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A Jacobi algorithm for distributed model predictive control of
dynamically coupled systems

Dang Doan, Tamas Keviczky, lon Necoara and Moritz Diehl

Abstract— In this paper we introduce an iterative Jacobi Approaches to distributed MPC design differ from each
algorithm for solving distributed model predictive control  other in the problem setup. In [3], Camponogeral. studied
(DMPC) problems, with linear coupled dynamics and convex  giapijity of coordination-based distributed MPC with sete

coupled constraints. The algorithm guarantees stability ad . . "
persistent feasibility, and we provide a localized procedte for information exchange conditions. In [4], Dunbar and Murray

constructing an initial feasible solution by constraint tightening.  Proposed a distributed MPC scheme for problems with
Moreover, we show that the solution of the iterative process coupled cost function, utilizing predicted trajectorigstioe
converges to the centralized MPC solution. The proposed neighbors in each subsystem’s optimization. Kevicekgl.
iterative approach involves solving local optimization poblems proposed a distributed MPC scheme with a sufficient stgbilit
consisting of only few subsystems, depending on the choice . . . .

of the designer and the sparsity of dynamical and constraint test for dynamllcallly decoupled systems 'r.‘ [71, 'n_Wh'Ch each
Coup”ngsl The gain in the overall Computationa| load com- Subsystem Optlmlzes a|SO over the behaV|0rS Of Its nEIgthI’
pared to the centralized problem is balanced by the increagsk Richards and How in [10] proposed a robust distributed
communication requirements. This makes our approach more MPC method for networks with coupled constraints, based
applicable to situations where the number of subsystems is o, constraint tightening and a serial solution approach.
large, the coupling is sparse, and local communication is A distributed MPC scheme for dynamically coupled sys-

relatively fast and cheap. A numerical example illustratesthe . .
effects of the local problem size, and the number of iteratins ~ 1€MS calledfeasible-cooperation MPC (FC-MPC) was pro-

on convergence to the centralized solution. posed by Venkatt al. in [11], [12], based on a parallel
synchronous approach for cooperative optimization. This
. INTRODUCTION scheme works only for input-coupled linear time-invariant

;LTI) subsystem dynamics without state constraints, and is

not applicable to problems with constraints between subsys

advanced control technology implemented in industry due to . . .
. o : ) ems. In this paper, we propose an extension of this scheme
its ability to handle complex systems with hard input an . :

in several ways in order to solve these issues.

state constraints [5] [S]’ [9]- Thg essence of MPC IS 0 The distributed MPC algorithm described in this paper
determine a control profile that optimizes a cost criterivaro . : ) )
is able to handle LTI dynamics with general dynamical

a prediction window and then to apply this control profile . .
: : ouplings, and the presence of convex coupled constraints.
until new process measurements become available. Then L i
ach local controller optimizes not only for itself, butals

whole procedure is repeated and feedback_is _incqrporated of its neighbors in order to gain better overall performanc
using the measurements to update the optimization prOble@]obal feasibility and stability are achieved, whilst thie a

for the next step. gorithm can be implemented using local communications.

For the co_ntrol problgm of .Iarge-s.cale ne_tworl_<ed SYSThe proposed algorithm is based on an MPC framework
tems, centralized MPC is considered impractical, Inﬂeﬁ('blwith zero terminal point constraint for increased claribyda

ang unswta:b:g dule to |ntfor|_”|r_1re]1t|on t()axcrlange.ret?]uwerrlen% plicity. We highlight an open research question thatisee
and computational aspects. The subsystems in theé ne Wci e addressed for a full treatment of the terminal costdase

may belong to different authorities that prevent sending ersion of this MPC framework, which would allow reduced

necessary information to one processing center. Moreov%[jnservativeness. While other distributed MPC methods typ

the optimization problem yielded by centralized MPC can

b velv | ¢ i tati | q tically assume an initial feasible solution to be availake,
€ excessively 1arge lor real-ime computation. In order corporate a decentralized method to determine an initial
deal with these limitations, distributed MPC is propose

~feasible solution.
for control of such large-scale systems, by decomposing The problem formulation is described in Sectloh II, fol-

the overa_lll _system into small subsystems_. The Sl_JbSySterI%ved by two variations of the algorithm in Sectinl Ill.
employ distinct MPC controllers, use local informationrfro

iahbori bsvst d collaborate t hi b Lt is shown that an algorithm using local communication
neighboring subsystems, and coflaborate to achieve dyoba xists and it is equivalent to one that is based on global
attractive solutions.

communication. In Sectioh IV we analyze the feasibility,
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Model predictive control (MPC) is the most successfu
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Il. PROBLEM DESCRIPTION
A. Coupled subsystem model

Consider a plant consisting dff subsystems. Each sub-
system’s dynamics is assumed to be influenced directly by
only a small number of other subsystems. Let each subsystem
be represented by a discrete-time, linear time-invariaydeh
of the form:

M ) )
wio = Y (Ayal + Bijui), 1)
j=1
wherez! € R™ andui € R™: are the states and control
inputs of thei-th subsystem at time respectively.

