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Abstract—Scaled model experiments are commonly used in
various engineering fields to reduce experimentation costs and
overcome constraints associated with full-scale systems. The
relevance of such experiments relies on dimensional analysis
and the principle of dynamic similarity. However, transferring
controllers to full-scale systems often requires additional tuning.
In this paper, we propose a method to enable a direct controller
transfer using dimensionless model predictive control, tuned au-
tomatically for closed-loop performance. With this reformulation,
the closed-loop behavior of an optimized controller transfers
directly to a new, dynamically similar system. Additionally,
the dimensionless formulation allows for the use of data from
systems of different scales during parameter optimization. We
demonstrate the method on a cartpole swing-up and a car racing
problem, applying either reinforcement learning or Bayesian
optimization for tuning the controller parameters. Software used
to obtain the results in this paper is publicly available at
https://github.com/josipkh/dimensionless-mpcrl

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the early days of control theory, there has been
a natural progression toward tackling increasingly complex
problems. As new control methods mature, interest in both
research and practice tends to shift toward, for example, larger
systems or systems with greater uncertainty. However, in some
cases, experimenting on the real system might be prohibitively
dangerous or expensive.

Scaled model experimentation is a well-established engi-
neering practice across many fields [1]. An underlying as-
sumption is that the full-size system and the scaled system
have a certain degree of similarity. This notion is formalized
using dimensional analysis and the Buckingham Π theorem
[2], which defines the conditions under which two systems
are dynamically similar. When dynamic similarity is ensured,
experiments done on a lab-scale system provide results anal-
ogous to full-scale testing, which can complement numeri-
cal simulations (especially with systems that are difficult to
model).

While scaled models offer additional experimental flexibil-
ity, finding the optimal controller for a given task might not be
straightforward, especially in more advanced control methods
such as model predictive control (MPC). To reduce the effect
of model inaccuracies or inherent system uncertainty, there is
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growing interest in combining classical control methods with
machine learning tools [3], [4], [5]. One promising framework
that combines the strengths of both fields is the integration of
MPC with reinforcement learning (RL) [6]. The performance-
driven nature of RL and the strong theoretical foundation
of MPC provide an appealing combination of safety and
closed-loop optimality, as demonstrated in recent literature [7],
[8], [9], [10]. A parallel approach, which has also received
attention recently, is to automatically adjust controller param-
eters for closed-loop performance using Bayesian optimization
(BO) [11], [12].

However, directly transferring controllers optimized for per-
formance between different systems, referred to as zero-shot
transfer, can be challenging and lacks theoretical guarantees
[13]. Without a formal notion of system similarity, there
is often a compromise between generalization capabilities
and closed-loop performance. Consequently, most practical
approaches rely on online fine-tuning to recover acceptable
performance [14]. Dimensional analysis provides a structured
framework for studying dimensionally similar systems and
enables the design of a single controller that is guaranteed to
be optimal for an entire range of (in theory, infinitely many)
similar systems.

In [15] and [16], the authors present a robust controller
design method based on dimensional analysis, applied to the
vehicle steering problem. The goal is to develop a controller
in a dimensionless space and enable its immediate transfer
to dynamically similar vehicles of different sizes. Similarly,
dynamic matching was used in [17] to accurately scale a full-
size vehicle to laboratory dimensions. Despite its potential
benefits, dimensional analysis appears to have received limited
attention in control system design. In parallel, leveraging
dimensional analysis for controller transfer has recently seen
renewed interest in the machine learning community. It was
used for system identification in [18], while [19] discusses
transferring existing policies between dynamically similar sys-
tems. Improving the generalization capability of a reinforce-
ment learning policy using dimensionless Markov decision
processes (MDPs) has recently been suggested in [20]. This
relates to contextual MDPs [21], where key system parameters
are incorporated alongside observations for determining the
optimal policy. However, a seamless transfer of the policy and
closed-loop performance between systems of different scales is
ensured only if the associated MDPs satisfy certain similarity
requirements.

