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Implementation of soft-constrained MPC for Tracking using its
semi-banded problem structure

Victor Graciaf, Pablo Krupa*, Daniel Limon, Teodoro Alamo'

Abstract—Model Predictive Control (MPC) is a popular con-
trol approach due to its ability to consider constraints, including
input and state restrictions, while minimizing a cost function.
However, in practice, said constraints can result in feasibility
issues, either because the system model is not accurate or
due to the existence of external disturbances. To mitigate this
problem, a solution adopted by the MPC community is the use
of soft constraints. In this article, we consider a not-so-typical
methodology to encode soft constraints in a particular MPC for-
mulation known as MPC for Tracking (MPCT), which has several
advantages when compared to standard MPC formulations. The
motivation behind the proposed encoding is to maintain the semi-
banded structure of the ingredients of a recently proposed solver
for the considered MPCT formulation, thus providing an efficient
and fast solver when compared to alternative approaches from
the literature. We show numerical results highlighting the benefits
of the formulation and the computational efficiency of the solver.

Index Terms—Model predictive control, soft constraints, MPC
for tracking, embedded systems, ADMM.

I. INTRODUCTION

Model Predictive Control (MPC) [1] is an advanced con-
trol methodology, based on mathematical optimization, whose
most valuable feature is its ability to deal with (possibly joint)
constraints in inputs and states while optimizing a performance
index. To do so, it requires solving an optimization problem
every sample time, which includes a cost function to be
minimized, a model of the system, and the aforementioned
constraints to be satisfied along a prediction horizon.

A subclass of MPC formulations is linear MPC [2], char-
acterized by considering a linear prediction model and convex
inequality constraints. It is a common choice in practical im-
plementations given that the underlying optimization problem
is a Quadratic Program (QP), which generally can be solved
efficiently [3]. Linear MPC, therefore, is a sensible option
in practice, given the limitations in computational power and
memory of control systems.

A problem that MPC faces in real applications is that its
optimization problem may be infeasible for the current system
state due to the presence of the state/input constraints. Further-
more, even if the MPC problem is currently feasible, feasibility
may be lost in the next sample time due to inaccuracies in the
prediction model and/or external disturbances. This issue is
particularly relevant in the case of linear MPC, where model
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mismatch is almost always present. A practical approach to
deal with this issue is the use of soft constraints, where the
constraints are allowed to be violated at a certain cost. For
instance, in [4], the authors use a classical soft-constrained
approach to implement standard MPC, where non-negative
slack variables are included in the constraints and penalized
in the cost function.

Some feasibility problems from standard MPC formulations
are addressed by the MPC for Tracking (MPCT) formulation
[5], such as infeasibility when the reference is not reachable,
or when it undergoes abrupt changes. This formulation is
characterized by including some extra decision variables that
work as an artificial reference. This change implies a notably
larger domain of attraction and feasibility region, where the
drawback lies on a typically more complex QP to be solved.

However, a solver for MPCT is proposed in [6], whose
computation times are shown to be in the same order as
the ones required to solve standard linear MPC formulations
using state-of-the-art QP solvers. The computational efficiency
of the algorithm results from the exploitation of the semi-
banded structure present in the ingredients of the Alternating
Direction Method of Multipliers (ADMM) [7] when applied to
the MPCT formulation. Another efficient solver for the same
formulation was proposed in [8], where an extended ADMM
algorithm [9] is used instead.

Even though MPCT typically suffers from less feasibility
issues than standard linear MPC, its optimization problem may
still become infeasible, for the same reasons previously stated.
Thus, the use of soft constraints in MPCT is still a reasonable
choice in practice. Indeed, in [10], the authors propose a soft-
constrained MPCT formulation by means of the slack variables
approach. In this article, we propose an alternative way of
encoding the soft constraints, which allows us to retain the
simple semi-banded structure exploited by the solver proposed
in [6]. This results in a particularly simple way of dealing with
soft constraints, allowing us to provide a structure-exploiting
solver for the soft-constrained MPCT formulation.