Remark 2-_1 This is avery general model class fOI_’ describrig. 1. An interaction map showing the constraints (dottietts) and
ing dynamical coupling between subsystems and includes @samical couplings (arrows) between subsystems. In #ample, N4 =
a special case the combination decentralized models and {4125}

interaction models in [11].

We define theneighborhood of 4, denoted byN", as The full (centralized) plant model is thus represented as:
the set of indices of subsystems that have either direct
dynamical or convex constraint coupling with subsystem Try1 = Azy + Buy, ®3)

In Figure[l, we demonstrate this with anteraction map  pemark 2.3 The centralized model defined in[3 is more
where each node stands for one subsystem, the dotted |"H<§neral than the so-callecomposite model employed in
show constraint couplings and the solid arrows represeﬂtl] In our approach, theentralized model can represent

. . . 4 . 1
dynamical couplings. The neighborhodd" of subsystem 1, couplings in states and inputs. In [11], the authors
4 is the set of{4,1,2,5}. We will refer to vectors and sets use an input-coupledomposite model, which requires the

related to nodes iv* with a superscript-i. The collection subsystems’ states to be decoupled, allowing only coupling
of all other nodes that are not includedAff will be referred in inputs

to with a superscript.
D. Centralized MPC problem

The centralized MPC problem is formulated based on a
pical quadratic MPC framework [8] with prediction horizo
and the following quadratic cost function at time step

B. Convex coupled constraints

Each subsystermis assumed to have local convex coupled
constraints involving only a small number of the others. Y
we fix the control inputs and the corresponding states of thzg'
nodes outsideV?, the state and input constraints involving N-1
the nodes in\" can be defined in the following way: Vi= > a1  Qurs + ugy Rugy (4)

gft e Xtil), Wi eutiwl), Yi=1,...,M (2) =0 _ _

o o wherex;, ; denotes the centralized state vector at timek
where X**(z}) and U**(u;) are closed and convex setsobtained by starting from the state ; = =; and applying
parameterized by the states and control inputs of nodeés system [(B) the input sequene® ..., ux_14. Q =
outside . diag (Q1, -+ ,Qm), R=diag (R1,---, Ry ) with diag (.)

Remark 2.2 Note that the constraints involving nodes Offunctlon representing the block diagonal matrix. Matri¢gs

N%in general do not depend on every other state and inpﬂfe positive semidefinite anA; are positive definite.

. . — [T T 1T _ [, T T T
outside A%, only on the immediate neighbors @f?. The Letx, = [y, @y " U = [ug, -~ supy—y 4 ]7 The
notation in [2) is used for simplicity. centralized MPC problem is then defined as:

N-—1
C. Centralized model V' (&) = min > af Quiy + uf Rugy (5)
Let z = :vlT---xMTT and v = ulT---uMTT T ko

S.t. Th4+1,t = A.Ik_’t + B’Lkat, k= 07 ceey N — 1,

denote the aggregated states and inputs of the full plant,
ugt €U k=0,...,N—1,

with dimensionsRX:Z: i and RX:Z:1 ™ respectively. The

matrices A and B will denote the aggregated subsystem rpt € X, k=1,..,N -1,
dynamics matrices and are assumed to be stabilizable: xnt =0,
A .. Ay By ... Biu Tt = Tt,
A = . 7_B =

: : : ; where &/ and X are defined as., CE (4*?) and
Ayvn .. Auum Byio ... Bum ﬂ?ilcE(X“),respectively. The’'E (-) operator denotes



cylindrical extension to the set ®>iZim and RES ™, variables: control inputs of and its neighbors, denoted

