑈𝑡
𝑠,𝑎 through a fixed mapping𝑈𝑡

𝑠,𝑎 = 𝜙𝑠,𝑎 (𝑈𝑡
𝑣), so that at the beginning of the mission the ambiguity sets cover the

entire range of transition models consistent with the prototype set. Each aircraft therefore begins with a conservative

strategy that assumes the worst-case threat among known prototypes. Over time, local observations enable each aircraft

to eliminate incompatible prototype models, gradually refining its belief and adapting its behavior. As the credible sets

shrink, the induced ambiguity sets contract accordingly, enabling a transition from a cautious policy to more confident
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and efficient ISR operations.

Observation
𝑜𝑡

Credible Set
𝑈𝑡

𝑣

Ambiguity Set
𝑈𝑡

𝑠,𝑎

Robust Bellman
Operator

𝑜𝑡 𝑈𝑡
𝑣 𝑈𝑡

𝑠,𝑎

Fig. 2 Information flow in the adaptive RMDP framework. Observations refine credible sets, which induce
transition ambiguity sets used by the robust Bellman operator.

Table 2 Credible sets and ambiguity sets in the adaptive RMDP.

Credible Set𝑈𝑡
𝑣 Ambiguity Set𝑈𝑡

𝑠,𝑎

Definition Plausible threat types at node 𝑣 Transition models induced by𝑈𝑡
𝑣 via 𝜙𝑠,𝑎

Uncertainty Model uncertainty from limited observations Transition uncertainty captured in the RMDP
Update Shrinks from posterior updates and pruning Contracts through𝑈𝑡

𝑠,𝑎 = 𝜙𝑠,𝑎 (𝑈𝑡
𝑣)

Usage Determines remaining prototype hypotheses Used in the robust Bellman operator

In the early phase of the mission, all aircraft operate conservatively, using robust policies induced by the initial

credible sets, which contain all prototype threat models. As the mission progresses, the system adapts dynamically to

eliminate unlikely prototype models, gradually refining both its beliefs and the associated ambiguity sets. This results

in progressively more targeted and efficient ISR mission trajectories. This gradual shift from cautious to efficient

behavior reflects a continuous exploration–exploitation trade-off achieved through policy refinement: Initially, aircraft

act conservatively under large model uncertainty. As they gain confidence through ongoing observations, their policies

become increasingly refined, enabling more efficient ISR mission without compromising robustness.

VI. Methodology
This section formalizes the adaptive robust planner used in our ISR mission scenario. We first specify the graph

implementation to the RMDP notation from Section III, then specify observation and exposure models, the reward

decomposition, and the robust and nominal value-iteration operators. We next introduce the adaptive update rule in

which Bayesian posteriors shrink the node-wise credible sets and, through the mapping 𝜙𝑠,𝑎, the induced transition

ambiguity sets. Finally, we present the theory establishing the convergence and safety guarantees of the proposed

adaptive robust planner.

A. Graph-based Robust RMDP for ISR

ISR missions involve sequential decision-making under uncertainty, where the agent balances information gathering

with exposure risk. To model this setting formally, we represent the operational environment as a graph-structured

RMDP. As illustrated in Figure 3, each node corresponds to a spatial location with an unknown latent threat type, and

transitions occur through movement along the graph edges. The aircraft takes sensing actions when located at a node

and movement actions along the graph edges to navigate between adjacent surveillance locations.
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𝑣𝑣1

𝑣𝑣2

𝑣𝑣3

𝑣𝑣4

𝑣𝑣5

Fig. 3 A zoomed-in view of a single ISR operation region from Figure 1. The polygon shows one aircraft’s
assigned area, where each node represents a surveillance point with its own threat type, and edges define feasible
movements. The aircraft performs sensing-based actions at nodes and movement actions along edges.

1. Graph RMDP with Two-Phase States

In our model, each node 𝑣 in the graph represents a state 𝑠 ∈ S. The node-wise ambiguity sets 𝑈𝑡
𝑠,𝑎 correspond to

local subsets of the global transition ambiguity set P𝑡 . We consider an undirected graph 𝐺 = (S, E), where the node

set is S = {0, . . . , 𝑆 − 1} and each node 𝑣 has neighbors N(𝑣) = {𝑢 ∈ S : (𝑣, 𝑢) ∈ E}. Each node 𝑣 is assigned an

unknown threat type 𝜃𝑣 ∈ Θ = {1, . . . , 𝑛𝜃 }, and the system evolves in alternating sense and move phases. We lift the

original state space S to a two-phase version

S′= {(𝑣, S′), (𝑣,M′) : 𝑣 ∈ S}. (3)

At sense states (𝑣, S′) the action set isA𝑆 = {𝐴, 𝐵, 𝐶, . . . .}, and at move states (𝑣,M′) the action set isAM′ (𝑣) = N(𝑣)

if N(𝑣) ≠ ∅ and AM′ (𝑣) = {𝑣} otherwise. This two-phase design reflects real ISR missions, in which remaining in

one place for extended periods increases the risk of exposure, defined as the event that the aircraft becomes observable

to adversarial sensors. Alternating between sensing and movement prevents this buildup of risk and reduces prolonged

exposure within a single region.

2. Observation and Exposure Models

When taking a sense action 𝑎 ∈ AS′ at node 𝑣, the agent conducts local reconnaissance and receives a scalar

observation 𝑜𝑣 that quantifies the information gained from that area.

𝑜𝑣,𝑡 ∼ 𝑝(𝑜 | 𝑎𝑡 , 𝜃𝑣), (4)

where 𝑝(𝑜 | 𝑎, 𝜃𝑣) denotes the observation distribution conditioned on the sensing action and the local threat type. In

this context, exposure refers to the ISR aircraft being detected or otherwise compromised by the local threat. The agent

independently samples an exposure score

𝑧𝑣,𝑡 ∼ 𝑞(𝑧 | 𝑎𝑡 , 𝜃𝑣), (5)
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where 𝑞(𝑧 | 𝑎, 𝜃𝑣) represents the exposure score distribution. This score induces a binary exposure event

𝜂𝑣,𝑡 = 1[𝑧𝑣,𝑡 > 𝜏𝜂], (6)

for a fixed threshold 𝜏𝜂 > 0. The corresponding exposure probability is given by

𝑝exp(𝑎, 𝜃) =
∫ ∞

𝜏𝜂

𝑞(𝑧 | 𝑎, 𝜃) 𝑑𝑧, (7)

which represents the probability that the exposure score exceeds the threshold 𝜏𝜂 . Both distributions 𝑝 and 𝑞 depend on

the prior knowledge of the environment available before the mission begins, and the observation and exposure processes

are assumed to be independent given 𝑎 and 𝜃𝑣 .

3. Reward Model

We design the reward to capture four operational factors. Sensing utility measures how informative an observation

is at a location, reflecting the surveillance value gained from the action. Exploration novelty encourages visiting less-

explored nodes to expand situational awareness rather than repeatedly sampling familiar areas. Exposure risk penalizes

actions that increase the chance of detection or compromise, accounting for both immediate and persistent effects of

past exposure. Finally, operational cost reflects resource burdens such as fuel usage or reduced endurance. We express

the sensing reward as

𝑟sense (𝑣𝑡 , 𝑎𝑡 , 𝜃𝑣) = 𝑟obs (𝑣𝑡 , 𝑎𝑡 , 𝜃𝑣) + 𝑟nov (𝑣𝑡 ) + 𝑟haz (𝜂𝑣,𝑡 ) − 𝑐sense (𝑎𝑡 ). (8)

The individual components are defined as follows:

𝑟obs (𝑣𝑡 , 𝑎𝑡 , 𝜃𝑣𝑡 ) = E[ 𝑢(𝑜𝑣𝑡 ,𝑡 ) | 𝑎𝑡 , 𝜃𝑣𝑡 ],

𝑟nov (𝑣𝑡 ) = 𝜆nov 𝑛𝑡 (𝑣𝑡 ),

𝑟haz (𝜂𝑣,𝑡 ) = 𝜆imm (−𝜂𝑣,𝑡 ) + 𝜆pers (−𝑒𝑡 ) + 𝜆cum (− log(1 + 𝑑𝑡 )),

𝑐sense (𝑎𝑡 ) ≥ 0.

(9)

The observation reward 𝑟obs (𝑣𝑡 , 𝑎𝑡 , 𝜃𝑣) quantifies the expected sensing gain under latent threat type 𝜃𝑣 . The variable

𝑒𝑡 ∈ [0, 1] represents a penalty carried over from a previous exposure event. It decays over time at a rate 𝛼 ∈ (0, 1),

which modulates the persistence of exposure risk through the term −𝜆pers𝑒𝑡 in the reward, but resets to 1 whenever a

new exposure occurs. The cumulative count 𝑑𝑡 records the number of exposures, updated as 𝑑𝑡+1 = 𝑑𝑡 + 𝜂𝑣,𝑡 . The

novelty map 𝑛𝑡 (𝑣) ≥ 0 increases when a node has not been visited recently. We implement it as an exponential moving
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average of the time since the last visit,

𝑛𝑡+1 (𝑣) = 𝛽 𝑛𝑡 (𝑣) + (1 − 𝛽) (𝑡 − 𝑡last (𝑣)), (10)

where 𝑡last (𝑣) denotes the most recent visit time and 𝛽 ∈ (0, 1) controls the decay rate. An exponential moving average

avoids abrupt jumps that occur when a node is visited once after a long absence. This smooth update provides a simple,

stable measure of how long since the node was visited.

In the move states, the reward is defined as

𝑟move(𝑣𝑡→𝑣𝑡+1) = −𝑐move + 𝜆nov 𝑛𝑡 (𝑣𝑡+1) + 𝜆pers (−𝑒𝑡 ) + 𝜆cum (− log(1 + 𝑑𝑡 )). (11)

Each term plays a distinct functional role. The novelty bonus 𝑟nov (𝑣𝑡 ) = 𝜆nov𝑛𝑡 (𝑣𝑡+1) encourages exploration of

less-visited regions. The hazard term aggregates exposure penalties across three timescales: an immediate penalty

−𝜆imm𝜂𝑣,𝑡 for direct exposure, a persistent penalty−𝜆pers𝑒𝑡 for sustained exposure, and a cumulative penalty−𝜆cum log(1+

𝑑𝑡 ) for repeated exposures. Finally, the sensing and movement costs 𝑐sense (𝑎) and 𝑐move introduce operational penal-

ties that discourage inefficient sensing or movement, respectively. The weighting parameters 𝜆 control the trade-off

between exploration and risk in the adaptive planner.