In this paper, we first extend the concept of dimensionless
MDPs and introduce the notion of similar MDPs, formal-
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izing the conditions for a direct policy transfer. We then
present a method of nondimensionalizing a nonlinear MPC
scheme, which becomes invariant to the scale of the underlying
system. Finally, the dimensionless MPC scheme is used to
approximately solve a (theoretically infinite) range of similar
MDPs through their dimensionless formulation. We illustrate
the applicability of our approach with two examples, a cartpole
swing-up and a car racing task, using either RL or BO to tune
the MPC parameters for closed-loop performance.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Markov decision processes

MDPs are a modelling framework for discrete-time stochas-
tic decision processes [22]. An MDP is commonly defined by
a tuple:

M :=
(
S,A,P,L, γ

)
(1)

which contains a state space S ⊆ Rns defining the possible
states s, an action space A ⊆ Rna defining the possible actions
a, a transition kernel given by the conditional probability
density P(s+|s, a), a stage cost of each state-action pair
L(s, a) and a discount factor γ, representing the relative
reduction in costs incurred further in the future.

An MDP is approximately solved by finding an optimal
policy π∗

θ(s), parametrized by θ for practical tractability, which
minimizes the expected cost J across all states:

π∗
θ = argmin

θ
J(πθ) (2)

with the objective defined as:

J(πθ) = Es∼ρπθ

[ ∞∑
t=0

γtL(st, at)

∣∣∣∣∣ at ∼ πθ(·|st)

]
(3)

and ρπθ denoting the state distribution under policy πθ.

B. Solving MDPs using model predictive control

Finding the optimal policy for an MDP can be done in
several ways. In [7], the authors show that an MPC scheme
is a valid function approximator and can be used as a policy
candidate. A parametrized, discounted nonlinear MPC scheme
can be expressed as:

min
x, u

γNTθ(xN ) +

N−1∑
k=0

γkLθ(xk, uk) (4a)

s.t. x0 = st, (4b)
xk+1 = fd,θ(xk, uk) k = 0, . . . , N − 1, (4c)
hθ(xk, uk) ≤ 0 k = 0, . . . , N − 1, (4d)
hN,θ(xk) ≤ 0 (4e)

where x = {x0, x1, . . . , xN}, u = {u0, u1, . . . , uN−1}, N
denotes the number of steps in the prediction horizon, st is
the current state of the system, Lθ and Tθ represent the stage
and terminal cost, fd,θ denotes the discrete-time model of the
system dynamics and hθ, hN,θ contain the stage and terminal
constraints. State and input predictions are denoted as xk and
uk, while γ represents the discount factor. The solution of the

problem gives the optimal control sequence u∗, and its first
element becomes the MPC policy, πθ(st) = u∗

0.
Compared to the more common neural networks, using an

MPC scheme as a function approximator allows for a more
direct embedding of physical models and, in our case, system
similarities. In this paper, we will focus on using MPC as the
underlying policy πθ and RL or BO for policy optimization.
Both methods offer tradeoffs between global optimality and
scalability with the number of parameters θ [23].

C. Dimensional analysis

Similarities between systems of different scales are often
used by engineers to simplify models, reduce the cost of exper-
imentation, and facilitate the analysis of system characteristics.
Scale model experiments, often performed in fields such as
aerospace and naval engineering, rely on dimensional analysis
to ensure an appropriate match between the scaled and the
full-sized systems.

A central theorem in dimensional analysis was formulated
by E. Buckingham [2], and it states that any equation of the
form:

g(q1, q2, q3, . . . , qn) = 0 (5)

can be rearranged into the form:

g̃(Π1,Π2,Π3, . . . ,Πn−r) = 0 (6)

where Πi are scalar dimensionless terms formed from scalar
dimensional quantities qi. In practice, this transformation
(often called nondimensionalization) is typically carried out
as follows:

1) List all dimensional quantities qi and their corresponding
physical units (e.g., in the SI unit system).

2) Identify the r fundamental dimensions involved (e.g.,
mass, length, and time in mechanical systems).

3) From the set of qi, select r dimensionally independent
repeating variables that collectively include all the fun-
damental dimensions (e.g., a characteristic mass, length,
and time constant).

4) Form n− r dimensionless groups Πi by multiplying the
remaining dimensional variables with appropriate pow-
ers of the repeating variables, Πi = qi ·

∏n
j=n−r+1 q

αj

j .
5) Express the original equation in terms of the dimension-

less groups Πi.
Once they are formed, the dimensionless terms Πi can

provide insight into connections between variables qi and
their effect on the system dynamics. It is also possible for
two sets of dimensional quantities {qi}ni=1 to lead to the
same dimensionless terms, {Πi}n−r

i=1 . In that case, the systems
defined by the two dimensional sets are described by the
same dimensionless equation and are said to be dynamically
similar. Consequently, given a set of reference dimensional
parameters, one can find the corresponding parameters of a
dynamically similar system of different scale by matching
the dimensionless terms. For more details and applications of
dimensional analysis, we refer the reader to [24].