respectively. In other words, ¥+ C R¢ thenCE (X*) =  together byu*?. Each DMPC problem will guarantee that
X+ x REZini—di | The vectorz, contains the measured all constraints of the centralized MPC problem are satisfied
states at time step The DMPC of subsystem can be recast into the following
Let u; = [(u,)7, - (uy_1,)"]" denote the optimal optimization problem:
_control_solu'uon of[(b) at time. Then, the first sample af} min V' (U, zo) ©)
is applied to the overall system: ut
. st uel,
Up = Ug ¢- (6) -
.. . . . OLU—Fﬁ(Io)GX,
The optimization[(b) is repeated at time- 1, based on the Fut ANz — 0
new statex;,;. In [6] it was shown that with prediction iu T - To =5,
horizon N long enough to allow a feasible solution to ut =u»*
the optimization problem, the closed-loop syst -6) i = . .
stablep P p systém [3)-6) whereu”* denotes thexssumed inputs of all non-neighbors
Before formulating the distributed MPC problems, Weo{ i For hnowdwet assurr.1te _tthat 'nngée. be%m?lng jof_each
eliminate the state variables in the centralized MPC form _ejp ,Teac ?o gT rTart];Tr;es elr?tziirsewnet\m;?lfunso d%rreucei;e
lation. In the following we will also assume= 0 without ()™ s (uy 1) ] '

loss of generality and drop subscripior simplicity. The set these vectors fronvj ¢ A" to form u®*.

" X . X . . . +‘ = .
of dynamics equations allows us to write the predicted state 'NOt€ thatu is the combination oti™ andu®. With each
as 1, We can construct two pairs of matrices?, o' and F*°,

F' so that:
X=au 7 o -
B 0 0 A L . . S
_ 42 By eliminating the input constraints which involves only

AB B R i i i i
o= . . . Blwo) = | @o. u’, the DMPC problem[{9) is equivalent to the following
: : w0 . in V(u, 11
AN-1B AN-2B .. B AN e Vi) D

st utt eyt

Using the above equations, we can eliminate state vari- o - -
am'u™ + a'u’ + B(mg) € X,

ables in the centralized MPC leading to the following prob-

lem: Friuti 4 Fiu' + ANz = 0,
min V' (u, zo) (8) ut=u""
=min u”(a’Qa+R)u+2(a’Qp) u+s7Q3 in which2/ti = T, Ut (u},). The optimal solution of{9),
. . (@) will be denoted byut**.
st uel, For implementation, we introduce the notion of thetep
au+ B(zg) € X, extended neighborhood for each subsyster denoted by\?,
Fu+ ANz =0, which contains all nodes that can be reached from nidde
~ ~ not more than- links. ;! is the union of subsystem indices
where = J[o_,u and X = J[[,_,X. F = inthe neighborhoods of all subsystemsAfi | :
[AN-1B AN-2B ... B] is the last block row ofa. The . .
matricesQ andR are block-diagonal, built from weighting Ny = U N, (12)
matrices) and R. ThereforeQ is positive semidefinite and JENT
is positive_ definite,_making the cost functidf{u, o) strictly  \;here Ni := Ni. We see that in order to solvé{11),
convex with any giverr. subsystem only needs information from other subsystems
E. Distributed MPC problem in N}, . the initial states and assumed inputs of subsystems

We will solve problem [(B) by dividing it into smaller, outside Ny, are redundant.

overlapping DMPC problems, with each DMPC assigne®emark 2.4 The MPC formulation using terminal point
to one subsystem but optimizing also over neighboringonstraint described above simplifies our exposition but it
subsystems at the same time. At each time step, by solvirgrather conservative. This could be alleviated by using a
DMPCs and combining the local solutions in an iterativelual-mode MPC formulation with a terminal cost function.
process, we will get an increasingly accurate approximatéowever, in order for this to be a truly distributed appraach
solution of the centralized MPC problem. the terminal cost function associated with the terminal-con
In the DMPC problem for subsyster the global cost trollers should have a sparse structure. This would allow
function is optimized with respect to a reduced set ofhe construction of a centralized Lyapunov function in a



local way, using only local information. In [11], the autBor input vectoruaf) from uaf)* and u®?. Transmit
try to bypass this obstacle by using additional restrictive u®l" to a central update location.

assumptions: they employ zero terminal controllers and re- end (for)

quire all subsystems and interaction models (coupled \8a th b. Merge local solutions according to the following
inputs only) to be stable. These assumptions can actually convex combination:

be more conservative than using a terminal point constraint N

preventing the application of the FC-MPC method in general U — Z)\i ueli (13)
dynamically coupled systems. Finding terminal contrgller ) P ()

that lead to a structured terminal cost is an open problem

and subject of our current research. ¢. Compute the progress and iterate:

p' = U@y = Up-1)
[1l. JACOBI-TYPE ALGORITHM
p+—p+1
In this section we present an iterative procedure to approx-  end (while)
imate the centralized MPC solution by repeatedly calowpti 2. Each subsystem implements the first input value in
and combining the solutions the local DMPC problems T
described in the previous section. We will show two versions @) _ _
of our approach, which are based on Jacobi distributed opti- Uy = U (- (14)
mization [2]. The proposed algorithms maintain feasipilit
of intermediate solutions and converge to the centralized
MPC solution asymptotically. The first version uses global
communication and can be considered as an extension of FC- ul = [U1,(p), "+ UN—1,(p)> 0]
MPC [11]. The second version relies on local communication

and represents the main contribution of the paper. We will XI t tht +BaMeasgre Tﬁw |n|_t|:;1I statesft, 90 tot stlepl. di
show that the two versions are equivalent to each other, gorithm requires the existence of a central coordi-

which leads to simplified analysis in Section] IV nator that communicates with all subsystems and performs
' the convex combination to find,). For implementation,

a control scheme without global communication is desired.