4. Threat Models and Ambiguity Sets

P𝑡 denotes the global transition ambiguity set at time step 𝑡. Recall that in our formulation, uncertainty is repre-

sented node-wise through posterior credible sets𝑈𝑡
𝑣 ⊆ Θ. Each element 𝜃 ∈ Θ corresponds to a distinct threat prototype

that governs sensing outcomes and exposure statistics. The credible set 𝑈𝑡
𝑣 therefore captures the set of threat types

that remain plausible for node 𝑣 under the current posterior. For any state–action pair (𝑠, 𝑎) associated with node 𝑣,

these credible sets are mapped to local transition ambiguity sets through the continuous map𝑈𝑡
𝑠,𝑎 = 𝜙𝑠,𝑎 (𝑈𝑡

𝑣), and the

overall transition ambiguity takes the rectangular form P𝑡 =
∏
(𝑠,𝑎) 𝑈

𝑡
𝑠,𝑎 . Following the standard RMDP literature [10],

these local sets are assumed independent across nodes, consistent with an (𝑠, 𝑎)-rectangular uncertainty structure.

The credible sets define a stage-wise robust sensing reward. For any sense action 𝑎 ∈ A𝑆 at node 𝑣, we set

𝑟rob (𝑣, 𝑎,𝑈𝑡
𝑣) = min

𝜃∈𝑈𝑡
𝑣

[
E𝑝 (𝑜 | 𝑎,𝜃 ) [𝑜] + 𝜆imm

(
− 𝑝exp (𝑎, 𝜃)

) ]
− 𝑐sense (𝑎), (12)

where the minimization provides a conservative estimate of the expected sensing reward consistent with the worst-case

threat realization within the credible set 𝑈𝑡
𝑣 . When 𝑈𝑡

𝑣 = {𝜃𝑣}, the credible set collapses to a singleton, meaning that

only one threat hypothesis remains consistent with past observations at node 𝑣, and the robust surrogate reduces to the
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nominal reward

𝑟nom (𝑣, 𝑎) = E𝑝 (𝑜 | 𝑎,𝜃𝑣 ) [𝑜] + 𝜆imm
(
− 𝑝exp(𝑎, 𝜃𝑣)

)
− 𝑐sense (𝑎). (13)

This nominal surrogate corresponds to planning under a single estimated threat type, without accounting for uncertainty

in 𝜃𝑣 . This surrogate serves as the local reward model used in the robust Bellman updates.

B. Adaptive RMDP for ISR

This section describes the adaptive planning mechanism that integrates robust value iteration with Bayesian infer-

ence and posterior-driven ambiguity contraction. The resulting loop adaptively refines node-wise credible sets𝑈𝑡
𝑣 and

the induced transition ambiguity sets𝑈𝑡
𝑠,𝑎, while replanning under updated novelty maps 𝑛𝑡 (𝑣).

1. Bellman Operators and Value Iteration

Let 𝑉 : S′→R denote the value function over the two-phase state space. During each Bellman update, auxiliary

quantities that depend on visit history or past exposure, such as the novelty map 𝑛𝑡 (𝑣), the persistent exposure level 𝑒𝑡 ,

and the cumulative exposures 𝑑𝑡 , are considered fixed at the current time step.

(Tr𝑉)(𝑣, S′) = max
𝑎∈AS′

{
𝑟r′ (𝑣, 𝑎,𝑈𝑡

𝑣) + 𝜆nov𝑛𝑡 (𝑣) + 𝛾𝑉 (𝑣,M′)
}
, (14)

(Tr′𝑉)(𝑣,M′) = max
𝑢∈AM′ (𝑣)

{
− 𝑐move + 𝜆nov𝑛𝑡 (𝑢) + 𝛾𝑉 (𝑢, S′)

}
. (15)

The nominal operator Tn′ is defined analogously to Tr′ , with the robust surrogate 𝑟r′ replaced by its nominal counterpart

𝑟n′ . Intuitively, Tr′ performs a worst-case backup over all plausible threat realizations, while Tn′ corresponds to standard

Bellman updates under a single estimated type. Both operators are 𝛾-contractions under the supremum norm, ensuring

that repeated application of the Bellman update,

𝑉𝑘+1 = T𝜉𝑉𝑘 , 𝜉 ∈ {r′, n′}, (16)

converges to a unique fixed point 𝑉★
𝜉 . The resulting value function defines a greedy policy 𝜋★𝜉 that is stationary and

optimal with respect to the chosen operator. The contraction property further guarantees stable convergence even when

ambiguity sets evolve adaptively over time.

The robust Bellman operator implicitly guards against observation and exposure uncertainty by optimizing for the

worst-case threat realization within each local ambiguity set. This guarantees a conservative value estimate that bounds

mission risk even under distributional shifts in sensing or exposure statistics. This property is particularly desirable

in ISR mission contexts, where estimated threat distribution may differ from the true underlying distribution due to

deception or or sparse and imperfect observations.
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2. Bayesian Belief Update and Shrinkage of Credible Sets and Ambiguity Sets

At each sensing step at node 𝑣, the agent maintains a belief distribution 𝑏𝑡 ,𝑣 over possible threat types, which is

updated according to the observation likelihood as

𝑏𝑡+1,𝑣 (𝜃) =
𝑏𝑡 ,𝑣 (𝜃) 𝑝(𝑜𝑡 | 𝑎𝑡 , 𝜃)∑

𝜃 ′∈Θ 𝑏𝑡 ,𝑣 (𝜃′) 𝑝(𝑜𝑡 | 𝑎𝑡 , 𝜃′)
, (17)

where 𝑝(𝑜𝑡 | 𝑎𝑡 , 𝜃) denotes the observation likelihood function associated with action 𝑎𝑡 and threat type 𝜃. The credible

set is then refined according to the posterior confidence rule

𝑈𝑡+1
𝑣 =


arg max𝜃 𝑏𝑡+1,𝑣 (𝜃) if max𝜃 𝑏𝑡+1,𝑣 (𝜃) ≥ 𝜌lock,

{𝜃 ∈ 𝑈𝑡
𝑣 : 𝑏𝑡+1,𝑣 (𝜃) ≥ 𝜀prune}, otherwise.

(18)

The rule commits to the most probable threat type once the posterior confidence exceeds the locking threshold, while

pruning low-probability hypotheses from the credible set otherwise. Specifically, posterior log-gaps between the 𝑖-th

and 𝑗-th most probable types at node 𝑣 are evaluated as

𝑔𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑣) = log
(
𝑏𝑡+1,𝑣 (𝜃 (𝑖) )
𝑏𝑡+1,𝑣 (𝜃 ( 𝑗 ) )

)
, (19)

where 𝜃 (𝑖) and 𝜃 ( 𝑗 ) denote posterior hypotheses ranked by their probabilities in descending order. When 𝑔𝑖, 𝑗 (𝑣) exceeds

pre-defined thresholds, the lower-probability hypotheses are removed from𝑈𝑡
𝑣 . Models with persistently low posterior

mass reflect threat behaviors that are consistently ruled out by the observed sensing outcomes. Because each credible

set 𝑈𝑡
𝑣 induces the transition ambiguity sets 𝑈𝑡

𝑠,𝑎 = 𝜙𝑠,𝑎 (𝑈𝑡
𝑣), any reduction of 𝑈𝑡

𝑣 necessarily produces a contraction

of the corresponding ambiguity sets. Crucially, no additional exploratory actions are needed: routine surveillance

naturally produces observations that distinguish plausible hypotheses from implausible ones. As a result, ambiguity

reduction occurs through ongoing surveillance, enabling the aircraft to become less conservative over time without

compromising safety. The SHRINK operator in Algorithm 1 implements exactly this posterior-based pruning rule.

3. Adaptive Robust Planning Loop

The adaptive robust planner replans every 𝐾 steps based on the current visit statistics and ambiguity sets, as outlined

in Algorithm 1. This loop implements a closed-form interaction between inference and planning: Bayesian updates re-

fine node-wise beliefs, posterior-driven shrinkage tightens local ambiguity sets, and periodic robust replanning ensures

consistent adaptation to evolving situational awareness. The robust value iteration guarantees that, even during early

uncertain phases, the policy remains safe against the worst-case realizations within each local ambiguity set.

As uncertainty diminishes and local ambiguity sets collapse to singletons, the adaptive robust planner smoothly

15



Algorithm 1 Adaptive Robust Planning for ISR

1: Initialize uniform beliefs 𝑏0,𝑣 (𝜃) = 1/|Θ| and credible sets𝑈0
𝑣 = Θ for all 𝑣 ∈ S ⊲ |Θ| is the cardinality of Θ

2: Initialize exposure variables 𝑒0 = 0, 𝑑0 = 0, and novelty map 𝑛0 (𝑣) = 0 for all 𝑣
3: for 𝑡 = 0, 1, . . . , 𝑇 − 1 do
4: if 𝑡 ≡ 0 (mod 𝐾) then
5: Solve robust value iteration with𝑈𝑡

𝑣 and current novelty map 𝑛𝑡 (𝑣) to obtain policy 𝜋𝑡
6: end if
7: Observe current state (𝑣𝑡 , S′) and take sense action 𝑎𝑡 = 𝜋𝑡 (𝑣𝑡 , S′)
8: Sample observation 𝑜𝑡 ∼ 𝑝(𝑜 | 𝑎𝑡 , 𝜃𝑣𝑡 ) and exposure score 𝑧𝑡 ∼ 𝑞(𝑧 | 𝑎𝑡 , 𝜃𝑣𝑡 )
9: Set exposure indicator 𝜂𝑣,𝑡 = 1[𝑧𝑡 > 𝜏𝜂]

10: Update belief: 𝑏𝑡+1,𝑣𝑡 (𝜃) =
𝑏𝑡,𝑣𝑡 (𝜃 ) 𝑝 (𝑜𝑡 | 𝑎𝑡 , 𝜃 )∑

𝜃′ ∈Θ 𝑏𝑡,𝑣𝑡 (𝜃 ′ ) 𝑝 (𝑜𝑡 | 𝑎𝑡 , 𝜃 ′ )
11: Update exposure variables: 𝑒𝑡+1 = max{𝛼𝑒𝑡 , 𝜂𝑣,𝑡 }, 𝑑𝑡+1 = 𝑑𝑡 + 𝜂𝑣,𝑡
12: Update novelty map 𝑛𝑡+1 (𝑣) based on visit recency according to (10)
13: Update credible set: 𝑈𝑡+1

𝑣𝑡 ← SHRINK(𝑈𝑡
𝑣𝑡 , 𝑏𝑡+1,𝑣𝑡 ), 𝑈𝑡+1

𝑣 ← 𝑈𝑡
𝑣 for 𝑣 ≠ 𝑣𝑡

14: Update induced ambiguity sets: 𝑈𝑡+1
𝑠,𝑎 ← 𝜙𝑠,𝑎 (𝑈𝑡+1

𝑣 ) for all state-action pairs (𝑠, 𝑎) associated with 𝑣
15: Move according to 𝑢𝑡 = 𝜋𝑡 (𝑣𝑡 ,M′) and set next state (𝑢𝑡 , S′)
16: end for

transitions toward nominal behavior, recovering standard value iteration in the limit. In particular, as ambiguity sets

shrink and converge to singletons, the planner asymptotically recovers the nominal value function 𝑉★
nom, ensuring pol-

icy consistency with standard MDP solutions. This gradual transition preserves robustness during uncertainty while

avoiding overly conservative behavior in well-understood regions.

