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Abstract: System level synthesis enables improved robust MPC formulations by allowing for
joint optimization of the nominal trajectory and controller. This paper introduces a tailored
algorithm for solving the corresponding disturbance feedback optimization problem for linear
time-varying systems. The proposed algorithm iterates between optimizing the controller and
the nominal trajectory while converging g-linearly to an optimal solution. We show that the
controller optimization can be solved through Riccati recursions leading to a horizon-length,
state, and input scalability of O(N?(n2 + n3)) for each iterate. On a numerical example, the
proposed algorithm exhibits computational speedups by a factor of up to 10? compared to

general-purpose commercial solvers.

Keywords: Optimization and Model Predictive Control, Robust Model Predictive Control,
Real-Time Implementation of Model Predictive Control

1. INTRODUCTION

The ability to plan safe trajectories in real-time, despite
model mismatch and external disturbances, is a key en-
abler for high-performance control of autonomous sys-
tems (Majumdar and Tedrake, 2017; Schulman et al.,
2014). iLQR (Li and Todorov, 2004; Giftthaler et al.,
2018) methods have shown great practical benefits (Ne-
unert et al., 2016; Howell et al., 2019; Singh et al., 2022)
by producing a feedback controller based on the optimal
nominal trajectory. However, robust stability and robust
constraint satisfaction are generally only addressed heuris-
tically (Manchester and Kuindersma, 2017).

Model predictive control (MPC) (Rawlings et al., 2017)
has emerged as a key technology for control subject to
(safety) constraints. Real-time feasibility of MPC, even
in fast-sampled systems, is largely due to advancements
in numerical optimization (Frison, 2016; Domahidi et al.,
2012). These tailored algorithms exploit the stage-wise
structure of the nominal trajectory optimization problem,
utilizing, e.g., efficient Riccati recursions. Robust MPC
approaches can account for model mismatch and external
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disturbances by propagating them over the prediction hori-
zon. While few robust MPC approaches optimize a feed-
back policy (Scokaert and Mayne, 1998; Villanueva et al.,
2017; Messerer and Diehl, 2021; Kim et al., 2024), most
robust MPC designs use an offline-fized controller (Mayne
et al., 2005; Kohler et al., 2020; Zanelli et al., 2021) for
computational efficiency.

Disturbance feedback for linear time-varying (LTV) sys-
tems (Goulart et al., 2006; Ben-Tal et al., 2004) overcomes
this limitation by using a convex controller parametriza-
tion. Building on this parametrization, system level syn-
thesis (SLS) (Anderson et al., 2019; Tseng et al., 2020;
Li et al., 2023) facilitates the consideration of (structural)
constraints on the closed-loop response. SLS has also been
proposed within an MPC formulation (Sieber et al., 2021;
Chen et al., 2024; Leeman et al., 2023a,b). However, the
large number of decision variables in SLS poses a major
obstacle for real-time implementation. Asynchronous up-
dates (Sieber et al., 2023) or GPU parallelization (Alonso
and Tseng, 2022) can reduce the computational time.
Goulart et al. (2008) derived a structure-exploiting solver
for disturbance feedback optimization, reducing the scal-
ability of a naive interior-point method implementation
from O(N%) to O(N3?) per iteration. In this work, we
leverage results in numerical optimization (Wright et al.,
1999; Messerer and Diehl, 2021) to propose a customized
optimization solver for SLS with O(NN?) scalability, signif-
icantly improving the computation times.
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Fig. 1. Hlustration how the robust MPC problem (7) is
solved by alternating between a nominal trajectory
optimization problem with tightened constraints and
the computation of optimal feedback gains K} ; using
Riccati recursions.

Contribution This work addresses robust MPC for LTV
systems using an SLS formulation (Section 2). Our key
contribution is an efficient solution achieved through it-
erative optimization of the nominal trajectory and the
controller (Section 3), as inspired by Messerer and Diehl
(2021) and illustrated in Fig. 1.

The proposed algorithm has the following properties:

e It converges g-linearly to an optimal solution of a
tightened robust MPC problem.

e Each controller optimization is solved with efficient
Riccati recursions with a combined scalability of
O(N?%(n2 +n3)).

e The proposed algorithm also allows for paralleliza-
tion, leading to a scalability of O(N (n3 4+ n?)).