This article is structured as follows. Section II presents
the MPCT formulation and our proposed approach to en-
code soft constraints. Section III shows how the modified
MPCT formulation can be efficiently solved by means of
the ADMM algorithm. Section IV provides numerical results
demonstrating the practical benefits of the proposed solver
when compared to alternative approaches and solvers. Finally,
the main results of the article are summarized in Section V.

Notation: The set of positive definite matrices of size n xn
is denoted as SI. The set of integers from a to b, both
included, is written as Z. The j-th component of a vector z is
referred to as ;. The Euclidean norm of a vector x is defined

as [|z]|2 = V& Tz. For a matrix Q € SZ, ||z]o = V2T Qu.
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The identity matrix of dimension n is denoted as I,,, and the
zero matrix of dimension n x m as 0,,x,, respectively, where
the sub-index may be omitted if the dimension is evident. A
vector of ones in R™ is referred to as 1,,. Component-wise
inequalities of two vectors x and y is written as z < (>) y.
The symbol @ refers to Kronecker product. The concatenation
of vectors x; to x conforming a column vector is denoted
as (z1,...,2xnN). We denote the block diagonal matrix formed
by the concatenation of A; to Ay (possibly of different di-
mensions) as diag(A, As,..., Ayx). Given scalars a; to a,,
max(aq, ..., a,) returns the maximum element of a; to a,.

II. SOFT-CONSTRAINED MPC FOR TRACKING
Consider a discrete-time system of the form
z(t+1) = Ax(t) + Bu(t),
y(t) = Ca(t) + Dult),
where z(t) € R™, u(t) € R™ and y(t) € R™ are the state,

input and output vectors at sample time ¢, respectively. Assume
that the system is constrained as

(1a)
(1b)

z<z(t) <7, (2a)
u<u(t) <7, (2b)
y<yt) <7y, (2¢)
where z, T € R"*, u,u € R", y,57 € R™ are such that x <

7, u < T and y < 7. The control objective is to stabilize the
system at an equilibrium point (2, u,), namely the reference,
while satisfying the constraints (2). The controller should steer
the system to (x,,u,), provided it is admissible. Otherwise,
it should converge to its closest admissible equilibrium point.

A particularly suitable MPC formulation to this end is
MPC for tracking (MPCT) [5]. In particular, we focus on the
following MPCT formulation with terminal equality constraint

N-1
;1%1 Volxs, us; Try tp) + ; xg, ui, s, us)  (3a)
s.t. zg = z(t), (3b)
Tip1 = Ax; + Buy, i € Z) 2, (3c)
zs = Axy_1 + Buny_1, (3d)
rs = Azxs + Bus, 3e)
w, <up < Ty, i€ ZY T (31)
2, < <T, i€ Ly, (32
y, < Cwi+ Du; <7, i € Z) ', (3h)
z, < x5 < T, (31)
ug < us < s, ()
y, < Cas + Dus <7, (k)
where the decision variables vectors = (xg, .-+, TN_1),

= (ug, ..., uny—1) are the sequence of states and inputs
predicted along the prediction horizon N, respectively; x(t)
is the state of the system at current sample time ¢; (x5, us)
are decision variables that work as an artificial reference that
is required to be an admissible steady state of the system
by means of constraints (3e), (3i), (3j) and (3k), which are

responsible of the numerous benefits of MPCT over classical
MPC; I(x;, wi, T, ts) = ||2i—24]|§ + [[ui—us|/% is the stage
cost and V, (a:s,us;xr,ur) = ||lzs—x |3 + [Jus—u,||% is the
offset cost, where ) € ,Re S, T eS8 and S € S8
are weight matrices; z;, :cz,gs, Ts € R Uy, uz,gs,ﬂs € R"«
and YUY Us € R™ are vectors that impose the box
constraints limits, with z, < T;, u; < w; and y Y, < Yi» Vi,
and z, < Ts, u, < Us, Y, < Y. Note that the sub-index ¢
in (3f) (3g) and (3h) allows changes in the limits (2) along
the prediction horizon to make (3) more flexible, providing the
possibility of implementing tube-based robust MPC [11], [12].

