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Abstract
This paper presents a distributed model predictive control (DMPC) scheme for nonlinear continuous-time
systems. The underlying distributed optimal control problem is cooperatively solved in parallel via a
sensitivity-based algorithm. The algorithm is fully distributed in the sense that only one neighbor-to-neighbor
communication step per iteration is necessary and that all computations are performed locally. Sufficient
conditions are derived for the algorithm to converge towards the central solution. Based on this result,
stability is shown for the suboptimal DMPC scheme under inexact minimization with the sensitivity-based
algorithm and verified with numerical simulations. In particular, stability can be guaranteed with either a
suitable stopping criterion or a fixed number of algorithm iterations in each MPC sampling step which allows
for a real-time capable implementation.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Model predictive control (MPC) has emerged as a powerful strategy for controlling both linear and nonlinear systems, demon-
strating its versatility in handling constraints and optimizing cost functions.1,2,3 However, confronted with large-scale systems, a
centralized MPC approach for the entire system is often impractical or undesirable. This limitation may be due to the unavail-
ability of a centralized control entity with sufficient computing resources, scalability concerns, or communication restrictions
imposed by a given communication topology. These restrictions in combination with a shift towards networked and decentralized
control architectures have led to the concept of distributed MPC (DMPC) in which the central MPC controller is replaced by
local MPCs, which control the single subsystems of the global system.4,5,6,7 The subsystems together with the local MPCs then
form a network of so-called agents.

The development of a DMPC scheme heavily depends on the considered problem setting since various sorts of couplings
between subsystems and communication topologies give rise to different requirements for the DMPC controller.6 For instance,
the subsystems can be dynamically coupled in the sense that the dynamics of the individual subsystems depend on other
subsystems’ states and/or inputs. Such couplings typically arise from physically connected subsystems found in large-scale
processing plants8,9,10, infrastructure networks such as smart grids11,12,13 and water distribution networks14,15,16 or coupled
mechanical systems, for example, found in cooperative payload scenarios17,18. A majority of the DMPC literature considers
linear discrete-time systems, in which the subsystems are assumed to be linearly coupled to the state and/or control of their
neighbors.19,20,21,22,23 In recent years, however, also dynamically coupled nonlinear continuous-time systems have been the
focus of research.24,25,26,27,28

In other settings, the global system is composed of a group of dynamically independent subsystems whose dynamics only
depend on their own states and controls. Typically, this is the case in multi-agent networks in which the agents need to solve

Abbreviations: ADMM, alternating direction multiplier method; CLF, control Lyapunov function; DMPC, distributed model predictive control; MPC, model predictive control; OCP,
optimal control problem
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different cooperative tasks like formation control29,30, platooning31, synchronization and consensus32, flocking33 or coverage
problems34. These cooperative tasks are then often formulated in terms of coupled cost functions and/or constraints. The
difficulty in this regard is that the control task usually differs from the classical setpoint stabilization scenario.

Finally, the available communication topology has a major influence on the DMPC scheme since the communication
topology in general does not need to correspond to the coupling structure which results in different design requirements. A
large share of DMPC schemes considers either neighbor-to-neighbor communication where the communication and coupling
topology are identical20,21,26,35,36,37, star networks in which the agents communicate only with a central node38,39 or system-wide
communication which allows the agents to communicate with all other agents or a subset thereof40. Consequently, different
combinations of these communication structures are possible. Reducing communication is a vital aspect of DMPC, as previous
studies have reported that communication can be responsible for a major part of the overall computation time26,37,41,42. Neighbor-
to-neighbor communication is favorable in that regard as it lowers the system-wide communication load and provides a more
flexible and scalable communication structure without a single point of failure.

In addition to different problem settings and communication requirements, the inherent characteristics of the DMPC controller
can vary drastically in how neighboring subsystems are considered. Since a comprehensive and comparative overview of different
DMPC structures is out of scope of this paper, we refer the reader to the survey papers4,6,43. However, one of the most promising
approaches is distributed optimization, where the central MPC problem is solved iteratively and in parallel by each agent. The
idea is that after enough algorithm iterations in each MPC step, the local solutions will converge to the centralized one leading to
the same performance as the centralized MPC scheme which is known as cooperative DMPC.43

Distributed optimization algorithms require suitable decomposition schemes such that the central problem can be decomposed
into smaller subproblems which are then solved locally and in parallel by the individual agents. For an introductory overview of
different optimization methods used in DMPC, we refer to the surveys44,45. A majority of the distributed optimization methods
in DMPC rely on a decomposition of the dual problem, where coupling constraints are taken into account by Lagrangian
multipliers. Notable algorithms that fall into this category are dual decomposition22, the alternating direction method of
multipliers (ADMM)46, decentralized interior point methods40, the augmented Lagrangian-based alternating direction inexact
Newton method47 and its bi-level distributed variant48. A large share of DMPC schemes employ these dual decomposition-based
optimization methods.19,22,23,24,25,26,30,49,50 However, the disadvantage of dual optimization methods such as ADMM lies in
the fact that it achieves primal feasibility only in the limit, strong duality is required to hold, and slow convergence for highly
coupled systems has been observed in practice.36,37

Another class of decomposition methods concerns primal decomposition. These approaches are characterized by directly
exchanging required quantities between neighboring subsystems rather than using Lagrangian multipliers to append the
coupling constraints.8,13,51,52,53,54 A comparison of primal and dual decomposition methods in DMPC is for example given
in references44,45,55,56. An advantage of primal approaches is that strong duality is not required to hold and that the iterates
are primal feasible under certain conditions. However, it needs to be ensured that the distributed solution corresponds with
the centralized one. Most notable, sensitivity-based approaches have recently emerged as viable distributed optimization
algorithms for DMPC.8,35,37,57,58,59 All these works follow the same ideas which can be traced back to the 1970s60,61. In
particular, sensitivity-based approaches have been utilized for automatic building control59,62, water distribution networks58,
or process control8. Furthermore, the contributions37,63 show that the sensitivities can be calculated locally by each agent in a
computationally efficient manner using optimal control theory resulting in a fully distributed algorithm with only neighbor-to-
neighbor communication which overcomes the major drawback that the agents usually require knowledge of the overall system
dynamics, additional communication steps or a central coordination step. In addition, convergence of the sensitivity-based
algorithm in the context of DMPC has been investigated for the linear discrete-time case8, an algorithm variant considering
the complete system dynamic at agent level59 and most recently for nonlinear continuous-time systems in a fully distributed
setting63 with an inexact optimization of the underlying OCP. This makes the sensitivity-based approach an interesting option
for nonlinear DMPC.

Common approaches to ensure the stability of DMPC schemes utilizing distributed optimization algorithms, especially for
dynamically coupled systems, are to use classical MPC terminal ingredients such as local terminal costs and set constraints
which can be extended to the distributed setting.20,64,65,66 Compared to the central MPC case, synthesis of the terminal costs and
sets is non-trivial in the distributed case and usually requires optimization-based approaches20,66, although iterative algorithms
exist67. However, terminal set constraints that are designed for stability requirements are often restrictive and unfavorable from
a numerical viewpoint as they lead to an increased computational load compared to an MPC formulation without terminal
constraints68 which extends to DMPC24. Another approach is relaxed dynamic programming, in which the terminal conditions
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are dropped and stability is guaranteed via a relaxed descent condition69 which has found application in DMPC.49 An important
aspect of a (D)MPC scheme is to ensure stability even after a finite number of optimization iterations24,68, often referred to as
stability under inexact optimization44, as this limits the time-consuming communication steps. Typically, a suitable stopping
criterion or a lower bound on the required iterations is used to guarantee stability.19,24,39,70,71

This contribution presents a fully distributed DMPC scheme for nonlinear continuous-time systems that are coupled in
dynamics and/or cost functions via the states of their respective neighbors. The scheme is fully distributed in the sense that
only neighbor-to-neighbor communication and local computations are required. The centralized MPC problem is formulated
without terminal set constraints which allows for a computationally efficient solution.68,72 Stability is ensured via terminal
cost functions which act as a control-Lyaponuv function (CLF) and are synthesized offline via an optimization-based approach
such that a separable structure is obtained. The DMPC scheme is realized via distributed optimization with a sensitivity-based
primal decomposition approach. In order to limit the communication between subsystems, the algorithm is terminated either
after a suitable stopping criterion or a fixed number of iterations are reached. Prematurely stopping the algorithm leads to a
suboptimal control solution and subsequently a mismatch between the optimal centralized and distributed solution. Although
related schemes have been investigated in19,24,70, the approach presented in this paper requires far less assumptions and considers
nonlinear systems. In particular, by establishing linear convergence of the sensitivity-based algorithm, exponential stability and
incremental improvement of the DMPC scheme are shown if either the stopping criterion is sufficiently small or if a certain
number of fixed algorithm iterations are performed in each MPC step.

The paper is structured as follows: In Section 2 the problem statement and system class are introduced for which the central
optimal control problem (OCP) is stated. Subsequently, the optimal MPC and DMPC control strategy is reviewed and it is shown
how separable terminal costs in the continuous-time nonlinear case can be synthesized. Following the central considerations,
the distributed solution via the sensitivity-based approach is discussed in Section 3. In particular, the notion of sensitivities is
derived via classical optimal control theory, and the sensitivity-based DMPC scheme is presented. Sufficient conditions are
derived such that the algorithm converges towards the central optimal solution. The stability of the closed-loop system under the
DMPC control law is analyzed in Section 4. The algorithm is evaluated via numerical simulations and compared to ADMM in
Section 5 before the paper is summarized in Section 6.

Several conventions are used throughout this text. The standard 2-norm ∥q∥ := ∥q∥2 = (|q1|2 + ... + |qn|2)
1
2 is used for vectors

q ∈ Rn, while for time functions q : [0, T] → Rn, the vector-valued L∞-norm with ∥q∥L∞ = maxt∈[0,T] ∥q(t)∥ is utilized
along with the corresponding function space L∞(0, T; P) such that q ∈ L∞(0, T; P) implies ∥q∥L∞ < ∞ on t ∈ [0, T] and
q(t) ∈ P ⊆ Rn, t ∈ [0, T]. An r-neighborhood of a point v0 ∈ Rv is denoted as B(v0, r) := {v ∈ Rv | ∥v – v0∥ ≤ r}, while
an r-neighborhood to a set S ⊂ Rv is defined as Sr :=

⋃
s0∈S B(s0, r). The stacking and reordering of individual vectors

vi ∈ Rvi , i ∈ V from a set V is defined as [vi]i∈V . The partial derivative of a function f (x, y) w.r.t. to one of its arguments x is
denoted as ∂x f (x, y). For given iterates (xk, yk) at step k of an arbitrary algorithm, the short-hand notation ∂x f k = ∂x f (x, y)

∣∣
x=xk ,y=yk

is used when applicable. The argument of the time functions is omitted in the paper when it is convenient. Finally, system
variables are underlined (e.g.

¯
x) to distinguish them from MPC-internal variables.

2 PROBLEM STATEMENT AND (D)MPC STRATEGY

The structure of multi-agent systems is conveniently described by a graph G = (V , E) in which the vertices V = {1, . . . , N}
represent single dynamic subsystems referred to as agents and the edges E ⊂ V × V reflect a coupling between two agents. In
this paper, the dynamics of an agent i ∈ V with states

¯
xi ∈ Rni and controls

¯
ui ∈ Rmi are described by the following nonlinear

neighbor-affine system

˙
¯
xi = f ii(¯

xi,¯
ui) +

∑
j∈N←i

f ij(¯
xi,¯

xj) =: f i(¯
xi,¯

ui,¯
xN←i ) ,

¯
xi(0) =

¯
xi,0 . (1)

The coupling to the neighbors is given by the states
¯
xj ∈ Rnj using the stacked notation

¯
xN←i := [

¯
xj]j∈N←i ∈ Rpi with

pi =
∑

j∈N←i nj and p =
∑

i∈V pi where the set of sending neighbors N←i = {j ∈ V : (j, i) ∈ E , j ̸= i} describes all the agents
influencing agent i ∈ V while the set of receiving neighbors N→i = {j ∈ V : (i, j) ∈ E , i ̸= j} refers to the agents being
influenced by agent i ∈ V . The union of both sets defines the neighborhood Ni = N←i ∪ N→i . In addition, it is allowed that
the agents are able to communicate bi-directionally with all neighbors j ∈ Ni. Neighbor-affinity means that in addition to the
local dynamic functions f ii : Rni ×Rmi → Rni , the neighbors’ dynamic functions f ij : Rni ×Rnj → Rni enter additively into
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the dynamics (1) and only depend on exactly one other state
¯
xj, j ∈ N←i .26 The individual controls

¯
ui are constrained to the

compact and convex constraint sets
¯
ui(t) ∈ Ui ⊂ Rmi , t ≥ 0 which contain the origin 0 ∈ Rmi in their interior. The coupled

subsystems (1) can equivalently be written in a centralized form

˙
¯
x = f (

¯
x,
¯
u) ,

¯
x(0) =

¯
x0 (2)

with the central dynamics f = [f i]i∈V as well as stacked state
¯
x = [

¯
xi]i∈V ∈ Rn and control

¯
u = [

¯
ui]i∈V ∈ Rm vectors of

dimension n =
∑

i∈V ni and m =
∑

i∈V mi, respectively. The stacked initial state is given by
¯
x0 = [

¯
xi,0]i∈V ∈ Rn. The local input

constraints are summarized as
¯
u(t) ∈ U ⊂ Rm with the set U defined as the Cartesian product U =

∏
i∈V Ui. Furthermore, it is

assumed that the local dynamics (1) and consequently the central dynamics (2) as well as cost functions (4) are at least twice
continuously differentiable w.r.t. their arguments. In addition, system (2) must yield a bounded solution for any initial condition

¯
x0 ∈ Rn and input

¯
u(t) ∈ U, t ∈ [0, T] for some 0 < T <∞. Without loss of generality, the control tasks consist in controlling

each subsystem (1) to the origin, i.e. f i(0, 0, 0) = 0 or equivalently f (0, 0) = 0 in the centralized form (2).