Next we introduce a variation of Algorithin 3.1 that only
For each time step we assume that a feasible inpuitis  needs local communication.

given for the entire system. (Sect'A discusses a nektho Let uf denote the feasible input sequence of Subsysjtem

of obtaining such a feasible initial control sequence in andu’'™* denote control sequence of subsystgeomputed

distributed way, given a known initial condition.) In ea¢ls  py Sugsystem when solving its DMPC probleni(11) at

of the proposed DMPC scheme, the subsystems coopergtgation p.

and perform a Jacobi algorithm, where each subsystema|gorithm 3.2 (Jacobi DMPC with local communicatiorfl):

iteratively solves the optimization problem {11) with re8® Given N, p,0 > 0, € > 0, and assuming each subsystem
to its local variables, and incorporates a convex comtnati knows a feasible input’-# for all subsystemg € N1

3. Shift the predicted input sequence one step to make a
feasible solution for the following MPC update:

A. Globally and locally communicating algorithms

of neighboring local solutions. 1.p <1, p' « large numberyi =1,..., M.
During every MPC sampling period, a distributed iterative while p > ¢ for somei andp < pias
loop is employed, and is indexed by At each iteratiorp, for eachi=1,...,M
u/ is updated. We will refer to vectors obtained in these , Subsystemi solves the local problem{lL1), using
iterations with subscriptp). ; {uWVj € N, ,\N'} as assumed inputs for sub-
‘FOFP =1, we initialize the iteration withu ) = u’. Let systems outsidé/ but insideNy . ;. The solution is
S|t L. )
u,, denote the control sequgnce_of the whole system stored  comprised Of{Uiz‘ffv j e N}
in the memory of subsystem at iterationp. For making  p  subsystem receives solutions for itself calculated by
convex combinations, each subsysteim assigned a weight its neighbor#ué'j)* j € NP}, then updates its solution
p)’ '

e (0,1), satisfyingzij\i1 AP = 1. The choice of weights

: ) o for iteratep according to:
is arbitrary and could depend on the specific problem, the

simplest choice will be equal weighis\' = L. Vi). We ) Lo . ,
proSose then the foIIowin;iterativegai(gorithn{\ff ) Uip) = Z X UZ(L'Z)* - Z N Uy (15)
Algorithm 3.1 (Jacobi DMPC with global communication): JEN? JENT
Given N, pimaz > 0, € > 0: c. Calculate the progress:
1. p+ 1ug) < u/,p'  large numbetyi = 1,..., M. o= lui il
while p? > ¢ for somei andp < pmaz (@ — “(r=1)
a. foreachi=1,...,M d. uf « uép), subsystemi transmits newu®/ to all
Construct newu” from u,_). subsystems oV, ;.

Solve problem[(B) to gelf;f)*. Construct a global  end (for)



p<ptl yields uz('p) as follows:

end (while) M
‘2. Each subsystem implements the first input value in Up) = Z/\i uaf)
ul .: i=1
(p) _ o o
Sy = D N U+ > NV Uy
i i JENT JEN?
Uy = Ug (p)- (16) < Co o
v = DoMUY N UG
JEN JENT
3. Shift the predicted input sequence by one step to make M
i i i : _ i (yili* i iy
a feasible solution for the following MPC update: = Z N (U(p) - U(p71)) 4 Z/V Uip—1)
JEN j=1
if 1,0 i s
u’ = |u Sr U 01, ¢1=1,..., M. R, ) _ )
e S IRUTTE Dypy ITRNRRTAN
JEN? JEN?
4.t + t+ 1. Measure new initial statesi, go to stepl. (18)

The major difference between Algorithrhs13.1 3.2 is Comparing[(1l7) and(18) we can see that the local update
at stepl.b: in Algorithm [3. the convex combination is of Algorithm [3.:2 and the global update of Algorithin B.1
performed on the global control input vector, while in Algo-yield the same result. This implies that Algoritim]3.2 does
rithm[3.2 each local controller performs convex combinatio exactly what Algorithni 3]1 does, except it only needs to use
using its local control input vectors, therefore removihg t regional information (each subsystemmeeds to communi-
need of a coordinator. In the sequel, we will show that theate with subsystems in the regigri, ;). If A/ > N and
two algorithms are equivalent, thus allowing us to impleterthe interaction map is relatively sparse, this region wil b
Algorithm[3:2 while using Algorithni=3]1 for analysis. much smaller than the whole network, thus DMPC problems
can be considered local optimization problems.

