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e We frame mineral processing as a problem of optimization under un-
certainty.

e Uncertainty is represented as a belief of the mineral processing system.

e An accurate model of the real system can be learned over time with
belief updating.

e We demonstrate the power of integrating uncertainty reduction with
optimization.

e This approach can be applied to optimize a wide range of mineral
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Abstract

The global capacity for mineral processing must expand rapidly to meet the
demand for critical minerals, which are essential for building the clean energy
technologies necessary to mitigate climate change. However, the efficiency
of mineral processing is severely limited by uncertainty, which arises from
both the variability of feedstock and the complexity of process dynamics. To
address this uncertainty, the current approach to designing and operating
mineral processing circuits emphasizes process stability and control, relying
on limited and/or indirect empirical tests, deterministic methods, and ex-
pert intuition. Yet a significant portion of valuable minerals is lost in waste
streams, translating to millions of dollars of lost revenue and greater potential
for environmental damage.

To optimize mineral processing circuits under uncertainty, we introduce
an Al-driven approach that formulates mineral processing as a Partially Ob-
servable Markov Decision Process (POMDP). We demonstrate the capabil-
ities of this approach in handling both feedstock uncertainty and process
model uncertainty to optimize the operation of a simulated, simplified flota-
tion cell as an example. We show that by integrating the process of infor-
mation gathering (i.e., uncertainty reduction) and process optimization, this
approach has the potential to consistently perform better than traditional
approaches at maximizing an overall objective, such as net present value
(NPV). We highlight the power of this approach in scenarios where the dy-
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namics of the system, and subsequently the relationship between the inputs
(e.g., feedstock composition, flotation operation settings) and desired outputs
(e.g., recovery and grade), are not well known. Our methodological demon-
stration of this optimization-under-uncertainty approach for a synthetic case
provides a mathematical and computational framework for later real-world
application, with the potential to improve both the laboratory-scale design
of experiments and industrial-scale operation of mineral processing circuits
without any additional hardware.

Keywords: mineral processing, process optimization, flotation, critical
minerals

1. Introduction

In 2024, the average global temperature surpassed the 1.5°C threshold set
by the UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) for the first
time in recorded history [I]. The IPCC’s most recent report is clear: the con-
sequences of human-caused climate change are immense and already taking
place, and a clean energy transition is necessary to cut carbon emissions and
mitigate these consequences [2]. To build the requisite clean energy technolo-
gies in such a short timeframe will require rapid sourcing of vast quantities
of critical minerals [3]. At the same time, many countries have expressed
geopolitical and national security concerns regarding critical mineral sup-
ply chains—especially for refining and processing capacity, which is heavily
concentrated in China.

Mineral processing, a key component to the sourcing of critical minerals,
faces increasing difficulties stemming from declining ore quality and a growing
imperative to improve environmental performance. Additionally, mineral
processing is energy and water intensive [3]|, and so as an industry, it must
work towards improving the sustainability of operations to ensure consistency
with the eventual goal of combating climate change. Improving the efficiency
of mineral processing can serve the dual goal of reducing waste and resource
usage while increasing production and thereby revenue.

The efficiency of mineral processing is severely limited by uncertainty
from both the variability of feedstock and the complexity of process dynam-
ics [4, Bl 6, [7]. As Bascur [§] states, “a critical problem in the process of
ore extraction is the variability of the different elements that constitute the
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operational intelligence, which go hand-in-hand. Process control seeks to
minimize variations in output by adjusting control parameters in response to
input variations, and operational intelligence aims to collect information via
real-time sensors to inform process control and optimization [8 [9].

The proportional-integral-derivative (PID) control scheme is still the
most commonly used process control technique today, but is only sufficient for
single-loop systems, which have one controlled and one manipulated variable.
Indeed, despite decades of research into advanced control, Hodouin [10] and
Shean and Cilliers [IT] both emphasize that PID controllers continue to dom-
inate industrial mineral processing, with limited measurable improvements
in performance. Even where advanced multivariable or predictive control has
been introduced, it is often constrained by the reliability of sensors, model
uncertainty, and the difficulty of tuning nonlinear systems [12]. These re-
views collectively highlight that while model predictive control (MPC) has
become the de facto “advanced” option, its effectiveness depends heavily on
accurate, deterministic models and consistent process dynamics, which is an
unrealistic representation of industrial flotation or grinding circuits. As a
result, the traditional approach relies on a mix of expert intuition, empirical
testing, extensive data collection, and deterministic optimization and control
methods [13].

