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Abstract—Providing an execution time certificate is a pressing
requirement when deploying Model Predictive Control (MPC)
in real-time embedded systems such as microcontrollers. Real-
time MPC requires that its worst-case (maximum) execution
time must be theoretically guaranteed to be smaller than the
sampling time in closed-loop. This technical note considers input-
constrained MPC problems and exploits the structure of the
resulting box-constrained QPs. Then, we propose a cost-free and
data-independent initialization strategy, which enables us, for the
first time, to remove the initialization assumption of feasible full-
Newton interior-point algorithms. We prove that the number of
iterations of our proposed algorithm is only dimension-dependent
(data-independent), simple-calculated, and exact (not worst-case)
log(22)
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problem dimension and ¢ denotes the constant stopping tolerance.
These features enable our algorithm to trivially certify the
execution time of nonlinear MPC (via online linearized schemes)
or adaptive MPC problems. The execution-time-certified capa-
bility of our algorithm is theoretically and numerically validated
through an open-loop unstable AFTI-16 example.

with the value + 1, where n denotes the

Index Terms—Model predictive control, execution time certifi-
cate, interior-point method, cost-free initialization strategy.

I. INTRODUCTION

Model predictive control (MPC) generally requires solv-
ing an online quadratic programming (QP) problem at each
sampling time in a real-time closed-loop. Deploying real-time
MPC on embedded production platforms such as microcon-
trollers, has to meet a key requirement, called an execution
time certificate, which is that the execution time of the adopted
QP algorithm must be theoretically guaranteed to be less than
the given sampling time.

This execution time certificate has garnered increasing at-
tention within recent years and is still an active research area
[L]-[9]. All these works are based on the assumption that
the adopted computation platform performs a fixed number
of floating-point operations ([flops]) in constant time,

total [flops] required by the algorithm
average [flops] processed per second

execution time = [s].
where one flop is defined to be one multiplication, subtraction,
addition, or division of two floating-point numbers, then, the
execution time can be derived by analyzing the total worst-
case [flops] which is equivalent to analyzing the worst-case
number of iterations if each iteration takes invariant [flops].
This technical note also follows this assumption to certify
the execution time of input-constrained MPC problems by
analyzing the number of iterations.
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Currently, most MPC algorithms obtain the average and
worst-case execution time by performing thousands of closed-
loop experiments and then statistically analyzing all execution
times. This approach is heuristic and lacks a theoretical
certificate. More importantly, this heuristic approach cannot
build an explicit and exact relationship between the execution
time and the MPC settings such as the length of prediction
horizons. Consequently, choosing the appropriate sampling
time and embedded processor type for a given MPC setting
relies on heavy calibration work [10].

Furthermore, most existing works [L1]-[15] use the sta-
tistical average execution time to claim that their proposed
algorithm is fast, but in fact, the worst-case execution time
matters a lot more than average execution time. This is not
only because the certified worst-case execution time (not the
average execution time), is used to choose the sampling time,
but also because only when the worst-case execution time (not
the average execution time) is small, MPC can be applied to
fast dynamic systems.

In MPC applications, online optimization problems have
time-changing problem data (but the problem dimension is
time-invariant) in closed-loop as the feedback state, the set-
point reference signal, or even the model, are all time-
changing (such as in online linearized nonlinear MPC and
adaptive MPC). Simply put, the number of iterations depends
on the convergence speed of an optimization algorithm and
the distance between the initial point and the optimal point,
both of which are dependent on the data of optimization
problems. Therefore, time-changing problem data poses a big
challenge in obtaining the execution time certificate of real-
time MPC. This paper aims to develop an optimization algo-
rithm that has only dimension-dependent (data-independent),
simple-calculated, and exact number of iterations, then en-
abling the certification of the execution time of linear MPC,
nonlinear MPC (via online linearized scheme), and adaptive
MPC problems.

A. Related work

In [1], the input-constrained linear MPC problem, resulting
in a box-constrained QP (Box-QP) problem, is considered
and solved by Nesterov’s fast gradient method. They derived
a conservative iteration complexity bound which is not only
very computationally complicated but also dependent on the
problem data. In [2], [3]], the general linear MPC problem with
input and state constraints is considered and then transformed
into the dual problems, which are solved by the accelerated
gradient projection methods. And their worst-case iteration
complexity is also dependent on the problem data like the Hes-
sian matrix of the dual problem. Their data-dependent iteration
complexity result cannot guarantee the time-invariant number
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of iterations in online linearization-based MPC problems, such
as Real-Time Iteration (RTI ) based nonlinear MPC [16]).

In addition to the above first-order method, another pop-
ular class of optimization methods is the active-set method.
Although active-set methods often run fast in small/medium-
scale problems but could have an exponential number of
iterations in the worst-case [[17]. In [4]-[8], they use active-set
methods to solve general linear MPC problems and provide the
certification procedure of the worst-case number of iterations.
However, their certification procedure relies on the computa-
tionally complicated and expensive (thus offline) worst-case
partial enumeration technique. This also happens in the work
[9] which only considers input-constrained MPC problems.
The authors in [9]] proposed an N-step algorithm (the worst-
case iteration complexity is the problem dimension V) if the
modified N-step vector is given. However, the modified N-step
vector is found by solving a linear programming problem.