2.1 Central optimal control problem and MPC stability

In this section, well known centralized MPC results are summarized which will form the basis for the following investigations in
the distributed case.1,24,68,73 In particular, the central MPC problem relies on the repeated online solution of the following OCP
at each sampling point tk = k∆t, k ∈ N0

min
u

J(u;
¯
xk) = V(x(T)) +

∫ T

0
l(x(τ ), u(τ )) dτ (3a)

s. t. ẋ = f (x, u) , x(0) =
¯
xk (3b)

u(τ ) ∈ U , τ ∈ [0, T] (3c)

where
¯
x(tk) =

¯
xk = [

¯
xi,k]i∈V is the state of system (2) at time t = tk and ∆t > 0 is the sampling time. The cost function (3a) with

horizon length T > 0 consists of the separable terminal and integral costs

V(x(T)) =
∑
i∈V

Vi(xi(T)) , l(x, u) =
∑
i∈V

li(xi, ui, xN←i ) (4)

with Vi : Rni → R+
0 and li : Rni ×Rmi ×

∏
j∈Ni

Rnj → R+
0 . Similar to (1), the coupled integral cost function (4) is given in the

neighbor-affine form
li(xi, ui, xN←i ) := lii(xi, ui) +

∑
j∈N←i

lij(xi, xj) (5)

with the local part lii : Rni ×Rmi → R+
0 and the coupled part lij : Rni ×Rnj → R0. The terminal and integral cost additionally

satisfy the quadratic bounds

ml(∥x∥2 + ∥u∥2) ≤ l(x, u) ≤ Ml(∥x∥2 + ∥u∥2) , mV∥x∥2 ≤ V(x) ≤ MV∥x∥2 (6)

for some constants Ml ≥ ml > 0 and MV ≥ mV > 0. The admissible input space to OCP (3) then follows as U = L∞(0, T;U).
Furthermore, there exists a non-empty and open set Γ ⊂ Rn with 0 ∈ Γ such that for all

¯
xk ∈ Γ, a minimizing and unique

solution (x∗(τ ;
¯
xk), u∗(τ ;

¯
xk)), τ ∈ [0, T] of (3) exists. The existence of an optimal solution is not too restrictive as no terminal

constraints are considered and all functions are assumed to be continuously differentiable. Throughout this paper, the central
necessary optimality conditions to OCP (3) are needed. To this end, define the central Hamiltonian as

H(x, u,λ) = l(x, u) + λTf (x, u) (7)

with the adjoint state λ ∈ Rn. Then, the first-order optimality conditions require that there exist optimal adjoint states λ∗(τ ;
¯
xk),

τ ∈ [0, T] such that the canonical boundary value problem

ẋ∗(τ ;
¯
xk) = f (x∗(τ ;

¯
xk), u∗(τ ;

¯
xk)) , x∗(0;

¯
xk) =

¯
xk (8a)

λ̇
∗
(τ ;

¯
xk) = –∂xH(x∗(τ ;

¯
xk), u∗(τ ;

¯
xk),λ∗(τ ;

¯
xk)) =: G(x∗, u∗,λ∗) , λ∗(T;

¯
xk) = ∂xV(x∗(T;

¯
xk)) (8b)
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is satisfied and that u∗(τ ;
¯
xk) minimizes the Hamiltonian (7)

min
u∈U

H(x∗(τ ;
¯
xk), u,λ∗(τ ;

¯
xk)) , τ ∈ [0, T] . (8c)

The corresponding optimal (minimal) cost is denoted as

J∗(
¯
xk) := J(u∗(·,

¯
xk);

¯
xk) =

∑
i∈V

Ji(u∗i (·;
¯
xk);

¯
xk) , (9)

where Ji(u∗i (·;
¯
xk);

¯
xk) =: J∗i (

¯
xk) are the optimal agent costs. MPC strategies usually assume that this optimal solution to OCP (3)

is exactly known at each sampling point tk. Then, the first part of the optimal control trajectory on the sampling interval [tk, tk+1)
is applied to the centralized system (2) which can be interpreted as a nonlinear control law of the form

¯
u(tk + τ ) = u∗(τ ;

¯
xk) =: κ∗(x∗(τ ;

¯
xk);

¯
xk) , τ ∈ [0, ∆t) (10)

with sampling time ∆t < T and κ∗(0;
¯
xk) = 0. In the the next MPC time step tk+1, the process of solving (3) is repeated again

with x(0) =
¯
xk+1 that (in the nominal case) is given by

¯
xk+1 = x∗(∆t;

¯
xk). Since the central MPC problem is formulated without

terminal constraints, it is often assumed that the terminal cost V(x) in (6) represents a local CLF on an invariant set Ωβ ⊂ Γ

containing the origin at its center.68,74

Assumption 1. There exists a feedback law u = r(x) ∈ U and a non-empty compact set Ωβ := {x ∈ Γ : V(x) ≤ β} ⊂ Γ

containing the origin at its center such that for all x ∈ Ωβ the CLF inequality

V̇(x, r(x)) + l(x, r(x)) ≤ 0 (11)

with V̇(x, r(x)) = ∂V
∂x f (x, r(x)) is satisfied.

A classical approach in MPC is to choose V(x) as the quadratic function V(x) = xTPx where P ≻ 0 follows from the solution
of a Lyapunov or Riccati equation, given that the system (3) is stabilizable around the origin. This results in a linear feedback law
r(x) = Kx which stabilizes the nonlinear system (2) on the (possibly small) invariant set Ωβ .75,76,77 However, due to the structural
constraint (4) concerning the terminal cost V(x) and the requirement that only direct neighbors are allowed to communicate, the
design is more involved in the distributed setting.20,66 Therefore, a simple optimization-based approach to design V(x) which
considers the separability constraint (4) and to synthesize a structured control law, i.e. r(x) = [ri(xi, xNi )]i∈V with xNi := [xj]j∈Ni ,
will be discussed in Section 2.2. Throughout this paper, the following compact level set of the optimal cost

Γα = {x ∈ Γ : J∗(x) ≤ α} , α := β
(
1 +

ml

mV
T
)

, (12)

which characterizes the domain of attraction of the MPC scheme, will be needed. Based on the preceding assumptions, the
following stability results for the MPC scheme without terminal constraints under the centralized control law (10) can be
shown.68,78

Theorem 1. Suppose that the Assumption 1 is satisfied. Then, for
¯
x0 ∈ Γα it holds that

¯
xk ∈ Γα for all MPC steps and

x∗(T;
¯
xk) ∈ Ωβ with Ωβ ⊂ Γα. Furthermore, the optimal cost in the next MPC step decreases according to

J∗(x∗(∆t;
¯
xk)) ≤ J∗(

¯
xk) –

∫ ∆t

0
l
(
x∗(τ ;

¯
xk), u∗(τ ;

¯
xk)

)
dτ (13)

for all
¯
xk ∈ Γα and the origin of the system (2) under the centralized MPC control law (10) is asymptotically stable in the sense

that the closed-loop trajectories satisfy limt→∞ ∥
¯
x(t)∥ = 0.

Theorem 1 and the corresponding proofs can be found in references68,73,78. Asymptotic stability of the closed-loop trajectories
follows from (13) using Barbalat’s Lemma and can be strengthened to exponential stability if additionally the optimal cost (9) is
continuously differentiable. Theorem 1 will serve as the basis for further stability considerations in the distributed case.
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2.2 Terminal cost design for distributed MPC

In this section it is discussed how the central MPC stability considerations of the previous section can be transferred to the
distributed case and in particular how the separable terminal costs V(x) =

∑
i∈V Vi(xi) and structured terminal controllers

r(x) = [ri(xi, xNi )]i∈V can be synthesized in the considered nonlinear continuous-time setting such that stability is ensured. In
cooperative distributed MPC, the central OCP (3) is decomposed into smaller subproblems which are solved in parallel by the
agents via a distributed optimization algorithm. After an optimal input has been found, each agent locally applies the controls

¯
ui(tk + τ ) = u∗i (τ ;

¯
xk) , τ ∈ [0, ∆t) , i ∈ V (14)

to the subsystems (1). Compared to the central case, the terminal feedback law r(x) is not allowed to consider the complete
system state in the distributed setting, i.e. ri(x) for all i ∈ V , since this violates the requirement of only neighbor-to-neighbor
communication. Rather ri can only involve neighboring states xj, j ∈ Ni which can be communicated, i.e. ri(xi, xNi ). However,
classical central MPC stability proofs, e.g. the works68,73,74,75, rely on a full state feedback law. In addition, the required
separability in (4) imposes an additional structural constraint on the CLFs. These two additional requirements need to be
accounted for when transferring Theorem 1 to the DMPC setting. Therefore, it is necessary to replace Assumption 1 with the
following strengthened assumption.

Assumption 2. There exists a structured feedback law u = [ri(xi, xNi )]i∈V ∈ U and a structured CLF, i.e. V(x) =
∑

i∈V Vi(xi)
such that the CLF inequality (11) holds for all [xi]i∈V ∈ Ωβ = {x ∈ Γ : V(x) ≤ β}.

The assumption concerning the existence of such a structured feedback controller is typical in the DMPC setting19,20,66,67

and has recently been shown to be satisfied by a broad class of systems79. Furthermore, this assumption is not as restrictive
as requiring local stabilizing controllers, i.e. u = [ri(xi)]i∈V 28. The derivation of general conditions for the existence of such
(linear) structured feedback controllers is beyond the scope of this paper and poses a difficult problem in itself. Related literature
includes the reference80, where conditions on the decentralized stabilizability of the linearized dynamics (2) are discussed,
or the work81 where conditions on the coupling strength between agents are derived such that a structured controller exists.
Furthermore, algorithms for designing structured feedback controllers for continuous-time systems can be found e.g. in the
contributions82,83. The following corollary reveals that Theorem 1 holds in the same manner for the optimal distributed setting
under the strengthened Assumption 2.

Corollary 1. Suppose that Assumption 2 holds. Then, the origin of the closed-loop system under the DMPC control law (14) is
asymptotically stable for all

¯
x0 ∈ Γα and the optimal cost (9) decays asymptotically.

The proof of Corollary 1 is analogous to the proof of Theorem 1 as Assumption 2 represents a special case of Assumption 1.
It shows that the classical MPC result of Theorem 1 extends to the distributed setting if it is additionally assumed that the
feedback control r(x) and terminal cost V(x) are distributed as well. Note that this result is independent of the underlying
distributed optimization algorithm. The case in which only a suboptimal solution with a limited amount of iterations is found by
the considered sensitivity-based distributed optimal control algorithm will be investigated in Section 4.

In the following, a simple optimization-based approach is proposed to obtain a structured terminal cost V(x) and controller
u = r(x) offline such that Assumption 2 is satisfied. For the remainder of this section, we will consider the specific quadratic
terminal and integral cost functions

V(x) =
∑
i∈V

xT
i Pixi , l(x, u) =

∑
i∈V

xT
i Qixi + uT

i Riui (15)

with weighting matrices Pi, Qi ≻ 0 and Ri ≻ 0, i ∈ V . The main difficulty and difference to classical MPC are that the quadratic
terminal cost V(x) = xTPx and linear feedback law r(x) = Kx cannot be obtained by solving a Lyapunov or Riccati equation.20,66

This is due to the fact that in general the solution matrix P and feedback controller K will not exhibit the separable structure as
required by Assumption 2. Furthermore, consider the linearized system of (2) at the origin which can be derived as

ẋ = Ax + Bu , x(0) =
¯
x0 , (16)

where A = ∂x f (0, 0) and B := ∂u f (0, 0). Note that similar to (1), the linearized system exhibits a sparse structure with
∂xj f i(0, 0, 0) =: Aij ̸= 0 only if j ∈ N←i and B = diag(B1, B2, ..., BN) with Bi = ∂ui f i(0, 0, 0). By Assumption 1 there exists a



Sensitivity-Based Distributed Model Predictive Control for Nonlinear Systems under Inexact Optimization 7

stabilizing controller u = Kx such that the controlled linear system A + BK is stable. It is well known from MPC literature that if
the inequality

(A + BK)TP + P(A + BK) + γ(Q + KTRK) ≤ 0 (17)

with γ ∈ (1,∞) is satisfied, then there exists a non-empty set Ωβ = {x ∈ Γ : xTPx ≤ β} for some β > 0 such that Ωβ is control
invariant with the control law

¯
u = K

¯
x, i.e. any initial state

¯
x0 ∈ Ωβ implies that

¯
x(t) ∈ Ωβ and

¯
u(t) ∈ U for all t and that for any

¯
x(t) ∈ Ωβ , the CLF inequality d

dt (x
TPx) + xT(Q + KTRK)x ≤ 0 holds2,75. The requirements of Assumption 2 and condition (17)

can be reformulated as the following convex semi-definite optimization problem in P and K

min
E⪰0, Y

– log(det(E)) (18a)

s. t.