Notably, Hodouin [I0] and Shean and Cilliers [II] each call for a more
holistic or hierarchical view of process optimization, integrating sensors, ob-
servers, controllers, and optimizers. Yet, even in these “optimization” frame-
works, optimization remains subordinate to control: setpoints are tuned to
achieve a target grade or recovery, rather than directly optimizing the op-
eration itself. In practice, this means the underlying objective functions—
whether metallurgical or economic—are treated as supervisory layers above
fixed control architectures, rather than as part of a unified decision process.
As Jovanovi¢ and Miljanovi¢ [12] notes, the result is an architecture that can
stabilize the process but struggles to adapt optimally when ore characteristics
or process conditions shift unpredictably.

Accordingly, the most common approach to operating a mineral process-
ing plant is to view it as a problem of control first and optimization second,
even though the overarching goal of the plant is an optimization problem (i.e.,
maximizing economic profit, sustainability, safety, etc.). We will study the
alternative: approaching process operation as a problem of optimization first
and foremost, with subproblems of control. In this view, the goal is not to
control variations, as process control seeks to do, but rather to optimize the



process while accounting for variations—in other words, to leverage uncer-
tainty rather than fight it. The potential value of optimization is undeniable
I8, 14], 15], and the limitations of current control frameworks suggest that a
probabilistic, decision-theoretic formulation may be necessary to achieve it.

A few projects have demonstrated the value of considering uncertainty in
the optimization of mineral processing. Vilikangas et al. [16] used sensitivity
analysis and uncertainty propagation to understand the influence of feedstock
variability and inform data collection. Koch and Rosenkranz [I7] and Amini
[4, 5] presented stochastic approaches that outperformed deterministic meth-
ods at designing mineral processing circuits. Jiang et al. [13] and Koermer
Koermer and Noble [6], Koermer [7] used reinforcement learning (RL) and
machine learning (ML) to determine optimal operating conditions given un-
known process dynamics at steady-state. This body of prior work forms a
strong basis for considering uncertainty in optimizing mineral processing.

It is important to note that this paper focuses on decision-making and
optimization under uncertainty, which is what RL is designed to do, rather
than data-driven modeling, which is the goal of ML. While there has been
a growing body of work applying AI to mineral processing, these efforts
have been almost entirely focused on ML (e.g., improving empirical process
models, predicting metallurgical outcomes from sensor data) rather than RL
[18, 19]. Although model-based RL (which we employ) can incorporate ML
for improved process modeling, the core objective is to learn operational poli-
cies that optimize performance over time, not to generate predictive models.
To date, the mineral processing literature lacks a framework for explicitly
integrating uncertainty reduction with optimization—particularly one that
accounts for uncertainty arising from both feedstock variability and process
complexity.

In this work, we aim to show that mineral processing operations can
be framed as a problem of optimization under uncertainty, and outline the
features of this approach. We then develop a mathematical formulation of
a simplified flotation cell that incorporates both feedstock uncertainty and
process uncertainty to inform optimization over time via data collection.
We use synthetic scenarios to demonstrate the capability of this framework
for optimizing the operation of a flotation cell in comparison to PID and
MPC approaches, particularly in cases of significant feedstock and process
uncertainty. This paper serves as a demonstration of a comprehensive mathe-
matical approach to optimizing mineral processing under uncertainty, rather
than attempting to claim that this approach “performs better” than exist-
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ing approaches. Having highlighted the potential for this approach in various
synthetic scenarios, we will discuss its potential application to real-world test
cases.

2. Features of an Optimization under Uncertainty Approach

2.1. Framing a Mineral Process

Any mineral process can be viewed as a variable feed stream passing
through a complex process to turn into a product. As our goal is optimiza-
tion rather than to accurately describe the intricacies of a given process, we
model any mineral process as a system with uncontrolled inputs, outputs,
and control parameters that change how inputs translate into outputs (see

Fig. [1)).
Feedstock Process Condition
(e.g., reaction kinetics)
State Uncertainty Reward

Process Product
(e.g., concentrate)

Measurements Model Uncertainty

(e.g., composition) Any parameter that can be adjusted
by the user to affect the process

(e.g., feed rate, pH, temperature)

Figure 1: Bare-bones framing of a mineral process (e.g., flotation) with a variable
feedstock and complex process framed in terms of decision-making under uncertainty.