To summarize, all current execution time certificate works
of MPC are either data-dependent (like the first-order methods
[L]—[3]), or rely on computationally complicated and expensive
techniques (like the active-set methods [4]—[9]]), making them
unsuitable for nonlinear MPC (via online linearized schemes)
and adaptive MPC problems. Therefore, to the best of the
authors’ knowledge, no works extend these algorithms [[L]-[9]
to certify the execution time of nonlinear MPC problems.

To address the applicability limits of the above first-order
and active-set methods, this paper turns to interior-point meth-
ods (IPM). IPMs have been exploited in MPC applications,
as seen in works such as [18], [19], which primarily focus
on how to improve the average computational efficiency in
practice, but lacks execution time certificate in theory. For
example, the Mehrotra predictor-corrector IPMs [20]) have
been the basis for most interior-point software such as [19]] due
to their practical fast convergence speed. However, Mehrotra
predictor-corrector IPMs are heuristic and may diverge on
some examples [21, see page 411], [22], without theoretical
global convergence proof.

IPMs are well-known for their theoretically certified poly-
nomial time complexity [23], but no work has adopted IPM to
certify the execution time of real-time MPC problems because
of the “irony of IPM”, a puzzling gap between practical and
theoretical computational efficiency [24]. In practice, heuris-
tic Mehrotra predictor-corrector IPMs often take less than
< 50 iterations (behaving O(log(n)) iteration complexity).
In theory, the best worst-case iteration complexity of IPMs is
O(y/n), where n denotes the problem dimension. Specifically,
according to whether the initial point is strictly feasible or not,
IPMs can be divided into infeasible IPMs and feasible IPMs,
and the best worst-case iteration complexity of infeasible IPMs
and feasible IPMs are certified O(n) and O(y/n) [23], [23],
respectively. Feasible IPMs are preferable to infeasible IPMs
in providing a faster execution time certificate for real-time
MPC problems.

However, feasible IPMs are rarely used in practical ap-
plications, let alone MPC applications because they have an
unrealistic assumption that the initial point is strictly feasible
and located in a narrow-centered neighborhood. For exam-
ple, existing works on feasible IPMs for general LPs [26],

convex QPs [27]], [28], and monotone linear complementarity
problems [29] all rely on this assumption. Removing this
assumption, namely finding this specified initial point for
feasible IPMs, requires solving another linear program (LP),
which not only significantly increases the computational cost,
but more importantly introduces another challenge: certifying
the execution time of the LP itself. Therefore, feasible IPMs
are never used to certify the execution time of real-time MPC.

B. Contribution

This technical note for the first time develops a tailored and
practical feasible IPM algorithm to certify the execution time
of input-constrained MPC problems, to enjoy the current best
theoretical O(y/n) iteration complexity. Our novel contribu-
tions are four-fold:

1) Removes the assumption of previous works that the
initial point is strictly feasible and located in a narrow
neighborhood of the central path. By only considering
input-constrained MPC problems, we then exploit the
structure of the resulting box-constrained QP (Box-QP)
and for the first time innovatively propose a cost-free and
data-independent initialization strategy.

2) Very simple to implement our proposed feasible IPM
algorithm, which adopts full-Newton step thus without
a line search procedure.

3) Only dimension-dependent (data-independent), simple-
calculated, and exact (not worst-case or maximum) num-
ber of iterations,

log(%)
~2log( 5220
is achieved by our proposed algorithm, where n denotes
the problem dimension of Box-QP and e denotes the
constant specifying the stopping accuracy (e.g., 1x107%).
Thanks to being only dimension-dependent and having ex-
act computational complexity, our optimization algorithm
is direct, in the same manner as direct methods for solving
linear equations Az = b (Cholesky decomposition or
QR decomposition) which also have only dimension-
dependent (data-independent) and exact computational
complexity. To the best of the author’s knowledge, a
direct optimization algorithm is reported for the first time.
4) A simple-calculated execution-time certificate is provided
by our proposed algorithm.

+1,

C. Notation

R™ denotes the space of n-dimensional real vectors, R
is the set of all positive vectors of R™, and N, is the
set of positive integers. For a vector z € R”, ||z]| =
VETZ+ ot 2 2l = X0 el [2le = max; [z,
diag(z) : R™ — R™*™ maps a vector z to its corresponding
diagonal matrix, and 22 = (2%, 22,---,22)". Given two

vectors z,y € R%,, their Hadamard product is zy =
T ay —
(21515 2292,y znyn) s (2) = (B4, 2,.0,22), V2 =

(VZ, V2o y/Zn) and 27t = (27, 257 oo 20 Y) T The




vector of all ones is denoted by e = (1,---,1)". [2] maps z
to the least integer greater than or equal to z. For z,y € R",
let col(z,y) =[zT,y"]".