III. DIMENSIONLESS AND SIMILAR MDPS

As presented in [20], the idea of nondimensionalization
can be extended to MDPs. In this section, we elaborate the
procedure of obtaining dimensionless MDPs and introduce the
notion of similar MDPs.

A. Dimensionless MDPs

The transition kernel of an MDP, P(s+|s, a), can be ex-
pressed in a functional form with an explicit dependency on
a stochastic disturbance d and fixed system parameters p:

s+ = F (s, a, d; p) (7)

which can be written in the form (5) with q = {s+, s, a, d, p}.
By inspecting the physical units of s, a and d, we can
select a subset of p as the repeating variables for dimensional
analysis, as described in Section II-C. Then, the process of
nondimensionalization boils down to a linear transformation
of the variables:

s = Mss̃, a = Maã, d = Mdd̃ (8)

where s̃, ã, d̃ are dimensionless variables and Ms, Ma, Md

are diagonal, positive definite matrices containing only groups
of the repeating variables. Each group in these matrices forms
the scaling factor for the corresponding dimensional variable.
Using (8) in (7) and rearranging the expressions yields a
dimensionless transition model:

s̃+ = M−1
s · F (Mss̃,Maã,Mdd̃; p) (9a)

= F̃ (s̃, ã, d̃; p̃) (9b)

which can be written in the form (6) with Π = {s̃+, s̃, ã, d̃, p̃}.
Note that the dimensional parameters p still enter the ex-
pressions (9), but will now be lumped into dimensionless
terms p̃ (otherwise the expressions would not be dimensionally
consistent, see the examples in [24]). For details on applying
transformations to random variables, please see [25, Section
3.6.2]. In the particular case of a normally distributed distur-
bance, d ∼ N (µd,Σd), the transformed disturbance will be
distributed as d̃ ∼ N (M−1

d µd,M
−1
d Σd(M

−1
d )⊤.

Dimensionless states s̃ and actions ã belong to the dimen-
sionless state and action spaces:

S̃ = {s̃ ∈ Rns |s̃ = M−1
s s, s ∈ S} (10a)

Ã = {ã ∈ Rna |ã = M−1
a a, a ∈ A} (10b)

while the stage cost L can be transformed using (8):

L̃(s̃, ã) = m−1
L · L(Mss̃,Maã) (11)

where the scalar mL is formed from the repeating variables
and indicates the physical unit of the reward, similar to the
matrices in (8). The discount factor γ is already dimensionless,
so it does not change in the MDP reformulation. Finally,
a dimensionless version of a dimensional MDP (1) can be
defined as a tuple:

M̃ :=
(
S̃, Ã, P̃, L̃, γ

)
(12)

where P̃(s̃+|s̃, ã) is the probabilistic form of (9).

B. Similar MDPs

Analogously to the dynamically similar systems in Section
II-C, we can formalize the notion of similarity between MDPs:

Definition 1 (Similar MDPs). The dimensional MDPs defined
in the form (1) are said to be similar MDPs if they share the
same dimensionless form (12).

If a pair of MDPs is similar, solving one of them gives
the optimal policy for the other one (with the appropriate
state and action transformations). Similar to dynamic matching
in scale model design, when given a reference MDP in a
dimensional form, it is possible to define a similar dimensional
MDP by matching its dimensionless form. Additionally, when
considering MDPs related to similar continuous-time systems
of different scales, achieving exact similarity might require
a modification of the sampling time used to obtain the state
transitions.

IV. DIMENSIONLESS MPC

In this section, we present the process of nondimensional-
izing an MPC problem (4), where we omit the subscript θ for
simplicity. We show that in such a formulation, the problem
(and its solution) are invariant to the system scale and can
be used as an optimal policy candidate for the dimensionless
MDP (12).

A. Dimensionless prediction model

Continuous-time systems under consideration in engineer-
ing applications are often described by deterministic models
in the form of ordinary differential equations (ODEs):

dx

dt
= f(x, u; p) (13)

containing physical quantities as states x, inputs u, time t
and parameters p. Similar to (8), we can introduce a linear
transformation of the variables:

x = Mxx̃, u = Muũ, t = mtt̃ (14)

where Mx, Mu, and mt are again formed using dimensional
analysis and the chosen repeating variables.