This structure aligns naturally with ISR mission requirements, where agents need to balance information gather-

ing and exposure risk under uncertain environmental conditions. By coupling belief refinement with robust decision-

making, the planner maintains operational safety while efficiently allocating limited sensing opportunities, resulting

in adaptive behaviors consistent with practical ISR mission dynamics. Together, these components enable the plan-

ner to gradually shift from conservative exploration to confident exploitation as uncertainty diminishes, maintaining

robustness throughout the mission.

C. Theoretical Properties

We establish guarantees for the adaptive robust planner. Throughout, we work with finite state and action sets. The

lifted state space S′ created in the two-phase formulation is also finite.

1. Assumptions and Regularity Conditions

Assumption 1 (Discounting and bounded rewards). The discount factor satisfies 𝛾 ∈ (0, 1). Per-step rewards and costs

are uniformly bounded and measurable. Any cumulative exposure penalty is bounded so that sup𝑠,𝑎 |𝑟 (𝑠, 𝑎) | < ∞.

Assumption 2 ((𝑠, 𝑎)-rectangular uncertainty and contraction). For any (𝑠, 𝑎)-rectangular family of ambiguity sets

{𝑈𝑠,𝑎 ⊆ Δ(S′)}, where Δ(S′) denotes the probability simplex over the state space S′ at the next time step, the robust
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Bellman operator

(Trob𝑉)(𝑠) := max
𝑎∈A(𝑠)

min
𝑃 ( · |𝑠,𝑎) ∈𝑈𝑠,𝑎

{
𝑟 (𝑠, 𝑎) + 𝛾 E𝑃 [𝑉 (𝑆′)]

}
(20)

is a 𝛾-contraction on (R |S′ | , ∥ · ∥∞) with modulus 𝛾, where

E𝑃 [𝑉 (𝑆′)] =
∑
𝑠′∈S′

𝑃(𝑠′ | 𝑠, 𝑎)𝑉 (𝑠′). (21)

Assumption 3 (Posterior and credible sets). The Bayesian posterior 𝑝(𝜃𝑣 | D𝑡 ) is well defined on a compact param-

eter space Θ, where D𝑡 denotes all data observed up to time 𝑡. For each node 𝑣, the credible set 𝑈𝑡
𝑣 ⊆ Θ is Borel

measurable.1

Assumption 4 (Posterior tightness and eventual nesting). For each 𝑣, there exists a target threat type 𝜃★𝑣 ∈ Θ such that

P(𝜃★𝑣 ∈ 𝑈𝑡
𝑣) → 1 and sup𝜃, 𝜃 ′∈𝑈𝑡

𝑣
∥𝜃 − 𝜃′∥∞ → 0 in probability as 𝑡 → ∞, where ∥ · ∥∞ denotes the sup-norm on the

threat parameter space Θ. There exists a random finite time after which𝑈𝑡+1
𝑣 ⊆ 𝑈𝑡

𝑣 holds for all 𝑡.

Assumption 5 (Stepwise continuity and dominated convergence). For any (𝑣, 𝑎), the maps 𝜃 ↦→ E𝑝 (𝑜 |𝑎,𝜃 ) [𝑜] and

𝜃 ↦→ 𝑝exp (𝑎, 𝜃) are continuous on Θ. If the observation space is infinite, there exists an integrable dominating function

𝑔(𝑜) such that sup𝜃∈Θ |𝜑(𝑜) | ≤ 𝑔(𝑜) and
∫
O 𝑔(𝑜) 𝜇(d𝑜) < ∞, so that dominated convergence applies. Hence, for

compact 𝑈 ⊆ Θ, the map 𝑈 ↦→ min𝜃∈𝑈 𝑓𝑣,𝑎 (𝜃) is continuous under set convergence in Painlevé–Kuratowski (PK)

sense.2

Assumption 6 (Greedy selection and tie-breaking). Action sets A(𝑠) are finite for all 𝑠. A measurable tie-breaking

rule (i.e., a tie-breaker that defines a Borel-measurable action mapping) is fixed. If the optimal action is unique for

each state under the true parameter 𝜃★, then the greedy selector will pick a single, well-defined action in the limit.

These assumptions jointly ensure that the robust Bellman operator is well-defined, contractive, and stable under

learning. Discounting turns the infinite-horizon objective into a convergent power series and bounds the influence of

remote outcomes, while uniform boundedness ensures that the Bellman update remains within a compact set. Bounded

one-stage rewards imply that any fixed point satisfies ∥𝑉 ∥∞ ≤ 𝑅max/(1 − 𝛾), where 𝑅max := sup𝑠,𝑎 |𝑟 (𝑠, 𝑎) |. This

uniform ensures 𝑉𝑡 remains in the closed ball of (R |S′ | , ∥ · ∥∞) and allows Banach’s fixed-point theorem3 to apply

without additional growth conditions. If these assumptions are violated, for example, when 𝛾 ≥ 1 or the rewards are

unbounded, value iteration may diverge or fail to admit a finite fixed point. Even if a policy is mathematically well

defined, small modeling errors can accumulate and undermine safety guarantees. In most engineered systems, physical
1A set is Borel measurable if it lies in the Borel 𝜎-algebra B(Θ) , the smallest 𝜎-algebra containing all open subsets of Θ. This ensures that

probabilities and expectations with respect to measures on Θ are well defined.
2Formally, PK convergence is defined through the convergence of inner and outer limits of sets [44]. In this framework,𝑈𝑡

𝑣 → { 𝜃★𝑣 } means that
every sequence 𝜃𝑡 ∈ 𝑈𝑡

𝑣 has limit points contained in { 𝜃★𝑣 } and that the true parameter 𝜃★𝑣 can be approximated by points from 𝑈𝑡
𝑣 for all large 𝑡 .

3Let (𝑋, 𝑑) be a complete metric space and let 𝑇 : 𝑋 → 𝑋 be a contraction. There exists 𝛾 ∈ (0, 1) such that 𝑑 (𝑇𝑥, 𝑇𝑦) ≤ 𝛾 𝑑 (𝑥, 𝑦) for all
𝑥, 𝑦 ∈ 𝑋. Then 𝑇 admits a unique fixed point 𝑥★ ∈ 𝑋, and the iterates 𝑇 𝑡 𝑥0 converge to 𝑥★ for any initial point 𝑥0 ∈ 𝑋 [45].
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limits or budget caps impose natural bounds. We ensure that any additional penalty terms remain bounded so that the

uniform bound on the value function remains valid.

Rectangularity decouples ambiguity across state–action pairs, which removes adversarial coupling effects across

time. This decoupling is exactly what makes the inner minimization separable and ensures the Bellman recursion holds

in the presence of uncertainty over the transition probabilities. Contraction with modulus 𝛾 ensures uniqueness of the

robust value and geometric error decay for value iteration and policy evaluation. Without contraction, limit points

may not exist, and set-valued Bellman maps can exhibit cycling, highlighting the role of boundedness and discounting.

Rectangularity is a simplifying but conservative assumption: it ignores correlations between transitions of different

(𝑠, 𝑎) pairs, making the problem more tractable but potentially less tight.

Compact credible sets and measurability ensure that Bayesian learning can be embedded in the planning process.

Compactness ensures that the posterior remains confined to a bounded region of the parameter space, which is essential

for establishing uniform continuity. Measurability ensures that the data-driven sets can be embedded into the filtration,

a family of time-indexed 𝜎-algebras encoding the information revealed up to time 𝑡, so that the operators are random

but well-defined. Compactness of the parameter space Θ and the credible set 𝑈𝑡
𝑣 being Borel measurable guarantee

existence of minimizers when taking min𝜃∈𝑈𝑡
𝑣

and enable measurable selection for greedy policies and inner minimizers,

meaning that the resulting selectors are Borel-measurable functions of the state. These properties are used implicitly

to justify interchanging max, min, and expectations.

Posterior tightness captures the idea that uncertainty shrinks as learning progresses. When each credible set only

shrinks over time, the corresponding Bellman operators stop oscillating and approach a stable limit. Together, they

imply that the algorithm eventually uses the Bellman operator corresponding to the true parameter. Tightness means

that each credible set converges to the true parameter in PK sense. This is what underpins operator convergence in

Corollary 1. Eventual nesting allows monotonicity arguments that simplify the proof of almost sure convergence of the

fixed points. If credible sets expand intermittently due to model misspecification, the derived safety bounds no longer

provided useful protection. If sets shrink to the wrong point with positive probability, the limit policy can be biased.

Continuity ensures that small changes in posterior beliefs produce only small adjustments in the chosen action

or value, preventing discontinuous control switches as uncertainty decreases. Dominated convergence is the techni-

cal bridge that lets limits pass through expectations, which is essential because the Bellman operator computes an

expectation with respect to transition probabilities that depend on the parameter. With domination,4 we have that

lim𝑡→∞ E𝑝 [𝜑𝑡 (𝑜)] = E𝑝 [lim𝑡→∞ 𝜑𝑡 (𝑜)], which is used to show continuity of the inner minima with respect to set

limits. This is what yields uniform convergence of operators on bounded sets. In our setting, the parameter space Θ

is discrete, so both conditions hold automatically. Every map 𝜃 ↦→ 𝑓𝑣,𝑎 (𝜃) is continuous, and expectations reduce
4By dominated convergence, pointwise convergence of {𝜑𝑡 } together with an integrable dominating envelope 𝑔 allows the limit to pass through

the expectation with respect to the parameterized probability measures under the standard conditions of dominated convergence [46].
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to finite sums, making dominated convergence trivially valid. We retain this assumption for generality, so that the

same theoretical statements extend without modification to continuous parameter spaces or models with continuous

observations.

Finite action sets and a fixed tie-breaking rule prevent policy instability. The algorithm repeatedly selects greedy

actions from a possibly set-valued argmax. A fixed rule avoids random policy fluctuations that would confound con-

vergence and policy limit arguments. Finiteness makes the argmax operator upper hemicontinuous5 with nonempty,

compact values. A measurable selector then exists, i.e., a Borel-measurable state-to-action function chosen from each

argmax set. Uniqueness in the limit upgrades set convergence of 𝑄-values to pointwise convergence of deterministic

policies.