AE + EAT + BY + YTBT EQ
1
2 YTR

1
2

Q
1
2 E – 1

γ I 0
R

1
2 Y 0 – 1

γ I

 ⪯ 0 (18b)

E = diag{Ei : i ∈ V} (18c)

Yij = 0 , i ∈ V , j /∈ Ni , (18d)

with the substitutions E := P–1 and Y := KE. The equivalence of conditions (17) and (18b) can be shown via Schur compliment
techniques84. For the considered quadratic cost functions, the constraint (18c) ensures that the terminal cost V(x) has the
required separable structure, while the constraint (18d) guarantees that the controller fulfills Assumption 2, i.e. ri(xi, xNi ) =
Kiixi +

∑
j∈Ni

Kijxj. The cost objective requires maximizing log(det P–1) which is favorable in regard of enlarging the size of the
terminal set as it maximizes the volume of the 1-level set ellipsoid Ω1 = {x ∈ Γ : xTPx ≤ 1}20. Since problem (18) is convex,
global minimizerers P and K with the required structure exists as long as (18b) as well as E ⪰ 0 are feasible. In this way, the
optimization procedure (18) provides a constructive test for the existence of a separable terminal cost acting as a CLF and a
structured terminal controller as both required by Assumption 2. Conservatism, however, is introduced by the choice of a block
diagonal terminal cost and the structured linear controller when compared to the classical MPC approach without structural
constraints. The size of the terminal region, i.e. β, can for example be determined similar to the procedure in75.

3 DISTRIBUTED SOLUTION VIA SENSITIVITIES

The main idea of iterative and cooperative DMPC schemes is to solve (3) in a distributed fashion in each MPC step k. To this
end, a sensitivity-based approach is used in which the local cost function (5) of each agent is extended by so-called sensitivities
of its neighbors such that the agents cooperatively solve the central OCP (3).

3.1 Extended local optimal control problem

The idea of utilizing first-order sensitivities to account for the influence of neighbors has been utilized before in the DMPC
setting8,35,37,57,59 and is derived for the problem at hand. By extending the individual cost functions (4) of each agent i ∈ V with
the first-order sensitivities of its neighbors j ∈ Ni, the agents not only consider their local cost objective but also a first-order
approximation of their neighbors’ costs. The sensitivity represents the information about the expected change in the overall cost
objective (3a) that the states of an agent i ∈ V induce via the local cost of agent j ∈ N→i . The local problem of agent i ∈ V to be
solved at step q of the sensitivity-based algorithm therefore reads

min
ui

J̄i(ui;
¯
xk) := Vi(xi(T)) +

∫ T

0
li(xi, ui, xq–1

N←i ) dτ +
∑

j∈N→i

δJ̄j(uq–1
j ;

¯
xk)(δxi) (19a)

s. t. ẋi = f i(xi, ui, xq–1
N←i ) , x(0) =

¯
xi,k (19b)

ui(τ ) ∈ Ui , τ ∈ [0, T] (19c)

with the neighbor’s cost sensitivity represented by the corresponding Gâteaux derivative δJ̄j(uq–1
j ;

¯
xk)(δxi), j ∈ N→i in direction

of δxi := xi – xq–1
i evaluated for the trajectories of the previous iteration q – 1. The dynamics (1) and costs (5) are decoupled by



8 Pierer v. Esch ET AL.

using the state trajectories xq–1
N←i of the previous iteration which need to be communicated by each neighbor j ∈ N←i to the agent

i ∈ V . The Gâteaux derivative δJ̄j in (19a) can be expressed as (see Appendix A for an explicit derivation)

δJ̄j(uq–1
j ;

¯
xk)(δxi) =

∫ T

0

(
∂xi lji(x

q–1
j , xq–1

i ) + ∂xi f ji(x
q–1
j , xq–1

i )Tλq–1
j︸ ︷︷ ︸

gq–1
ji (τ )

)T
δxi dτ , j ∈ N→i (20)

where λj ∈ Rnj denotes the adjoint state of the neighbors j ∈ N→i . Defining the local Hamiltonian for the local OCP (19)

Hi(xi, ui,λi) := li(xi, ui, xq–1
N←i ) + λT

i f i(xi, ui, xq–1
N←i ) +

∑
j∈N→i

( gq–1
ji )T(xi – xq–1

i ) , (21)

the adjoint state can be calculated via the backward integration of

λ̇i(τ ) = –∂xi Hi(xi, ui,λi) , λi(T) = ∂xi Vi(xi(T;
¯
xk)) , τ ∈ [0, T] . (22)

and needs to be communicated by each agent i ∈ V to its neighbors j ∈ N←i such that (20) can be evaluated. Note that for sending
neighbors j ∈ N←i the sensitivity (20) vanishes since lji = 0 and f ji = 0. The bracketed term in (20) can be interpreted as the
(time-dependent) gradient gji(τ ) ∈ Rni , τ ∈ [0, T] of a neighbor’s j ∈ N→i cost functional w.r.t. the (time-dependent) external
trajectories xi(τ ) of agent i ∈ V . The gradient gq–1

ji can be computed locally by each agent for its neighbors j ∈ N→i due to the
neighbor-affine structure of (1) and (5) as long as the agent has access to the coupling functions lji(xj, xi) and f ji(xj, xi), j ∈ N→i .

3.2 Sensitivity-based algorithm

The separable structure of OCP (19) is exploited by solving the individual problems in parallel on the agent level. The procedure
is summarized in Algorithm 1 which shows the distributed sensitivity-based solution of the original central OCP (3). The
algorithm is executed in each MPC step with the current system state

¯
xk = [

¯
xi,k]i∈V =

¯
x(tk) in parallel and locally by each agent

i ∈ V . Algorithm 1 consists of two local computations of which the first calculates the gradient gji for all neighbors j ∈ N→i and
the second requires the solution of the local OCP (19). In addition, one communication step is needed in which the state and
adjoint trajectories are exchanged between neighboring agents. Thus, Algorithm 1 constitutes a fully distributed algorithm with
only local computation steps and neighbor-to-neighbor communication. For an efficient solution of OCP (27) the fixed-point
iteration scheme63 or the projected gradient method73,85 can be used which also conveniently calculate the adjoint state λi.
Alternatively, a standard OCP solver can be used to compute (uk

i , xk
i ) in (27), but then the adjoint dynamics (22) must be solved

backward in time to obtain λk
i .

The stopping criterion in Step 4 terminates the algorithm either if a maximum number of iterations qmax has been reached or if
a convergence criterion is satisfied at a certain iteration number qk in the current MPC step. The criterion (28) evaluates the
progress of the state and adjoint state trajectories (xq

i (τ ),λq
i (τ )) between two algorithm iterations w.r.t. the norm of the current

system state
¯
xk weighted by the constant d > 0. This leads to a contraction of the stopping criterion during the stabilization of the

system to the origin. Although the stopping criterion is only evaluated locally, it needs to be satisfied by all agents simultaneously
in each MPC step which requires either a central node or a global communication step. In a practical implementation, this
convergence monitoring is usually done by a central node which is also responsible for triggering the individual algorithm steps
in a synchronized manner.25

This central convergence check can be avoided if instead a maximum number of iterations qmax is performed without evaluating
the stopping criterion. In this way, the convergence criterion (28) can be used if a certain accuracy is required, while stopping
after a maximum number of iterations is beneficial for real-time applications with a fixed-sampling time ∆t. In the next section,
conditions on the stopping criterion constant d and the maximum number of iterations qmax are derived such that the resulting
DMPC controller stabilizes the system exponentially.

In the first MPC step k = 0, Algorithm 1 is locally initialized with appropriate trajectories, e.g. x0
i (τ ; x0) =

¯
xi,0 and

λ0
i (τ , x0) = ∂xi Vi(

¯
xi,0). In the following MPC steps k ≥ 1, the algorithm is warm-started by the solution trajectories of the last

iteration qk in the previous MPC step, i.e.

x0
i (τ ;

¯
xk+1) = xqk

i (τ ;
¯
xk) , λ0

i (τ ;
¯
xk+1) = λqk

i (τ ;
¯
xk) , τ ∈ [0, T] , i ∈ V (23)
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Algorithm 1 Distributed sensitivity-based solution of OCP (3)

Initialize (x0
i , λ0

i ), set q = 1, choose d > 0 or qmax, send x0
i to j ∈ Ni and λ0

i to j ∈ N←i
1: Compute the gradients gq–1

ji for all j ∈ N→i as

gq–1
ji (τ ) = ∂xi lji(x

q–1
j , xq–1

i ) + ∂xi f ji(x
q–1
j , xq–1

i )Tλq–1
j , τ ∈ [0, T] (26)

2: Compute (uq
i , xq

i ,λq
i ) by solving

min
ui

Vi(xi(T)) +
∫ T

0
li(xi, ui, xq–1

N←i ) +
∑

j∈N→i

(gq–1
ji )T(xi – xq–1

i ) dτ (27a)

s. t. ẋi = f i(xi, ui, xq–1
N←i ) , xi(0) =

¯
xi,k (27b)

ui(τ ) ∈ Ui , τ ∈ [0, T] (27c)

3: Send state trajectories xq
i to j ∈ Ni and adjoint trajectories λq

i to j ∈ N←i
4: if q = qmax or ∥∥∥∥ xq

i – xq–1
i

λq
i – λq–1

i

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ d∥
¯
xi,k∥ , ∀i ∈ V (28)

5: then Quit with qk := q
6: else Increment q← q + 1 and go to Step 1

for all agents i ∈ V . As soon as the stopping criterion (28) is fulfilled for all agents i ∈ V or the maximum number of
iterations qmax are reached, the calculated control trajectory uqk

i (τ ;
¯
xk) from the last iteration qk is taken as the input for the actual

subsystems (1), i.e.

¯
ui(tk + τ ) = uqk

i (τ ;
¯
xk) , τ ∈ [0, ∆t) , i ∈ V . (24)

Similar to (10), the current controls uqk (τ ;
¯
xk) = [ui]i∈V can interpreted as the nonlinear sampled control law

uqk (τ ;
¯
xk) =: κ(xqk (τ ;

¯
xk); xqk–1(τ ;

¯
xk),λqk–1(τ ;

¯
xk),

¯
xk) (25)

with τ ∈ [0, ∆t). Note, however, in contrast to the centralized MPC case (10), the control law (25) is parameterized by the state
and adjoint trajectories xqk–1(τ ;

¯
xk) and λqk–1(τ ;

¯
xk) of the previous iteration of Algorithm 1.

4 DMPC STABILITY ANALYSIS UNDER INEXACT OPTIMIZATION

By construction, Algorithm 1 iterates until a suboptimal input uqk
i (τ ;

¯
xk), τ ∈ [0, ∆t) is found, either when the stopping criterion

(28) is fulfilled or a maximum number of iterations qmax is reached. While Algorithm 1 is consequently suitable for a real-time
capable implementation, stability of the DMPC scheme is not guaranteed since Corollary 1 does not apply anymore. That is why
stability results for the DMPC scheme under an inexact minimization of the central OCP (3) by Algorithm 1 are analyzed in this
section. Two scenarios are considered: First an upper bound on the constant d in (28) is derived in Section 4.2 and then the bound
is reformulated in Section 4.3 in terms of the required number of iterations qmax that must be executed in each MPC step. The
proof follows along the lines of the work24, where the (D)MPC stability of a similar scheme, based on ADMM, was investigated.
However, we require less assumptions and in particular do not need to assume convergence and boundedness of the iterates of the
employed distributed optimization algorithm but rather are able to show linear convergence of Algorithm 1 which turns out to be
critical for the subsequent stability analysis of the DMPC scheme. In contrast the trade-off is that convergence of Algorithm 1 can
only be guaranteed for some maximum horizon length which is investigated in more detail in Lemma 1 at the end of Section 4.1.