The equivalence of the two proposed DMPC algorithms
allows us to prove their feasibility, stability and optirtgl
aspects by analyzing the globally communicating algorjthm

The two crucial differences between AlgoritimI3.2 3.¥VhICh is more comprehenswg than the locally com_mumat-
Ing algorithm. In the next sections, we refer to Algorithnil 3.

are the communication requirement and the update meth(%Or analvsis
We already mentioned that the optimization problém (11) is ysIS.
equivalent to[(B), thus each subsystem only has to transmit |v. FEASIBILITY, STABILITY AND OPTIMALITY
its new results to the subsystems insilg, ;. This leads A. Constructing initial feasible solutions locally
to the local communications in Algorithin 3.2. Now we will *

show that the local update of AlgoritHmiB.2 is also equivilen Although in current literature it is typically assumed that
to the global update of Algorithii3.1. an initial centralized feasible solution exists and is ke,

in this section we give a simple but implementable way of
) PR X actually constructing it in a distributed way assuming that

a local input ve.ctorupfl IS given for eachi. Then each the global initial state is available in advance.

subsysteny € A" computess,” and sends these solutions  The injtial feasible prediction input/ at time ¢ = 0

to ¢, which forms the final update for itself;. Note that ¢an pe calculated locally by using an inner approximation

i € NV < jeN', sowe have of the global feasible set, which we will denote with

based on all the constraints appearing[ih (8) and the global

initial state, which is assumed to be available. Consider an

B. Equivalence of the two algorithms

Consider Algorithn{_32, at the beginning of iteratipn

uz(' )= Z Nulis 1= Z 2\ uz(' y inner-hyperbox (or hyperrectangular) approximat®of the
8 JEN ®) JEN ! feasible set(2, which then takes the form of a Cartesian
product:
=S Vol SN Uyl A7) B=B'x...xBM, Bcq. (19)
JEN? JEN?

This approximation essentially decomposes and decouples
the constraints among subsystems by performing constraint
Now consider Algorithni 3]1, at the beginning of iterationtightening. Each subsystemwill thus have to include3!
p, starting from the sameu’ _p as in Algorithm [3.2. in their local problem setup. Since the Cartesian product
The local problem of thg-th subsystem achieves solutionsof these local constraint sets are included in the globally
{uz‘pj)* | 7 € N} which are equal in both algorithms andfeasible set2, any combination of local solutions within
are transmitted to subsystemThen the global update,, B* will be globally feasible as well. Needless to say that



the local constraint sets that arise from this inner-hyperb  The two main components of the above inequality chain
approximation will be in general quite conservative, but aaire shown in the following two subsections.
the same time will allow the construction of a centralized Showing that ®(, 1) < @,

feasible solution IOca”y to initialize Algorlthl@ 1. The COStV(U xt) is a convex function ij' thus
Calculation of the inner-hyperbox approximation can be

performed a priori and the loc#’ constraints distributed to M _ _

each subsystem. A polynomial-time procedure to compute a V' <Z Mou fpﬁrl), m) < Z XV (U?i;l), xt) (21)

maximum volume inner box d? could follow the procedure i=1

described in [1]. Let us denote the dimension of the global

input vector withd = Zl‘fl m;. If we represent a box as Moreover, eachu?‘ﬁr is the optimizer ofi-th local problem
B(u, i) = {u € R? | u <u < a}, thenB(u*,u* +v*) is a starting fromu,), therefore we have:

maximum volume inner box of the full-dimensional polytope _

def!ned as) = {u € R? | Au < b}, where(u*,v*) is an v (uflfﬂ)’xt) =0 ) <Ppyi=1,....M (22)
optimal solution of

d Substituting [(2R) into[{21) leads to:
max Zln vj
®rA (20) | M
st. Au+ Atv <b. P(pt1) (Z Au +1),.I't> < Z A @y = Dy
=1