Furthermore, we discuss how the approach can be ex-
tended to nonlinear systems via sequential convex pro-
gramming (SCP) (Remark 3.5). We showcase the numer-
ical properties of our solver for a range of state dimen-
sions and horizon lengths in comparison to the commercial
general-purpose solvers Gurobi Optimization (2023), and
Mosek ApS (2019) (Section 4).

Notation We denote stacked vectors or matrices by
(a,...,b) =[a",...,b"]". The matrix I denotes the iden-
tity with its dimensions either inferred from the context or
indicated by the subscript, i.e., I,,, € R™*™ the matrix
0, € R"™ ™ has all its elements zeros, and the vector
1, € R" has all its elements one. For a sequence of ma-
trices @} ;, we define @7, ; := (PG s 'IJ‘;J). Similarly,
for a sequence of vectors xy, we define x := (zg,...,zx).
We denote the 2-norm, resp. induced 2-norm, of a vector,
resp. of a matrix, as ||-||2. We define the Frobenius norm of
a matrix A € R™*" as ||A||z = Trace(AT A). For a non-
negative vector x € R™, the square root /z is to be un-
derstood elementwise. Besides, 0 < z | y < 0 is the short-
hand notation for the three conditions xz; -y; =0, x; >
0, y; <0,i=1,...,n. The set of positive definite matrices
is denoted by S . We denote the unit ball, centered at
the origin, &, := {z € R",||z||2 < 1}. For a vector-valued
function f : R™ — RY, we denote by V¢(z) € R"*? the
26(x)

transposed Jacobian, i.e., Vé(z) = =5~

2. PROBLEM SETUP & SYSTEM LEVEL
SYNTHESIS

We consider the following uncertain LTV system:

T+1 = Apxi + Brug + Epwy, T = To, (1)
with state xp € R™, input up € R™ and disturbance
lying in a unit ball wy, € &,, := {w € R™, ||lw|]» < 1}. To
simplify the exposition, we assume that the disturbance
scaling matrix Ej is invertible. Remark 3.4 discusses the
extension to left-invertible matrices E, € R™*"™w with
wyg, € R™ . The initial condition is given by zo € R™*.

We consider the problem of designing an optimal controller
minimizing the cost function
N—-1
J(x,u) = > x) Quy +uf Rug + 2 Pey,  (2)
k=0
with Q € S?_"_H R € S}, , P € S}, while robustly satisfying
the constraints
gl;r,i(xkauk)“i’bk,i < 07 Vi= 15"'377'03 (33)
gr N+ <0, Vi=1,...,ng, (3b)
for k=0,...,N —1 with g ; € R™*™ and g¢; € R™.

We optimize over disturbance feedback
k-1
U = Vg + Z @‘,;ijj, (4)
j=0
with nominal input vy € R™, i.e., we assign a distinct
disturbance feedback matrix ®} . € R™*"= for each
disturbance w; and control uj with £ > j. As common
in SLS, the resulting state sequence can be expressed as
k—1
Ty = 2k + Z o} jwj, 20 = o, (5)
j=0
where 2y, is the corresponding nominal state and the corre-
sponding closed-loop response ®} ; € R™X"x denotes the
influence of the disturbance w; on the state x. Starting
with ®%,, ; = .Ej’ the.propagation of the disturbance,
commonly used in SLS, is governed by
i = APy + Br®y 5, (6)
ji=0,.... N—-1,k=45+1,...,N—1.
Combining the disturbance propagation for each time

step (6), we formulate the robust optimal control problem
via SLS as a second-order cone program (SOCP),

@rgglu )J(z, v) + Hy(®), (7a)
S.t. 2p+1 = Arzi + Brvk, 20 = To, (7b)

k=0,... N—1,
Diy1y = APy + Br®y , R, = Ej
j=0,..., N1, k=j+1,...,N—1,

(7¢)

k—1

S g8 i®uilly, + 9L (R ve) + b <0, (7d)
j=0

i=1,....n., k=0,...,N—1,

-1
Z Hngi‘I’N,jHQ +9I¢ZN +b; <0,
=0

i=1,...