2. Operator Convergence under Shrinking Ambiguity Sets

As the ambiguity sets evolve with data, the robust Bellman operator itself changes over time. A key question is

whether value iteration driven by these data-dependent operators remains convergent and stable. The assumptions

above ensure boundedness and a common 𝛾-contraction modulus; thus, the operators approach a limiting operator

uniformly on bounded subsets. The next theorem formalizes this convergence and shows that the iterates follow the

limiting operator almost surely.

Theorem 1 (Almost sure convergence of the adaptive robust value iteration). Let (Ω, F , P) be a probability space and

{F𝑡 }𝑡≥0 an increasing filtration.6 Let {T 𝑡
rob}𝑡≥0 be a sequence of random robust Bellman operators, eachF𝑡 -measurable,

induced by random ambiguity sets {𝑈𝑡
𝑠,𝑎} (𝑠,𝑎) that are F𝑡 -measurable. Suppose Assumptions 1–6 hold and that, almost

surely, for every bounded set 𝐵 ⊂ B with B := {𝑉 : S′ → R bounded},

sup
𝑉∈𝐵
∥T 𝑡

rob (𝜔)𝑉 − T∞ (𝜔)𝑉 ∥∞ −→ 0, for P-almost every 𝜔 ∈ Ω, (22)

where T∞ (𝜔) denotes the operator obtained as 𝑡 → ∞. Since each T 𝑡
rob (𝜔) is a 𝛾-contraction with common modulus,

T∞ (𝜔) is also a 𝛾-contraction on (B, ∥ · ∥∞). Then there exists Ω0 ⊆ Ω with P(Ω0) = 1 such that, for every 𝜔 ∈ Ω0,

the value iteration

𝑉𝑡+1 (𝜔) = T 𝑡
rob (𝜔)𝑉𝑡 (𝜔) (23)

converges to the unique fixed point 𝑉★(𝜔) of T∞ (𝜔), i.e., 𝑉𝑡 (𝜔) → 𝑉★(𝜔) with T∞ (𝜔)𝑉★(𝜔) = 𝑉★(𝜔).

Proof. See Appendix A.
5A set-valued map 𝐹 : 𝑋 ⇒ 𝑌 assigns to each 𝑥 ∈ 𝑋 a subset 𝐹 (𝑥 ) ⊆ 𝑌 . It is upper hemicontinuous at 𝑥 if for every open set 𝑂 containing

𝐹 (𝑥 ) , there exists a neighborhood 𝑁 of 𝑥 such that 𝐹 (𝑥′ ) ⊆ 𝑂 for all 𝑥′ ∈ 𝑁 . Intuitively, it means that the graph of 𝐹 does not jump upward in
the limit, so the possible argmax sets vary continuously under small perturbations [44].

6A filtration {F𝑡 } is an increasing sequence of 𝜎-algebras representing the information available up to time 𝑡 . A random variable or operator
is F𝑡 -measurable if it depends only on data observed up to time 𝑡 .
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Remark 1 (Interpretation and application of Theorem 1). Theorem 1 refines pointwise, data-driven operator conver-

gence to convergence of the computed values along the actual iteration run by the algorithm. The result guarantees that

the algorithm converges almost surely for the observed data sequence. Uniform convergence on bounded sets ensures

that the operator behaves consistently, regardless of the current iterate. A common modulus of contraction ensures

that the limiting operator still satisfies the same 𝛾-contraction property. Losing contraction leads to instability and the

potential absence of a fixed point, so maintaining a uniform modulus is essential.

Since value iteration converges to the fixed point of the limiting operator, the algorithm behaves as if the transition

model were fixed once the credible sets stabilize. When they collapse to the true parameters, the limiting operator

becomes the nominal Bellman operator. The following corollary formalizes this.

Corollary 1 (Asymptotic optimality). Under Assumptions 1–6, suppose that𝑈𝑡
𝑣 → {𝜃★𝑣 } almost surely for all 𝑣. Define

𝑈𝑡
𝑠,𝑎 = 𝜙𝑠,𝑎 (𝑈𝑡

𝑣 (𝑠,𝑎) ) and 𝑈∞𝑠,𝑎 := {𝜙𝑠,𝑎 (𝜃★𝑣 (𝑠,𝑎) )}. Then, T 𝑡
rob → T

𝜃★
nom almost surely, uniformly on bounded subsets of

B, where

(T 𝜃★

nom𝑉) (𝑠) = max
𝑎∈A(𝑠)

{
𝑟 (𝑠, 𝑎) + 𝛾 E𝑃★ ( · |𝑠,𝑎) [𝑉 (𝑆′)]

}
. (24)

By Theorem 1, 𝑉𝑡 → 𝑉★
nom almost surely. If, in addition, the optimal action is unique at every state for the limit

operator, then the greedy policies 𝜋𝑡 converge almost surely to the nominal optimal policy 𝜋★nom. Without uniqueness,

any sequence of greedy policies admits convergent subsequences whose limits are optimal.

Remark 2 (Operational meaning of asymptotic optimality). As the credible sets contract to the true parameter, the

uncertainty in the transition kernel disappears, and the robust formulation converges to the planning problem defined

by the true model. The algorithm therefore transitions from conservative exploration to exploitation and ends up

computing exactly the nominal optimal policy. Uniformity on bounded sets is needed to interchange limits with the outer

maximization and to avoid dependence on the particular trajectory of 𝑉𝑡 . This is what converts operator convergence

into value convergence along the value sequence generated by the algorithm. Uniqueness gives pointwise convergence

of policies. When multiple actions are optimal, the result still guarantees that any limit point is optimal.

3. Safety and Computational Properties

While asymptotic optimality characterizes the long-run behavior of the adaptive planner, safety concerns arise

during learning: the model is uncertain, and policies are selected based on ambiguity sets rather than the true transition

kernel. A natural question is whether the robust value used for planning provides conservative guarantees on realized

performance under the true dynamics. The next proposition shows that Assumption 2 yields such probabilistic safety

guarantees.

Proposition 1 (Probabilistic safety guarantee under (𝑠, 𝑎)-rectangular uncertainty). Let (Ω, F , P) be a probability

space and {F𝑡 } a filtration, i.e., an increasing family of 𝜎-algebras representing the information available up to time
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𝑡. For each node 𝑣, let 𝑈𝑡
𝑣 ⊆ Θ be an F𝑡 -measurable Borel set. Assume the following structural conditions. There is

a partition of state–action pairs induced by a mapping 𝑣 : S × A → V, where 𝑣(𝑠, 𝑎) denotes the node to which the

pair (𝑠, 𝑎) belongs, and Borel measurable maps

𝑃(· | 𝑠, 𝑎; 𝜃) := 𝜙𝑠,𝑎
(
𝜃𝑣 (𝑠,𝑎)

)
, 𝜙𝑠,𝑎 : Θ𝑣 (𝑠,𝑎) → Δ(S′). (25)

Define the (𝑠, 𝑎)-marginal ambiguity sets by

𝑈𝑡
𝑠,𝑎 := 𝜙𝑠,𝑎

(
𝑈𝑡

𝑣 (𝑠,𝑎)
)
⊆ Δ(S′), (26)

and the rectangular ambiguity set

𝑈𝑡 :=
∏
(𝑠,𝑎)

𝑈𝑡
𝑠,𝑎 ⊆

∏
(𝑠,𝑎)

Δ(S′). (27)

where
∏

denotes the Cartesian product over sets. Each 𝑈𝑡
𝑣 is nonempty and compact by Assumption 3. Each 𝜙𝑠,𝑎 is

continuous by Assumption 5. Hence𝑈𝑡
𝑠,𝑎 is nonempty and compact, and𝑈𝑡 is nonempty and compact. Let the credible

event be

E𝑡 := {𝜃★𝑣 ∈ 𝑈𝑡
𝑣 for all 𝑣}, (28)

and let 𝑃★ be the true transition model generated by the true local parameters, that is, 𝑃★(· | 𝑠, 𝑎) = 𝜙𝑠,𝑎
(
𝜃★
𝑣 (𝑠,𝑎)

)
. Let

𝜋𝑡 be any stationary policy greedy with respect to the robust value under rectangular ambiguity set 𝑈𝑡 =
∏
(𝑠,𝑎) 𝑈

𝑡
𝑠,𝑎.

Then

P
(
∀𝑠 ∈ S′ : 𝑉 𝜋𝑡

𝑃★ (𝑠) ≥ min
𝑃∈𝑈𝑡

𝑉 𝜋𝑡
𝑃 (𝑠)

)
≥ 1 − 𝛿𝑡 , 𝛿𝑡 := P(E𝑐𝑡 ). (29)

Here, 𝛿𝑡 is the probability that the true parameter lies outside the credible sets, so with probability 1− 𝛿𝑡 the ambiguity

sets contain the true model and the robust value lower bound holds for all states in S′.

Proof. See Appendix A.

Remark 3 (Safety guaranteed by the robust value). Conditioned on the event that the true parameters lie in the credible

sets, the realized value under the true kernel dominates the worst-case value used for planning. In other words, the

planner’s predicted robust value is a conservative lower bound on its actual performance. The shortfall term 𝛿𝑡 is

the probability that the credible set does not include the true parameter at time 𝑡. Improving statistical coverage is

the primary lever to tighten the guarantee. Under (𝑠, 𝑎)-rectangularity, the inner minimization is exact on each local

transition model, so the robust planner already evaluates the worst-case model without approximation. The result

holds uniformly with respect to the state and for any greedy policy with respect to the robust value, so it applies to both

evaluation and improvement steps.
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Beyond safety, it is important to understand the computational cost of implementing the adaptive robust planner.

Each replan operates with a fixed family of credible sets and performs robust value iteration until convergence. The

following proposition provides a per-replan complexity bound and clarifies how the uncertainty size affects the compu-

tational cost.

Proposition 2 (Per-replan complexity). During each replan, the family of credible sets {𝑈𝑡
𝑣} are fixed, and robust value

iteration is performed until the value updates are within a tolerance 𝜀. Since the Bellman operator is a 𝛾-contraction,

the value iteration requires 𝑁𝜀 = 𝑂 (log(1/𝜀)/(1− 𝛾)) iterations to ensure that the value updates are within tolerance

𝜀. Each robust reward 𝑟rob (𝑣, 𝑎,𝑈𝑡
𝑣) can be evaluated in 𝑂 (|𝑈𝑡 |) time using precomputed expectations, where |𝑈𝑡 | is

the average ambiguity set size across nodes. Then, the per-replan computational cost is

O
(
𝑁𝜀

(
|S′ | |A| + |S| |A𝑆 | |𝑈𝑡 |

) )
, (30)

where |A| is the average number of actions per state.

Proof. See Appendix A.