II. INPUT-CONSTRAINED MPC

In a closed-loop input-constrained MPC setting, at each
sampling time ¢, a parametric Box-QP,

min 5y Qy +y7 ()
1(t) <y < u(t)

needs to be solved within each sampling interval where
y € R" denotes the optimization variables. The problem
data, including the symmetric positive definite Q(t) € R™"*",
the vector d(t) € R", and the lower and upper bounds
1(t),u(t) € R™ (bounded and I(t) < wu(t)), may be time-
varying.

We assume that the above Box-QP formulation guarantees
the stability of input-constrained MPC by choosing the positive
definite terminal penalty matrix and the horizon length appro-
priately, ensuring the fulfillment of sufficient stability criteria,
as discussed in [1].

Applying the coordinate transformation,

z = 2diag(u(t) — 1(t)) 'y — 2diag(u(t) — 1(t)) "' —e

(D
s.t.

results in an equivalent Box-QP with scaled box constraints,

Zz* =arg min %ZTHZ—‘,-ZT}L (2a)

st. —e<z<e (2b)

where H = diag(u(t) — 1(¢))Q(¢t) diag(u(t) — I(¢)) and h =
diag(u(t)—1(t))Q(t)(u(t)—1(t)+2d(t)). The optimal solution
y* of the original input-constrained MPC can be recovered
by

y" = g diag(u(t) —U(6)2" + 3 () +1(1)) 3
In the below sections, the scaled box-QP is used to derive
and analyze the proposed algorithm.

III. FEASIBLE FULL-NEWTON IPM

According to [30, Ch 5], the Karush—Kuhn—-Tucker (KKT)
condition of the scaled box-QP is the nonlinear equations,

Hz+h+~—-60=0, (4a)
z4+¢p—e=0, (4b)
z—1Y+e=0, (4c)

79 =0, (4d)
0y =0, (4e)
(7,0, ¢,7) > 0. (4f)

where v and 6 denote the Lagrangian variable of the lower
bound and upper bound, respectively, and ¢ and v denote
the slack variable of the lower bound and upper bound,
respectively.

Primal-dual IPMs use Newton’s method to determine the
search direction for solving these nonlinear equations. New-
ton’s method involves linearizing equation around the

current iterate and then solving a system of linear equations
that results from this process. The solution to these equa-
tions provides the search direction (Az, Ay, A8, A, Av). A
full-Newton step often violates the bound (v,6,¢,v) > 0
so the next iterate (z,7,6,¢,v%) + a(Az, Ay, A8, Ap, Av)
with a line search parameter o € (0,1] is used to ensure
not exceeding the bound. The straightforward application of
Newton’s method frequently results in small steps (o < 1)
before reaching the limit, which hinders significant progress
toward finding a solution.

A popular IPM is the path-following approach. This in-
volves introducing a positive parameter 7 to replace and
with the equations,

(5a)
(5b)

2
Yo =T"e,
Oy = T2e.
It has been shown that there exists one unique solution

(ZT?’YT70T7¢T7/¢)T) and the path T — (2777770T7¢T7w‘r>
is called the central path [23]. As 7 approaching 0,

(zryVry 07, @, 1) goes to a solution of (@). Simply put,
primal-dual path-following methods apply Newton’s method
to (@) and explicitly restrict the iterates to a neighborhood of
the central path, which is an arc of strictly feasible points.
The primal-dual feasible set F and strictly feasible set F° are
defined as

F={(27,0,¢,v)|@d—-HEd, (v,0,¢,¢) > 0},
]:0 = {(27’7797¢7¢)|@)_@)7 (’7797¢7¢) > O}

Thanks to the structure of the KKT condition (@), we are able
to propose a novel cost-free initialization strategy for feasi-
ble path-following IPM with application to input-constrained
MPC.

A. Strictly feasible initial point

To obtain the best result of theoretical worst-case complex-
ity, a good strictly feasible initial point is necessary.

Remark 1. For h = 0, the optimal solution of Problem [2l is
z* = 0. For h # 0, first scale the objective @2a) as
min 32 (s H)z + 2 (FEch)

which does not affect the optimal solution and the scalar \ €
(0,1). Denoting H = WH and h = Wh, we have that

|Alloc = 1. Then is replaced by
INHz+2X\h4+~v—0=0
the initialization strategy to solve Problem [2l is
20:0,70:1—)\ﬁ,90=1+/\l~1,¢0=e,w0:e. (6)

This set of values is in F°.

B. Algorithm description

To simplify the presentation, two vectors v = col(v, ) €
R2" and s = col(¢, 1) € R?" are introduced. equations (3a)
and (3B) are replaced by

vs =T°€



which is then replaced by
o(vs) = p(1%) @)

where the function ¢ : R} — RY, is differentiable on R} ,
such that p(w) > 0 and ¢'(w) > 0 for all w > 0.