The matrixA* is the positive part ofd. Obtaining the local

component-wise constrainfs is then straightforward. For USing the above inequality, we can trace backte 1:
time steps other thah= 0, we construct a feasible solution

by performing stef8 of Algorithm [3:1. Vigr <00 S Pppn) S Q) < -0 < Py

B. Maintaining feasibility throughout the iterations Showing that & ;) < V; — 2T Qx; — ul Ruy

Observe that in stef.a, we getM feasible solutionsi; ‘ At stept + 1 and iterationp = 1, recall that the initial
for the centralized probleni](8). In stehb, we construct feasible solutionu/ of the centralized MPC is built by

the new control profileu,) as a convex combination of Algorithm[3.1 at the end of stepin the following way:
these solutions. Since problef (8) is a convex constrained

QP, any convex combination qusl‘f }M. also satisfies the ul = uy ) UN—1 ()5 O]

convex constraint set. Therefaug,) is a feasible solution of

optimization problems{8), andl(9) for all The DMPC of each subsysteimoptimizes the cost with
C. Stability analysis respect tout? starting fromu”, thereforevi = 1,..., M:

Showing stability of the closed-loop systefd (8)4(14) fol- sli
lows standard arguments for the most part [6], [9]. In the"’ (u(l)’ t) < V( 2
following, we describe only the most important part for N—
brevity, which considers the nonincreasing property of the < ‘1> ) = Z (SC;C (50) QTk, (1) +Uk (5 Bk, (pt))
value function. The proof in this section is closely related k=1
to the stability proof of the FC-MPC method in [12], the & <I> D(Ues,)) — xo,thiﬂo,(m) — 0,(ﬁt)Ru07(f7t)
main difference is due to the underlying MPC schemes: this o Pl < V, — 27 Qz, — u” Ruy.
method uses terminal point constraint MPC while FC-MPC = ! !
uses dual-mode MPC.

Let p; and p;41 stand for the last iteration number of
Algorithm [3.1 at stept and ¢ + 1, respectively. LetV; =
V(Ue,),r:) and Vi = V (U, ), z¢41) denote the cost

Moreover, due to the convexity 6f(u, ;) and the convex

combination update;, = >, X'u ?\11) we obtain

M
values associated with the final combined solution at step iyl i ( s)i )
. <
t and t + 1, respectively. At stept + 1, let (I)zp+1) = <Z)\ 1>’xt> Z)‘ v
V(usli , x;) denote the global cost associated with solution M M
(p+1) o i g0 i T T
of subsystem at iteratep + 1, and®(,,) = V (U, ;) the = &) < Z Ay < Z A [V — x; Qay — uy Ruy
cost corresponding to the combined solution at itefate i=1 i=1

The global cost function can be used as a Lyapunov func-< Oy <V — :zrtTQ:rt — utTRut
tion, and its nonincreasing property can be shown following
the chain: The above inequalities show that the value function de-
creases along closed-loop trajectories of the system. ste r
Vigg <+ <@ <Py < -e- -
= = S+ = ") = T - of the proof for stability follows standard arguments found
SOy < Vi — 2y Quy — uy Ruy for instance in [6], [11].



D. Optimality analysis As V (ugy ) and V( ’+1)) both converge toV (v),

Using the descent approach, we will show that the solutiot@king limit of (28), we conclude that’ (v) = V(s.,), for
of Algorithm[3 approaches the solution of the centralizedny v € (0, 1). This contradicts the strict convexity &f(-)
MPC in (8), agp — oco. We characterize the optimality of the in the subspace ofi!. The contradiction establishes that
proposed iterative procedure by using the following result uzL,H) uﬁ) converges to zero, leading to the convergence

Lemma 4.1 A limit point of {u,)} is guaranteed to exist. ¢ el tov.

Proof : The feasible set of {9) is compact. It is shown that V\/(e Jﬁgve’ by definition

every Uy, is feasible, therefore this sequence is bounded,

s|1 +1 1
thus converges. o . . _ O 1% (u(p,+1)) <V (u ,u(p,)) (29)
Lemma 4.2: Every limit point of {u.} is an optimal
solution of [8). Taking the limit asp’ tends to infinity, we obtain
Proof: We will make use of the strict convexity df(-) 110
and a technique, which is inspired by the proof of Gauss- v =V (u v ) (30)

Seidel distributed optimization algorithms in [2]. In our .\ ig optimizer ofV/(-) in the subspace af*!. If we further
context however, we address also the overlapping Var'ab|88n5|derv( ) in a subspace correspondingud, thenV/(v)

that are preslent in nge local optimization problems. is still a minimum. Thus, the necessary optimality conditio
Letv = (v,...,v") be a limit point of{u(,}, assume gives Vy V(W) (u! — V1) > 0,vu! € Q, whereQ, is the
{u } is a subsequence i, } that converges te. feasible set of[{9) with — 1.