Remark 4 (Interpretation of complexity). The two terms reflect distinct computations within each replan: the first

term accounts for Bellman updates over state space S′, and the second term for robust evaluations within ambiguity

sets. Together, the two terms represent the total per-replan workload. As learning progresses and uncertainty about

the parameters decreases, the algorithm needs to evaluate fewer models within each ambiguity set. Consequently, the

expected computational cost per replan gradually approaches the standard value iteration under the true model.

VII. Results
We conduct three numerical experiments under different environmental and structural conditions to validate the

proposed adaptive robust planner. Experiment 1 tests whether the planner operates as intended and converges in a

controlled environment with Gaussian threat models. Experiment 2 tests robustness and generalization to non-Gaussian

threat models, including Gaussian mixtures and log-normal distributions. Experiment 3 evaluates the scalability and

consistency of the planner as the network topology and size vary.

A. Baseline Implementations

To evaluate the performance of the proposed adaptive robust planner, we compare it against two baselines: static

robust and nominal planning. These baselines are two complementary extremes in terms of uncertainty handling and

adaptability. Both baselines share the same sensing–movement structure and update routines as Algorithm 1, but differ

in how they treat and propagate uncertainty during planning.
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In the static robust baseline, the ambiguity sets of possible threat types remain fixed throughout the entire mission.

The logic of the static robust planner is summarized in Algorithm 2. It optimizes actions through a minmax value-

iteration process that selects the best decision under the worst-case threat configuration within each static set. As a

result, it provides strong safety guarantees but is often overly conservative. Since the uncertainty representation is

never refined, the planner tends to overestimate risk and produce cautious but suboptimal behavior.

Algorithm 2 Static Robust Planning

1: Initialize fixed parameter sets𝑈𝑣 ⊆ Θ for all 𝑣 and the ambiguity set is induced as𝑈𝑠,𝑎 = 𝜙𝑠,𝑎 (𝑈𝑣).
2: for 𝑡 = 0, 1, . . . , 𝑇 − 1 do
3: for each sense action 𝑎 ∈ AS′ do
4: Compute static robust surrogate: 𝑟r′ (𝑣, 𝑎) = min𝑃∈𝑈𝑠,𝑎

[
E𝑃 (𝑜 | 𝑎) [𝑜] + 𝜆imm

(
− 𝑝exp(𝑎, 𝑃)

) ]
− 𝑐sense (𝑎)

5: end for
6: Choose action: 𝑎𝑡 = arg max𝑎∈AS′

{
𝑟r′ (𝑣𝑡 , 𝑎) + 𝜆nov𝑛𝑡 (𝑣) + 𝛾𝑉 (𝑣𝑡 ,M′)

}
7: end for

The nominal baseline uses the maximum a posteriori (MAP) principle to address uncertainty. The overall procedure

of the nominal planner is outlined in Algorithm 3. After each observation, the planner infers the most probable threat

type at each node based on the current posterior belief. The planner then selects the next actions, assuming those

estimates are correct. This approach reflects an optimistic decision-making strategy that commits to the maximum-

probability threat hypothesis under the current posterior. It enables efficient and confident decisions when the belief

model is accurate. However, it can become overconfident and fragile in highly uncertain or noisy environments.

Algorithm 3 Nominal Planning
1: Initialize belief 𝑏0,𝑣 (𝜃) = 1/|Θ| for all 𝑣 ∈ S
2: for 𝑡 = 0, 1, . . . , 𝑇 − 1 do
3: Observe signal 𝑜𝑡 at current node 𝑣𝑡
4: Update belief via Bayes rule: 𝑏𝑡+1,𝑣𝑡 (𝜃) =

𝑏𝑡,𝑣𝑡 (𝜃 ) 𝑝 (𝑜𝑡 | 𝑎𝑡 , 𝜃 )∑
𝜃′ ∈Θ 𝑏𝑡,𝑣𝑡 (𝜃 ′ ) 𝑝 (𝑜𝑡 | 𝑎𝑡 , 𝜃 ′ )

5: Compute MAP estimate: 𝜃𝑣𝑡 = arg max𝜃 𝑏𝑡+1,𝑣𝑡 (𝜃)
6: for each sense action 𝑎 ∈ AS′ do
7: Compute nominal surrogate: 𝑟n′ (𝑣𝑡 , 𝑎) = E𝑝 (𝑜 | 𝑎,𝜃𝑣𝑡 ) [𝑜] + 𝜆imm

(
− 𝑝exp(𝑎, 𝜃𝑣𝑡 )

)
− 𝑐sense (𝑎)

8: end for
9: Choose action: 𝑎𝑡 = arg max𝑎∈AS′

{
𝑟n′ (𝑣𝑡 , 𝑎) + 𝜆nov𝑛𝑡 (𝑣) + 𝛾𝑉 (𝑣𝑡 ,M′)

}
10: end for

B. Experiment 1: Basic Validation in a Controlled Environment

This experiment verifies that the proposed adaptive robust planner operates as intended in a simplified and well-

controlled setting. We consider a small grid network in which each threat type induces Gaussian observation and

exposure models, allowing us to confirm that the planner converges to stable policies, correctly updates its ambiguity

sets, and reproduces the expected behavior under idealized conditions. This setting conceptually reflects controlled

ISR mission test ranges where conditions are intentionally idealized [47], providing a clean environment for baseline
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validation before moving to larger and more uncertain scenarios.

The environment is configured as a 3 × 4 grid graph consisting of 12 nodes. Each node is assigned one of three

latent threat types, denoted as 𝜃 ∈ {1, 2, 3}. The agent can choose among four sensing actions 𝑎 ∈ {𝐴, 𝐵, 𝐶, 𝐷},

each producing an observation 𝑜 ∼ N(𝜇𝑎,𝜃 , 𝜎𝑎,𝜃 ) and an associated exposure score that determines exposure risk.

Exposure follows a Gaussian model with mean 𝜇haz
𝑎,𝜃 and standard deviation 𝜎haz

𝑎,𝜃 ; an exposure event occurs when the

score exceeds a threshold of 0.5, chosen as a neutral cutoff for the experiment. The immediate sensing reward combines

the observation value, sensing cost, and exposure penalty, while movements between neighboring nodes incur a fixed

cost. A discount factor 𝛾 = 0.98 and additional penalty components model persistent and cumulative exposure effects.

The key simulation parameters are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3 Key simulation parameters for Experiments 1

Parameter Description Value / Setting
Threat types 𝜃 ∈ {1, 2, 3} 3 categories
Sensing actions 𝑎 ∈ {A, B, C, D} 4 actions
Observation model 𝑜 ∼ N(𝜇𝑎,𝜃 , 𝜎𝑎,𝜃 ) Gaussian
Exposure model 𝜂𝑣,𝑡 ∼ N

(
𝜇haz
𝑎,𝜃 , 𝜎

haz
𝑎,𝜃

)
Gaussian

Exposure threshold 𝜏𝜂 0.5
Discount factor 𝛾 0.98
Movement cost 𝑐move 1.0
Sensing cost 𝑐sense (𝑎) {1.0, 1.0, 1.0, 0.1}
Immediate exposure weight 𝜆imm 50.0
Persistent decay rate 𝛼 0.95
Persistent exposure weight 𝜆pers 0.1
Cumulative exposure weight 𝜆cum 0.0005
Novelty weight 𝜆𝑛𝑜𝑣 1
Novelty decay rate 𝛽 0.8
Replan frequency 𝑘 (steps per replan) 1

We compare the adaptive robust planner against the static robust and nominal baselines under identical settings.

Each planner operates for up to 2000 time steps, replanning at every step (𝑘 = 1). Performance is evaluated based on

three key metrics: (i) the average observation reward and cumulative reward over time, (ii) the convergence behavior

of the average credible set size |𝑈𝑡
𝑣 | (for the adaptive robust planner only), and (iii) exposure statistics that capture

both persistent and cumulative penalty effects. These metrics collectively illustrate how the planner balances reward

maximization and risk mitigation as it progressively refines its uncertainty representation.

All experiments use fixed random seeds for graph generation and threat initialization to ensure reproducibility

while maintaining stochastic observation and exposure outcomes. Before presenting quantitative results, we visualize

the underlying reward and hazard structures to clarify how the planner perceives the trade-off between sensing benefit

and exposure risk in Figures 4 and 5. The sensing actions A through D correspond to the four available sensing modes

defined in the threat–observation model. As shown, each threat type favors a distinct action that simultaneously enables
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more advantageous decisions. Action D, in contrast, serves as a safer default option when little information about the

true threat type is available. Movement actions allow the aircraft to transition to adjacent nodes in the graph, but they

are not depicted here since the figures focus solely on sensing-related reward and hazard patterns.
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Fig. 4 Comparison of reward distributions across different threat prototypes for Experiment 1. Each subplot
shows the probability density of expected observation rewards for all available actions under a specific threat.
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Fig. 5 Exposure probability distributions corresponding to the threat prototypes in Experiment 1. The dashed
vertical line indicates the decision threshold. Samples with exposure probability greater than 0.5 are considered
exposed under the corresponding threat condition.

Table 4 Summary of Experiment 1 Results. Higher values are better for observation and total reward, while
lower values are better for cumulative exposures.

Planner Observation Reward ↑ Cumulative Exposures ↓ Total Reward ↑
Adaptive Robust 5882.44 ± 168.12 39.13 ± 11.19 9861.38 ± 1345.84
Nominal 6780.49 ± 108.32 240.92 ± 65.92 −7782.01 ± 4887.74
Static Robust 1487.82 ± 233.79 89.64 ± 9.16 190.63 ± 858.26

Table 4 presents the results of Experiment 1, where each value is listed as mean± standard deviation across 100 runs.

The three planners display clearly different behaviors. The adaptive robust planner performs best overall, achieving

high total rewards while keeping the number of exposures low. This means it learns to gather useful information

without taking excessive risks. As its belief about threats becomes more confident, the policy naturally shifts from
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cautious exploration to more efficient sensing and movement. The nominal planner, which assumes a single estimated

threat model, gains higher observation rewards early on but suffers from heavy exposure penalties and unstable total

returns. Its aggressive sensing leads to frequent exposures, showing that overconfidence under uncertainty can reduce

mission survivability. The static robust planner takes the opposite approach: it keeps the ambiguity sets fixed, acts

conservatively to avoid risk, but gathers little information and achieves low overall rewards. Together, these results

demonstrate that the adaptive robust planner provides the best balance between safety and efficiency. It remains robust

when uncertainty is high and approaches nominal-level performance as threat ambiguity at each node decreases.