To put this in the language of decision-making under uncertainty, the
inputs and the process dynamics can be conceptualized as the states of the
system, control parameters as actions, the outputs as the reward, and any
measurements taken to better ascertain the conditions of the process as ob-
servations.

In this framework, the key uncertainties, feedstock variability and process
complexity, can be classified as state uncertainty and model uncertainty, re-
spectively (labeled with teal boxes in Fig. . Feedstock variability makes the
feedstock composition and mineralogy, or the state, uncertain, since we can-
not measure every aspect of the feedstock at every point in time and space.
Process complexity means we cannot know exactly how inputs (states and
actions) translate into the output (reward), so the model we use to describe
this causal relationship is uncertain.



2.2. The Mathematical Framework

The principal mathematical framework for decision-making under uncer-
tainty problems is called a Partially Observable Markov Decision Process
(POMDP). A POMDP models a sequence of actions in the real world at
the same time as information is gathered. This approach is now common
in Al applications such as aircraft collision avoidance, self-driving cars, and
robotics, and is similar to the AT used in chess and other games [20], 21].

Mathematically, a POMDP is defined by a tuple (S,A,O,T, R, Z,~),
where S is the state space, A is the action space, O is the observation space,
T is the transition function, R is the reward function, Z is the observation
function, and + is the discount factor [22]. The POMDP framework builds
upon the Markov Decision Process (MDP) framework, a broad approach to
sequential decision making in stochastic environments that forms the basis
for most of reinforcement learning. In all MDPs, an agent makes decisions
(referred to as actions) at discrete timesteps, which influence how the system
transitions from one state to the next. The current state of the system and
action taken at a given timestep result in a reward that the agent receives,
which represents the optimization objective. The way that actions are chosen
based on the current state or observations of the system is called a policy.
An ntelligent agent decides a policy by learning from interacting with the
system over time [23).

The POMDP framework assumes that the true state of the system cannot
be known. Instead, the agent holds a belief over possible states, which is
represented as a probability distribution informed by indirect, incomplete,
and/or noisy observations. More information about MDPs and POMDPs
can be found in the textbook Algorithms for Decision Making [23].

belief

updates policy production
measurements Belief

Figure 2: Simplified diagram depicting the key components of a POMDP and how they
progress at each timestep.

The diagram in Fig. [2 shows the key components of a POMDP at a given
timestep, revealing its sequential nature. The labels given in Fig. 1| for a
generic mineral process map directly onto this framework.
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2.3. Belief: A Stochastic Representation of an Uncertain State

The belief is the likelihood of being in a given state, and is typically rep-
resented by a probability distribution over states. Although the belief is not
technically part of the POMDP formulation itself, it is a crucial component of
decision-making under uncertainty and how POMDP solvers navigate prob-
lems. The AT literature uses belief instead of probability as a nomenclature
to identify uncertainty.

The intelligent agent forms a belief of the state based on measurements
that it receives. As shown in Fig. [3 the belief evolves over time as more
measurements are collected. Uncertainty, represented by variance values, is
captured in the belief’s nature as a probability distribution rather than a
discrete quantity or set of quantities.
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Figure 3: An example of a belief at the end of a simulation, with occasional
measurements (black dots) informing the belief and its associated uncertainty (blue
regions).

2.4. Reward: The Optimization Objective

The reward function describes the optimization objective. Value judg-
ments from experts are necessary to define what the ultimate goal of the
optimization should be. As shown in Fig. {4 the reward captures the in-
herent tradeoff between the cost of measuring and the cost of not having
information.
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Figure 4: An example of a reward surface (reward as a function of state and action)
showing how the intelligent agent balances a cost associated with taking measurements
with the cost of choosing a poor action. Actions are taken as the state fluctuates in time,
with red dots representing times when measurements were not taken, and green dots
representing times when measurements were taken.