(7e)

y Nty



with @y ; = (P}, ®};), ®n; = Py ;. Conditions
(7b) implement nominal dynamics, while the tightened
constraints (7d)—(7e) ensure the constraints (3) are sat-
isfied robustly (see Proposition 1). The cost (7a) also
minimizes the uncertainty propagation via the closed-loop
response ! @,

Ho(@) =
N-1 N-1

l ~1 =1

Prey I3+ Y (IQF e 13 + IR @ 1%) | |
Jj=0 k=j

(3)
with @ € ST, R € Si*, P € S}, and the high-
dimensional variable @ collecting all ®*, and ®". While
this SLS formulation is equivalent to disturbance feed-
back (Goulart et al., 2006), its specificity is to consider
explicitly the disturbance propagation (7c¢).

Proposition 1. (Goulart et al., 2006) System (1) in closed-
loop with (4) satisfies constraints (3) for all disturbances
w = (Woy...,wN-1) € En, X -+ x &, if and only if (z,Vv)
and (®*, ®") satisfy the constraints in (7).

Remark 2.1. Under suitable terminal ingredients P, g ;,
bs,;, the optimization problem (7), used in a receding-
horizon fashion, is recursively feasible and ensures a stable
closed-loop system, see, e.g., (Goulart et al., 2006).
Remark 2.2. In the SLS literature, the constraint (7c) is
often written equivalently in its matrix form:

H—ZA,—ZH{@qu, )

see, e.g., (Anderson et al., 2019, Eq.(2.7)).

Remark 2.3. The disturbance feedback (4) can be equiva-
lently reformulated as a state feedback, see, e.g., (Goulart
et al., 2006).

In the following, we exploit the structural similarity be-
tween the optimization problem (7), and the optimization
problem efficiently solved in (Messerer and Diehl, 2021).
In contrast to standard tube-based MPC, the SLS-based
formulation (13) is not conservative (Proposition 1). How-
ever, this approach results in a large number of decision
variables, e.g., annu for ®". This paper proposes
a structure-exploiting solver for the optimization prob-
lem (7).

3. EFFICIENT ALGORITHM FOR SLS

In this section, we show how to efficiently solve the SLS-
based problem (7). The Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) con-
ditions (Wright et al., 1999) of (7) are decomposed into
two subsets. The proposed algorithm iteratively solves
each subset, corresponding to the nominal trajectory op-
timization and controller optimization employing efficient
Riccati recursions (cf. Fig.1).

3.1 SLS and its KKT conditions

To write the optimization problem (7) concisely, we in-
troduce the auxiliary variables 3 ; € R"< and the corre-
sponding equality constraints

Brj = Hy j(®), (10)

1 This cost corresponds to the expected value of the variance of
J(x,u) under stochastic noise wy, as detailed in (Goulart, 2007).

similar for By, where we define

Hij(®) = (195 1%0503: - 190 . Brgll2)- (1)

Based on these auxiliary variables Jj ;, the constraint
tightening terms in (7d)-(7e) result as

hit (Br) : Z Brj + s, h§' =0,  (12)

with B = (Bk,0,---,Bkk—1)- We note that the tighten-
ings (12) are equivalent to those used in (7) if e = 0.
However, in the following, we use a fixed eg > 0 to
circumvent points of non-differentiability.

We summarize the SLS problem (7) as

min  J(y) + Ho(®), 13a
y, 2,8
st. fy)=0 13b

13d

(13a)
y) =0, (13b)
D(®) =0, (13¢)
(13d)
(13e)
where 8 := (f1,...,0n), and y = (z,v) € R™ contains
the variables associated with the nominal trajectory, the
constraint (13b) encodes the nominal dynamics (7b), and
the constraint (13c) encodes the disturbance propaga-
tion (7c). The tightened constraints (7d)-(7e) are split
into two constraints: Inequality (13d) captures the nominal
constraints h(y) with a constraint tightening h(8) :=
(O s BS*(B1)s - - -, WSS (BN )) and Equality (13e) captures the
nonlinear relation (10)—(11) between S and the distur-
bance propagation ®.