Additionally, we also evaluated the computational efficiency of each planner to assess online feasibility. All experi-

ments were conducted on a standard CPU node of the University of Michigan Great Lakes computing cluster, equipped

with dual Intel Xeon Gold 6154 processors (36 cores, 3.0 GHz) and 187 GB RAM. Each run used 4 CPU cores and 8

GB of memory without GPU acceleration. For the 2000-step simulations in Experiment 1, the nominal planner required

an average of 43.46 ± 0.07 s (approximately 21.7 ms per step), the adaptive robust planner 63.82 ± 0.47 s (31.9 ms

per step), and the static robust planner 94.14 ± 0.34 s (47.1 ms per step). All planners operated fast enough for online

execution, with each decision step completed within tens of milliseconds. Notably, the adaptive robust planner ran

faster than the static robust planner because it gradually narrowed the ambiguity set during execution. As the planner

refined its uncertainty over time, the computations became simpler while still supporting real-time operation.
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(a) Observation rewards over steps.
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Fig. 6 Results of Experiment 1 comparing the reward evolution across three planning strategies. Both plots
show 20-step moving-averaged results across random seeds. (a) Step-wise observation rewards. (b) Step-wise
total rewards, including exposure penalties. Solid lines indicate the averaged performance across random seeds,
and the shaded regions represent ±1 standard deviation.

Figure 6 presents how each planner’s rewards evolve over time. The observation rewards are shown in Figure 6a.

Initially, the nominal planner earns higher rewards because of its optimistic decision-making approach. In contrast,

both the adaptive robust and static robust planners begin with lower values due to their conservative strategies under

ambiguity sets. Over time, the static robust planner maintains nearly constant rewards because its fixed ambiguity set
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leads to repetitive behavior under similar conditions. Conversely, the adaptive robust planner gradually shrinks its

ambiguity set, increasing observation rewards that approach those achieved by the nominal planner. The observation

rewards increase smoothly as each node in the graph maintains its own ambiguity set. Some nodes quickly identify

one threat prototype as most likely, whereas others remain ambiguous and continue to consider several possible threat

types.

Figure 6b illustrates the evolution of total rewards, which incorporate exposure penalties. The adaptive robust

planner consistently achieves the best performance among the three approaches. Although the nominal planner secures

higher observation rewards, its exposure risk reduces its total gains. Despite gradual improvement through ongoing

belief updates and MAP estimation, the nominal planner exhibits a wider standard deviation band, reflecting unstable

performance. In contrast, the adaptive robust planner initially performs similarly to the static robust planner but soon

improves as its ambiguity set contracts, achieving high, stable total rewards. Since the static robust planner maintains

a larger ambiguity set than the adaptive robust planner at all times, it serves as a lower bound on performance under

uncertainty.
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Fig. 7 Results of Experiment 1. (a) Step-wise changes in the credible set size |𝑈𝑡
𝑣 | for the adaptive robust planner,

illustrating how uncertainty is reduced over time. (b) Cumulative number of exposures over steps, compared
across the three planning strategies. Both plots present 20-step moving-averaged results across random seeds.
The solid lines denote the mean, and the shaded regions represent one standard deviation.

Figure 7 illustrates how each planner behaves within the simulation environment beyond the reward metrics. Fig-

ure 7a shows the evolution of the average credible set size of the adaptive robust planner across all graph nodes over time.

From step 0 to approximately 500, the credible set size decreases sharply, indicating a rapid reduction in uncertainty.

Beyond this point, the curve flattens as the planner revisits a few nodes that remain difficult to classify. Eventually,

the credible set size converges to 1 for all nodes, indicating that the threats associated with each node are correctly

identified.

Figure 7b presents the cumulative exposures over time. The nominal planner exhibits a notably higher exposure
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rate than the others due to the optimistic policy. The adaptive robust and static robust planners perform similarly up

to around step 500. After that, the adaptive robust planner shows lower exposure rates. This trend occurs because

our experimental setup rewards planners which accurately identify each node’s threat, giving them an advantage as

uncertainty decreases. Notably, the stepwise total reward can exceed the observation reward, as it includes a novelty

term that provides a positive exploration bonus for visiting less-explored nodes. Together, these results demonstrate

that the adaptive robust planner maintains robustness in uncertain environments while naturally improving efficiency,

thereby achieving the intended balance between the two.
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Fig. 8 Distribution of sensing action selections across different policies in Experiment 1. Action labels (A–D)
correspond to the mapped sense-action categories. Frequencies are normalized to show relative selection ratios.

Figure 8 illustrates how each planner selected sensing actions in Experiment 1, clearly revealing their distinct

decision-making strategies. The static robust planner consistently chooses only action D, the safest option when the

threat type is uncertain. This conservative behavior results in relatively low observation and total rewards. In contrast,

the nominal planner, which relies on the MAP estimate, avoids action D and selects actions A, B, and C depending

on its belief about each node’s threat type. The adaptive robust planner combined the strengths of both approaches,

showing a balanced distribution across all four actions (A-D). It initially behaved conservatively, like the static robust

planner, but gradually shifted toward higher-reward actions as the threat type became more certain.

C. Experiment 2: Generalization to Non-Gaussian Threat Models

We assess the planner’s robustness and adaptability under general threat models, including Gaussian mixtures

and log-normal distributions. These distributions capture multimodal and heavy-tailed sensing patterns commonly ob-

served in electronic warfare environments [48], allowing us to test whether the planner generalizes beyond the idealized

Gaussian assumptions of Experiment 1. The modified experimental parameters are summarized in Table 5. With the

same 3×4 grid graph and the same action set as in Experiment 1, we modify the observation and exposure models to
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capture more diverse threat prototypes. The reward and exposure models used in Experiment 2 for all three threats are

shown in Figures 9 and 10. Specifically, Threats 1 and 2 use Gaussian mixture observation models, where a single

Gaussian is treated as a special (degenerate) case, while Threat 3 adopts a log-normal observation model. Each run con-

sists of 3000 planning steps and is simulated under 100 independent random seeds. We evaluate whether the adaptive

robust planner remains effective under non-Gaussian uncertainty, exhibiting similar patterns in ambiguity refinement

and exposure management to those observed in Experiment 1.
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Fig. 9 Comparison of reward distributions across different threat prototypes for Experiment 2. Each subplot
shows the probability density of expected observation rewards for all available actions under a specific threat.
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Fig. 10 Exposure probability distributions corresponding to the same threat prototypes in Experiment 2. The
dashed vertical line indicates the decision threshold. Samples with exposure probability greater than 0.5 are
considered exposed under the corresponding threat condition.

Table 6 summarizes the quantitative results obtained under modified threat models. Despite the changes in both

the observation and exposure distributions, the overall performance trend remains consistent with that observed in

Experiment 1. The adaptive robust planner continues to achieve substantially higher total rewards compared to the

nominal and static robust baselines, while continuing to keep cumulative exposures low. This consistency indicates

that the proposed adaptive robust approach remains effective beyond Gaussian threat assumptions, generalizing across

broader classes of uncertainty and confirming the robustness of the planning method.

Figure 11 illustrates the temporal evolution of both observation and total rewards across the three planning strategies.

29



Table 5 Modified parameters in Experiments 2

Parameter Description New Value / Setting
Observation model 𝑜 ∼ Gaussian or log-normal mixture Mixed Gaussian / log-normal
Exposure model xp ∼ Gaussian mixture Mixed Gaussian
Sensing cost 𝑐sense (𝑎) {0.1, 0.1, 0.1, 0.1, 0.1}
Immediate exposure penalty 𝜆imm −10.0
Persistent decay rate 𝛼 0.99
Persistent exposure weight 𝜆pers 0.5
Cumulative exposure weight 𝜆cum 0.01

Table 6 Summary of Experiment 2 Results. Higher values are better for observation and total reward, while
lower values are better for cumulative exposures.

Planner Observation Reward ↑ Cumulative Exposures ↓ Total Reward ↑
Adaptive Robust 7334.50 ± 936.78 77.29 ± 26.41 4416.98 ± 3101.26
Nominal 8414.99 ± 1069.28 109.11 ± 39.93 −153.79 ± 5352.14
Static Robust 3210.33 ± 297.09 87.62 ± 11.74 −1998.17 ± 1505.94
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(a) Observation rewards over steps.
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(b) Total rewards over steps.

Fig. 11 Results of Experiment 2 comparing the reward evolution across three planning strategies. Both plots
show 20-step moving-averaged results across random seeds. (a) Step-wise observation rewards. (b) Step-wise
total rewards, including exposure penalties. Solid lines indicate the averaged performance across random seeds,
and the shaded regions represent ±1 standard deviation.
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Similar to the Gaussian case in Experiment 1, the adaptive robust planner consistently maintains higher observation

rewards while stabilizing total returns through balanced exploration and exposure control. In contrast, the nominal

planner achieves higher observation rewards but yields lower overall performance under uncertain threat conditions.

Figure 11b shows a gradual decrease in total rewards across all methods compared to Experiment 1. This trend results

from the increased cumulative exposure weight 𝜆cum, which amplifies long-term penalty accumulation. Regardless of

the parameter changes, the adaptive robust planner still outperforms the others and gradually recovers its total rewards

as the ambiguity set refines over time.
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(b) Cumulative exposures over steps.

Fig. 12 Results of Experiment 2. (a) Step-wise changes in the credible set size |𝑈𝑡
𝑣 | for the adaptive robust

planner between Experiment 1 and Experiment 2. The results show how the adaptive-robust planner progres-
sively reduces uncertainty under different experimental conditions. (b) Cumulative number of exposures over
steps, compared across the three planning strategies. Both plots present 20-step moving-averaged results across
random seeds. The solid lines denote the mean, and the shaded regions represent one standard deviation.

The underlying adaptive behavior is further analyzed in Figure 12. Figure 12a shows that the credible set size

|𝑈𝑡
𝑣 | steadily decreases as the adaptive planner gathers more informative observations, confirming effective uncertainty

reduction under non-Gaussian distributions. Despite having the same graph size as in Experiment 1, the reduction

progresses more slowly due to the broader coverage of the Gaussian mixture models, which makes distinguishing

among threats more challenging. Correspondingly, Figure 12b demonstrates that this reduction in uncertainty translates

to lower cumulative exposure compared to the nominal and static robust baselines. The overall variance in both rewards

and exposures is higher than in Experiment 1, reflecting the wider spread of the observation and threat models used in

Experiment 2.

Finally, Figure 13 compares the action selection distributions across the three planners, showing patterns similar

to those in Experiment 1. The static robust policy consistently favors the safer Action D under uncertainty, while the

adaptive robust planner initially exhibits similar conservative behavior but gradually shifts toward a more balanced

selection as uncertainty decreases. These results demonstrate that the adaptive robust planner effectively adjusts its
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Fig. 13 Distribution of sensing action selections across different policies in Experiment 2. Action labels (A–D)
correspond to the mapped sense-action categories. Frequencies are normalized to show relative selection ratios.

sensing strategy while maintaining robustness across different threat conditions, even when the underlying threat models

are non-Gaussian.