4.1 Preliminaries for the suboptimal case

Compared to the optimal (D)MPC feedback laws (10) and (14), the control (25) represents a suboptimal feedback law. This is
caused by prematurely stopping Algorithm 1 after a certain number of iterations. As a consequence, the solution trajectories of
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the sensitivity-based DMPC algorithm are not consistent with the optimal MPC solution and could lead to a possibly destabilizing
solution as Theorem 1 or Corollary 1 do not hold anymore.

While stopping Algorithm 1 prematurely limits the number of required iterations and thus the time-expensive communication
steps, it also leads to suboptimal control trajectories uqk (τ ;

¯
xk) that differ from the optimal ones u∗(τ ;

¯
xk). That is why in general,

the state trajectories of the local MPC predictions as part of the solution of the local OCP (27), the actual realizations from
applying the suboptimal control (25) of each agent to the actual system (2), and the optimal ones resulting from the centralized
MPC solution (3) will not be identical. In particular, we have to distinguish between the following trajectories:

• The individual predicted state trajectories xqk (·;
¯
xk) = [xqk

i (·;
¯
xk)]i∈V resulting from the solution of OCP (27) in the last

iteration qk, i.e.
ẋqk (τ ;

¯
xk) = f̂ (xqk (τ ;

¯
xk), uqk (τ ;

¯
xk), x̂qk–1(τ ;

¯
xk)) , xqk (0;

¯
xk) =

¯
xk (29)

with the stacked notation x̂qk–1(τ ;
¯
xk) = [xqk–1

N←i ]i∈V ∈ Rp and f̂ = [f i]i∈V , where the notation f̂ explicitly captures the
dependency on x̂qk–1(τ ;

¯
xk).

• The actual state trajectories xqk
c (·;

¯
xk) resulting from applying the suboptimal controls uqk (·;

¯
xk) = [uqk

i (·;
¯
xk)]i∈V to the central

system (2), i.e.
ẋqk

c (τ ;
¯
xk) = f (xqk

c (τ ;
¯
xk), uqk (τ ;

¯
xk)) , xqk

c (0;
¯
xk) =

¯
xk . (30)

• The optimal trajectories x∗(·;
¯
xk) = [x∗i (·;

¯
xk)]i∈V following from solving the central OCP (3) cf. (8a), i.e.

ẋ∗(τ ;
¯
xk) = f (x∗(τ ;

¯
xk), u∗(τ ;

¯
xk)) , x∗(0;

¯
xk) =

¯
xk . (31)

In the nominal case, this implies that the system state of (2) in the next MPC step, i.e.
¯
xk+1 =

¯
x(tk+1), will lie on the actual state

trajectory

¯
xk+1 = xqk

c (∆t;
¯
xk) (32)

and not on the individual state trajectory xqk (∆t;
¯
xk) or the optimal one x∗(∆t;

¯
xk). This difference between optimal and actual

state trajectory is expressed by the error between actual state trajectory and optimal state trajectory

∆xqk
c (τ ;

¯
xk) := xqk

c (τ ;
¯
xk) – x∗(τ ;

¯
xk) , τ ∈ [0, T] (33)

that can be interpreted as a suboptimality measure in each MPC step k. Several assumptions and intermediate results concerning
the optimal solution of the central MPC scheme and the properties of Algorithm 1 are necessary to proceed.

Assumption 3. The optimal cost (9) is twice continuously differentiable and the feedback laws (10) and (25) are locally
Lipschitz w.r.t. their arguments.

These continuity assumptions are typical in (D)MPC68,72 and are required to derive certain bounds in the stability analysis. A
consequence of Assumption 3 is that there exist constants mJ , MJ > 0 such that the optimal cost satisfies (cf. (E43) and (E44) in
Appendix E)

mJ∥
¯
xk∥2 ≤ J∗(

¯
xk) ≤ MJ∥

¯
xk∥2 , ∀

¯
xk ∈ Γα . (34)

In order to proceed with the stability analysis, the rate of convergence of Algorithm 1 needs to be characterized. The next lemma
shows linear convergence of the sensitivity-based DMPC Algorithm.

Lemma 1. Suppose that Assumption 3 holds. Then, there exists an upper bound on the horizon length Tmax > 0 such that for
T < Tmax, Algorithm 1 converges linearly, i.e.∥∥∥∥ x∗(·;

¯
xk) – xq(·;

¯
xk)

λ∗(·;
¯
xk) – λq(·;

¯
xk)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ p
∥∥∥∥ x∗(·;

¯
xk) – xq–1(·;

¯
xk)

λ∗(·;
¯
xk) – λq–1(·;

¯
xk)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

(35)

for some p ∈ (0, 1).

Proof. See Appendix B.

Lemma 1 reveals the fact that convergence can be guaranteed with a sufficiently small prediction horizon T . This shows that
there exists a trade-off between the size of the domain of attraction Γα which can be enlarged by increasing T , cf. Theorem 1,
and the stability of the distributed algorithm which can be achieved by decreasing T . It should be pointed out that no convexity
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assumptions on the original OCP (3) are necessary and convergence is explicitly shown without critical assumptions which sets
it apart from, e.g. ADMM.24

Remark 1. In order to improve convergence and enlarge the maximum horizon Tmax the iterates of Algorithm 1 can be damped
as first proposed in63,72, i.e. by performing

xq
i (τ )← (1 – ϵ)xq

i (τ ) + ϵxq–1
i (τ ) , λq

i (τ )← (1 – ϵ)λq
i (τ ) + ϵλq–1

i (τ ) , τ ∈ [0, T] (36)

as an intermediate step between Step 2 and 3 of Algorithm 1 with damping factor ϵ ∈ [0, 1). This measure seeks to prevent drastic
changes during the iterations and is therefore beneficial as the sensitivities can be interpreted as a first-order approximation of
the change in costs and has a strong impact on the admissible horizon63.

4.2 Convergence properties with stopping criterion

The investigation of stability of the DMPC scheme requires to look at the error ∆xqk
c (τ ;

¯
xk) in (33) as the difference between the

suboptimal sensitivity-based and the optimal (D)MPC solution. The following lemma bounds this error in terms of the stopping
criterion (28) for all agents i ∈ V .

Lemma 2. Suppose that Assumption 3 and T < Tmax hold. Then, there exists a constant D > 0 such that the error (33) satisfies

∥∆xqk
c (·;

¯
xk)∥L∞ ≤ Dd∥

¯
xk∥ , ∀

¯
xk ∈ Γα . (37)

Proof. See Appendix C.

In the centralized optimal MPC case, the next sampling point lies on the optimal state trajectory, i.e.
¯
xk+1 = x∗(∆t;

¯
xk) and the

cost J∗(x∗(∆t;
¯
xk)) decreases according to (13). As indicated by (32), this is not the case for the suboptimal distributed MPC

scheme. The next lemma relates the cost decrease in the suboptimal case to the optimal cost J∗(
¯
xk) and the error (33).

Lemma 3. Suppose that Assumptions 1 to 3 hold. Then, there exists some ᾱ < α and correspondingly a subset Γᾱ ⊂ Γα such
that xqk

c (∆t;
¯
xk) ∈ Γα for all

¯
xk ∈ Γᾱ. Moreover, there exist constants 0 < a ≤ 1 and b, c > 0 such that the optimal cost at the

next sampling point tk+1 satisfies

J∗(xqk
c (∆t;

¯
xk)) ≤ (1 – a)J∗(

¯
xk) + b

√
J∗(

¯
xk)∥∆xqk

c (·;
¯
xk)∥L∞ + c∥∆xqk

c (·;
¯
xk)∥2

L∞ , ∀
¯
xk ∈ Γᾱ . (38)

Proof. See Appendix D.

Lemma 3 reveals that the cost decrease and overall MPC performance is limited by the error ∥∆xqk
c (·;

¯
xk)∥L∞ which opposes

the contraction term (1 – a)J∗(
¯
xk). Moreover, the original domain of attraction Γα is reduced to the smaller set Γᾱ. Based on

Lemmas 2 and 3, the stability of the DMPC scheme under inexact minimization can be shown.

Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumptions 1 through 3 as well as T < Tmax hold and let the constant d in the stopping criterion (28)
satisfy

d <
√

mJ

2cD

(√
b2 + 4ac – b

)
. (39)

Then, the optimal cost (9) and the error (33) decay exponentially for all
¯
x0 ∈ Γᾱ and the origin of the closed-loop system under

the DMPC control law (25) is exponentially stable.

Proof. The result of Lemma 2 can be expressed in terms of the optimal cost J∗(
¯
xk) using the quadratic bound (34), i.e.

∥∆xqk
c (·;

¯
xk)∥L∞ ≤

Dd
√

mJ

√
J∗(

¯
xk) (40)

which, inserted in the relation (38) of Lemma 3, results in a bound on the cost in the next MPC step

J∗(xqk
c (∆t;

¯
xk) ≤ pJJ∗(

¯
xk) (41)
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with pJ := (1 – a) + bDd√
mJ

+ cD2d2

mJ
. By (39), the contraction ratio satisfies pJ < 1 which in return implies the exponential decay of

the optimal cost J∗(
¯
xk) = J∗(xqk

c (∆t; xk–1))

J∗(
¯
xk) ≤ pJJ∗(

¯
xk–1) ≤ (pJ)kJ∗(

¯
x0) ≤ (pJ)kᾱ (42)

and of the error ∥∆xqk
c (·;

¯
xk)∥L∞ by (40)

∥∆xqk
c (·;

¯
xk)∥L∞ ≤

Dd
√

mJ

√
(pJ)kᾱ . (43)

To show exponential stability in continuous time, the state trajectory of the closed loop, i.e.
¯
x(t) =

¯
x(tk + τ ) = xqk

c (τ ;
¯
xk),

τ ∈ [0, ∆t), k ∈ N0 needs to be bounded by an exponential envelope function. Using the triangle inequality, the bound (E38),
and the bound (43), results in

∥xqk
c (τ ;

¯
xk)∥ ≤ ∥x∗(τ ;

¯
xk)∥ + ∥∆xqk

c (τ ;
¯
xk)∥ ≤ ∥

¯
xk∥eL̂τ + ∥∆xqk

c (·;
¯
xk)∥L∞ ≤ (eL̂τ + Dd)∥

¯
xk∥

≤ (eL̂τ + Dd)
1
√

mJ

√
J∗(

¯
xk) ≤ (eL̂τ + Dd)

1
√

mJ
(pJ)

1
2 k
√

J∗(
¯
x0) (44)

which bounds the state trajectory in each MPC step k for τ ∈ [0, ∆t). The exponential decay of (44) implies that there exists
constants γ1, γ2 > 0 such that ∥x(t)∥ ≤ γ1e–γ2t.

Theorem 2 shows that an explicit value for d can be computed offline ensuring stability and incremental improvement of the
DMPC scheme. In particular, it is evident that the value of d > 0 controls the contraction rate pJ in (41) and the optimal (D)MPC
case, i.e. pJ → (1 – a), is recovered for d → 0. In fact, it is possible to explicitly control the worst-case contraction rate pJ in the
interval (1 – a, 1) via d. However, calculating the value of d via (39) is usually too conservative for design purposes due to the
various involved Lipschitz and continuity estimates. Nevertheless, Theorem 2 states that a stabilizing d can always be found.

Remark 2. Compared to the scheme given in the work24, we do not require to assume boundedness and linear convergence of
the underlying distributed optimization algorithm to show stability of the MPC scheme, but explicitly prove that there exists an
upper bound on the horizon such that the iterates are bounded and linear convergence of Algorithm 1 is ensured. The drawback
is that the horizon cannot be chosen arbitrarily long which can possibly decrease the performance of the (D)MPC-controller.
However, this can be mitigated by damping the trajectories, cf. (36).

4.3 Convergence properties with a fixed number of iterations

In the following, it is discussed how the stopping criterion (28) can be equivalently fulfilled with a finite number of iterations q
without explicitly evaluating it. The following theorem precisely states a lower bound on the required iterations qmax.

Theorem 3. Suppose that Assumptions 1 through 3 as well as T < Tmax hold and d is chosen according to Theorem 2. Then, for
all

¯
x0 ∈ Γᾱ there exists a constant e > 0 such that if the number of iterations per MPC step and the initial optimization error

satisfy

qmax > 1 + logp

(
d

e(1 + p)

)
,

∥∥∥∥ x1(·;
¯
x0) – x0(·;

¯
x0)

λ1(·;
¯
x0) – λ0(·;

¯
x0)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ dN
√

ᾱ

mJ
p1–qmax , (45)

then the origin of the closed-loop system under the DMPC control law (25) is exponentially stable and the optimization error (33)
decays exponentially.