To derive an efficient algorithm for solving the SLS-
based problem (13), we first condense the disturbance
propagation (13c) within the tightening definition (13e).
This is achieved by recursively substituting all ®} ; with
a corresponding function of the gains ®} ; and disturbance
gains E; using (6). After substitution, we obtain the
equivalent, more compact, optimization problem

Inin, J(y) + Ho(M), (14a)
st fly) = (14D)
h(y) + hct( B) <0, (14c)
H(M) - 3=0, (14d)

where M collects all the disturbance feedback controller
gains @y ; in a vector, and H is a composition function
condensing the disturbance propagation (13c), such that
H(M)=H(®) and Hy(M) = Hy(®), for any & with
D(®) = 0. The Lagrangian of (14) is given by

E(yaﬂaMa /\7%77)
— J(y) + Ho(M) + A" f(y) + 1" (h()
+n"(H(M) - B),

+h7(B))  (15)

with the dual variables A\, u, and 1. The KKT conditions
of (14) are given by



VI (y) + Vf(y)A+ Vh(y)u =0, (16a)
Vh(B)u =1 =0, (16b)

fly) =0, (16d)
0<pLh(y)+h(B) <0, (16e)
H(M)—-B=0, (16f)

where 1 denotes a complementarity condition. The next
section shows how to exploit the structure in (16) to
efficiently solve the SLS-based problem.

3.2 Iterative trajectory and controller optimization

In the following, we derive the proposed algorithm and
we outline its convergence properties. The main idea of
the proposed algorithm is to partition the KKT condi-
tions (16) into two subsets solved alternatingly: one subset
corresponding to the nominal trajectory optimization and
the other to controller optimization.

In particular, the subset of necessary conditions (16a),
(16b), (16d), (16e) with fixed 3, corresponds to a nominal
trajectory optimization,
VJ(y) + V(A + Vh(y)p =0, (
fly) =0, (17b
0 <pLh(y)+h(B) <0, (
Vh (B)u—n = 0.
Conditions (17) yield an optimal dual 7. This optimal
dual is fixed to solve the remaining necessary condi-
tions (16¢), (16f), corresponding to the controller optimiza-
tion
VHo(M)+VH(M)7 =0, (18a)
H(M)-p=0. (18b)
The solution to (18) yields a new update for 8, used in (17).
A similar iterative scheme was derived in (Messerer and
Diehl, 2021) for a different robust optimal control problem,
with each iteration refining the trajectory based on the
computed feedback, while ensuring convergence towards
an optimal solution (see Proposition 2). Next, we detail

how the decomposition in subsets (17) and (18) enables a
fast solution.

3.8 Algorithm

The solution of (17) can be obtained by solving a nominal
trajectory optimization problem,

min J(z,v), (19a)
St zk41 = Agzr + Bruk, 20 = To, (19b)
hH(Br) + Gr(zk, vi) 4 br <0, (19¢)
k=0,...,N—1,
h (Bn) + Grzn + by <0, (19d)

with the tightenings based on a fixed £, and where Gy
and Gy collect, respectively, all g,;r’i and ng , in a matrix.
Importantly, the stage-wise optimal control structure of
the quadratic program (QP) (19) enables the use of
tailored QP solvers (Kouzoupis et al., 2018) including
efficient Riccati recursions (Steinbach, 1995; Rao et al.,

Algorithm 1 fast-SLS

ReqUire: Q7 Ra P7 Ak7 Bka Ek) Gk7 bk va bf
B, To < Initialize tightening (e.g., €g), current state
while KKT (16) not satisfied do

z, Vv, it < Optimize nominal trajectory > (19)

7, Ck,; < Update dual, and cost > (20), (23)

P " + Optimize controller > (25)

B < Update tightening > (7c), (10)
end while

Output: z*, v*, &** ®"* satisfy (13)

1998; Frison and Diehl, 2020). The optimal value of 7 is
then obtained by evaluating (17d), i.e.,

= FE 0. N-1,k=4j,...,N—

Nk,j = =
24/ Br.s

where n, ; € R™e are the dual variables that correspond to
each f ; for the equality constraint (16f), and p; € R™
are the dual variables that correspond, at time step k, to
the tightened constraints (16e).

1, (20)

Then, to efficiently solve (18) given a fixed 7, we notice
that the stationarity condition (18a) is linear in M and has
a unique solution. This condition can be solved with effi-
cient Riccati recursions, as detailed in Section 3.4. Finally,
the updated tightenings are obtained by evaluating (18b),
which corresponds to the forward simulation given by (7c),
and (10). Algorithm 1 summarizes the steps previously
outlined.

Proposition 2. Denote by s* := (y*, M*, *) the unique
optimal solution of (13) or (14) and assume standard
regularity conditions hold at s*, i.e., linear independence
constraint qualification (LICQ), the second order sufficient
condition (SOSC), and strict complementarity. Then, the
sequences {s;}5°,, generated by Algorithm 1, converge to
s* if 0 = maxy ||Ekl|2 is sufficiently small and if 8 and
the corresponding y are initialized sufficiently close to s*.
The convergence rate is g-linear in the nominal trajectory
variables y and r-linear in the controller variables ®, and

.