D. Experiment 3: Scalability across Network Topologies

To examine scalability, we test how the planner’s performance and computation time change with increasing net-

work size and structural complexity. We test a variety of graph topologies that reflect practical ISR mission environ-

ments, ranging from regular grid-like layouts to irregular, hub-dominated, and modular regions. Assessing performance

across these heterogeneous topologies allows us to measure robustness under diverse operational environments. The

six representative topologies considered are illustrated in Figure 14.

Regular grid networks (3 × 4, 5 × 5, and 6 × 6) have a simple and regular structure, which allows direct compari-

son with the controlled setting of Experiment 1. Grids with random edge deletions (5 × 5 and 6 × 6) introduce local

connectivity disruptions, reflecting, e.g., terrain occlusions or restricted flight corridors [49, 50]. Star networks, com-

posed of a central hub and 8 or 14 leaf nodes, are included to examine how the planner behaves in highly centralized

hub-and-spoke structures. Erdos–Renyi random graphs with 15 and 30 nodes (𝑝 = 0.10, 0.15) offer uniform random

connectivity, serving as a baseline for comparison in networks without specific structural patterns. Barabasi–Albert

scale-free graphs of comparable size (𝑚 = 2, 3) represent networks where a few hubs have many connections. Finally,

stochastic block models (community) with 20 and 35 nodes, containing 3 and 4 clusters (𝑝intra = 0.7, 𝑝inter = 0.05 or

0.03), are used to test how well the planner adapts to modular networks with clear community structures.

Each experiment is repeated across 10 random seeds for each graph configuration and planner type (adaptive robust,

static robust, and nominal) to ensure statistical consistency. All planners were tested in the same simulation environment

as in Experiment 1. The exposure and reward settings were identical, but the simulation horizon was extended to 8000
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(a) Grid (b) Grid with edge deletions (c) Erdos-Renyi

(d) Barabasi–Albert (e) Stochastic block model (f) Star

Fig. 14 Illustrations of the network topologies used in Experiment 3. Each structure differs in size and connec-
tivity, representing diverse conditions for evaluating scalability.
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time steps. Random seeds are fixed for graph generation and threat setup to ensure reproducibility while allowing for

randomness in observations and exposures.

Table 7 summarizes the simulation results of Experiment 3, where all values are reported as mean ± standard

deviation across 10 random seeds. As shown in the table, the adaptive robust planner consistently achieved higher

total rewards than both the nominal and static robust planners across all network topologies. For the observation

rewards, values were generally similar within the same planner, regardless of the underlying graph type or size. This

consistency arises because all simulations were run for 8000 steps, providing comparable opportunities for each planner

to accumulate observable rewards. The nominal planner showed substantially higher cumulative exposure, indicating

more aggressive and dangerous behavior than the other planners. As a result, its higher observation rewards are offset

in the total reward value. This pattern is consistent with the findings from Figure 6, where the adaptive robust planner

demonstrated superior long-term performance by maintaining a balanced trade-off between safety and efficiency. The

result shows that the total reward also tended to increase with graph size. This trend occurs because, in larger networks,

the novelty term remains high for longer as more nodes become available to explore. Furthermore, the adaptive robust

planner exhibited smaller variance in both total rewards and cumulative exposures, confirming its stable and reliable

performance across networks with different structures and scales.

Across all tested graph topologies and node sizes, the adaptive robust planner demonstrated stable and consistent

convergence, which occurs when all credible sets become singletons (e.g., |𝑈𝑡
𝑣 | = 1 for the reachable nodes). In a few

runs, certain nodes failed to converge due to structural limitations in the network rather than a learning issue with the

planner. These cases occurred when the graphs contained disconnected components, making some nodes unreachable

from the main connected component. Because the graphs were randomly generated, such disconnected components

appeared occasionally. After excluding structurally invalid cases, our adaptive robust planner successfully converged

for all reachable nodes. The mean and standard deviation of the convergence steps increased gradually with graph size,

indicating that the planner remains reliable across networks of different structures and scales.

Figure 15 illustrates how graph size and topology influence the performance of the adaptive robust planner. Distinct

marker shapes represent different graph topologies, while the horizontal axis denotes the number of nodes in each

graph. Each point corresponds to the number of steps required for the size of all credible sets to reach one (|𝑈𝑡
𝑣 | = 1)

among the reachable nodes. The results indicate that, regardless of the network topology, the number of nodes is a key

parameter that determines the adaptive planner’s efficiency. A clear linear relationship is observed between graph size

and convergence steps, demonstrating that the proposed adaptive planner operates consistently across diverse graph

structures. Each episode was limited to 8000 steps, yet even the slowest-converging case required only around 5200

steps to fully resolve all ambiguity sets.
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Table 7 Summary of Experiment 3 Results. Comparisons are valid only within each graph type and not across
different topologies.

Graph Type Nodes Planner Obs. Reward ↑ Cum. Exposure ↓ Total Reward ↑

Barabasi-Albert

15
Adaptive Robust 26604.09 ± 228.80 109.60 ± 7.17 641121.85 ± 1991.10
Nominal 27633.34 ± 215.70 474.80 ± 103.36 9686.63 ± 14999.06
Static Robust 6376.57 ± 676.51 365.00 ± 13.33 10969.77 ± 2855.34

30
Adaptive Robust 25267.94 ± 237.34 121.60 ± 4.25 155323.85 ± 1247.38
Nominal 27355.98 ± 151.74 744.70 ± 123.64 70484.12 ± 13970.15
Static Robust 6234.28 ± 744.20 365.70 ± 14.01 105826.26 ± 2308.49

Stochastic
Block Model

30
Adaptive Robust 25350.52 ± 361.47 121.10 ± 5.90 146729.40 ± 1296.92
Nominal 27347.23 ± 187.65 744.50 ± 158.72 59647.03 ± 19560.29
Static Robust 6182.58 ± 773.15 365.70 ± 14.01 96770.31 ± 4566.13

40
Adaptive Robust 24294.14 ± 320.70 136.60 ± 6.96 218087.10 ± 1372.49
Nominal 27181.90 ± 150.27 930.70 ± 119.53 113903.51 ± 13890.50
Static Robust 6187.70 ± 568.42 365.90 ± 12.64 172227.88 ± 2468.59

Erdos-Renyi

15
Adaptive Robust 26944.90 ± 567.93 116.80 ± 35.00 44870.10 ± 21794.13
Nominal 27699.09 ± 273.14 435.60 ± 169.30 -3554.78 ± 15704.17
Static Robust 6245.47 ± 691.76 365.00 ± 13.33 -7520.53 ± 22919.71

30
Adaptive Robust 25589.12 ± 869.56 119.00 ± 9.63 148749.01 ± 51479.06
Nominal 27385.43 ± 255.58 720.50 ± 220.94 67701.03 ± 36151.77
Static Robust 6134.88 ± 819.49 365.70 ± 14.01 98663.02 ± 52665.88

Grid

12
Adaptive Robust 26999.01 ± 196.12 102.90 ± 7.71 44345.51 ± 2482.13
Nominal 27689.68 ± 163.95 441.90 ± 160.51 -10734.79 ± 22350.71
Static Robust 6127.44 ± 815.71 364.80 ± 13.06 -13145.22 ± 1443.97

25
Adaptive Robust 25687.31 ± 322.45 128.60 ± 22.19 121098.12 ± 5810.31
Nominal 27441.00 ± 159.42 702.50 ± 172.20 34449.63 ± 20104.99
Static Robust 6184.44 ± 790.95 364.50 ± 14.00 64835.45 ± 2247.67

36
Adaptive Robust 24709.20 ± 333.65 151.50 ± 34.08 185971.11 ± 4331.75
Nominal 27251.40 ± 180.25 861.80 ± 133.23 85872.47 ± 15090.80
Static Robust 6093.93 ± 724.04 366.10 ± 12.60 134456.16 ± 2058.68

Grid with
Edge Deletions

25
Adaptive Robust 25741.21 ± 145.88 117.70 ± 9.24 132262.88 ± 7148.92
Nominal 27466.33 ± 225.79 694.70 ± 209.91 50786.09 ± 25616.49
Static Robust 6044.33 ± 730.08 368.10 ± 13.55 80153.59 ± 8032.60

36
Adaptive Robust 25134.64 ± 1020.19 126.20 ± 13.41 194330.90 ± 68213.77
Nominal 27359.72 ± 283.59 683.50 ± 217.12 118948.59 ± 52728.24
Static Robust 5794.11 ± 1462.13 367.60 ± 14.75 144842.62 ± 72473.51

Star

9
Adaptive Robust 27198.16 ± 207.06 103.20 ± 8.48 32855.09 ± 1494.85
Nominal 27711.70 ± 239.62 416.30 ± 144.04 -16254.38 ± 20902.36
Static Robust 5593.48 ± 1759.26 364.60 ± 13.28 -22579.18 ± 1664.92

15
Adaptive Robust 26628.59 ± 263.27 109.80 ± 9.41 67126.14 ± 1709.23
Nominal 27689.59 ± 232.86 401.50 ± 135.57 22525.42 ± 17940.09
Static Robust 6251.57 ± 1343.95 365.00 ± 13.33 14061.61 ± 1853.36
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Fig. 15 Each point represents the mean number of steps required for the ambiguity set 𝑈𝑡 to converge
(mean ± std) across networks of different sizes and types. Error bars indicate one standard deviation over
random seeds, and the dashed black line denotes the overall linear trend across all network types.

VIII. Conclusion

A. Summary

We present an adaptive RMDP framework for decision-making in an uncertain threat environment, where a single

CCA performs repetitive surveillance missions within a partitioned ISR operation area. In addition, the framework

is supported by theoretical guarantees on operator convergence, asymptotic optimality, and probabilistic safety, pro-

viding a rigorous foundation for its reliability under uncertainty. The proposed approach addresses the limitations of

conventional RMDPs that rely on static ambiguity sets by incorporating a Bayesian inference-based mechanism to re-

duce ambiguity set sizes. This enables the agent to progressively update its threat model and refine its policy using

observations collected during mission execution. Consequently, as the agent repeatedly monitors its assigned region,

it naturally transitions from conservative to aggressive behaviors as the uncertainties are reduced

The effectiveness of the proposed algorithm was demonstrated through three sets of experiments. The first ex-

periment confirmed that the proposed adaptive robust planner exhibited the intended transition from conservative to

efficient behavior as it accumulated environmental knowledge in a simple environment, while the second demonstrated

generalization capability under non-Gaussian threat distributions. The third experiment evaluated adaptability and

scalability across various graph sizes and topologies. The results showed that our adaptive robust planner achieved

higher cumulative rewards and lower exposure risk than static robust and nominal planners, highlighting its advantage

in leveraging accumulated observations to continuously improve policy during repetitive surveillance missions. Over-

all, the proposed method provides a decision-making structure that autonomously balances robustness and adaptivity

in contested environments, offering a promising direction for reliable long-term surveillance under uncertainty.
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B. Limitations and Future Work

We plan to extend the current work in two primary directions, each motivated by limitations of the present work.