Proof. The proof consists of showing by induction that the stopping criterion, i.e.∥∥∥∥δxq(·;
¯
xk)

δλq(·;
¯
xk)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ d∥
¯
xk∥ , (46)

with δxq(τ ;
¯
xk) := xq(τ ;

¯
xk) – xq–1(τ ;

¯
xk) and δλq(τ ;

¯
xk) := λq(τ ;

¯
xk) – λq–1(τ ;

¯
xk) holds in each MPC step k for the given

conditions (45). Consequently, the optimal cost J∗(
¯
xk) and optimization error ∥∆xqk

c (·;
¯
xk)∥L∞ decrease according to (42) and

(43) as stated by Theorem 2. Note that the linear convergence property (35) can equivalently be expressed as∥∥∥∥δxq(·;
¯
xk)

δλq(·;
¯
xk)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ pq–1
∥∥∥∥δx1(·;

¯
xk)

δλ1(·;
¯
xk)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

. (47)
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The relation (46) must hold at k = 0 (induction start), i.e.∥∥∥∥δxq(·;
¯
x0)

δλq(·;
¯
x0)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ pq–1
∥∥∥∥δx1(·;

¯
x0)

δλ1(·;
¯
x0)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ Nd∥
¯
x0∥ (48)

which in return shows that the initial optimization error must satisfy∥∥∥∥δx1(·;
¯
x0)

δλ1(·;
¯
x0)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ dN
√

ᾱ

mJ
p1–qmax (49)

which is true by assumption in Theorem 3. Following the lines of Theorem 2, this implies that ∥∆xqk
c (·;

¯
x0)∥L∞ ≤ Dd∥

¯
x0∥ ≤

d D√
mJ

√
ᾱ which in return shows that J∗(

¯
x1) ≤ pJJ∗(

¯
x0) completing the induction start. We continue with the induction hypothesis

that (46) holds at MPC step k. At MPC step k + 1 the following bound can be given via the linear convergence property (47) and
Minkowski’s inequality∥∥∥∥δxq(·;

¯
xk+1)

δλq(·;
¯
xk+1)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤
∥∥∥∥ xq(·;

¯
xk+1) – x∗(·;

¯
xk+1)

λq(·;
¯
xk+1) – λ∗(·;

¯
xk+1)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

+
∥∥∥∥ xq–1(·;

¯
xk+1) – x∗(·;

¯
xk+1)

λq–1(·;
¯
xk+1) – λ∗(·;

¯
xk+1)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ (1 + p)pq–1
∥∥∥∥ x0(·;

¯
xk+1) – x∗(·;

¯
xk+1)

λ0(·;
¯
xk+1) – λ∗(·;

¯
xk+1)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ (1 + p)pq–1
(∥∥∥∥ x0(·;

¯
xk+1) – x∗(·;

¯
xk)

λ0(·;
¯
xk+1) – λ∗(·;

¯
xk)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

+
∥∥∥∥ x∗(·;

¯
xk) – x∗(·;

¯
xk+1)

λ∗(·;
¯
xk) – λ∗(·;

¯
xk+1)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

)
. (50)

We now bound the first norm on the right hand side of (50) by using the re-initialization for the adjoint state λ0(τ ;
¯
xk+1) = λq(τ ;

¯
xk)

and state x0(τ ;
¯
xk+1) = xq(τ ;

¯
xk) as follows∥∥∥∥ x0(·;

¯
xk+1) – x∗(·;

¯
xk)

λ0(·;
¯
xk+1) – λ∗(·;

¯
xk)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

=
∥∥∥∥ xq(·;

¯
xk) – x∗(·;

¯
xk)

λq(·;
¯
xk) – λ∗(·;

¯
xk)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ p
1 – p

∥∥∥∥ xq(·;
¯
xk) – xq–1(·;

¯
xk)

λq(·;
¯
xk) – λq–1(·;

¯
xk)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ p
1 – p

Nd∥
¯
xk∥ , (51)

where the induction hypothesis (46) was used in the last inequality of (51). Regarding the second norm on the right hand
side of (50), Equations (E41) and (E42) in Appendix E show that there exists Lipschitz constants Lx, Lλ > 0 such that
∥x∗(·;

¯
xk+1) – x∗(·;

¯
xk)∥L∞ ≤ Lx∥

¯
xk+1 –

¯
xk∥ and ∥λ∗(·;

¯
xk+1) – λ∗(·;

¯
xk)∥L∞ ≤ Lλ∥

¯
xk+1 –

¯
xk∥ for all

¯
xk ∈ Γα, k ∈ N0 (recall that

¯
xk+1 ∈ Γα due to Lemma 3) with which the norm can be bounded as∥∥∥∥ x∗(·;

¯
xk) – x∗(·;

¯
xk+1)

λ∗(·;
¯
xk) – λ∗(·;

¯
xk+1)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ ∥x∗(·;
¯
xk) – x∗(·;

¯
xk+1)∥L∞ + ∥λ∗(·;

¯
xk) – λ∗(·;

¯
xk+1)∥L∞ ≤ (Lλ + Lx)∥

¯
xk+1 –

¯
xk∥. (52)

The norm of the current system state
¯
xk can be related to the next state

¯
xk+1 = xqk

c (∆t;
¯
xk) via the error (33)

∥xqk
c (∆t;

¯
xk)∥ = ∥x∗(∆t;

¯
xk) + ∆xqk

c (∆t;
¯
xk)∥ ≥ ∥x∗(∆t;

¯
xk)∥ – ∥∆xqk

c (∆t;
¯
xk)∥ ≥ (e–L̂∆t – Dd)∥

¯
xk∥ , (53)

where the reverse triangle inequality together with (E39) and (37) was used. If d ≤ e–L̂∆t/D, then (e–L̂∆t – Dd) > 0 and we can
upper bound the current state ∥

¯
xk∥ by the next state ∥

¯
xk+1∥ according to

∥
¯
xk∥ ≤

1
e–L̂∆t – Dd

∥
¯
xk+1∥. (54)

Utilizing (54) to bound the current state ∥
¯
xk∥ in (52) and (51) via the next state

¯
xk+1 leads to∥∥∥∥ xq(·;

¯
xk) – x∗(·;

¯
xk)

λq(·;
¯
xk) – λ∗(·;

¯
xk)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ c1∥
¯
xk+1∥ ,

∥∥∥∥ x∗(·;
¯
xk) – x∗(·;

¯
xk+1)

λ∗(·;
¯
xk) – λ∗(·;

¯
xk+1)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ c2∥
¯
xk+1∥ (55)

with c1 := Ndp
(1–p)(e–L̂∆t–Dd)

> 0 and c2 := (Lλ + L̄eL̂T )(1 + 1
e–L̂∆t–Dd

) > 0. Inserting these bounds into (50) results in∥∥∥∥δxq(·;
¯
xk+1)

δλq(·;
¯
xk+1)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ (1 + p)(c1 + c2)pq–1∥
¯
xk+1∥. (56)
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Utilizing the condition on the iteration number (45) with e := c1 + c2 > 0, the bound (50) eventually becomes∥∥∥∥δxq(·;
¯
xk+1)

δλq(·;
¯
xk+1)

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ d∥
¯
xk+1∥ , (57)

which completes the induction step. Following the lines of Theorem 2, this implies the exponential decay of the error, i.e.
∥∆xqk

c (·;
¯
xk)∥L∞ ≤ d D√

mJ

√
pk

Jᾱ, which in return shows the exponential decay of the cost, i.e. J∗(
¯
xk) ≤ pk

Jᾱ.

Theorem 3 shows that there exists a sufficiently large number of iterations qmax such that the stopping criterion (28) is fulfilled
in every MPC iteration, thus, guaranteeing exponential stability of the DMPC scheme. Executing Algorithm 1 with a fixed
number of iterations per MPC step has the advantage that the computation time on the agent level and the communication steps
are kept constant throughout the MPC steps which is critical in real-time applications.

Remark 3. The number of iterations qk for satisfying the stopping criterion (28) will be lower in practice since (45) is a worst-
case estimate for the required number of iterations. Typically, the required number of iterations is highest in the first MPC step
k = 0 due to the "cold" start with some initial trajectories and decreases with the progression of the MPC scheme to the warm
start (23), see also the numerical example in Section 5.1.

5 NUMERICAL EVALUATION

Two numerical examples are utilized to demonstrate the performance of Algorithm 1 and its theoretical properties. At first, a
nonlinear system of three agents is utilized to compare the distributed to the central solution and to verify the linear convergence
property. In addition, a comparison to the ADMM algorithm46 is presented. The next example concerns the distributed end
region and the effect of the suboptimal predicted trajectories on the closed-loop behavior. Algorithm 1 is implemented in C++
within the modular DMPC framework GRAMPC-D26,37 in which the local OCPs (19) are solved with the toolbox GRAMPC85

via the projected gradient method.

5.1 Benchmark system

In this section, a typical benchmark system which is often used in nonlinear DMPC24,28,86,87,88 is considered for the application
of the sensitivity-based DMPC scheme. The dynamics of the system describing a bipedal locomotor experiment are given by the
following nonlinear differential equations

θ̈1 = 0.1(1 – 5.25θ2
1)θ̇1 – θ1 + u1

θ̈2 = 0.001(1 – 6070θ2
2)θ̇2 – 4θ2 + 0.057θ1θ̇1 + 0.1(θ̇2 – θ̇3) + u2 (58)

θ̈3 = 0.001(1 – 192θ2
3)θ̇3 – 4θ3 + 0.057θ1θ̇1 + 0.1(θ̇3 – θ̇2) + u3

with the states xi = [θi, θ̇i] and controls ui of each agent i ∈ V = {1, 2, 3} for which the system (58) can be represented in the
neighbor-affine form (1). The coupling structure of the system follows as N→1 = {2, 3}, N→2 = {3}, N→3 = {2} and N←1 = {},
N←2 = {1, 3}, N←3 = {1, 2}.

The controls are constrained to the set ui(t) ∈ [–1, 1], ∀i ∈ V and the control task is to drive the system from its stable limit
cycle to the origin. To this end, the quadratic cost functions li(xi, ui) = xT

i Qixi + Riu2
i , Vi(xi) = xT

i Pixi with the weighting matrices
Qi = diag(30, 30) and Ri = 0.1 are employed for each agent. We follow the approach of Section 2.2 and linearize the system
around the origin to obtain the linear system with A = ∂xf (x, u) and B = ∂uf (x, u) which is linearly controllable but unstable.
The optimization procedure (18) with γ = 1.2 is utilized offline to find the terminal weights

P1 =
[

37.4 2.0
2.0 2.2

]
, P2 = P3 =

[
38.8 1.7
1.7 2.2

]
(59)

and structured feedback controller K11 = [–16.3, –18.3], K12 = K13 = 0 and K22 = K33 = [–13.8, –15.3], K23 = K32 = [0.02, 0.04]
and K21 = K31 = 0. Both the conditions that the linear controller satisfies the input constraints, i.e.

¯
ui(t) ∈ [–1, 1], and that the
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F I G U R E 1 Closed-loop optimal and distributed solution of System (58).

CLF inequality (11) are fulfilled in the terminal region Ωβ = {xTPx ≤ 0.9}. Finally, the prediction horizon is set to T = 3.0 s
and the sampling time to ∆t = 0.05s, respectively.

The initial values for the (D)MPC simulation illustrated in Figure 1 are chosen as θ1,0 = 0.7, θ2,0 = 0.28, θ3,0 = –0.61
and θ̇i,0 = 0 according to reference28, for all i ∈ V and the system is simulated for a total of 6s. The top two figures show
a comparison of the states and controls for the centralized optimal solution and the solution obtained by Algorithm 1 with
d = 0.1 in the stopping criterion (28). Furthermore, the lower left figure shows the exponential decay of the cost function
J(
¯
xk) =

∑
i∈V Ji(ui;

¯
xk) in each MPC step which is in line with Theorems 1 and 2. The required iterations qk such that the

stopping criterion (28) is fulfilled are depicted in the lower right figure for different values of d. Clearly, a tighter stopping bound
leads to more required iterations. As indicated by Theorem 3 the required iterations are highest in the initial MPC step due to the
large initial optimization error and then converge to a stationary value. This is especially prevalent in the case of d = 0.1 where
four algorithm iterations are required to overcome the initial optimization error and then subsequently drop to two iterations for
the remaining MPC steps due to the warm-start (23).