In the following, we drop parameteg; in V(.) for
simplicity. Using the continuity o¥/(-) and the convergence
of {uy} to v, we see thal/ (u(,)) converges toV(v). Ve V) (U = vi) >0, (31)
This implies the entire sequendd” (u(p))} converges to
V(v). It now remains to show that minimizesV (-) over
the feasible set of{8).

Repeating the procedure, we obtain

for all u* such thatu’ is a feasible solution of{9).
By summing up the system of equations [inl(31) for

We first show thaujplil) gp) converges to zero. Recall - M, we get
that at iterationp, u’}, andu s, forms ug,), at iteration VoV ()" (u—v) >0, (32)
p+1, U(,, +1) andug s, forms Ua‘)lﬂ) Assume the contrary, for all u that is a feasible solution of](8).
or u(‘ 1) ~ does not converge to zero. There exists This shows thatv satisfies the optimality condition of
b problem [8). O

somee > 0 such thatHu(p I41) — U |l > € for all p'.

Let us fix somey € (0. 1) and define Using strict convexity ofV(+), it follows thatv is in fact

the global optimizer of Algorithnh 3]1.

1 s|1

Sy = YUy 1—yu,, ., 23

) = W + (1) (P'+1) (23) V. COMMUNICATIONS AND COMPUTATIONAL ASPECTS
this meanS% lies betweeru,) andu (r+1)» Only differs In this section, we discuss the communications and com-
from them in the values ofit. putational aspects of our approach and illustrate the éneed

Notice thats belongs to a compact set and therefor¢hat the designer has in choosing the appropriate trade-off
has a limit p0|nt denoted! . Sincey # 1 and Uy # and performance level in a certain application.
?\1H Vp/, we havesl, #v. Altho_ugh the _ovcrall comput_atlonal Io_ad_ls re_duced by
pUsmg convexity ofV(-), we obtain cmp_loylng the dlstnbu_ted.AIgorlthlEE.Z, |'Fs |tergt|ve 1]z
implies that communication between neighboring systems
1% (s%p,)) < max{V (Ug),V (uajﬂ))}. (24) increases in exchange. This trade-off is illustrated inldg&b
which compares the communication requirements of the
Be deflnltlon,uf‘ /1) Minimizes V' (-) over the subspace centralized and our distributed MPC approach. This overvie
of ut!l. So we have: suggests that our scheme is mostly applicable in situations

where local communication is relatively fast and cheap.
V(S‘1 )<V(s1 <V () (25)
(p'+1)) = (p') ) = (")
TABLE |
From Sectio IV-C, we have COMPARISON OF COMMUNICATIONS REQUIREMENTS
s\z .
< Uy =0,---,M 26
4 ( (» +1)) sV ( ® )) vi=0, ’ (26) Centralized MPC Distributed MPC
Communication Global Local
u AV ( S|1/ ) 27 Each subcystem _ (_)ther subsystems
@' +1) Z p'+1) (27) communicates | Central coordinator in (N + 1)-step
with extended neighborhood
Taking the limit of [Zdi) and[(27), we obtain Total number of .
ol messages sent 2x M Pmaz X 2% Y000 INE 4]
lim V (u(p’+1)) =V(v), ¥i=0,---,M (28) | in each time step

p'—o0



TABLE I

From some nonzero initial state, the system needs to be
COMPARISON OF OPTIMIZATION PROBLEMS

stabilized subject to the constraints:

_ ' Centralized MPC| Distributed MPC P — P <y i=2, . M — 1 (34)
Number of variables in ] 2
one optimization problem N x M N x |N?| . . . .
Number of optimizations Based on dynamical couplings and constraint couplings,
solved in one sampling period 1 Prmaz X M the neighborhood of each subsystem inside the chain is

defined to contain itself and its two closest neighbbis=
{i — 1,4,i+ 1},¢ = 2,..., M — 1, while for the two ends

1 _ M __ i
Table [l shows the difference in size of the optimiza-N = {1,2} and V"™ = {M, M —1}. We define the state

T VEWAVA i [ 7
tion problems solved by the distributed and the centralize:/?ecmrt_asg d_ lp U ] "tﬁnd thel_lnptl_t as’ = . Tr}[ed
method. SincgN?| < M, where M is the total number |5(t:rr]e Ifzeil ynamlctg Wi ) sampling tim&, is represente
of subsystems, the local optimization problems in DMP(IE)y € following matrices.

are much smaller than the centralized one. Note that during [0 0 , ‘
one sampling period, the local DMPC optimization problems Aij = 0 0 VjEN!
are solved at mosp,,... times. Nevertheless, DMPC is in m 0 0
general more computationally efficient than the centrdlize A;;_, = Tk 0 NVi=2,..., M
MPC, with a proper choice Qf,nqz. L Ssh2 Y