First, the current adaptive RMDP framework is restricted to a single agent operating within a fixed region and does not

account for interactions among multiple CCAs. To address this limitation, we will expand to a distributed, multi-agent

environments. While the present work focuses on a single agent repeatedly conducting surveillance within its assigned

region, actual ISR operations involve multiple agents operating in adjacent areas and interacting with one another.

Future work will therefore consider information exchange, mutual trust modeling, and distributed decision-making

structures to enable cooperative behavior among agents. In particular, under dynamically changing threat conditions

or information asymmetry, mechanisms for region reassignment and policy synchronization will be investigated to en-

hance overall surveillance efficiency and system resilience. We aim to scale robustness of the adaptive RMDP approach

to a distributed system level, improving its applicability in realistic CCA operating scenarios.

Second, the present study assumes fully autonomous operation and does not incorporate human intervention, which

is a core aspect of practical CCA employment. Therefore, we will explore the integration of human involvement and

intervention in the decision-making process. This direction reflects the fundamental concept of CCAs as autonomous

teammates that operate in coordination with human pilots. Future studies will model various forms of human involve-

ment in the decision-making process, ranging from soft interventions (e.g., the human provides guidance or modifies

the autonomous policy), to hard overrides (e.g., the human operator directly takes control and alters the agent’s actions).

The effects of these interventions on policy adaptability, safety, and mission performance will be analyzed to assess the

stability and learning characteristics of adaptive RMDP structures under human intervention. Furthermore, research

will investigate decision-making architectures that can effectively integrate human high-level judgments from a human

operator with autonomous computational reasoning, establishing the foundation for safe and reliable human–machine

collaboration in future ISR missions.

A. Appendix: Proofs of Section VI.C
Proof of Theorem 1. By Assumption 1, the one-step reward is bounded, so each T 𝑡

rob (𝜔) maps B onto itself. By As-

sumption 2, the operators are 𝛾-contractions with a common 𝛾 ∈ (0, 1). Let 𝑉,𝑊 ∈ B, that is, bounded real-valued

functions on S′. Since ∥T 𝑡
rob𝑉 − T

𝑡
rob𝑊 ∥∞ ≤ 𝛾∥𝑉 −𝑊 ∥∞ for all 𝑡 and T 𝑡

rob → T∞ uniformly on bounded sets, taking

𝑡 →∞ gives ∥T∞𝑉 − T∞𝑊 ∥∞ ≤ 𝛾∥𝑉 −𝑊 ∥∞.

Let Ω0 be the event of probability one on which the above uniform convergence condition holds. Fix 𝜔 ∈ Ω0. For

this fixed 𝜔, all quantities are deterministic. Let 𝑉★(𝜔) be the unique fixed point of T∞ (𝜔) on B by Banach’s fixed-

point theorem. Uniform boundedness of rewards implies ∥𝑉★(𝜔)∥∞ ≤ 𝑅max/(1−𝛾) and, inductively, sup𝑡 ∥𝑉𝑡 (𝜔)∥∞ ≤

37



𝑅max/(1 − 𝛾). Let 𝑀 := 𝑅max/(1 − 𝛾) and 𝐵𝑀 := {𝑉 ∈ B : ∥𝑉 ∥∞ ≤ 𝑀}. Then, for all 𝑡,

∥𝑉𝑡+1 (𝜔) −𝑉★(𝜔)∥∞ = ∥T 𝑡
rob (𝜔)𝑉𝑡 (𝜔) − T∞ (𝜔)𝑉

★(𝜔)∥∞

= ∥T 𝑡
rob (𝜔)𝑉𝑡 (𝜔) − T∞ (𝜔)𝑉𝑡 (𝜔) + T∞ (𝜔)𝑉𝑡 (𝜔) − T∞ (𝜔)𝑉

★(𝜔)∥∞

≤ ∥T 𝑡
rob (𝜔)𝑉𝑡 (𝜔) − T∞ (𝜔)𝑉𝑡 (𝜔)∥∞ + ∥T∞ (𝜔)𝑉𝑡 (𝜔) − T∞ (𝜔)𝑉

★(𝜔)∥∞,

(31)

where the last inequality is by the triangle inequality. Using the contraction property of T∞ (𝜔), we have

∥T∞ (𝜔)𝑉𝑡 (𝜔) − T∞ (𝜔)𝑉★(𝜔)∥∞ ≤ 𝛾 ∥𝑉𝑡 (𝜔) −𝑉★(𝜔)∥∞. (32)

For the first term, define the uniform deviation as

𝜀𝑡 (𝜔) := sup
𝑉∈𝐵𝑀



T 𝑡
rob (𝜔)𝑉 − T∞ (𝜔)𝑉




∞. (33)

Since 𝑉𝑡 (𝜔) ∈ 𝐵𝑀 , we have

∥T 𝑡
rob (𝜔)𝑉𝑡 (𝜔) − T∞ (𝜔)𝑉𝑡 (𝜔)∥∞ ≤ 𝜀𝑡 (𝜔). (34)

Combining (31) and (32) yields

∥𝑉𝑡+1 (𝜔) −𝑉★(𝜔)∥∞ ≤ 𝛾 ∥𝑉𝑡 (𝜔) −𝑉★(𝜔)∥∞ + 𝜀𝑡 (𝜔). (35)

Denoting 𝑥𝑡 (𝜔) := ∥𝑉𝑡 (𝜔) −𝑉★(𝜔)∥∞, we obtain

𝑥𝑡+1 (𝜔) ≤ 𝛾 𝑥𝑡 (𝜔) + 𝜀𝑡 (𝜔). (36)

By uniform convergence on 𝐵𝑀 , 𝜀𝑡 (𝜔) → 0. The recursion 𝑥𝑡+1 ≤ 𝛾𝑥𝑡 + 𝜀𝑡 then yields

𝑥𝑡 (𝜔) ≤ 𝛾𝑡𝑥0 (𝜔) +
𝑡−1∑
𝑘=0

𝛾𝑡−1−𝑘𝜀𝑘 (𝜔) −→ 0, (37)

since 𝛾𝑡 → 0 and the weighted sum vanishes as 𝜀𝑡 (𝜔) → 0. Hence 𝑉𝑡 (𝜔) → 𝑉★(𝜔) for all 𝜔 ∈ Ω0.

Proof of Corollary 1. By Assumption 5, each 𝑓𝑣,𝑎 is continuous on compact set Θ, hence uniformly continuous. Since

𝑈𝑡
𝑣 → {𝜃★𝑣 } in the PK sense by Assumption 4, and 𝑓𝑣,𝑎 is continuous, the minimum over𝑈𝑡

𝑣 varies continuously as the
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set shrinks to {𝜃★𝑣 }. Thus, for every (𝑣, 𝑎),

min
𝜃∈𝑈𝑡

𝑣

𝑓𝑣,𝑎 (𝜃) −→ 𝑓𝑣,𝑎 (𝜃★𝑣 ) almost surely. (38)

For the transition term, fix 𝑠, 𝑎 with 𝑣 = 𝑣(𝑠, 𝑎). The maps

𝜃 ↦→ E𝑃 ( · |𝑠,𝑎;𝜃 ) [𝑉 (𝑆′)] and 𝑃 ↦→ E𝑃 [𝑉 (𝑆′)] (39)

are continuous for bounded 𝑉 and finite S′. Since𝑈𝑡
𝑠,𝑎 = 𝜙𝑠,𝑎 (𝑈𝑡

𝑣) and 𝜙𝑠,𝑎 is continuous, the induced ambiguity sets

𝑈𝑡
𝑠,𝑎 converge in the PK sense to𝑈∞𝑠,𝑎 := {𝜙𝑠,𝑎 (𝜃★𝑣 )}. Therefore,

min
𝑃∈𝑈𝑡

𝑠,𝑎

E𝑃 [𝑉 (𝑆′)] −→ E𝑃★ ( · |𝑠,𝑎) [𝑉 (𝑆′)] a.s. (40)

Combining the stage and transition limits, we obtain for any bounded 𝐵 ⊂ B, we have that

sup
𝑉∈𝐵
∥T 𝑡

rob𝑉 − T
𝜃★

nom𝑉 ∥∞ −−−−→𝑡→∞
0 a.s. (41)

Assumptions 1 and 2 imply each T 𝑡
rob is a 𝛾-contraction with common modulus 𝛾 ∈ (0, 1). Theorem 1 applies and

yields 𝑉𝑡 → 𝑉★
nom almost surely. Since 𝑉𝑡 → 𝑉★

nom and the transition models converge, the corresponding one-step

lookahead values 𝑄𝑡 also converge pointwise to 𝑄★
nom. If the maximizer is unique at every state for 𝑄★

nom, the greedy

selector is single valued for all large 𝑡, hence 𝜋𝑡 → 𝜋★nom.

Proof of Proposition 1. On the event E𝑡 we have 𝜃★𝑣 ∈ 𝑈𝑡
𝑣 for all 𝑣. By definition of the ambiguity set𝑈𝑡

𝑠,𝑎 and because

each transition model depends on its local parameter, for every (𝑠, 𝑎) with 𝑣 = 𝑣(𝑠, 𝑎),

𝑃★(· | 𝑠, 𝑎) = 𝜙𝑠,𝑎 (𝜃★𝑣 ) ∈ 𝜙𝑠,𝑎 (𝑈𝑡
𝑣) = 𝑈𝑡

𝑠,𝑎 . (42)

Hence, on E𝑡 , we have 𝑃★ ∈ 𝑈𝑡 :=
∏
(𝑠,𝑎) 𝑈

𝑡
𝑠,𝑎. Therefore, still on E𝑡 and for every 𝑠,

𝑉 𝜋𝑡
𝑃★ (𝑠) ≥ min

𝑃∈𝑈𝑡
𝑉 𝜋𝑡
𝑃 (𝑠). (43)

Taking probabilities and using that the inequality holds for all 𝑠 simultaneously on E𝑡 gives

P
(
∀𝑠 ∈ S′ : 𝑉 𝜋𝑡

𝑃★ (𝑠) ≥ min
𝑃∈𝑈𝑡

𝑉 𝜋𝑡
𝑃 (𝑠)

)
≥ P(E𝑡 ) = 1 − 𝛿𝑡 . (44)
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