Using (14) in (13) and rearranging the terms leads to the
system dynamics expressed in a dimensionless form:

dx̃

dt̃
= f̃(x̃, ũ; p̃) (15)

with the new, dimensionless variables as states, inputs, and
time. If two systems are dynamically similar (i.e., have the
same Π-groups), their physical models (13) will be different,
but the dimensionless ones (15) identical. For more details
and examples of nondimensionalizing ODEs, please see [26].
Discretizing (15) with the dimensionless sampling time:

∆t̃ = m−1
t ∆t (16)

with ∆t denoting the chosen sampling time of the controller,
gives a dimensionless discrete-time model of the system
dynamics:

x̃k+1 = f̃d(x̃k, ũk; p̃) (17)



which can be used to obtain the state predictions in the MPC
scheme.

B. Dimensionless cost and constraints

The MPC cost and constraints can be expressed in relative
terms by applying (14) to the original cost (4a):

L̃(x̃, ũ) = m−1
L · L(Mxx̃,Muũ) (18a)

T̃ (x̃) = m−1
T · T (Mxx̃) (18b)

and constraints (4d):

h̃(x̃, ũ) = M−1
h · h(Mxx̃,Muũ) (19)

The additional terms mL, mT are scalars and Mh is a diagonal
matrix defining the physical units of the cost and constraints,
similar to those used for transformations in (14) and (11).
Note that mL = mT = 1 in typical tracking costs, since the
nondimensionalization is implied in the cost weights1. Finally,
the dimensionless MPC formulation requires a dimensionless
current state estimate, obtained from the physical state estimate
as:

s̃t = M−1
x st (20)

The optimal dimensional control input can then be obtained
as:

u∗
0 = Muũ

∗
0 (21)

where ũ∗
0 denotes the optimal dimensionless control input, i.e.,

the first element in the solution of the dimensionless MPC
problem.

As with similar MDPs, a pair of dimensional MPC problems
with matching dimensionless forms shares the same (dimen-
sionless) optimal solution. Consequently, finding satisfactory
controller parameters for one system (either manually or
through a policy optimization method such as RL or BO)
yields the corresponding parameters for the second system,
with a direct transfer of closed-loop performance.

C. Importance of dynamic similarity

Exact dynamic similarity between systems of different
scales can be difficult to achieve in practice, due to unmodeled
dynamics or scale-dependent effects. However, the effect of the
parametric mismatch depends on the specific dimensionless
group and can be estimated using sensitivity analysis. Dimen-
sional analysis also offers a measure of similarity between
systems (e.g., distance in the Π-group space), which can be
used to estimate the applicability of an existing controller to a
new system. Finally, the properties of classic model predictive
control naturally extend to the dimensionless formulation,
where a minor parametric uncertainty might have a negligible
effect on the closed-loop performance.

1For example, an MPC cost L(x, u) = q1 · (x1 − x1,ref)
2 + q2 · (x2 −

x2,ref)
2 with unspecified units of qi is only meaningful if the units of x1 and

x2 are compatible. In the general case, dimensional consistency is ensured
by defining qi = q̃i/m

2
i where mi carries the physical units of xi and

q̃i is dimensionless. With this reformulation, L(x, u) will be dimensionless,
regardless of the units of x and u.

l

mp

mc

θ

F ξ

Fig. 1: The cartpole system from [27].

V. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we present the results obtained by au-
tomatically tuning the parameters of a dimensionless MPC
controller using a policy optimization method. The systems
under consideration are deterministic and nonlinear, while the
MPC controllers have partially parametrized cost functions.
Although the full MPC parametrization (4) offers additional
flexibility in parametric constraints and prediction model,
automatically tuning the cost parameters is one of the more
common use cases in practice. In both examples, the same
dynamics model was used for predictions in the MPC and for
the simulation. Also, we set γ = 1 in both examples due to
their episodic nature. Since some details of the experiments
have been omitted here for the sake of brevity, we refer to
the publicly available code (link provided in the abstract) for
additional information.

A. Pendulum on a cart

1) Problem description: As a first example, we consider
a modified version of the cartpole system presented in [27,
Section IV.B]. It represents a pendulum mounted on top of a
cart moving in one dimension, as shown in Fig. 1. The goal is
to swing the pendulum up and keep it upright by controlling
only the force that affects the lateral motion of the cart.

We define the four states as ξ (cart position), ϕ (pole angle)
and their derivatives, s = [ξ, ϕ, ξ̇, ϕ̇]⊤. The control input
(i.e., action) is the force, a = F , moving the cart sideways.
Also, there are five parameters: cart and pole masses mc and
mp, pole length l, friction coefficient µf and the gravitational
constant g. For a more detailed description of the system,
please see [27].