Proof. The proof is analogous to (Messerer and Diehl,
2021, Thm. 10). Specifically, by fixing S in (17), we implic-
itly neglect the corresponding Jacobians with respect to
the remaining variables. As in (Messerer and Diehl, 2021),
the magnitude of the neglected Jacobians is proportional
to o. Hence, for o small enough, we obtain linear con-
vergence, whereas quadratic convergence is not possible
because of the neglected gradients. Notably, Messerer and
Diehl (2021) use a gradient-correction to ensure conver-
gence to a KKT point. However, this is not needed for
the convex problem (13) and Algorithm 1 converges to the
global minimizer s*. 0

Remark 3.1. Without inequality constraints, a single tra-
jectory and Riccati recursion for the controller optimiza-
tion yields an optimal solution.

Remark 3.2. As stopping criterion, we compare the norm

of the difference between two consecutive primal solutions
to a specified threshold, denoted as €,,.

Remark 3.3. The solution of (19) is feasible with respect
to the SOCP (7) at every iteration of the iterative scheme
Algorithm 1, allowing for safe early termination.



Next, we focus on exploiting the structure of (18a).

3.4 Controller optimization via efficient Riccati recursions

We exploit the numerical structure in (18a), to efficiently
compute a solution. Equation (18a) corresponds to first-
order necessary conditions of

ngn n" H(®) + Ho(®),
st. D(®)=0.

(21a)
(21b)

The structure of the cost function (21a) can be interpreted
intuitively: the tightenings || g,—;i‘I)k, ;|13 associated with
larger dual variables n in (16¢) are penalized more heavily,
leading to stronger disturbance rejection in that direction.

After some algebraic manipulations, the optimization
problem (21) can be written equivalently as

Nl N-1
. < s ,
(Igl’lélu Z ICN.; BN ;7 + Z ICk,;®r illF,  (22a)
Jj=0 k=j
s.6. i1 = Ac®L; + Bu®i, (22b)
@1 = Lj (22¢)

7=0,...,.N=-1, k=353+1,...,N—1,
where we define the concatenation
: QY? 04 D
= | diag (v/7k.;) Gk, Dol ),
( (Vi) {Onu,nx R (23)
CNJ' = (diag (‘/T]ij) Gf, p1/2).

Each term of Hy(®) in (21a) has been incorporated in the
sum (22a) by leveraging Frobenius norm properties.

Ch.j

We introduce the block decomposition

X Xu
C’w‘ Ck,j = .C, -
Cri Op | 7 Thivka

»J »J

(24)
such that Cy, € ST, Cp, € STy and O} = CFy'
of corresponding dimension, for j = 0,...,N — 1, k =
Js--+» N =1, and similar for C} ;. The following Theorem
shows that the solution to (22) is given by N independent
Riccati recursions.

Theorem 3. Problem (22) has a unique minimizer which
is given by NN parallel backward Riccati recursions,

Sn;j = CX,J,
—1
Kyj=—(Cp,;+ By Sk+1,;Br) (O + By Sk+1,Ak)

Skg = Ckj + Al Ser1 A + (CF5 + Al Sir1,;Be) K,
(25)
followed by N parallel forward propagations,

X — .
@71, = Ej
u X X — . X
ki = Kii Pk Phir; = (Ax + BpKy )Py 5,

forj=0,....N—1, k=j+1,...,N —1.

(26)

Proof. First, we note that each disturbance feedback
controller operates independently, allowing us to address
the solution for each disturbance j = 0,...,N — 1 as
follows:

N—-1
SN0 ICN®x,lF+ D 1Ck @il  (27a)
JHLN G kel
s J
Piiin
b1, = Ae®r; + Br®y (27¢)
k=j+1,...,N—1.
We have a quadratic cost,
ICx. @515 = Trace (q’k,jTC;jCk,j‘I’k,j)
(28)