Remark 2. The classical path-following method is recovered
Jor o(w) = w. Here we consider p(w) = \J/w, then ¢’ (w) =
1
2Vw’
Equation is then linearized as

50’ (v8) Av + vy’ (vs)As = p(1%e) — (vs). (8)

Suppose that (z,v,s) € F° and, according to Remark 2] a
direction (Az, Av,As) can thus be obtained by solving the
system of linear equations

2AHAz + QAv =0, (9a)
QTAz+ As =0, (9b)
\/7Av+\/>As—27'e— Vvs), (9c)
where = [I, € R"*2" By letting
Y Y
A~y = —Az+2<\/j7'e— ), (10a)
Y P P Y
Af 0 Az+2 o e—0 (10b)
= —— —Te — R
(4 (4
Ad = —Az (10¢)
AY = Az, (10d)

(@) can be reduced into a more compacted system of linear
equations,

(2)\ﬁ+ diag(%) + dlag(w)) Az

p Y
_2<\/;7'e— \/ZTG—F'}/—H).

The proposed feasible full-Newton path-following interior-
point algorithm is summarized on Algorithm [Il In the next
section, we prove that Algorithm 1] converges to the oTimal

log(2")

solution of Problem Pl in N/ = Tion(
“2log

m)—i-l

. . V2n+v2-1
1terations.

C. Convergence and worst-case analysis

For simplify the presentation, introduce

dy = \/EA’U, ds := \/zAs,
v s

for which d,d; = AvAs and d, d, = Av' As. Equations
and imply that

AvTAs = AvT(—QTAz) = (—QAV) Az = AZT(2AH)Az.
The positive definiteness  of INH implies  that

AZT(Z)\H)AZ > 0 for any vector Az, thus d]d, > 0.
Then introduce

p:=d,+ds, q:=d,—ds.

Algorithm 1 A direct optimization algorithm for input-
constrained MPC ()

if [|h]|oc = 0, return y* = 1 (u(t) +1(t));

otherwise,
_ 7o 2A _
Let A = \/T’ cache 2\H = Thi= H, h =

(2,7,0,¢,v) are initialized from (@), n =

1
1-n°

thloo
_ Vo1
V2n+v2-1

and given a stopping tolerance e, thus the required

and
T f—
2n)

log(
V2n

exact number of iterations N = + 1.
—2log( 75T ls—y)

for k=1,2,--- N do
.7+ (1—=n)1;
2. solve (II) for Az by using Cholesky decomposition;
3. calculate (Avy, Af, Ap, Avp) from (I0D;
4. 224+ Az, v 7+ Ay, 0+ 0+ AY, ¢ + ¢+ Ao,
VY + Ay
end
return y* = 1 diag(u(t) —

1)z + 3 (u(t) +1(t)).

Then (p* — ¢*)/4 = dyds and (||p||* — llg[|*)/4 = d; ds >0,

and
lall < lIpll- (12)
Now introduce (3 := /vs; then implies that
p=2(te — vs) =2(te — ). (13)
With the definition of the proximity measure
§(8,7) = el = g, (14)

next we prove that, for small enough proximity measure the
full-Newton step will not violate the bound (&f)). That is, the
full-Newton step is strictly feasible.

Lemma 1. Let £ := £(B8,7) < 1. Then the full-Newton step is
strictly feasible, that is, vy = v+Av > 0and sy = s+As >
0.

Proof. For each 0 < a < 1, let vy(a) = v + aAv and
s4(a) = s+ aAs. Then

vy (@)sy (@) = vs + a(vAs + sAv) + a? AvAs
=ws + af(d, + dy) + o*d,d,
= 5+ ap a5 - £)
— (1= )8 +a(8® + Ap) +0* (5 — £)

From (I3) we have 8+ § = 7¢, and 3% + Bp = 7% — %;
then

vi(a)sy(a) =

Thus, the inequality vy ()s4

2

2 2
(1-a)B?+a(rPe— B +a(& — 1)) (15)
() > 0 holds if
H(l - oz)% + a%
Using and (I4), if £ < 1, then
2| sa-a

<(1-
:{27 <72

’ <7'2.
oo

H(l —a)% +a




Hence, for any 0 < a < 1, we have vi(a)sy(a) > 0. As
a result, the linear functions of «, vy («) and s4(«), do not
change sign on the interval [0, 1]. For & = 0, we have v (0) =
v >0 and s (0) = s > 0 thus v(1) > 0 and s(1) > 0. This
completes the lemma. |

Next is to prove there exists an upper bound for the duality
gap after a full-Newton step.

Lemma 2. After a full-Newton step, let vy = v + Av and
S+ = s+ As, then the duality gap satisfies

v]sy < (2n)7?

Proof. Suppose £ < 1 so from Lemma [1l we obtain that v >
0 and s; > 0. Now substituting o = 1 into (I3) gives

— 52 — 2, _ ¢
’U+S+—ﬁ+—7_ e—z

so we have

’UISJF = eT('UJrSJr) = (2n)72 _ € (q2)
2

_ 2 _ ldll
=(2n)r" - 4

This completes the lemma. O

Thus, the duality gap will converge to the given stopping
criteria if (2n)72 converges to the given stopping criteria. In
the below lemma, we investigate how the proximity measure
&(B+,74) changes after a full-Newton step and an update of
T.