The overall communication effort can be characterized by the number of trajectories sent between an agent i and its neighbor
j ∈ Ni in each MPC sampling step. Consequently, Algorithm 1 requires a total number of qkni(|N←i | + |Ni|) trajectories to be
communicated by each agent. In this example, the first MPC step for d = 0.1 thus requires 80 trajectories to be exchanged in the
communication network and is halved to 40 trajectories in the following steps. In practice, the trajectories are transmitted in
discretized form and the actual data amount depends on the number of discretization points (21 in this example). The major
advantage however is that only one local communication step is needed in each iteration q which greatly reduces the overall
communication time in the network.37

Figure 2 shows the evolution of the envelope and mean norm between optimal and suboptimal trajectories in each step q of
Algorithm 1 in the first MPC step for different initial conditions. According to Lemma 1, linear convergence in each step is
guaranteed as long as the prediction horizon is chosen sufficiently small which is confirmed by this example system. It is also
apparent that the adjoint states are the limiting factor for convergence as their progress is slower than that of the states which also
can be seen in the proof of Lemma 1. This is mainly due to the fact that initialization is further away from the optimal solution
than in the case of the states and that the "negotiation" between agents takes place via the adjoint states.
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In addition, a comparison with the popular ADMM algorithm46 is given. In particular, we utilize the ADMM implementation
of GRAMPC-D26 with penalty parameter adaption and employ the stabilizing stopping criterion from24 which is similar to (28)
with d = 5× 10–3 and yields approximately the same control performance. The goal of stabilizing the coupled oscillators (58)
remains the same. However, to ensure maximum comparability, we use the same cost matrices and initial values as in24 to arrive
at an identical setup. The convergence behavior is evaluated by observing the normalized cost progression w.r.t. the number
of algorithm iterations in the first MPC step k = 0 which is visualized in the left of Figure 3. The sensitivity-based algorithm
takes about 4 iterations to convergence while the ADMM algorithm requires approximately 30 iterations to converge towards
the central solution. Furthermore, the number algorithm iterations qk to achieve a stabilizing solution is depicted on the right
of Figure 3. Clearly, the required iterations qk in each MPC-step of the proposed algorithm are lower compared to ADMM
underpinning the promising application possibilities of the sensitivity-based algorithm to DMPC.

5.2 Distributed end region

The next example concerns the distributed end region and investigates how the suboptimality of the predicted trajectories affect
the region of attraction. As an example we use a similar system as in the work75

ẋi = (µi + (1 – µi)xi)ui +
∑

j∈N←i

ϵijxj , (60)
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where a number of N = 2 agents are considered which are coupled bi-directionally resulting in N1 = {2} and N2 = {1}. The
controls are constrained to the set ui ∈ [–2, 2] for all i ∈ V . Again the quadratic functions (15) are chosen with the weighting
matrices Q = diag(10, 10) and R = diag(1, 1). For now set ϵ = ϵ12 = ϵ21 = 2 and µ1 = µ2 = µ = 0.5. The optimization
problem (18) is solved with γ = 1.1 with and without the structural constraint (18c) to obtain a separable V(x) = xTPdx and
non-separable terminal cost function V(x) = xTPcx. Consequently, the invariant end region Ωβ = {xTPc/dx ≤ 0.9} is obtained for
both terminal cost functions since the dynamics are identical for both agents. The left plot of Figure 4 visualizes the two terminal
regions. Clearly, the size of Ωβ is reduced in the distributed setting and the separable terminal region is contained within the
non-separable end region. The right plot shows the change in area of the terminal region which is proportional to det(P–1) with
respect to an increasing coupling strength ϵ for different µ. The intuitive result that the separable terminal region is reduced
compared to the non-separable one with an increase in coupling strength is visible. In addition, an increased nonlinearity (for
µ = 1 system (60) is linear) worsens this effect and reduces the terminal region even further.

The unstable system (60) is now stabilized via the DMPC control scheme for different initial conditions. The coupling
strengths are set to ϵ12 = 0.5 and ϵ21 = 2.0, µ1 = 1.0 and µ2 = 0.5, the prediction horizon to T = 0.5 s and the sampling to
∆t = 0.05 s. The terminal cost is again designed via the procedure of Section 2.2 to obtain the end region Ωβ = {xTPx ≤ 1.05}.
Figure 5 shows the optimal predictions obtained by solving OCP (3), the suboptimal prediction of Algorithm 1 after q = 1
iteration in which OCP (19) is solved once and the resulting closed-loop trajectory of the suboptimal DMPC controller with
qmax = 1 as well as the terminal region Ωβ . All initial conditions where chosen to be located within the region of attraction
Γα since all endpoints of the predicted trajectories reach the terminal region, i.e. x∗(T; x0) ∈ Ωβ . Thus, with the chosen initial
conditions the optimal MPC controller is guaranteed to be stable according to Theorem 1. This, however, is not necessarily the
case for the suboptimal distributed controller.

Note the trajectories for the upper left initial condition at x0 = [–1.3 1.4]T. They visualize the difference between the original
domain of attraction Γα and the reduced domain of attraction Γᾱ as the next sampling point of the suboptimal closed-loop
trajectory xc(∆t;

¯
x0) does not lie within the region of attraction Γα such that Theorems 2 and 3 hold. This can be seen from

the fact that the endpoint of the optimal predicted trajectory at the next sampling point
¯
x1 = xc(∆t;

¯
x0) does not lie within the

terminal region, i.e. x∗(T;
¯
x1) /∈ Ωβ .

Thus, the DMPC controller with this number of algorithm iterations is not guaranteed to be stable for this particular initial
condition. This could be circumvented by either performing more iterations or choosing an initial condition closer to the origin
such that it is located within Γᾱ. However, the scheme is still robust enough to stabilize the system in this particular case.
Moreover, the dependency on the sampling time can also be seen in this particular trajectory as a higher sampling time would
take the next sampling point xc(∆t;

¯
x0) farther away from the region of attraction and thus possibly destabilize the scheme.

6 CONCLUSION

This paper presented a DMPC scheme for continuous-time nonlinear systems which relies on sensitivities to cooperatively solve
the underlying OCP in each MPC sampling step in a distributed fashion. The agents are dynamically coupled in a neighbor-affine
form which has the consequence that the sensitivities can be evaluated locally. The algorithm only requires local computations
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F I G U R E 5 Predicted and closed-loop trajectories of the controlled system (60) for different initial conditions.

and one neighbor-to-neighbor communication step per iteration and thus constitutes a scalable and fully distributed DMPC
scheme. Furthermore, it was shown that linear convergence can be guaranteed as long as the prediction horizon is sufficiently
small which represents a compromise between the domain of attraction and convergence speed of the algorithm. The computation
and communication load is limited by either a contracting stopping criterion or a fixed number of algorithm iterations. For both
scenarios exponential stability of the DMPC controller is shown. Numerical evaluations have demonstrated the effectiveness of
the presented scheme as only a few iterations per MPC step are necessary to achieve a nearly optimal performance.

Future research concerns the experimental validation of the presented DMPC scheme. In addition, convergence of the
algorithm will be analyzed in the presence of packet loss and in the asynchronous setting to further reduce the execution time.
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APPENDIX

A COMPUTATION OF SENSITIVITIES
In order to derive the first-order sensitivities for OCP (19), the OCP of an individual neighbor j ∈ N→i of the central OCP (3)
from the perspective of the agent i ∈ V is considered

min
uj

Jj(xj, uj, xN←j ;
¯
xk) := Vj(xj(T)) +

∫ T

0
lj(xj, uj, xN←j ) dτ (A1a)

s. t. ẋj = f j(xj, uj, xN←j ) , xj(0) =
¯
xj,k (A1b)

uj(τ ) ∈ Uj , τ ∈ [0, T] . (A1c)

Now the first-order sensitivity is formulated as the Gâteaux derivative of OCP (A1)

δJj(xq–1
j , uq–1

j , xq–1
N←j ;

¯
xk)(δxi) =

dJj(xq–1
j , uq–1

j , xq–1
N←j + ϵδxji;

¯
xk)

dϵ

∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

(A2)

at some point (xq–1
j , uq–1

j , xq–1
N←j ) w.r.t. the admissible direction δxji = [0T . . . 0T δxT

i 0T . . . 0T]T ∈ Rpj where δxi = xi – xq–1
i

shows up at the position in δxji corresponding to xi in xN←j . Adjoining the dynamics to the cost via (time-dependent) Lagrange
multipliers λj ∈ Rnj results in

δJj(xq–1
j , uq–1

j , xq–1
N←j ;

¯
xk)(δxi) =

∫ T

0

d
dϵ

lj(xq–1
j , uq–1

j , xq–1
N←j + ϵδxji) +

d
dϵ

(
(λq–1

j )T( f j(x
q–1
j , uq–1

j , xq–1
N←j + ϵδxji) – ẋq–1

j )
)

dt
∣∣∣∣
ϵ=0

=
∫ T

0
∂xji

(
lj(xq–1

j , uq–1
j , xq–1

N←j ) + f j(x
q–1
j , uq–1

j , xq–1
N←j )Tλq–1

j

)T
δxji dτ . (A3)

Considering the particular formulation of dynamics (1) and cost terms (5) in neighbor-affine form, the Gâteaux derivative further
simplifies to

δJj(xq–1
j , uq–1

j , xq–1
N←j ;

¯
xk)(δxi) =

∫ T

0

(
∂xi lji(x

q–1
j , xq–1

i ) + ∂xi f ji(x
q–1
j , xq–1

i )Tλq–1
j

)T
δxi dτ . (A4)

In OCP (19), the sensitivities are calculated recursively for the already augmented cost functional. Recalling the definition
of δxi = xi – xq–1

i , it is clear that (A4) is linear w.r.t. xi and can be incorporated as a linear term into the local cost function
term lii(xi, ui) in (5). Thus, a repeated application of the Gâteaux derivative (A2) still results in (A4), i.e. the sensitivity (20)
δJ̄j(uq–1

j ;
¯
xk) of the augmented cost function in (19a).

B PROOF OF LEMMA 1
Proof. The following considerations require several Lipschitz estimates. Based on the continuous differentiability of the
dynamics (29), there exists a finite (local) Lipschitz constant Lf <∞ for some rx > 0 such that

∥f̂ (x, u, x̂) – f̂ (y, v, ŷ)∥ ≤ Lf (∥x – y∥ + ∥u – v∥ + ∥x̂ – ŷ∥) (B5)
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for all x, y, x̂, ŷ ∈ Γrx
α and u, v ∈ U, where Γrx

α :=
⋃

xk∈Γα
B(xk, rx) is the rx-neighborhood to the (compact) domain of attraction Γα.

Similarly, consider the stacked adjoint dynamics (22) in each iteration q of Algorithm 1, i.e.

λ̇
q
(τ ) = –∂x

∑
i∈V

Hi(xi, ui,λi) =: Gd(xq, uq,λq; x̄q–1, λ̄q–1) , λq(T) = ∂xV(xq(T)) , (B6)

where the notation x̄ = [xT
i xT
Ni

]i∈V ∈ Rpx , px =
∑

i∈V (ni +
∑

j∈Ni
nj) and λ̄ = [λN→i ]i∈V ∈ Rpλ , pλ =

∑
i∈V

∑
j∈N→i nj

explicitly captures the dependency on the trajectories of iteration q – 1. Due to the assumed differentiability of all dynamics and
cost functions, there exists a finite Lipschitz constant LG <∞ for some rλ > 0 such that

∥Gd(x, u,λ; x̄, λ̄) – Gd(y, v,µ; ȳ, µ̄)∥ ≤ LG(∥x – y∥ + ∥u – v∥ + ∥λ – µ∥ + ∥x̄ – ȳ∥ + ∥λ̄ – µ̄∥) (B7)

for all for all x, y, x̄, ȳ ∈ Γrx
α and u, v ∈ U as well as λ,µ, λ̄, µ̄ ∈ Srλ , where and Srλ is the rλ-neighborhood to the compact set

S = {∂xV(x)|x ∈ Γrx
α}.

At first it is shown that the iterates are bounded for each
¯
xk ∈ Γα for a sufficiently short prediction horizon T , i.e. xq(τ ) ∈ Γrx

α

and λq(τ ) ∈ Srλ , τ ∈ [0, T] for q = 1, 2, . . . , qmax. We proceed by induction. To this end, assume that xq–1(τ ) ∈ Γrx
α and

λq–1(τ ) ∈ Srλ , τ ∈ [0, T] and consider the integral form of the dynamics (29) for
¯
xk ∈ Γα. By adding and subtracting f̂ (

¯
xk, 0,

¯
x̂k),

with
¯
x̂k = [[

¯
xj,k]j∈N←i ]i∈V as well as using the Lipschitz property (B5), we get (omitting time arguments)

∥xq(τ ;
¯
xk) –

¯
xk∥ ≤

∫ τ

0
∥f̂ (xq, uq, x̂q–1) – f̂ (

¯
xk, 0,

¯
x̂k) + f̂ (

¯
xk, 0,

¯
x̂k)∥ ds

≤
∫ τ

0
Lf (∥xq –

¯
xk∥ + ∥uq∥ + ∥x̂q–1 –

¯
x̂k∥) + ∥f̂ (

¯
xk, 0,

¯
x̂k)∥ ds . (B8)

The norm ∥x̂q–1 –
¯
x̂k∥ in (B8) at time s can be bounded further by realizing that x̂q–1(s),

¯
x̂k(s) ∈ Rp exclusively consist of

elements of xq–1 and
¯
xk

∥x̂q–1 –
¯
x̂k∥ ≤

√
p∥x̂q–1 –

¯
x̂k∥∞ =

√
p∥xq–1 –

¯
xk∥∞ ≤

√
p∥xq–1 –

¯
xk∥ . (B9)

By Gronwall’s inequality, the bound ∥uq(τ )∥ ≤ ru := maxu∈U ∥u∥ < ∞, and the fact that ∥f̂ (
¯
xk, 0,

¯
x̂k)∥ ≤ hf < ∞ due to the

continuity of f̂ , it follows that

∥xq(τ ;
¯
xk) –

¯
xk∥ ≤ τeLf τ (Lf (ru +

√
prx) + hf ) , τ ∈ [0, T] (B10)

Thus, by choosing T < Tf with Tf satisfying Tf eLf Tf (Lf (ru +
√

prx) + hf ) = rx, the state trajectories are bounded, i.e. xq
i (τ ) ∈ Γrx

α ,
τ ∈ [0, T].