Nx

= ZeiT@thC,IjCk,j{Jk?jei,

i=1

with e/ is the i'" row of the identity matrix I, , and
a linear unconstrained dynamics, as in (Tseng et al.,
2020), with matrix dynamics. Notably, each column of
@5 {)z}j, i.e., @ je;, can be interpreted as independent
states and input for each ¢ = 1,... ny, with identical
cost and dynamics but different initial conditions. Hence,
Problem (27) corresponds to ny linear quadratic regulator
(LQR) problems with different initial conditions and hence
can be efficiently solved via a single identical Riccati
recursion (25) and a forward matrix propagation (26). O

Remark 3.4. For disturbances wy € R™ with n, < ny,
Theorem 3 can be extended to left-invertible Fj, € R™x*"w
as used in(Herold et al., 2022) 2. In this case, Problem (22)
is optimally solved by the Riccati recursions (25) and
replacing (26) by N parallel forward propagations
@5, = Ej, O = EE],
k= Kii Q% 5, Prpa; = (Ar + BeKy ;) @5 5,
(29)
forj=0,...,N—1, k=3j5+1,...,N — 1. Note that for
E; invertible, (29) reduces to (26) with Q; = I,,_.
Remark 3.5. The proposed algorithm can be extended to
address a nonlinear robust MPC formulation (Leeman
et al., 2023a). To efficiently solve the resulting NLP, a
modified SCP can be utilized, solving a series of convex
problems iteratively to approximate the original noncon-
vex problem. Each iterate in the sequence is equivalent to
a convex SLS-based problem (7), which can be efficiently
addressed using the proposed algorithm. Crucially, all the
constraints of the convexified problems have the same
numerical structure as in the linear case, and can hence
be handled using Algorithm 1. A more detailed derivation
can be found in Appendix A.

8.5 Scalability

For unconstrained linear quadratic problems, the Riccati
recursion scales as O(N(n2 +n3)) (Rawlings et al., 2017).
Using a naive alternative based on state augmentation
to solve equation (7), the number of states in each stage
would grow from n, to ny + NnZ, with a similar expan-
sion for the inputs. Consequently, this naive implemen-
tation approach leads to a computational scalability of
O(N*(n2+n3)n2). The solver introduced by Goulart et al.
(2008) leverages the sparsity structure for factorization

2 A left-invertible matrix Ej, implies there exists a matrix El IS
R™w XN"x guch that EiEk =In,.
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Fig. 2. Scalability of different solvers with horizon length for L = 10 masses (left). Scalability of different solvers with
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Fig. 3. Number of iterations required until convergence for
103 randomly sampled initial conditions, for horizon
N = 25, and L = 25 masses.

of the KKT matrix, leading to an improved scaling of
O(N3(n2 +nd)).

In contrast, the proposed algorithm alternatively solves
two subsets of the KKT conditions. Hence, the compu-
tation times are dominated by the N Riccati recursions
executed at each iteration. If implemented sequentially,
this scales as O(N?%(n2 +n3)). By parallelizing the Riccati
recursions across [N cores, the scalability can be reduced
to O(N(n2 +n3)), achieving the same computational scal-
ability as the nominal trajectory optimization.

4. NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

In this section, we demonstrate the computational speedup
achieved by the proposed algorithm compared to available
alternatives. We show how the proposed algorithm scales
with increasing horizon and increasing number of states.
The nominal trajectory optimization (19) is solved with
osqgp (Stellato et al., 2020), via its CasADi interface (An-
dersson et al., 2019), while the Riccati recursions (25) are
implemented using MATLAB? .

The proposed algorithm is compared against directly
solving the SOCP (7) using general-purpose commer-
cial solvers, Gurobi Optimization (2023) and Mosek ApS
(2019), both interfaced using YALMIP (Lofberg, 2004).
Computations are carried out on a Macbook Pro equipped

3 An open-source implementation is available at
https://gitlab.ethz.ch/ics/fast-sls,
doi: https://doi.org/10.3929/ethz-b-000666883

with M1 processor with 8 cores and 16 GB of RAM,
running macOS Sonoma.

In the following example, we consider a chain of L mass-
spring-damper systems as in (Domahidi et al., 2012),
corresponding to a linear system with ny = 2 - L, fixed
at one end, with mass m = 1, spring constant & = 10,
and damper constant d = 2, and a force actuation on each
mass. The system is discretized using a time step At = 0.1.
Weuse Q =P =3I, , R=1,,, E=0.11, . The states =
and the force input u are constrained at each time step as
|2]| oo < 4, and |Ju]|ec < 4. We use a convergence tolerance
on the primal variables y of €, = 1078, and a minimal
tightening of eg = 1071°1,,_. The computation times of the
proposed algorithm are calculated based on an average of
30 randomly sampled feasible initial conditions. We also
show the computation times for the Riccati recursions
alone (25).