3. Mathematical Formulation of a Flotation Cell

Now that we have established the general concept of applying an optimization-
under-uncertainty approach to mineral processing, we can formulate the op-
eration of a flotation cell as a POMDP. A simple formulation is shown in
Fig. [5, labeling a few components of a flotation cell under this framework.

For now, we represent the flotation cell as a batch process, where one
batch is processed at each timestep. This allows for straightforward exper-
imental validation at bench scale. The formulation can be adapted for a
continuous process, as is typical at the industrial scale.

The values used throughout our flotation cell formulation and implemen-
tation are meant to roughly reflect typical values for phosphate flotation as
an example.

3.1. State

The state is represented by the following variables:
e Feedstock composition ¢

e Concentrate recovery r
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Figure 5: A simple POMDP formulation of a flotation cell. Additional possible state
variables and control parameters beyond the scope of the formulation in this paper are
included as examples.

e Concentrate grade g

e Timestep T’

For simplicity and clarity of presentation, we represent the feedstock charac-
teristics with one variable, the average composition for a given batch. The
state includes time mostly as a technicality, since the transition function
(which is a function of the state and action) depends on time.

3.2. Actions

Actions are control parameters that can be adjusted to change the oper-
ating conditions of the flotation cell, as well as the decision to make mea-

surements. For simplicity and clarity of presentation, we choose two control
parameters as our action set.

e Flotation time ¢ (min)
e Air flow rate f (L/hr)

o Measure feedstock



For the model uncertainty tests in Sec. [7.1], the MEASURE FEEDSTOCK
action is always set to TRUE. MEASURE FEEDSTOCK becomes a choice be-
tween TRUE and FALSE for the feedstock uncertainty tests in Sec. [7.2]

3.8. Transition Function

The transition function describes how the current state transitions to the
next state as a function of the current state and action. In other words, it
corresponds to a forward model that describes how the system changes in
time.

The transition model is described by a combination of the following:

e the simple kinetic model (see Sec. {))

e a stochastic representation (e.g., Gaussian process) of the feedstock
composition fluctuating in time

e stochastic representations (e.g., Gaussian process) of the errors between
the kinetic model and the true grade and recovery

Note that in this formulation, transition probabilities are only dependent
on the state, not the action. Also, we consider actions to have a deterministic
effect. In other words, if we were to know the state, then choosing an action
would deterministically result in a given reward. Transition uncertainty can
be introduced by making actions stochastic (in other words, imprecise).

3.4. Observations

The observations are:
e Average feedstock composition (can be null)
e True recovery and grade

For the model uncertainty tests in Sec. [7.1], full observations of the state
are received at every timestep, so the implementation technically reduces to
an MDP (no state uncertainty, only transition uncertainty). For the feedstock
uncertainty tests in Sec. observations of feedstock composition are only
received when the MEASURE FEEDSTOCK action is taken. Otherwise, no
information about the feedstock is collected at that timestep.
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3.5. Observation Function

The observation function is the likelihood of an observation given a state.
For the scope of this paper, since the goal is more to demonstrate the ap-
proach, the observation function is just a delta function (i.e., an exact ob-
servation). The observation returned at each timestep is simply the true
state.

3.6. Reward

Here, we consider the reward to be an approximation of the net present
value (NPV) of the process. We use the Moroccan phosphate industry (i.e.,
the OCP Group) as an example. The specific formula for the reward defined
in Eq. [1] uses back-of-the-envelope estimates for the current production of
phosphate concentrate as a function of recovery, the price as a function of
grade, and the operating costs [24], 25]. The operating cost formula in Eq.
is not intended to reflect realistic operating costs, but rather is designed
to create a global optimum from the tradeoff between grade, recovery, and
operating costs. Examples of the reward at a fixed feedstock composition
depicted in Fig. [§ exhibit this tradeoff.

500 [$/t] - 35r [Mt/y1]

— OPEX |$M/ti t 1
100 [timestep/yr] 0 [$M /timestep] (1)

reward =

OPEX = %t + %f [$M /timestep] (2)

4. Simple Flotation Model

We lay out a simple flotation model describe the system to be optimized.
This model of the system corresponds to the transition function in a POMDP
formulation.