Formulation (3) features key characteristics such as recur-
sive feasibility when controlling the system under nominal
conditions from a feasible initial state, even when abrupt
changes occur in (z,,u,), and guarantees convergence to its
closest admissible equilibrium point of the system [5], where
distance is measured according to the offset cost function
V,(-). However, in real implementations, discrepancies be-
tween the prediction model (1), strong disturbances, or even
inaccuracies in the solution provided by the solver applied to
(3), may eventually lead to an infeasible problem. To mitigate
this issue, we now present a soft-constrained version of (3).

Let us start by showing the approach used to “soften”
inequality constraints in (3). Given the vectors w,w,w € RP
that determine a hard inequality constraint w < w < W in
an optimization problem, we can use a “soft version” of it by
replacing the constraint with a penalizing cost that measures
the violation of the constraint. To this end, we denote

p

= Bymax(w() — W), wg) — w),0),

j=1

Vg (w; W, w)

where the non-negative vector 3 € RP weights the penalization
associated to the different components of w.
For convenience, let us define

Ve = (Y0, T1, U1, Y1y -+ -, EN—1, UN—1, YN—1, Ts, Us, Ys )5

where y; = Cz; + Du; and y; = Cxg + Dug, and

v = (0, uo, V), “)
of dimension n, = (N + 1)(nz + ny + ny). Defining

5iﬁ :(y()afl;ﬂlvylv s 7ENflvﬂNflvnylafﬁﬂsays)a

vt :(anzlaﬂlvglv" '7£N—172N—17QN_lazsaﬂsags)a

we have that the constraints in (3) impose v; < v; < v;. Thus,
we can transform (3) into its soft-constrained variant

E l .T“UZ,.TS,US)

min V (Cfsﬂls»l"raur)‘f'VB Ut7vt7_t

zo,
o (5a)
s.t. zp = z(1), (5b)
xi11 = Ax; + Buy, i € Z) 2, (5¢)
s =Axn_1+ Bun_1, (5d)
s = Axs + Bus, (5e)
u < uy < U, (59)



Algorithm 1: ADMM
Require : v°, \%, p>0,¢, >0, €4 >0

1 k<+0

2 repeat

3 | 2 argmin £,(z, 0%, AF)
z

4 vFHL  argmin £,(2F, v, AF)
v

5 /\k+1 — /\k _|_p(czk+1 _,’_D,UkJrl)

6 kE+—k+1

7 until |CzF + Do*||o < € and ||[vF — 0% < €q
Output: 7* — zF, 7% «— vk, X\ < \F

where g (v¢; Uy, v,) penalizes the violation of the constraints
w, < up < U, i€ ZY7Y, as well as (32)-(3k). Note that
we do not relax the constraints u, < ug < Ug, given that,
in practice, bounds in system inputs are typically given by
the physical limits of the actuators. The main advantage of
this soft-constrained approach w.r.t. (3) is that the underlying
optimization problem (5) is always feasible if N is greater
than the controllability index of the system.

Remark 1. The concept of exact penalty function guarantees
that, for sufficiently large values of [, the optimal solution
of (5) is equal to the optimal solution of (3) if the latter is
feasible [13, Theorem 14.3.1], [14].

III. EFFICIENTLY APPLYING ADMM TO SOFTENED MPCT

Due to the non-smoothness of (5a), it is reasonable to
think that the proposed formulation leads to a challenging
optimization problem. However, we now present an ADMM-
based solver that takes advantage of the structure of the
ingredients of the ADMM method when applied to the MPCT
formulation (3), see [6], and efficiently deals with the soft
constraints introduced in (5).