Choosing an appropriately high, .. value leads to better Agi = 1 Ts Ni=1,.. M
performance of the whole system. The trade-off is that the | Ts(kr —2k2) 1 —-Tfs
increase op,.... Will also lead to increased communications, A [0 0] Vi1 M1
and more local optimization problems will need to be solved ' — | Tsk2 0 |’ =
in one sampling time. o1

Another way to customize the algorithm is to expand Bij = 0 }VJ # i
the size of the neighborhood that each subsystem optimizes - 0
for. In the proposed Algorithmg_3.1._3.2, each subsystem B;; = T } WNVi=1,..., M

optimizes for its direct neighbors when solving the local -
optimization. We may have better performance when eachThe following parameters were used in the simulation
subsystem optimizes also for its 2, 3, k-step expandegiample:

neighbors. Although we do not provide a formal proof of this,

we will give an illustration in the following section throbg k1 =04, ky=03

a numerical example. The intuition behind this phenomenon fo=04, T,=005 m=1
is nevertheless clear: each subsystem will have more grecis M—40 N —20

predictions when it takes into account the behaviors of more o N

neighboring subsystems. Q; = { 180 8 } R =10

VI. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE ) ) o
Starting from the same feasible initial state, we apply

In this section, we illustrate the application of Algo-Algorithm B2 with p — 9 90 and 100. The results
. . . . maxr ) .
rithm [3.2 to a problem involving coupled oscillators. The, e -ompared to the solution obtained from the centralized
problem setup consists off oscillators that can move only \ipe apnroach. The results indicate that all states ofithe
along the vertical axis, and are coupled by springs thal, s stems are stabilized. Figlile 3 shows the evolution of
connect each oscillator with its two closest neighbors. Ao Jverall cost achieved by DMPC compared to the cost
](caxogenr?us \{ﬁrtlcal fﬁrce will _be Esed as the control INPW¢ the centralized approach. We can see that the difference
or each oscillator. The setup is shown in Figlire 2. is reduced by choosing a larger,.. value. Our analysis

Each oscillator is considered as one subsystem. Let te 5 antees in fact that the DMPC solution converges to the
superscripti denote the index of oscillators. The dynam'c%entralized one ag tends to infinity

equation of oscillatot is then defined as As mentioned above, another way to customize the pro-

ma’ = kip' — fyv' +ka(pi Tt —p' )+ ko (p' T —p')+ FY, (33) pose_d distrib_ut_e(_j MPC algori_thm is for each local problem to
o _ consider optimizing over the inputs of subsystems in a large
wherep’, v* anda’ denote the position, velocity and accel-neighborhood. Figurlel 4 illustrates the effect of optimigin
eration of oscillatot, respectively. The control force exertedeach subproblem over arstep extended neighborhood, with
at oscillatori is F* and the parameters are defined as r = {1,5, 10}. Fixing the number of maximum subiterations

kq: stiffness of vertical spring at each oscillator t0 pmaz = 2, We can observe a steady improvement in perfor-
ko: stiffness of springs that connect the oscillators mance until the increased neighborhood of each subsystem
m: mass of each oscillator covers essentially all other subsystems and end up with a

fs: friction coefficient of movements centralized problem.
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Fig. 2. Setup of coupled oscillators
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Fig. 3. Time evolution of the global cost value of the cerwed MPC in
comparison with the distributed MPC algorithm using ez = 2, Prmaz =
20 and pymaz = 100.
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Fig. 4. Time evolution of the global cost value of distribditdélPC
algorithms with different radius of neighborhood to be ppied by one
local controller.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

We presented a Jacobi algorithm for solving distributed
model predictive control problems, which is able to deal
with general linear coupled dynamics and convex coupled
constraints. We incorporated neighboring subsystem msodel
and constraints in the formulation of the local problems
for enhanced performance. Global feasibility and stahbilit
were achieved, and a local implementation of the algorithm
was given, which relies on information exchange from an
extended set of “nearby” neighboring subsystems. It was
shown that the distributed MPC solution converges to the
centralized one through a localized iterative procedureaA
priori approximation procedure was proposed, which allows
to construct an initial feasible solution locally by tighteg
constraints. We also discussed the trade-off between ceammu
nications and computational aspects, the effect of inangas
the maximum number of iterationg.{,,.) in one sampling
period and the potential improvements that can be gained by
incorporating several subsystems into a local optimiratio
We are currently working on an extension of the algorithm,
which allows the use of terminal costs in a dual-mode MPC
formulation.
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