2) Dynamic matching: The fundamental dimensions ap-
pearing in the equations are mass, length and time (which
is common in mechanical systems). Using mc, l and g as
the repeating variables gives the dimensionless groups formed
from the remaining parameters:

Π1 =
mp

mc
, Π2 =

µf

mc

√
l

g
(22)

In order to identify dynamically similar systems, we use a
set of reference values for the five parameters and assume
that µf and g cannot be changed (which is often the case in



practice). Then, a system dynamically similar to the reference
one can be found by selecting a new pole length l and using
the equivalence of the dimensionless terms (22) for the two
systems to obtain new parameters mp and mc.

3) Dimensionless MDP: The transformation matrices in (8)
and (16) can be formed using the selected repeating variables:

Ms = diag(l, 1,
√

gl,
√
g/l), Ma = mcg, mt =

√
l/g

(23)
where d has been omitted since the system is deterministic. A
dimensionless transition model can be obtained by applying
(23) and the procedure described in Section IV-A to the
original cartpole model in the form of an ODE. In our example,
the MDP stage cost is defined as:

L(s, a) = −|π − |ϕ||
10π

(24)

which is dimensionless, leading to mL = 1. The sampling
time and the state and action spaces are scaled using (23) in
(16) and (10).

4) Dimensionless MPC: In the MPC formulation, we use
the same dimensionless discrete-time model as in the MDP,
with x = s and u = a. The original constraints on the cart
position and input force can be expressed in the form (4d):

h(x, u) =


ξ − ξmax

ξmin − ξ
F − Fmax

Fmin − F

 ≤ 0 (25)

The physical dimensions of the constraints suggest that Mh

in (19) should be defined as:

Mh = diag (l, l,mcg,mcg) (26)

When (19) is applied to (25), the dimensionless constraints
become:

h̃(x̃, ũ) =


ξ̃ − ξmax

l
ξmin

l − ξ̃

F̃ − Fmax

mcg
Fmin

mcg
− F̃

 ≤ 0 (27)

A similar procedure can be applied to normalize the terminal
constraints on the cart position, hN (x). Additionally, the
original MPC cost:

T (x) = (xref − x)⊤Q(xref − x) (28a)

L(x, u) = T (x) + u⊤Ru (28b)

is transformed by applying (18):

T̃ (x̃) = (x̃ref − x̃)⊤Q̃(x̃ref − x̃) (29a)

L̃(x̃, ũ) = T̃ (x̃) + ũ⊤R̃ũ (29b)

with Mx = Ms, Mu = Ma, Q̃ = M⊤
x QMx and R̃ =

M⊤
u RMu. Note that the original cost does not carry units,

which implies that mL = mT = 1. The sampling time is
again scaled using (16).

5) Experiment setup and results: For the experiment
setup, we use the cartpole example from the open-
source library Learning for predictive control
(leap-c) [28], which is built on top of CasADi [29] and
acados [30]. The MPC controller in the example has a
relatively short horizon (N = 5), which is not sufficient to
successfully swing the pendulum up. In order to circumvent
this issue, a hierarchical control structure (see Fig.3 in [6]) is
used. In this formulation, a neural network is prepended to the
MPC controller and sets the pole angle reference (ϕref ) based
on the current state of the system, providing additional flexibil-
ity through a state-dependent parametrization. The reference
for the remaining states is set to zero and a bounded random
perturbation is added to the output of the network, in order
to encourage exploration. Since the only nonzero reference is
an angle (already dimensionless), no transformation of xref

is required. To adjust the neural network weights, we apply
the soft actor-critic (SAC) method [31]. A more detailed
exposition of the method is currently under preparation.

To test the robustness of parameter optimization against
changes in the MDP, we change the scale of the system after a
fixed number of samples. We switch from the original system
(l = 0.8 m) to either a smaller (l = 0.1 m) or a larger
(l = 5.0 m) dynamically similar one. The results obtained with
the dimensional and the dimensionless controller formulation
are shown in Fig. 2. The dimensionless formulation enables a
continuation of score improvement using data from different
systems, as well as a direct transfer of the optimal parameters
to new, similar ones (not shown in the figure). On the other
hand, the performance of the dimensional controller is practi-
cally reset after the change. Even when trained to convergence
(not shown here), it fails to perform the swing-up as soon
as the scale of the system is changed slightly. Note that the
difference in performance directly after the switch, exhibited
with both controllers, should be attributed to the stochasticity
of the policy.