The boundedness of λq(τ ) can be shown in similar fashion by considering the integral form of (B6) in reverse time and the
notation yr(τ ) := y(T – τ ) for some trajectory y(τ ), [0, Tx]. By adding and subtracting Gd(

¯
xk, 0,λq(T);

¯
x̄k, λ̄q(T)), utilizing the

Lipschitz property (B7) and the fact that xq(τ ) ∈ Γrx
α , one gets

∥λq
r (τ ;

¯
xk) – λq

r (0;
¯
xk)∥ ≤

∫ τ

0
∥Gd(xq

r , uq
r ,λq; x̄q–1

r , λ̄q–1
r )∥ ds ≤ τeLGτ (LG(rx + ru + rx

√
px + rx

√
pλ) + hG) (B11)

where the bounds similar to (B9)

∥x̄q–1 –
¯
x̄k∥ ≤

√
px∥xq–1 –

¯
xk∥ , ∥λ̄q–1 – λ̄

q(T)∥ ≤ √pλ∥λq–1 – λq(T)∥ , (B12)

and ∥Gd(
¯
xk, 0,λq(T);

¯
x̄k, λ̄(T)∥ ≤ hG were used. Thus, by choosing T < min{Tx, Tλ} with Tλ satisfying TλeLGTλ(LG(rx +

ru + rx
√

px + rx
√

pλ) + hG) = rλ, the adjoint state trajectory is bounded, i.e. λq(τ ) ∈ Srλ . Furthermore, note that for q = 0
either x0(τ ;

¯
x0) = x0 ∈ Γrx

α, λ0(τ ) = λT ∈ Srλ in the first MPC step k = 0 or for k > 0, x0(τ ;
¯
xk) = xqk (τ ;

¯
xk–1) ∈ Γrx

α and
λ0(τ ;

¯
xk) = λqk (τ ;

¯
xk–1) ∈ Srλ by (23). This shows that for T < min{Tx, Tλ} all iterates stay within their respective sets Γrx

α and
Srλ in each MPC step and are therefore bounded.

Next, the boundedness of the iterates is used to establish linear convergence of Algorithm 1. To this end, the difference
between the optimal solution and the solution in each step q of Algorithm 1 needs to be characterized. To this end, define the
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errors ∆xq(τ ;
¯
xk) := x∗(τ ;

¯
xk) – xq(τ ;

¯
xk), ∆uq(τ ;

¯
xk) := u∗(τ ;

¯
xk) – uq(τ ;

¯
xk) and ∆λq(τ ;

¯
xk) := λ∗(τ ;

¯
xk) – λq(τ ;

¯
xk), τ ∈ [0, T].

We derive a bound on ∆xq(τ ;
¯
xk) by considering the difference of the integral form of the dynamics (29) and (31) at some step q

∥∆xq(τ ;
¯
xk)∥ ≤

∫ τ

0
∥f̂ (x∗, u∗, x̂∗) – f̂ (xq, uq, x̂q–1)∥ ds ≤ Lf

∫ τ

0
∥∆xq∥ + ∥∆uq∥ + ∥x̂∗ – x̂q–1∥ ds (B13)

where again the notation x̂ = [xN←i ]i∈V ∈ Rp is used to achieve structural equivalence between f (x∗, u∗) and f̂ (xq, uq, x̂q).
Note that by assumption any solution of the differentiable dynamics (2) is bounded for bounded controls, i.e. there exists a

compact set X ⊂ Rn such that x∗(τ ) ∈ X, τ ∈ [0, T] for all u(t) ∈ U and
¯
xk ∈ Γα. In addition, by choosing T < min{Tx, Tλ}

the boundedness of any solution of (29) at a given iteration q is ensured, i.e. xq(τ ), xq–1(τ ) ∈ Γrx
α such that the Lipschitz estimate

(B5) is applicable. The norm ∥∆uq∥ = ∥∆uq(τ ;
¯
xk)∥ in (B13), τ ∈ [0, T] is expressed by the feedback laws (10) and (25)∫ τ

0
∥∆uq(s;

¯
xk)∥ ds =

∫ τ

0
∥κ(x∗(s;

¯
xk); x∗,λ∗,

¯
xk) – κ(xq(s;

¯
xk); xq–1,λq–1,

¯
xk)∥ ds ≤ Lκ

∫ τ

0
∥∆xq∥ + ∥∆xq–1∥ + ∥∆λq–1∥ ds

(B14)

where the relation κ∗(x∗(τ ;
¯
xk);

¯
xk) = κ(x∗(τ ;

¯
xk); x∗,λ∗,

¯
xk) is utilized. Note that the states (x∗, xq, xq–1) and adjoint states

(λ∗,λq,λq–1) are defined on compact sets. Hence, the Lipschitz property of the feedback law in Assumption 3 implies the
existence of a finite Lipschitz constant 0 < Lκ <∞ in the second line of (B14). Similar to (B9), the norm ∥x̂∗ – x̂q–1∥ is bounded
by

∥x̂∗ – x̂q–1∥ ≤ √p∥x∗ – xq–1∥ . (B15)

Inserting (B15) and (B14) into (B13), leads to

∥∆xq(τ ;
¯
xk)∥ ≤ Lf

∫ τ

0
(1 + Lκ)∥∆xq∥ + (

√
p + Lκ)∥∆xq–1∥ + Lκ∥∆λq–1∥ ds . (B16)

Using Gronwall’s inequality and taking the L∞-norm on both sides, one obtains

∥∆xq(·;
¯
xk)∥L∞ ≤ C1∥∆xq–1∥L∞ + C2∥∆λq–1∥L∞ (B17)

with C1 := Lf T(
√

p + Lκ)eLf (1+Lκ)T > 0 and C2 := Lf LκTeLf (1+Lκ)T > 0.
Next, a bound for ∆λq(τ ;

¯
xk) needs to be found. To this end, consider the optimal adjoint dynamics (8b) of the central OCP

(3) and the adjoint dynamics (B6) of the local OCP (19). The functions G and Gd are structurally equivalent as the sensitivities
extend the local cost functions (19a) such that the equations (8b) and (B6) involve the same terms.37 Consider the integral form
of (8b) and (B6) in reverse time and the notation yr(τ ) := y(T – τ ) for some trajectory y(τ ), τ ∈ [0, T]

∥∆λq
r (τ ;

¯
xk)∥ ≤ LV∥∆xq

r (0)∥ +
∫ τ

0
∥Gd(x∗r , u∗r ,λ∗r ; x̄∗r , λ̄∗r ) – Gd(xq

r , uq
r ,λq

r ; x̄q–1
r , λ̄q–1

r )∥ ds

≤ LV∥∆xq
r (0)∥ + LG

∫ τ

0
∥∆xq

r∥ + ∥∆uq
r∥ + ∥∆λq

r∥ + ∥x̄∗r – x̄q–1
r ∥ + ∥λ̄∗r – λ̄q–1

r ∥ ds (B18)

≤ LV∥∆xq
r (0)∥ + LG

∫ τ

0
(1 + Lκ)∥∆xq

r∥ + ∥∆λq
r∥ + (

√
px + Lκ)∥∆xq–1

r ∥ + (
√

pλ + Lκ)∥∆λq–1
r ∥) ds

where G(x∗, u∗,λ∗) = Gd(x∗, u∗,λ∗; x̄∗, λ̄∗) is used.
By assumption any solution of the adjoint dynamics (8b) yields a bounded solution for any continuous and bounded state

trajectory x(τ ) ∈ X and input u(τ ) ∈ U, τ ∈ [0, T], i.e. there exist a compact set Xλ ⊂ Rn such that λ(τ ) ∈ Xλ, for all
τ ∈ [0, T]. Thus, by choosing T < min{Tx, Tλ} all trajectories in (B18) are defined within compact sets such that the Lipschitz
estimate (B7) is applicable. By applying Gronwall’s inequality and the L∞-norm, the bound

∥∆λq(·;
¯
xk)∥L∞ ≤ C3∥∆xq∥L∞ + C4∥∆xq–1∥L∞ + C5∥∆λq–1∥L∞ (B19)

with C3 := (LV + TLG(1 + Lκ))eLGT and C4 := TLG(
√

px + Lκ)eLGT , C5 := TLG(
√

pλ + Lκ)eLGT is obtained. Inserting (B17) into
(B19) leads to

∥∆λq(·;
¯
xk)∥L∞ ≤ (C3C1 + C4)∥∆xq–1∥L∞ + (C3C2 + C5)∥∆λq–1∥L∞ . (B20)
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Concatenating (B17) and (B20) results in the linear discrete-time system[
∥∆xq(·;

¯
xk)∥L∞

∥∆λq(·;
¯
xk)∥L∞

]
≤

[
C1 C2

C3C1 + C4 C3C2 + C5

] [
∥∆xq–1(·;

¯
xk)∥L∞

∥∆λq–1(·;
¯
xk)∥L∞

]
= C

[
∥∆xq–1(·;

¯
xk)∥L∞

∥∆λq–1(·;
¯
xk)∥L∞

]
, (B21)

where the inequality is to be understood element-wise and C ∈ R2×2 denotes the iteration matrix. Finally, Taking the Euclidean
norm ∥ · ∥ on both sides proves (35) with p = ∥C∥. Note that p→ 0 for T → 0. Hence, there exists a maximum horizon length
Tp such that for all T < Tp the contraction ratio p satisfies p < 1. Consequently, for T < Tmax := min{Tp, Tx, Tλ} the iterates are
bounded and the algorithm converges.

C PROOF OF LEMMA 2
Proof. To prove Lemma 2, the error norm ∥∆xqk

c (τ ;
¯
xk)∥, τ ∈ [0, ∆t) is expanded such that

∥∆xqk
c (τ ;

¯
xk)∥ = ∥xqk

c (τ ;
¯
xk) – xqk (τ ;

¯
xk) + xqk (τ ;

¯
xk) – x∗(τ ;

¯
xk)∥ ≤ ∥xqk

c (τ ;
¯
xk) – xqk (τ ;

¯
xk)∥ + ∥xqk (τ ;

¯
xk) – x∗(τ ;

¯
xk)∥

= ∥ξqk (τ ;
¯
xk)∥ + ∥∆xqk (τ ;

¯
xk)∥ (C22)

with the error between predicted and actual trajectories ξqk (τ ;
¯
xk) := xqk

c (τ ;
¯
xk) – xqk (τ ;

¯
xk) as well as predicted and optimal

trajectories ∆xqk (τ ;
¯
xk) := x∗(τ ;

¯
xk) – xqk (τ ;

¯
xk). We derive a bound on ξqk (τ ;

¯
xk), τ ∈ [0, ∆t) by considering the integral form

of the dynamics (29) and (30) as well as the Lipschitz property of the control in Assumption 3

∥ξqk (τ ;
¯
xk)∥ ≤

∫ τ

0
∥f̂ (xqk

c , uqk , x̂qk
c ) – f̂ (xqk , uqk , x̂qk–1)∥ ds ≤ Lf

∫ τ

0
∥xqk

c – xqk∥ + ∥x̂qk
c – x̂qk–1∥ ds (C23)

where again x̂ = [xN←i ]i∈V ∈ Rp is used to achieve structural equivalence between f (xqk
c , uqk ) and f̂ (xqk , uqk , x̂qk–1). Note that any

solution of the differentiable dynamics (2) is bounded for bounded controls, i.e. x∗(t), xc(t) ∈ X for all u(t) ∈ U and
¯
xk ∈ Γα.