In flotation, recovery and grade are the key performance metrics, and
there is a natural tradeoff between the two. (As recovery approaches 100%,
concentrate grade approaches feed grade, and as concentrate grade approaches
100%, recovery approaches 0%. A grade-recovery curve then essentially forms
a Pareto front.)

We model the black box mechanical flotation cell with empirically-inspired
equations. The goal is to capture broad relationships between the inputs,
control parameters, and outputs, rather than to be accurate.
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The instantaneous recovery r and the instantaneous concentrate grade g
are both reported in percentage (i.e., ranging from 0 to 100),

B Kt f

semen e[ (- 555) (1 2B

where c is the feedstock composition (i.e., feed grade) in percentage, k is the
flotation rate constant in min~! (set to 1), ¢ is the flotation time in minutes,
and f is the air flow rate in L /hr.

The exact equations are mostly arbitrary, with numbers that very roughly
correspond to phosphate flotation. The grade equation in particular is set up
to refer to P,O5 grade. They are designed to highlight the tradeoffs present
in flotation cells, as can be seen in the plots of this simple kinetic model in
Figs. [6a] & [7a]

We do not expect our simple kinetic model to accurately capture flota-
tion dynamics, but rather to serve as a reasonable first guess or prior. We
can capture all inaccuracies in our model as well as any inaccuracy in any
measurement of the true grade and recovery in an error function. Then, we
can represent the true grade or recovery as the sum of the kinetic model and
some stochastic error function, as depicted in Figs. [6] & [7} The true grade
and recovery result in a true reward function as well, shown in Fig. [§

For the synthetic cases in this paper, the “true” error function is generated
stochastically to produce a ground truth grade and recovery that represent
“reality”. Just like in real life, this ground truth is unknown to the intelligent
agent seeking to optimize the flotation cell, but can be explored through
measurements.

5. Belief Update

As introduced in Sec. the intelligent agent updates the belief to learn
the true grade and recovery and improve upon our prior model of the system.
In the flotation problem, the belief is represented by:

e Gaussian process of feedstock composition

e Gaussian process of grade and recovery error functions

12
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Figure 6: An example of the grade (%) as a function of the actions (air flow rate and
flotation time) at a fixed feedstock composition.
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Figure 7: An example of the recovery (%) as a function of actions (air flow rate and
flotation time) at a fixed feedstock composition.
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flotation time) at a fixed feedstock composition.
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Uncertainty is represented stochastically with Gaussian processes. Ac-
tions (i.e., setting the air flow rate and flotation time) are chosen at each
point in time as the feedstock composition fluctuates. The measured grade
and recovery then inform the updated belief, which helps improve decision-
making. The Gaussian processes in the belief are updated by sequentially
refitting them to include the new data.
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= = o= 41
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€ 100 32 £100 80.0 2100 39
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(a) Grade belief (%) (b) Recovery belief (%) (c) Reward belief (NPV)

Figure 9: Beliefs represented by Gaussian processes that are progressively updated as
new data is collected over time. Black dots represent collected data.

6. Simulation Setup

We investigate the extent to which the performance of different approaches
is affected by feedstock (i.e, state) and process (i.e., model) uncertainty. We
do so by running simulations of 100 timesteps, which represent 100 flotation
batches processed over one year.

6.1. Establishing the Baseline

In a POMDP framework, a given approach to choosing actions based on
the current belief is called a policy. Control and optimization algorithms
can be considered types of policies. As stated in Sec. [I, two commonly-
used deterministic methods, PID and MPC, are used as a frame of reference.
Although MPC is typically used as a control method, we implement MPC
using an optimization approach with the goal of maximizing the reward, not
just the grade and recovery, to serve as a direct comparison to the POMDP
approach.

6.2. Performance Metric

Since we are aiming for the goal of process optimization, the reward
(proxy for NPV, established in Sec. [3.6) is used as the metric of compar-
ison.
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6.3. POMDP Solver

To solve the problem we have now formulated as a POMDP, we use a well-
established online solver called Partially Observable Monte Carlo Planning
(POMCP) [26]. To determine a policy, POMCP uses Monte Carlo tree search
(MCTS), a common algorithm for deciding a course of action from many
possible futures. The most well-known application of MCTS is in game-
playing Al.