Scalability with state dimension  For horizon N = 10,
and an increasing number of masses L, we investigate the
computation times for different solvers. In Fig. 2 (right),
we see that the proposed algorithm improves computation
times compared to Mosek and Gurobi, especially for sys-
tems with high state dimension, achieving an improvement
in computation speed by a factor of up to 10% times.
However, as predicted, our method scales as O(n2), which
is the same asymptotic scaling as for Mosek and Gurobi.

Scalability with horizon length ~ We investigate the com-
putation times for different solvers, using L = 10 masses
and increasing horizon length N. In Fig. 2 (left), we see
that our method scales as O(N?). In comparison, Mosek
and Gurobi scale respectively approximately as O(N?3),
and O(N?), indicating the use of a sparse factorization
method, as in (Goulart et al., 2008). Crucially, the pro-
posed algorithm improves computation times, especially
for long horizons, achieving an improvement in computa-
tion speed by a factor of up to 103 times.

Convergence  For horizon N = 25, and L = 25 masses,
we evaluate the number of iterations required to numer-
ically converge for 10? randomly sampled feasible initial
conditions for the proposed solver. In Fig. 3, we see that,



in the vast majority of cases, only a few iterations are
required to converge to the optimal solution. All the solvers
considered converge to the same optimal solution.

Remark 4.1. As seen in Fig. 2, the computation times are
dominated by the Riccati recursions (25). It can be noted
that due to overhead in the MATLAB implementation, the
computation times are less reliable for small problems.
The computation speed of the proposed algorithm could
benefit from a more efficient implementation, e.g., relying
on the Cholesky decomposition of the cost matrices (23),
compare (Frison, 2016).

5. CONCLUSION

SLS is a flexible technique to jointly optimize the nominal
trajectory and controller in robust MPC by using a distur-
bance feedback parametrization. The resulting SLS-based
MPC yields robust constraint satisfaction and provides
stability. In this paper, we address the main bottleneck
of SLS: the computation times. The proposed algorithm
iteratively optimizes the nominal trajectory and then the
controller. The nominal trajectory optimization is solved
via an efficient QP solver and controller optimizations
are solved via Riccati recursions. Each iterate scales with
O(N?%(n2 + n3)). Leveraging results from Messerer and
Diehl (2021), the proposed algorithm locally converges q-
linearly to an optimal solution. In a numerical comparison,
the proposed algorithm offers speed ups of up to 103 com-
pared to general-purpose commercial solvers. We expect
that the proposed algorithm can be adapted to address
variations of SLS, particularly those involving sparsity,
structural constraints (Tseng et al., 2020) or polytopic
disturbances and parameters (Chen et al., 2024).
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Appendix A. NONLINEAR EXTENSION

In the following, we show how the efficient solution to the
SOCP (7) can be extended to address nonlinear systems.
Based on (Leeman et al., 2023a,b), we address robust
control of nonlinear systems using the following nonlinear
program

min J(z,v) + Ho(P), (A.1a)
s.t. zgr1 = &(2k,08), 20 =To, k=0,...,N —1,
(A.1b)
K1y = Vi (zryvr) | B+ Voo (2, vr) T @Y,
(A.1lc)
1, = o Ej+ oy nut), (A.1d)
j=0,...,N—1, k=j+1,...,N—1,
k—1
ZHe;r¢k7jH2_Tk <0, (A.le)
§=0
i=1,....nx+ny,k=0,...,N -1,
k—1
||gl—¢ci¢'k,j||2 + g,;r,i (Zk-, Uk-) + bk,i <0, (Alf)
§=0
i=1, .. e, k=0,...,N —1,
N-1
D Mo ® I, + gszn +brs <0, (A.lg)
§=0
i = 1, oy ngy,

where 7 € RY and e is the i'" row of the identity
matrix I, 4n,. The function ¢ : R™ x R™ — R™ is
assumed to be three times continuously differentiable and
is used to define the dynamics (A.1b), and the disturbance
propagation (A.lc). In (A.1d) the effect of the additive dis-
turbance wj, and the linearization error based on the worst-
case curvature p € R™*™= of ¢ is lumped, see (Leeman
et al., 2023a). Here, a1, as > 0 is used to over-approximate
the sum of ellipsoids (Houska, 2011, Thm 2.4) with ay +
as < 1. The constraints (A.le) are used to optimize
the dynamic linearization error over-bound 74, while still
jointly optimizing the nonlinear nominal trajectory, and
feedback controller, such that robust constraint satisfac-
tion is guaranteed for the nonlinear dynamics using (A.1f),
and (A.lg).