Lemma 3. Suppose that £ = £(8,7) < 1 and 71 = (1 —n)7
where 0 < n < 1. Then

_ n\/%
§r =&(B4,74) < 1+\/— +
Furthermore, if € < % and n = \/ﬁ/;\} T then &4 < \%
Proof. Let 74 = (1 —n)7, then
— _ [T+e = B+l
§r =E&(B4,74) = -
1-— —(1- -
_la-mre—(-mBs—ndll
(L—=mn)T
< e — B+l + n_ 1B+l
- T 1—-n 7
Equation (16)) implies that
18:1 5
T
and
2
min(ﬁi) = min (7% — %) =72 _ IIQ4Hoo
> 2 H¢14H2 >72_ Hlez
1-¢?)
which yields
min(8y) > 7v/1 - €2, (18)

Furthermore, from (I2), (I6), (I8) and the Cauchy—Schwarz
inequality,

e = B4l _ 17— B3| _ 1 llrPe— g2
T 7| Te+ B+ || T T min(re + By)
_LlPe-Bl __|re- g
TT4+min(By) T 72(1+ /1 - €2)
_ [l lall?
472(1 4+ /1 - &2) — 47'214—\/1—{2
[l _ ¢

SR

thus, based on (17)), we have

1+41-¢

£ nx/%
STivise

This proves the first part of the lemma. Now let =
V21 & f

& =&(Br Ty

1
NIRRT and if £ < 75 We deduce e S
Thus,
V2-1
2-+2 V2n+v2-1 1
& < + 2n = —.
2 1 V21 V2
V2n+v2-1
The proof of the lemma is complete. O

Lemma 4. The value of 5([3, T) before the first iteration is
0 _ ¢(R0 0_

denoted as £° = £(B°, (1—n)T ) Ifl-mr’ =1, x= \/W

then £9 < L and £(B,w) < == is always satisfied.

Proof. The equahty (1- 77)T = 1 implies that

50 _ ”(1_77)7—06_60H _ He_ﬁOH
(1 —mn)r°
n 2 2
= Z<1—\/1—Aﬁi>+<1—\/1+m)
i=1
= 2n+2n—2z\/1—Aﬁi+\/1+Aﬁi
i=1
Denote mi:\/l—)\ﬁi—l-\/l—l-/\ﬁi;then

m? =1— M + 14 M +24/1 — A2h2 = 2+ 24/1 — A2h?

Since [|h]joe = 1, m2 > 2 4+ 21— X2, that is, m; >

V24 2v1 — A2, Also implied is

dn -2 m; < \/4n— 2n\/2 +2¢/1 — A2
i=1
thus the inequality £° < \/Li holds if

4n —2n\/2 + 24/1 — N2 %

S 2- L <2421
= 2+2ﬂ>( — 1)
S oVI-a2>1- Ly L
S ON<T-(1- L 4 55)?

1

1
n ~ 16n? + 32n3

1
1024n?



For A\ = —=—; this inequality holds if

nLJrl < % ~ Ton® T 35 T 102477,47 Vn e Ny
S el Tt - 1024n3)>0 Vn € Ny
= n’fl > %nz 31 n—+ 1024, Vn € Ny
S 0> (g — Hn+ 1024)(71—1-1) Vn € Ny
s ot > 1—56713 + 3%71 — 18%4714— Tos10 v € Ny
S %—én3—%n2+1gﬁn 051 > 0, Vn e Ny
S 0220 - 9) + 1 (310 — 1) > 0, ¥n e Ny

Obviously, the last inequality holds, thus the first part of the
lemma is proved.

From Lemma[3if £ < % is satisfied then £(3,7) < % is
always satisfied through the iterations. The proof of the lemma
is complete. |

Remark 3. From Lemmald] the assumption of Lemmas [l and
Bl namely £(B8,7) < 1, is satisfied.

Lemma 5. Given v° = col(y°,0°) and s° = col(¢°, ) from
(6, they are strictly feasible. Let vy, sy be the kth iterates of
v, S, then the inequalities v,;rsk < € is satisfied for

2n(r°2)?2
. {L =) W |

2log(1 —n)
Proof. Let 71, be the kth iterate of 7, so 7, =
Applying Lemma 2] gives that

v 88 < 2nrf = 2n(1 — )2k (70)2.

19)

(1 —n)kr®

Hence v/ sj, < ¢ holds if
2n(1 —n)?* () < e.
Taking logarithms gives that
2k log(1 — 1) + log(2n(°
which holds if
ks [

The proof is complete. |

V21
V2n+v2-1

)?) < loge, (20)

log(22(0)
2log(1—mn) |

Theorem 1. Let ) = and 7° =

1 .
) T Algorithm [
requires at most

log(22)

_ Vo
2log( V2ntyv2-1 )

iterations, which gives that vis<e
_ Vo1 0o _ _1

Proof. By Lemmas 23] let n = Ty ad 0 = =
to satisfy (1 — n)7° = 1. Thus Algorithm [ requires at most
log(22) 2log(7?)