7. Demonstration of Optimization-under-Uncertainty Approach

7.1. Optimization under Model Uncertainty

To evaluate optimization under model uncertainty, we consider three cases
of differing degrees of model uncertainty: where the simple flotation model
has high, medium, and low accuracy. The model accuracy reflects how closely
the kinetic model matches reality. Examples are plotted in Fig.

a8
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Figure 10: Reward functions (NPV) of varying degrees of similarity to the kinetic model.

The median results (over 100 simulations) in Table |If show that although
MPC performs better than the POMDP approach when the model is accu-
rate, its performance lags behind the POMDP approach as the model accu-
racy decreases. Table shows that in the low accuracy scenario, there are
even cases where MPC performs worse than a PID controller.

Table 1: Median performance of MPC and POMDP approaches relative to PID
controller baseline when varying model accuracy (i.e., increasing model uncertainty).

Model Predictive Control ~ POMDP Approach
High  Med Low High Med  Low
rel. recovery [A%] 3.6  -38 -4.3 3.1 33 -3.1
rel. grade [A%)] +0.4  40.5 +0.9  +04 +0.7 +19
rel. reward [ASM /yr] 4119 +121  +126 +95 +129 <283

Model Accuracy
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7.1.1. Effect of Feedstock Variability

Now, we consider the effect of feedstock variability on optimization under
model uncertainty when the feedstock is fully known (i.e., measured at every
timestep). We test different variances of the feedstock composition under a
set of grade and recovery surfaces for which, when the feedstock composition
is constant, MPC and the POMDP approach have near-equivalent perfor-
mance. This corresponds roughly to the medium model accuracy case (see
Fig. . (A log variance of -3 can be considered near-constant feedstock, as
can be seen in the plots of sample feedstock composition signals in Fig.[B.13])

As can be seen in Fig. as the feedstock variance increases, the rel-
ative reward of the POMDP approach increases. Detailed results (shown
in Table indicate that decreasing the feedstock composition correlation
length also seems to lead to an increase in the relative reward of the POMDP
approach. However, this only occurs at high variance, and the effect is less
pronounced.

Relative Reward
(A $8Mf’yl" |

6+
4+

[ ]
2 1
Feedstock Composition
4 0 Log Variance
72 L

4l

Figure 11: Median reward of POMDP approach relative to MPC. Error bars represent
20th and 80th percentiles. Log correlation length is fixed at 2.

7.2. Optimization under State Uncertainty

Finally, we consider the independent effect of state (i.e., feedstock) un-
certainty. We fix the grade and recovery surfaces, and choose a high variance
feedstock composition signal. Then, the number of feedstock measurements
across the simulation is varied. Taking fewer measurements corresponds to
higher state uncertainty. A high, medium, and low model accuracy scenario
are each considered.
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As shown in Fig. [I[2] for a high variability feedstock, the POMDP ap-
proach improves at a faster rate than MPC as the number of measurements
(i.e., information gathered) increases. The POMDP approach is never able
to outperform MPC at high model accuracy (consistent with the results in
Sec. , nor in any case with zero measurements. However, after a cer-
tain number of measurements in the medium and low accuracy cases, the
POMDP approach is able to surpass MPC. For the medium accuracy case,
crossover occurs at n = 30, and for the low accuracy case, crossover occurs
at n = 3 (where n = number of measurements).

Re\gisagg [$M/yr] Reward [SM/yr] Reward [$M/yr]

—— 3620°
3600
3580
3560, %0

3540+
3520¢

3500 « MPC « MPC 3540%% o MPC
e
3480} POMDP Number of ) ) POMDP Number of 35204 POMDP  Number of
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(a) High model accuracy (b) Medium model accuracy (¢) Low model accuracy

Figure 12: Performance of MPC and POMDP approaches for a high-variance feedstock
composition signal and three fixed grade and recovery surfaces, varying the number of
measurements. Lines are exponential curves of best fit.

8. Discussion

8.1. Analysis of Results

The test cases presented reveal that an optimization-under-uncertainty
approach using a POMDP framework is more successful at handling cases
of significant model uncertainty, adjusting to significant feedstock variability
under model uncertainty, and utilizing limited information under state (i.e.,
feedstock) uncertainty.