A. Alternating Direction Method of Multipliers

Consider the convex, closed and proper functions f :
R™ — (—o00,00] and g : R"™ — (—o00,00]. Let z € R™,
v € R™, E € R"™*"= and F' € R™*" . The optimization
problem considered by the ADMM optimization method is

min (2) + g(v) (6)

s.t. Bz 4+ Fv =0, (6b)

with augmented Lagrangian £,: R™ xR"* xR"* —(—00, o]
£,(z,0,2) = f() + 9(v) + AT (Bz + Fv) + £|[ B2 + Fo3,

where A € R™ gathers dual variables and p > 0 is the penalty
parameter. We refer to a solution of (6) as (z*, v*, A*), which
is assumed to exist.

ADMM (Algorithm 1) guarantees convergence to a sub-
optimal solution (2*,17*,;\*) of (6) starting from an initial
condition (v°, \°). The suboptimality of (3*,7*, \*) depends
on the selected €, ¢q > 0, which are the primal and dual exit
tolerances, respectively [7].

B. Applying ADMM to MPCT
To solve (5) using Algorithm 1, we first transform (5) into
(6). Taking v defined in (4) and

Z = ('r()vanIlaula- --werlauNflaISauS)a

where T,,7; € R™, 1z, u; € R™, 1 € Zév_l, and defining

the indicator function

o, ifGi=b,
Tigz=p)(2) = {

+o00, otherwise,
we have that
1
f(z) = §ZTHZ +q" 2+ Ligamp) (2), @)
where ¢ = —(0,0,...,0, Tz, Su,), b = (x(¢),...,0),
Q@ 0 -Q 0
0 R 0 —R
H=1¢9 o : ,  (8a)
-Q 0 NQ+T 0
0 -—-R 0 NR+ S
I 0 0 O 0
A B -1 0 0
G=lo . . . 0o il (8b)
0O 0 A B | 0
0 0 0 0 (A-1) B

with G € R™=*"= n, = (N+1)(n,+ny), m, = (N+2)n,.
Defining now, for a,a,a € R™, the indicator function
0, if a <a<a,

+o00, otherwise,

Liga)(a) = {

we have that g(v) = v (ve; Dt, vy) + Zju, o) (Uo)- Finally, let

L. 0
E=]0 I,
C D

Then, considering the definitions of z and v, we have that

E =diag(E,...,E), F =—1,, and n) = n,.
C. Computation of z**1

Step 3 in Algorithm 1 provides z**!, which consists in
minimizing £,(z,v"*, \¥) over z. Particularizing it for (7), E
and F', we have

1
21 = argmin §ZTPZ + ("2

s.t. Gz = b,

(9a)
(9b)

where P = H + pE" E and p* = ¢+ ET (\* — pv*). Matrix
P is "semi-banded", a term we now introduce.

Definition 1. A non-singular matrix M € R"*™ is semi-
banded if it can be decomposed as T'+ UV, where I' € R™*"
is banded diagonal and full rank, U € R"*™ V € R™*"
with n > m. We say a linear system Mz = d is semi-banded
if M is semi-banded.



The authors in [6] propose a way of efficiently solving (9)
by decoupling the semi-banded structure of the problem. We
will provide here a brief description of the approach for com-
pleteness. We refer the reader to [6] for further explanation.

Proposition 1 ([3, §5.5.3]). A sufficient and necessary condi-
tion for z* to be an optimal solution of (9) is the existence of
a vector |1 € R™= satisfying

Gz* =0,

Pz +GTu+p*=0.

(10a)
(10b)

Defining W = GP~'GT, and using simple arithmetic
operations, we can express (10) as

P =ph, (11a)
Wy = —(GE+b), (11b)
Pzr = —(GTp+p"), (11c)

where W € R™=*"™= and £ € R™=. The three linear systems
(11) can be solved efficiently to obtain 2F+1 thanks to the
semi-banded structures of P and W, combined with the
following Woodbury matrix identity [15].