Nmax - =
" 2log(i- n)W
[ log(%)

+1

Niax = 3y

_ log(2) 1
—2log(—=2)
S Va1

iterations. The proof is complete. O

Unlike other methods whose iteration complexity analysis is
conservative (its actual number of iterations is smaller than the
maximum number of iterations, resulting in oversized control
computing estimates), the worst-case computation analysis of
our proposed Algorithm [1l is exact and deterministic.

D. Worst-case analysis is deterministic

The worst-case iteration complexity analysis is based on
the relationship between the duality gap v's and (2n)72,
as shown in (I6). In fact, the two are nearly equal to each
other in the proposed algorithm framework, which indicates
that the worst-case iteration analysis is deterministic with no
conservativeness.

Theorem 2.. Let n = \ﬁ‘/;\} - and 70 = ﬁ Algorithm [1]
exactly requires
log (22
o } +1 (22)
—2log( 5 57)

iterations, the resulting vectors have vls<e

Proof. Equations (I4) and (16)) and ¢ < f give that

0<

that is,
(1- ﬁ)2n7’,§ < v,;rsk < 2m’,§.

The larger the value of n, the tighter the bounds on v, sy.
The duality gap v, si, has nearly equal decreasing behavior
with 7; the number of iterations would be exact instead of
worst-case. To prove it, consider the (k — 1)th iteration,

1 2 T 2
(1= g5)2nm_y < wvp_ysk—1 < 20754,

If 2n7? < (1— ;=) 2n72_,, then the duality gap will reach
the convergence criterion no earlier than and no later than
2n7Z. That is, we need to prove that

(1_77)2§1—ﬁ7 vn:1727
Substituting 1 = % into the above, we need to prove
that
(v2-1)? 2(v2-1)

1 _
Vanve-17 T4 =0, V=12

which is equal to
—(4—=2vV2)y/nn —1) — (8v2 = 10)n(v/n — 1)
—(3-2v2)(n*? —1) — (19— 12v2)n%/2 <0

which obviously always holds forn =1,2,---.

V2n+v2-1

From (20), let n = \/_‘C \/1 - and 70 = ﬁ; the required
exact number of iterations is
log (22
&l E\/)T +1
—2log(774 )
The proof is complete. o



E. Execution-time certificate

Since our proposed Algorithm[Tis a full-Newton IPM algo-
rithm without a line search procedure, each step of Algorithm
[ involves a clear and countable number of floating-point
operations ([flops]). Our proposed Algorithm [1] has an exact
number of iterations which is only dimension-dependent (data-
independent), thus we can summarize the total [flops] required
by Algorithm [I] as follows.

Theorem 3. In Algorithm [ the initialization requires (n) +
(3)+ (1+n2) + (n)+ (5n) + (5) + (2) [flops], Step 1 requires
2 [flops], Step 2 requires (%n?’ + %nQ + %n) +2n2 4 11n
[flops], Step 3 requires 6n [flops], Step 4 requires 5n [flops].
Thus, Algorithm [l totally requires n® + Tn+ 11+ N (3n® +
%nz + 1%3n + 2) [flops].

Then, based on the assumption that the adopted computation
platform performs a fixed [flops] in constant time,

total [flops] required by the algorithm
average [flops] processed per second

execution time =

Thus, by Theorem 3, Algorithm 1 can provide an execution-
time certificate, which is only dimension-dependent (data-
independent) making it competent for the execution-time cer-
tification of time-varying MPC problems (with possible time-
varying costs or dynamics, such as RTI-based nonlinear MPC

[L6]).

IV. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

In this section, Algorithm [1 is implemented in MAT-
LAB2023a via a C-mex interface, and the closed-loop sim-
ulation is performed on a contemporary MacBook Pro with
2.7 GHz 4-core Intel Core i7 processors and 16GB RAM.
We test Algorithm [Il on an open-loop unstable AFTI-16
aircraft application. The aim is to validate whether the prac-

Tcal number of iterations is the same with the theoretical
log(22)

o + 1, and whether the certified execution-

| —2los( s o
time is smaller than the adopted sampling time. The open-loop

unstable linearized AFTI-16 aircraft model reported in [31] is

~0.0151 —60.5651 0 —32.174

.| —0.0001 -1.3411  0.9929 0

T =1 000018 43.2541 —0.86939 0 z
0 0 1 0
—2516 —13.136
~0.1680 —0.2514

1 —17.251 —1.5766 | ¥
0 0
o 1 0 o0
Y={o o o 1|7

We choose the sampling time as At = 0.05 s, then the model
is sampled using zero-order hold every At = 0.05 s. The input
constraints are |u;| < 25°,4 = 1,2. The control goal is to make
the pitch angle y- track a reference signal ro. The cost matrices
W, = diag([10,10]), W, = 0, and Wa, = diag([0.1, 0.1])
are used in the MPC design. We investigate our proposed
Algorithm [Tl among different prediction horizon settings, T' =
5,10, 15,20, which results in different problem dimensions
n = 10,20,30,40 as the dimension of control inputs is 2.
We adopt the stopping convergence criteria ¢ = 1075, By