In Sec. [7.1] we see that for MPC, a high-quality deterministic optimiza-
tion algorithm whose performance depends heavily on the quality of the
model (i.e., having an accurate picture of the system), performance corre-
lates strongly with the accuracy of the model. In the high accuracy case,
the predicted optimal region largely overlaps with actual optimal region, so
using the kinetic model suffices to inform optimal decision-making. As a
result, MPC is not only sufficient, it outperforms the POMDP approach.

But as soon as the model deviates from reality, MPC struggle, while a
POMDP approach consistently performs well, even when the flotation model
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has low accuracy. In the medium accuracy case, there is some overlap in
optimal regions, but there is now a new optimal region that is not captured
by the kinetic model. In the low accuracy case, there is almost no overlap in
optimal regions, so relying on the kinetic model would result in suboptimal
decision-making.

(Note that both MPC and the POMDP approach consistently find solu-
tions that result in worse recoveries but better grades than the PID controller.
This is because these two approaches are both seeking to optimize the reward,
which takes into account operating costs, while the PID controller just seeks
to maintain a high grade and recovery setpoint regardless of other factors.)

Even with relatively high model accuracy, small inaccuracies in the model
can compound when the feedstock has high variability, as shown in Sec. [7.1.1}]
The POMDP approach is able to adjust and better account for feedstock
variability by developing a more accurate model over time. These results
imply that, in this case, having more accurate information about the process
model is more important than having perfect information about the feedstock
in optimizing performance—in other words, model uncertainty matters more
than feedstock uncertainty.

The importance of model uncertainty over feedstock uncertainty is further
supported by the results in Sec. [7.2l The POMDP approach almost always
achieves a greater reward than MPC in the low model accuracy case, while
the opposite is true in the high model accuracy case, regardless of the level
of feedstock uncertainty. If feedstock uncertainty had a greater influence on
performance, we would expect to see a crossover of the curves for all depicted
model accuracies.

However, feedstock uncertainty is still relevant, which is particularly clear
in the medium model accuracy case (see Fig. . The greater rate of im-
provement for the POMDP approach as the number of measurements increase
indicates that it can translate additional feedstock information into a greater
reward increase than MPC can. In other words, a POMDP approach “learns”
faster than MPC as more data is acquired.

8.2. Implications for Real Systems

These results emphasize the power of the POMDP in handling appli-
cations with high degrees of uncertainty, especially when the model of the
system (i.e., the description of process dynamics) has low accuracy. Note
that although these results are for simple test cases, we would expect that
in more complex, real systems, there would be significant model uncertainty,
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which a POMDP approach is better equipped to handle than deterministic
optimization.

This approach has immediate relevance for potential application in im-
proving the design-of-experiments of bench-scale flotation cells as well as in
optimizing the operation of industrial-scale flotation cells without the need
for any retrofitting. And although we use the example of a flotation cell in
this work, the framework can be adapted to any process unit, or scaled up
for optimization of a flotation circuit, an entire mineral processing circuit,
an integrated mine and processing plant, and even an entire vertical mineral
supply chain.

Beyond improving existing operations, using a POMDP approach could
aid in the design and optimization of versatile, highly-adaptable mineral pro-
cessing plants that were previously not possible due to feedstock variability
and process complexity. Such a processing plant could even obviate the need
for blending, as it could adjust operational settings for a wide range of pos-
sible feedstocks.

Lastly, the use of a solver based on Monte Carlo tree search ensures
that the optimization decisions it makes are interpretable. The goal is to
aid mineral processing experts in making decisions, rather than to take over
decision-making with Al altogether.

9. Conclusions

We have demonstrated that mineral processing can be framed as a prob-
lem of optimization-under-uncertainty, presenting a mathematical formula-
tion of a simplified flotation cell using the POMDP framework. A range of
synthetic test cases demonstrate the utility of the POMDP approach com-
pared to deterministic approaches like MPC, especially in cases with signif-
icant feedstock (i.e., state) and process (i.e., model) uncertainty. Through
belief updating, the POMDP formulation is designed to incorporate both
feedstock (i.e., state) and process (i.e., model) uncertainty when perform-
ing optimization, which enables it to handle conditions of significant un-
certainty more readily than deterministic methods such as MPC. Thus, an
optimization-under-uncertainty approach is particularly well-suited for opti-
mizing mineral processing.