B. Race car

1) Problem description: As a second example, we consider
the car racing problem presented in [32], with the goal of
minimizing lap time on a known track. In order to facilitate
real-time optimization, the authors reformulate the time mini-
mization problem as a progress maximization problem. In this
paper, we consider the case without additional obstacles on
the track. Also, we start the simulation from a standstill.

The car’s pose is projected on the track centerline and
described by four states: progress along the centerline, here
denoted as σ, lateral distance to the centerline n, heading
error w.r.t. the road curvature α and the car’s speed v. Control
inputs are the duty cycle of the motor’s PWM signal D and
the steering angle δ. Additionally, there are 8 parameters
describing the chassis (m,l,lr) and traction force generation
(cm1,cm2,cr0,cr2,cr3). Please see [32] for a full description of
the problem.

2) Dynamic matching: Through inspection of the variables
appearing in the model, we can see that the fundamental
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Fig. 2: The progress of validation score, showing the mean
and standard deviation of 5 independent runs. Note that the
score corresponds to the negative MDP cost (i.e., higher is
better). A value above ca. 18 indicates a successful swing-up
and balancing.

dimensions are again mass, length and time. For the repeating
variables, we choose the mass m and length of the car l,
with the additional parameter cr3 (chosen arbitrarily). By using
dimensional analysis, we can obtain the Π-groups:

Π1 =
lr
l
, Π2 =

cm1c
2
r3l

m
, Π3 =

cm2cr3l

m

Π4 =
cr0c

2
r3l

m
, Π5 =

cr2l

m

(30)

which can be used to identify a dynamically similar vehicle,
based on the chosen (new) repeating variables.

3) Dimensionless MDP: The transformation matrices in
this example become:

Ms = diag
(
l, l, 1,

1

cr3

)
, Ma = I2, mt = lcr3 (31)

with I2 denoting an identity matrix of size 2. The dimension-
less transition model is obtained in the same manner as in the
cartpole example. Since the aim is to minimize the total lap
time, the MDP stage cost can be defined as:

L(s, a) = ∆t (32)

leading to mL = mt. The sampling time and the state and
action spaces are again normalized using (31) in (16) and (10).

4) Dimensionless MPC: For the MPC formulation, which
is defined using control input rates ∆u instead of the absolute
values u (see [32] for a detailed explanation), the transforma-
tion matrices are slightly modified:

M∆u
x = diag

(
l, l, 1,

1

cr3
, 1, 1

)
, M∆u

u =
1

lcr3
· I2 (33)

The (tracking) MPC cost is scaled as in (29), while normal-
izing the constraints can be done similar as in the previous
example and is omitted here for the sake of brevity.
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Fig. 3: Results of 50 trials using the small-scale vehicle, with
a time limit of 10 seconds. The red line indicates the best lap
time obtained up to the specific trial.
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Fig. 4: Full-size vehicle trajectory using the parameters opti-
mized on a small-scale vehicle.

5) Experiment setup and results: To illustrate the dimen-
sionless approach with a different policy optimization method,
the cost weights on the first three states (σ, n and α) were
optimized using Gaussian process-based Bayesian optimiza-
tion through the open-source framework Optuna [33]. Unlike
the RL approach in the previous example, BO does not
require MPC sensitivity information, which can make it a more
appealing method for controller tuning. In this example, the
diagonal stage and terminal cost matrices were parametrized
independently. Additionally, we assume no access to data from
the full-sized system during the optimization.

Fig. 3 shows the parameter optimization progress using the
small vehicle, with l = 0.06 m and m = 0.043 kg. Using the
optimized parameters with a larger vehicle (l = 4 m, m =
1500 kg) and a scaled race track immediately results in the
trajectory shown in Fig. 4. Note the similarity with Fig. 1 in
[32], showing the time-optimal race line.

VI. CONCLUSION

The presented approach to solving similar MDPs using an
MPC-based policy in a dimensionless formulation effectively



condenses a given problem, leading to a solution which is
optimal for an entire class of similar problems (with the appro-
priate coordinate transformations). This formulation enables a
more direct transfer of controllers between systems of different
scales, while retaining the closed-loop properties. Also, the
approach enables continuous and seamless learning from data
generated by different systems, which can reduce the total
number of full-scale experiments required to complete a given
task.
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