Property 1 (Woodbury matrix identity). Consider a semi-
banded matrix M. If 1 + VI ~U is non-singular, then

M7'=T+UuV)t=1t-T'Uvag+vrtu)-tvr

Proposition 2 ([6, Proposition 2]). Denote ¥ = —]lT ®
dlag(Q R) Then P and W in (11) can be decomposed
asP=T+0Vand W=T+0V by taking

I'=diag(Q,R,Q,R,....NQ+T,NR+S)+ pE"E,
~ YT 0 ~ [o
v= |: 0 I(nr+"u):| ,V B |:Y
U=-Gr'U(I+Vvr—0)",v=vrta’.

I<"zg”u>} P =GP,

Furthermore, since matrix G ~provided in (8b) is full-column
rank, matrices P, W, I' and " are positive definite.

Proposition 3 ([6, Proposition 3]). Consider the semi-banded
system of equations Mz = d, where M = T" + UV satisfies
Property 1. Then, Algorithm 2 provides Z satisfying Mz = d.

We refer the reader to [6] for the proofs of Propositions 2
and 3. Algorithm 2 can be sequentially applied to each of the
three linear systems shown in (11) in order to compute z**1.

Remark 2. The computational cost of Steps 1 and 3 of
Algorithm 2 when applied to equations (11a) and (11c) is
low, given that U is block diagonal. On the other hand, when
the same steps are applied to (11b), given that T is banded-
diagonal instead, the computational cost is higher. As in [6],
a Cholesky decomposition of T can be used to efficiently solve
Steps I and 3 of Algorithm 2 when applied to (11Db).

Remark 3. Solving Step 2 of Algorithm 2 applied to the three
linear systems in (11) turns out to be inexpensive due to the
fact that matrices U, V UandV shown in Proposition 2 lead
to small-dimensional matrices 1+ VT ='U and 1+ VI ~1U.

Algorithm 2: Solve semi-banded system (I'+UV')Z=d
(From [6, Algorithm 2])

Require: I', U, V, d
1 Compute z; solving I'z; =d

2 Compute 2o solving (I+ VI 71U)z = V2
3 Compute z3 solving I'zz = Uza
Output: Z «+ 27 — 23
k+1

D. Efficient computation of v

The iterate v**! is obtained in Step 4 of Algorithm 1 as
v**! = arg min 'yg(vt;it,yt)—/\Tv—i-BHEz—vH%
T0,U0,Vt 2

s.t. ug < up < o,

12)
which is separable. Note that it considers a non-differentiable
piece-wise quadratic functional due to the inclusion of the
max(-) operator in the yg(-) function. Since (12) is separable,
each element of its optimal solution can be obtained from a
scalar optimization problem, whose solution is provided by the
following proposition. We provide its proof in the Appendix.

Proposition 4. Consider the strictly convex scalar optimiza-
tion problem

1
y* = arg min —yQ—by—i—amaX(c—y,y—d,O), (13)
yeR 2

where o > 0, b,c,d € R and ¢ < d. Define y1 = b+ a,
y2 = b, y3 = b — a. Then,

v ify<c
c ifyr >cand ys <c,
y'=qv2 fe<y <d,
d ifys>dandys <d,
ys ifys >d.
Proposition 4 leads to the following corollary, which pro-
vides the optimal solution for the elements v; of (12). We

provide no proof because the result is derived by simply
equating terms between (12) and (13).

Corollary 1. Denote c(j) = (Ez" + %)\’“)(J—Jrnﬁnu), for

§ € Zw~ "= Then, each component of vi™ is given by
By . B
) + % if ey + % < (j):

. B
lfC(j) ;)) > U5 and i) < ()

k+1 _

Vi) T €6) if vy(j) <€) < a(g)s 5
Ti(5) if c(j) > Uy and cjy — % < Ty(j),
By . Biuy -
) ~ 7] ifeg - TJ Z Ve()-
Now, let 7 = (1,,, - 00,%p), v = (—1,, - 00,u,). Then, the

rest of elements of v*1, which are the ones corresponding to

(zo,up), i.e., vé“j)'l, j € Z?m‘m“, can be computed as

1
k41 . k+1 k o
v(;)“ = min (max (Ez(;)“ + ;)\(j),y(j)) a”(j)) :