Our work has presented the following advancements:

1. Mineral processing can be framed as a problem of optimization-under-
uncertainty, as demonstrated by our mathematical formulation of a
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simplified flotation cell.

2. Framing the ultimate goal as optimization, rather than control, is bet-
ter suited to handling uncertainty in mineral processing. MPC’s per-
formance over PID alone emphasizes this.

3. The representation of an unknown state and model via a belief, and
the integration of real-time data collection into process optimization
via belief updating, is fundamental to how a POMDP approach models
uncertainty and the reduction of uncertainty over time. In other words,
an intelligent agent learns a more accurate model of process dynamics
and estimation of feedstock variability over time to improve process
optimization.

4. Synthetic test cases confirm that in scenarios with significant feedstock
(i.e., state) and process (i.e., model) uncertainty, a POMDP approach
performs better than deterministic approaches like MPC.

Future work is needed to apply this approach to real-world test cases.
The nearest-term application could be for design-of-experiments of bench-
scale flotation. The formulation and code as presented in this paper could be
directly applied, along with a few tweaks to add complexity, such as: a more
specific, well-developed flotation model, the inclusion of feedstock character-
istics beyond an average composition, a larger set of control parameters, and
a more case-specific reward function. Similarly, this work could be readily
applied to optimizing the operation of an industrial-scale flotation cell, with
similar tweaks, as well as swapping out flotation time for feed rate to con-
sider a continuous flotation process. The more fruitful application would be
in the design and operation of mineral processing circuits, which could apply
the same approach, but would require the development of a new mathemat-
ical formulation. We hope that this will inspire future work to improve the
efficiency and sustainability of industrial-scale mineral processing facilities.
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Appendix A. Detailed Results for Low Accuracy Case

Table A.2: Comparison of reward between different control and optimization approaches.

Relative Reward (A$M/yr)
p20 po0 P80

Policy

PID Controller (Baseline) - - -
Model Predictive Control (MPC) -14 4126 +258
Online Solver (DMU approach)  +188 +283 +381
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Appendix B. Sample Feedstock Signals
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Figure B.13: Five example feedstock compositions over time with different variances and
correlation lengths. The log variance increases from -3 to 0 from left to right, and the log
correlation length decreases from 4 to 0 from top to bottom.
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Appendix C. Detailed Results for Feedstock Variability
Detailed results for Sec. 1.1

Table C.3: Reward of POMDP approach relative to MPC (in A$M/yr) when varying
feedstock composition correlation length and variance.

Log Feedstock Composition Log Variance

Corr. -3.0 -2.0 -1.0 0.0

Len. p20 pb0 p80 p20 p50 p80 p20 pd50 p8&80 p20 pb0 p&0O

4.0 -60 0.1 54 -58 -1.3 55 -35 08 65 -25 1.6 98
3.0 -3.8 -0.2 37 37 03 29 -23 1.2 45 -1.7 3.0 95
2.0 -21 -0.2 27 -24 -0.2 28 -08 14 36 -01 3.5 78
1.0 -20 01 18 -25 -00 16 -03 1.5 39 09 44 66
0.0 -14 02 19 -15 01 12 00 17 31 13 3.8 56
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Appendix D. Action Space Granularity

The size and granularity of the action space (i.e., control parameters)
affect the results, since a larger action space cannot be explored as efficiently
by a Monte Carlo tree search algorithm. In this paper, we use an action grid
spacing of [0.5, 5.0] (i.e, consider flotation times with step size 0.5 minutes and
air flow rates with step size 5.0 L /hr) for all results, since it best reflects the
most fine-grained control settings that are still realistic. Additional testing in
Table shows that for larger action spaces (i.e., smaller step sizes), more
model uncertainty is necessary for the POMDP approach to perform better
than MPC.

Table D.4: Reward of POMDP approach relative to MPC (in A$M/yr) when varying
action space granularity at different levels of grade and recovery error variance.

Action Space Grade and Recovery Log Variance
Step Size -3.0 -2.0 -1.0 0.0
[0.1,1.0] -9 +94
[0.25,2.5] 14 4 +21 +127
[0.5,5.0] -5 +9 +78
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