Theorem [2] the derived theoretical number of iterations is
log(%2 +1, that is, [96, 139, 173, 202] for

—2log( 752420
different prediction horizon settings. By Theorem [3l before
closed-loop simulations, we can exactly calculate the total
[flops] of different prediction horizon settings, see Table [Il

In Table [l the derived execution time in theory that can
be regarded as an execution-time certificate, is assumed to
perform on 1 Gflop/s computing processor, and the execution
time in practice is obtained from a contemporary MacBook
Pro with 2.7 GHz 4-core Intel Core i7 processors and 16GB
RAM. Since 2.7 GHz 4-core Intel Core i7 processor cannot
put all its computing power for this calculation (occupied by
other PC’s tasks), its execution time is still faster than a 1
Gflop/s computing processor from Table [l The execution time
in theory (on 1 Gflop/s computing processor) among different
prediction horizon settings are all smaller than the sampling
time At = 50 ms, which are execution-time certificates.

TABLE I
THEORETICAL AND PRACTICAL COMPUTATION PERFORMANCE OF
DIFFERENT PREDICTION HORIZON (T = 5,10, 15, 20) SETTINGS

Problem Number of iterations Total Execution time (ms)
dimension  theory  practice [flops]x10%  theory*  practice
n =10 9 96 0.0777 0.0777  0.061

n =20 139 139 0.5721 0.5721  0.450

n =30 173 173 2.0628 2.0628  1.650

n =40 202 202 5.9287 5.9287 4.210

* The theoretical execution time is obtained by assuming running on 1
flop/s computing processor.

All closed-loop simulation results among different pre-
diction horizon settings share almost the same closed-loop
performance, as shown in Fig. [l The outputs y; and y» track
the reference well while the inputs u; and ug never go beyond
[—25,25].

10 T =
0 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
5 T T T T T T T T T
0
5 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
25 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
=)
25 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
25 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
Sy o -1
25 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ s f ‘ ‘ ‘
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
time
Fig. 1. Closed-loop performance of input-constrained MPC for AFTI-16

among different prediction horizons (7' = 5, 10, 15, 20).



V. CONCLUSION

This technical note presents a direct optimization algorithm
with only dimension-dependent (data-independent), simple-
calculated and exact

log(22)

Nen
—2log( 7505 )

number of iterations for certifying the execution time of input-
constrained linear MPC problems in real-time closed-loop. The
computation complexity of our direct optimization algorithm
is only dimension-dependent and simple-calculated features,
making it trivially certifying the execution time of nonlinear
MPC problems via Koopman operator or RTI scheme, see our
recent paper [32] and [33], respectively. This capability sets
our algorithm apart from previous algorithms. One may argue
that our algorithm is of very limited use since it targets input-
constrained MPC problems. To dispel this concern, our recent
paper [34] extends our algorithm to encompass general MPC
problems with input and state constraints.

Future endeavors will focus on speeding up our execution-
time-certified algorithm (with smaller certified execution-time)
and exploring practical applications in fast dynamical systems,
such as robotics and electronics.

+1

VI. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

This research was supported by the U.S. Food and Drug Ad-
ministration under the FDA BAA-22-00123 program, Award
Number 75F40122C00200.

REFERENCES

[11 S. Richter, C. N. Jones, and M. Morari, “Computational complexity
certification for real-time MPC with input constraints based on the fast
gradient method,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 57,
no. 6, pp. 1391-1403, 2011.

[2] P. Giselsson, “Execution time certification for gradient-based optimiza-
tion in model predictive control,” in 51st IEEE Conference on Decision
and Control, 2012, pp. 3165-3170.

[3] P. Patrinos and A. Bemporad, “An accelerated dual gradient-projection
algorithm for embedded linear model predictive control,” IEEE Trans-
actions on Automatic Control, vol. 59, no. 1, pp. 18-33, 2013.

[4] G. Cimini and A. Bemporad, “Exact complexity certification of active-
set methods for quadratic programming,” IEEE Transactions on Auto-
matic Control, vol. 62, no. 12, pp. 6094-6109, 2017.

[5] D. Amstrom and D. Axehill, “Exact complexity certification of a
standard primal active-set method for quadratic programming,” in Pro-
ceedings of the 58th IEEE Conference on Decision and Control, 2019,
pp. 43174324,

[6] G. Cimini and A. Bemporad, “Complexity and convergence certification
of a block principal pivoting method for box-constrained quadratic
programs,” Automatica, vol. 100, pp. 29-37, 2019.

[7]1 D. Arnstrom, A. Bemporad, and D. Axehill, “Complexity certification of
proximal-point methods for numerically stable quadratic programming,”
IEEE Control Systems Letters, vol. 5, no. 4, pp. 1381-1386, 2020.

[8] D. Armnstrom and D. Axehill, “A unifying complexity certification
framework for active-set methods for convex quadratic programming,”
IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 67, no. 6, pp. 2758-2770,
2021.