Iterations Computation time [seconds]
Formulation Avg. Median Max. Min. Avg. Median Max. Min.
(5) using Spcies 30.7 31.0 450 270 | 380x10% 366x10°% 693x10 % 318x10 %
(3) using Spcies 30.7 31.0 450 270 | 3.70x10~* 3.60 x 10~* 6.12x 10~* 3.16 x 10~*
(3) using OSQP 46.8 50.0 750 250 | 6.27x107% 6.13x107% 1.53x 1073 4.16 x 10~*
[10]* using OSQP | 50.1 50.0 750 500 | 240 x 1073 2.32x 1073 470 x 1073 2.28 x 103

*The ‘soft-constrained formulation from [T0] has been implemented using the quadratic offset cost from this article for a fair comparison.

TABLE I: Number of iterations and computation times.

k k k k
—/\/\/\— ma —/\/\/\— mao —/\/\/\— ms —/\/\/\—

—>> —>>

Ff |_51 |_52 E |_53

Fig. 1: Oscillating masses system

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

Let us consider a system, inspired by the case study in [16],
consisting of three masses connected by springs, with the ones
to the far left and right connected to unmovable walls, as
illustrated in Figure 1. The inputs are the two forces applied
to each of the masses connected to the walls, i.e., Iy and I},
whereas the state vector is given by = (p1, p2, p3, V1, V2, U3),
where p; and v; are the position and velocity of mass ¢,
respectively. The physical parameters of the system are m; =
mo = mg = lkg, k = 2N/m. A model (1) is obtained by
discretizing the continuous dynamics of the system using a
sample time of 0.2 seconds. We consider two outputs, which
are the relative distance between the center of masses m; and
mes, and the center of masses mo and msy. Therefore, we have

-1 1 00 0 0 0 0
“=1lo —11000]’1)_[0 0]'

The constraints we consider for the system are
T =(0.6,0.6,0.6,1,1,1), 2 =-%, T, =7, &

N 14
T=(1L,1), u=(0,0), T =7, u (14)

All constraints in (5) for the artificial reference and the
predicted states and inputs along NN are set to the bounds (14).
The control objective is to steer the system from an initial state
to the reference =, = (0.4,0.4,0.4,0,0,0), v, = (0.8,0.8),
which is an admissible equilibrium point of the system.

We set the parameters of (5) to

N =15, Q = diag(2.5,2.5,2.5,0.5,0.5,0.5),
R =diag(0.3,0.3), S =diag(l,1),
T = diag(200,200,200,10,10,10), 8 = 10-1,,.,

and select p = 1.2 and ¢, = ¢4 = 1 x 107* for the
ADMM algorithm. We set the same parameters for (3). We
perform a set of 1000 experiments, using an Intel Core i5-
1135G7, where z(t) are randomly selected from a uniform
distribution within the range —(0.1,0.1,0.1,0.2,0.2,0.2) <
x(t) < (0.1,0.1,0.1,0.2,0.2,0.2), which has been selected so
as to ensure that all experiments are feasible for (3), but with
a significant number of them leading to active constraints in
their optimal solution.

The results are shown in Table I, where we implement (3)
and (5) using version vO.3.11 of the Spcies toolbox for
MATLAB [17]. We also solve (3) using the OSQP solver [18]
(version 0.6.2), in order to provide a comparison with a
state-of-the-art QP solver. Additionally, also using OSQP, we
include the soft-constrained MPCT formulation from [10] (but
using the offset cost function of (3) for a fair comparison), to
compare the classical slack-variable approach to implement
soft constraints with the approach proposed in Section II. We
consider the 1-norm for penalizing the slack-variables of [10],
and take its parameters as £ = 0.001, S = 20-1I and p. = 10.