We write the optimization problem (A.1) compactly as

r}gfl J(y) + Ho(®), (A.2a)
s.t. fu(y) =0, (A.2b)
Dy (y, ®) =0, (A.2c)

h(y) +h(B) <0, (A.2d)
H(®)-3=0, (A.2¢)

where y := (z,v,7) collects all the nominal trajec-
tory variables, including 7. The constraint (A.2b) cor-
responds to the nominal trajectory (A.lb). The dis-
turbance propagation Dp(y, ®) in (A.2¢) is linear in
®, and (A.2d), (A.2e) lump all the inequality con-
straints (A.le), (A.1f), and (A.1lg).

Algorithm 2 SCP-SLS
Require: Q, R, P, G, by, Gs, b¢
M, 71,y < Initialize controller, duals, nominal trajectory
while not converged do
V fu(9), ' < Evaluate gradients © (A.7a), (A.7b)
Ay, M <+ Solve (A.7) > Alg. 1
y < Update nominal >y + Ay
end while
Output: z*, v*, 7%, & SY* satisfy (A.1)

After substituting (A.2c) in (A.2e), similarly as in the lin-
ear case Section 3.1, we obtain an equivalent optimization
problem

yrjfllvifflﬁ J(y) + Ho(M), (A.3a)
s.t. fnl(y) =0, (A3b)
h(y) +h*(8) <0, (A.3c)
H(M,y) - B <0. (A.3d)

In (A.3d), we replaced the equality constraint H(M,y) —
B < 0 by an inequality, which is convex in M. Likewise,
the inequality (A.3c) can be losslessly convexified using
auxiliary variables. These modifications do not alter the
optimal solution y and M of (A.3), as the tightenings
do not appear in the cost (A.3a). Applying a standard SCP
approach (Tran-Dinh and Diehl, 2010), we first linearize
the nonconvex constraints in (A.3) at y, M, yielding

Ag}ﬁﬁ J(y+ Ay) + Ho(M) (A.4a)
st fu(@) + VI(H)AY =0, (A.4b)
WG + Ay) + h(B) <0, (A.4c)
H(M,g)+TAy—-3<0, (A.4d)

with the gradient
:=V,H(M,y)". (A.5)

Remark A.1. In the SOCP (A.4), the constraints (A.4d)
only include the linearization with respect to y, preserving
the advantageous numerical structure of the optimization
problem.

In the optimization problem (A.4), the term I'Ay in (A.4d)
prevents the direct use of Algorithm 1 to solve (A.4).
Hence, to be able to use Algorithm 1, and leverage the
structure we use a variation of SCP (Bock et al., 2007),
where the constraint (A.4d) is approximated with

Due to this inexact Jacobian approximation (Bock et al.,
2007), a correction in the cost function (A.4a) is needed
to maintain convergence properties of the SCP scheme.
In particular, we iteratively solve a series of optimization
problems, equivalent to the SOCP (7):

AIyn]i\?B J(7 + Ay) + Ho(M) + I'ijAy, (A.7a)
st fu(@) + Via@) Ay =0, (A.7b)
h(y + Ay) +h(B) <0, (A.7c)
H(M,y) - B <0, (A.7d)

and iteratively update the optimal nominal trajectory ¥
and the optimal dual variable 7 associated to (A.7). Using
this approximation, each SOCP iterate (A.7) has the same
structure as (14), and, hence, can be efficiently solved using
the proposed algorithm, described in Section 3. Indeed, the



inequality in (A.7d) can be replaced by an equality without
changing the optimal solution in Ay and M. Algorithm 2
summarizes the steps previously outlined.

Under some standard regularity conditions, the SCP based
on (A.7) converges to a KKT point (Messerer et al., 2021)
of the original optimization problem (A.1l). In particular,
the optimization problems (A.7) and (A.4) have the same
stationarity conditions.