[9] 1. Okawa and K. Nonaka, “Linear complementarity model predictive

control with limited iterations for box-constrained problems,” Automat-

ica, vol. 125, p. 109429, 2021.

M. Forgione, D. Piga, and A. Bemporad, “Efficient calibration of

embedded MPC,” IFAC-PapersOnLine, vol. 53, no. 2, pp. 5189-5194,

2020.

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

(171

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]
[22]

(23]
[24]
[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

Y. Wang and S. Boyd, “Fast model predictive control using online opti-
mization,” IEEE Transactions on Control Systems Technology, vol. 18,
no. 2, pp. 267-278, 2009.

H. J. Ferreau, C. Kirches, A. Potschka, H. G. Bock, and M. Diehl,
“qpOASES: A parametric active-set algorithm for quadratic program-
ming,” Mathematical Programming Computation, vol. 6, pp. 327-363,
2014.

B. Stellato, G. Banjac, P. Goulart, A. Bemporad, and S. Boyd, “OSQP:
An operator splitting solver for quadratic programs,” Mathematical
Programming Computation, vol. 12, no. 4, pp. 637-672, 2020.

L. Wu and A. Bemporad, “A Simple and Fast Coordinate-Descent
Aaugmented-Lagrangian Solver for Model Predictive Control,” IEEE
Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 68, no. 11, pp. 6860-6866,
2023.

——, “A construction-free coordinate-descent augmented-Lagrangian
method for embedded linear MPC based on ARX models,” IFAC-
PapersOnlLine, vol. 56, no. 2, pp. 9423-9428, 2023.

S. Gros, M. Zanon, R. Quirynen, A. Bemporad, and M. Diehl, “From
linear to nonlinear MPC: bridging the gap via the real-time iteration,”
International Journal of Control, vol. 93, no. 1, pp. 62-80, 2020.

V. Klee and G. Minty, “How good is the simplex algorithm,” Inequalities,
vol. 3, no. 3, pp. 159-175, 1972.

C. V. Rao, S. J. Wright, and J. B. Rawlings, “Application of interior-point
methods to model predictive control,” Journal of Optimization Theory
and Applications, vol. 99, pp. 723-757, 1998.

A. Zanelli, A. Domahidi, J. Jerez, and M. Morari, “FORCES NLP: an
efficient implementation of interior-point methods for multistage non-
linear nonconvex programs,” International Journal of Control, vol. 93,
no. 1, pp. 13-29, 2020.

S. Mehrotra, “On the implementation of a primal-dual interior point
method,” SIAM Journal on optimization, vol. 2, no. 4, pp. 575-601,
1992.

J. Nocedal and S. Wright, Numerical optimization. Springer, 2006.
C. Cartis, “Some disadvantages of a Mehrotra-type primal-dual corrector
interior point algorithm for linear programming,” Applied Numerical
Mathematics, vol. 59, no. 5, pp. 1110-1119, 2009.

S. J. Wright, Primal-dual interior-point methods. SIAM, 1997.

J. Renegar, A Mathematical View of Interior-point Methods in Convex
Optimization. Philadelphia: SIAM, 2001.

Y. Ye, Interior Point Algorithms: Theory and Analysis. New York: John
Wiley & Sons, 2011.

Z. Darvay, “A weighted-path-following method for linear optimization,”
Studia Universitatis Babes-Bolyai, Series Informatica, vol. 47, no. 1, pp.
3-12, 2002.

M. Achache, “A new primal-dual path-following method for con-
vex quadratic programming,” Computational & Applied Mathematics,
vol. 25, pp. 97-110, 2006.

N. Boudjellal and D. Benterki, “A new full-Newton step feasible interior
point method for convex quadratic programming,” Optimization, pp. 1-
18, 2023.

M. Achache and R. Khebchache, “A full-Newton step feasible weighted
primal-dual interior point algorithm for monotone LCP,” Afrika Matem-
atika, vol. 26, pp. 139-151, 2015.

S. P. Boyd and L. Vandenberghe, Convex optimization.
University Press, 2004.

A. Bemporad, A. Casavola, and E. Mosca, “Nonlinear control of
constrained linear systems via predictive reference management,” /[EEE
Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 42, no. 3, pp. 340-349, 1997.
L. Wu, K. Ganko, and R. D. Braatz, “Time-certified input-constrained
NMPC via Koopman Operator,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2401.04653, 2024.
L. Wu, K. Ganko, S. Wang, and R. D. Braatz, “An Execution-time-
certified Riccati-based IPM Algorithm for RTI-based Input-constrained
NMPC,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.16186, 2024.

L. Wu and R. D. Braatz, “An Execution-time-certified QP Algo-
rithm for ¢; penalty-based Soft-constrained MPC,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2403.18235, 2024.

Cambridge



	Introduction
	Related work
	Contribution
	Notation

	Input-constrained MPC
	Feasible full-Newton IPM
	Strictly feasible initial point
	Algorithm description
	Convergence and worst-case analysis
	Worst-case analysis is deterministic
	Execution-time certificate

	Numerical example
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgement
	References