The computational results indicate that the proposed
structure-exploiting solvers provide better computational re-
sults than when using general-purpose QP solvers, such as
OSQP. We also note that the computation times are marginally
larger for (5) than for (3), given the extra operations described
in Corollary 1. We remark that, for our choice of (3, the sub-
optimal solutions of (3) and (5) are nearly indistinguishable,
as discussed in Remark 1. Regarding the approach from [10],
we observe that the computational times required are notably
larger, mainly due to the inclusion of the slack variables
as additional decision variables of the optimization problem,
which increase its complexity and lead to the loss of its simple
semi-banded structure.

Remark 4. A relevant difference between (5) and the soft-
constrained MPCT formulation in [10] is that, in the former,
only the first input of the predicted sequence along N is subject
to hard constraints, whereas, in the latter, the entire sequence
of inputs is subject to hard constraints. Consequently, in
contrast to (5), the formulation in [10] is not always feasible.

Next, we include closed-loop results starting from an initial
state z(t) = (0,0,0,—0.5,0,0,0,0), with output limits

7=(007,007), y=-%, 4. =7, ¥, = 9,

while maintaining the rest of MPC parameters the same. In
this case, (3) is infeasible, unlike (5). Results are shown
in Figure 2, where we observe that the applied input does
not violate its constraints, as (5f) considers hard inequality
constraints for ug. We remark that, when (3) is not feasible,
the number of iterations required by (5) depends on the values
of . In the experiment in Figure 2, the number of iterations
is 271 in average, and requires a maximum of 506.

V. CONCLUSION

This article has introduced an efficient way of implementing
the MPCT formulation with most of its hard inequality con-
straints softened, so that the resulting optimization problem
is always feasible. This provides the ability to deal with
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Fig. 2: Closed-loop experiment of the oscillating masses system using the soft-constrained formulation (5).

situations where model mismatch or disturbances might cause
the original formulation to become infeasible. We propose an
encoding of the soft constraints that allows us to retain the
semi-banded structure of the formulation that is exploited by
a recently proposed ADMM-based solver. Numerical results
show that the proposed approach provides good computational
results when compared to state-of-the-art QP solvers and with
the classical slack-variable approach to encode soft constraints.
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APPENDIX : PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4

Clearly, the function to be minimized

h(y) = 5v7 ~ by + amax(c — g,y — d,0),
can be written as h(y) = max{h1(y), h2(y), hs(y)}, where
hi(y) = %yQ —by+alc—y), ha(y) = %yQ — by,
hs(y) = %yQ — by + a(y —d).

We can check that the proposed values for y;, y2 and y3 satisfy

= in hi(y), i =1,2,3.
yi = argmin (y), i

Suppose now that y; < ¢, and recall that ¢ < d. Then

h(y1) = hi(y1) < ha(y*) < h(y").

We notice that the first equality is due to y; < cand ¢ < d, the
first inequality is due to the optimality of y;, and the second
one to the fact that hA(y) > h1(y), Vy. We thus infer that, for
this case, h(y*) > h(y1), implying y* = y1. Suppose now
that yo € [, d]. Under this assumption, we obtain analogously
h(y2) = ha(y2) < ho(y*) < h(y*), which implies y* = yo.
The assumption y3 > d translates into h(ys) = hs(ys) <
hs(y*) < h(y*), that is, y* = y3. In order to finish the proof
it suffices to check when the optimum is attained at the non
differentiable points ¢ and d. For this purpose, we analyze the
limiting derivatives at ¢ and d respectively

lim W' (y) = c—b—a=c—uy,
y—rc—

lim A'(y) = c—b=c—ya,
y—ct

lim A'(y) = d—b=d—ys,
y—d—

lim A'(y) = d—b+a=d—ys.
y—dt

From the previous expressions, it is simple to check that the
conditions y; > c and y2 < ¢ imply that O belongs to the sub-
gradient of h(y) at y = ¢, leading to y* = c. Similarly, the
condition y2 > d and y3 < d imply that O belongs to the sub-
gradient of h(y) at y = d, which translates into y* =d. W
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