In addition, Lemma 1 implies the boundedness of any solution xqk (t) of (29) at a given iteration q. Together this implies the
existence of a finite Lipschitz constant Lf > 0 in (C23). Similar to (B9), the norm ∥x̂qk

c – x̂qk–1∥ in (C23) is bounded by

∥x̂qk
c – x̂qk–1∥ ≤ √p∥x̂qk

c – x̂qk–1∥∞ =
√

p∥xqk
c – xqk–1∥∞ ≤

√
p∥xqk

c – xqk–1∥ . (C24)

This norm can further be expanded to

∥xqk
c – xqk–1∥ = ∥xqk

c – xqk + xqk – xqk–1∥ ≤ ∥xqk
c – xqk∥ + ∥xqk – xqk–1∥ (C25)

such that (C24) is compatible with (C23). Inserting (C25) into (C23), results in

∥ξqk (τ ;
¯
xk)∥ ≤ Lf

∫ τ

0
(1 +
√

p)∥ξqk∥ +
√

p∥xqk – xqk–1∥ ds. (C26)

Applying Gronwall’s inequality and the L∞ norm, eventually leads to

∥ξqk (·;
¯
xk)∥L∞ ≤ Lf

√
p∆teLf (1+

√
p)∆t∥xqk (·;

¯
xk) – xqk–1(·;

¯
xk)∥L∞ ≤ c3d∥

¯
xk∥ (C27)

with the constant c3 := NLf
√

p∆teLf (1+
√

p)∆t > 0 where the stopping criterion (28) was used to bound the norm between two
state iterates in (C27). In what follows, a bound on the remaining unknown norm ∥∆xqk (τ ;

¯
xk)∥ is derived in similar fashion by

considering the integral form of the dynamics (29) and (31) for τ ∈ [0, ∆t)

∥∆xqk (τ ;
¯
xk)∥ ≤

∫ τ

0
∥f̂ (x∗, u∗, x̂∗) – f̂ (xqk , uqk , x̂qk–1)∥ ds ≤ Lf

∫ τ

0
∥x∗ – xqk∥ + ∥u∗ – uqk∥ + ∥x̂∗ – x̂qk–1∥ ds (C28)

with the unknown norms ∥u∗ – uqk∥ and ∥x̂∗ – x̂qk–1∥. Similar to (C24), the norm ∥x̂∗ – x̂qk–1∥ is bounded by

∥x̂∗ – x̂qk–1∥ ≤ √p(∥x∗ – xqk∥ + ∥xqk – xqk–1∥). (C29)
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which can be inserted into (C28)

∥∆xqk (τ ;
¯
xk)∥ ≤

∫ τ

0
Lf (1 +

√
p)∥∆xqk∥ + Lf ∥u∗ – uqk∥ + Lf

√
p∥xqk – xqk–1∥ ds

≤ NLf
√

pτd∥
¯
xk∥ +

∫ τ

0
Lf (1 +

√
p)∥∆xqk∥ + Lf ∥u∗ – uqk∥ ds (C30)

where again the stopping criterion (28) was used to bound ∥xqk – xqk–1∥ in (C30). The difference between optimal u∗ and
suboptimal input uqk can be bounded as follows∫ τ

0
∥u∗(s;

¯
xk) – uqk (s;

¯
xk)∥ ds =

∫ τ

0
∥κ∗(x∗(s;

¯
xk); x∗,λ∗,

¯
xk) – κ(xqk (s;

¯
xk); xqk–1,λqk–1,

¯
xk)∥ ds

≤ Lκ

∫ τ

0
∥x∗ – xqk∥ + ∥x∗ – xqk–1∥ + ∥λ∗ – λqk–1∥ ds ≤ Lκ

∫ τ

0
∥x∗ – xqk∥ ds +

√
2Lκτ

∥∥∥∥ x∗ – xqk–1

λ∗ – λqk–1

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ Lκ

∫ τ

0
∥x∗ – xqk∥ ds +

√
2Lκτ

1 – p

∥∥∥∥ xqk – xqk–1

λqk – λqk–1

∥∥∥∥
L∞

≤ Lκ

∫ τ

0
∥∆xqk∥ ds +

√
2Lκτ

1 – p
Nd∥

¯
xk∥ (C31)

where κ∗(x∗(τ ,
¯
xk);

¯
xk) = κ(x∗(τ ;

¯
xk); x∗,λ∗,

¯
xk) is used. Note that the states x∗, xqk and xqk–1 are defined within a compact set.

The same holds for λ∗ and λqk–1. Consequently, Assumption 3 implies that there exists a Lipschitz constant Lκ <∞ such that
first inequality in (C31) holds. Furthermore, the linear convergence property (35) in Lemma 1 in combination with the stopping
criterion (28) was used in the last two inequalities in (C31). Combining (C31) and (C29) with (C28) leads to

∥∆xqk (τ ;
¯
xk)∥ ≤

∫ τ

0
c4∥∆xqk∥ ds + c5τd∥

¯
xk∥ (C32)

with constants c4 := Lf (1 +
√

p + Lκ) > 0 and c5 := NLf
(√

p +
√

2Lκ

1–p

)
> 0. Applying Gronwall’s inequality and the L∞ eventually

leads to
∥∆xqk (·;

¯
xk)∥L∞ ≤ c5∆tec4∆td∥

¯
xk∥ . (C33)

Finally, the bound on the error (C22) is given by (C27) and (C33)

∥∆xqk
c (·;

¯
xk)∥L∞ ≤ Dd∥

¯
xk∥ (C34)

with D := c3 + c5∆tec4∆t which proves the lemma.

D PROOF OF LEMMA 3
The proof follows along the lines of24,68,72 and considers the bound on the actual state trajectory in the next sampling step ∆t

∥xqk
c (∆t;

¯
xk)∥ ≤ ∥x∗(∆t;

¯
xk)∥ + ∥∆xqk

c (∆t;
¯
xk)∥ ≤ (eL̂∆t + Dd)∥

¯
xk∥ , (D35)

where the second line follows from (38) in Lemma 2 and the bound on the optimal state trajectory in (E38). Moreover, note
that, for any x ∈ Γα with α > 0 the bound ∥x∥ <

√
α
mJ

follows from the set definition (12) and the lower bound on the optimal

cost (E44). Vice versa, ∥x∥ <
√

α
MJ

implies by the upper bound (E43) that x ∈ Γα. Thus,
¯
xk ∈ Γᾱ with ᾱ := mJα

MJ (eL̂∆t+Dd)2 has the

consequence that ∥
¯
xk∥ ≤ 1

eL̂∆t+Dd

√
α

MJ
which inserted in (D35) leads to

∥xqk
c (∆t;

¯
xk)∥ ≤

√
α

MJ
. (D36)

This implies that xqk
c (∆t;

¯
xk) ∈ Γα for

¯
xk ∈ Γᾱ. Now, we can estimate the difference between the optimal cost at point

¯
xk+1 = xqk

c (∆t,
¯
xk) and at

¯
x∗k+1 = x∗c (∆t;

¯
xk) (which both lie in Γα) by considering the following line integral along the linear path
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¯
x∗k+1 + s∆

¯
xk+1 with ∆

¯
xk+1 := ∆xqk

c (∆t;
¯
xk) and the path parameter s ∈ [0, 1]

J∗(
¯
xk+1) = J∗(

¯
x∗k+1) +

∫ 1

0
∇J∗(

¯
x∗k+1 + s∆

¯
xk+1)∆

¯
xk+1 ds

= J∗(
¯
x∗k+1) +

∫ 1

0
∇J∗(

¯
x∗k+1) +

∫ s

0

[
∇2J(

¯
x∗k+1 + s2∆

¯
xk+1)∆

¯
xk+1 ds2

]
∆
¯
xk+1 ds

≤ J∗(
¯
x∗k+1) + B∥

¯
x∗k+1∥∥∆xqk

c (∆t;
¯
xk)∥ +

1
2

B∥∆xqk
c (∆t;

¯
xk)∥2. (D37)

The last line follows from the twice differentiability of the optimal cost J∗(·), see Assumption 3, which implies that there
exists a constant B > 0 such that ∥∇J∗(x)∥ ≤ B∥x∥ and ∥∇2J∗(x)∥ ≤ B for all x ∈ Γα. Note that by definition of ᾱ the
linear path lies completely within Γα. Considering the optimal MPC case (13), the first term J∗(

¯
x∗k+1) can be related to the

previous optimal cost by (E45) which results in the contraction term J∗(
¯
x∗k+1) ≤ (1 – a)J∗(

¯
x∗k ). The bounds (E38) and (E44)

give ∥
¯
x∗k+1∥ ≤ eL̂∆t

√
(mJ )

√
J∗(

¯
xk), which yields (38) with 0 ≤ a < 1 as in (E45), b := eL̂∆t

√
mJ

and c = B
2 . This completes the proof of

Lemma 3.

E ADDITIONAL BOUNDS
This section states some useful bounds on the optimal state trajectory x∗(τ ,

¯
xk), adjoint trajectory λ∗(τ ;

¯
xk) and optimal cost

J∗(
¯
xk). Similar bounds are given in the references24,68,72. Note that the optimal state trajectory lies in the compact set Γα,

i.e. x∗(τ ;
¯
xk) ∈ Γα for τ ∈ [0, T] and

¯
xk ∈ Γα which follows from (13). Considering the equilibrium f (0, 0) = 0 as well

as κ∗(0;
¯
xk) = 0 for the optimal feedback (10), the following Lipschitz estimates hold ∥f (x, u)∥ = ∥[f i(xi, ui, xN←i )]i∈V∥ ≤

Lf (∥x∥ + ∥u∥) and κ∗(x;
¯
xk) ≤ Lκ∗∥x∥ for all x(t) ∈ X and u(t) ∈ U with Lf , Lκ∗ <∞. An upper bound on the optimal state

trajectory x∗(τ ,
¯
xk) with x∗(0) =

¯
xk can be obtained based on Assumption 3 and Gronwall’s inequality

∥x∗(τ ;
¯
xk)∥ ≤ ∥

¯
xk∥ +

∫ τ

0
∥f (x∗(s;

¯
xk), u∗(s;

¯
xk))∥ ds ≤ ∥

¯
xk∥ +

∫ τ

0
∥f (x∗(s;

¯
xk),κ∗(x∗(s;

¯
xk);

¯
xk))∥ ds (E38)

≤ ∥
¯
xk∥ + Lf

∫ τ

0
∥x∗(s;

¯
xk)∥ + ∥κ∗(x∗(s;

¯
xk);

¯
xk))∥ ds ≤ ∥

¯
xk∥ + Lf (1 + Lκ∗ )

∫ τ

0
∥x∗(s;

¯
xk)∥ ds ≤ ∥

¯
xk∥eL̂τ

with L̂ := Lf (1 + Lκ∗ ). Similarly, a lower bound can be found by the inverse Gronwall inequality

∥x∗(τ ;
¯
xk)∥ ≥ ∥

¯
xk∥ –

∫ τ

0
∥f (x∗(s;

¯
xk), u∗(s;

¯
xk))∥ ds ≥ ∥

¯
xk∥e–L̂τ . (E39)

The difference between two optimal state trajectories x∗(τ ;
¯
xk+1) and x∗(τ ;

¯
xk) can be estimated as follows

∥x∗(τ ;
¯
xk+1) – x∗(τ ;

¯
xk)∥ ≤ ∥

¯
xk+1 –

¯
xk∥ + Lf

∫ τ

0
∥x∗(s;

¯
xk+1) – x∗(s;

¯
xk)∥ + ∥κ∗(x∗(s;

¯
xk+1);

¯
xk+1) – κ∗(x∗(s;

¯
xk);

¯
xk)∥ ds

≤ L̄∥
¯
xk+1 –

¯
xk∥ + L̂

∫ τ

0
∥x∗(s;

¯
xk+1) – x∗(s;

¯
xk)∥ ds (E40)

with L̄ := (1 + Lf Lk∗ ). Applying Gronwall’s inequality and the L∞-norm leads to

∥x∗(·;
¯
xk+1) – x∗(·;

¯
xk)∥L∞ ≤ L̄eL̂T∥

¯
xk+1 –

¯
xk∥ ≤ Lx∥

¯
xk+1 –

¯
xk∥ (E41)

with Lx := L̄eL̂T . Similar to (E41), a bound between two optimal adjoint state trajectories λ∗(τ ;
¯
xk+1) and λ∗(τ ;

¯
xk) can be found

by integration of the adjoint dynamics (8b) in reverse time with the notation yr(τ ) := y(T – τ ) for some trajectory y(τ ), τ ∈ [0, T],
i.e.

∥λ∗r (τ ;
¯
xk+1) – λ∗r (τ ;

¯
xk)∥ ≤ LV∥xq

r (0;
¯
xk+1) – xq

r (0;
¯
xk)∥

+ LG

∫ τ

0
∥x∗r (s;

¯
xk+1) – x∗r (s;

¯
xk)∥ + ∥κ∗(x∗r (s;

¯
xk+1);

¯
xk+1) – κ∗(x∗r (s;

¯
xk);

¯
xk)∥ + ∥λ∗r (s;

¯
xk+1)) – λ∗r (s;

¯
xk))∥ ds

≤ LGLκ∗∥xk+1 – xk∥ + (LV + TLG(1 + Lκ∗ ))∥x∗(·;
¯
xk+1) – x∗(·;

¯
xk)∥L∞ + LG

∫ τ

0
∥λ∗(s;

¯
xk+1)) – λ∗(s;

¯
xk))∥ ds

≤ (LGLκ∗ + Lx(LV + TLG(1 + Lκ∗ ))eLGT∥
¯
xk+1 –

¯
xk∥ ≤ Lλ∥

¯
xk+1 –

¯
xk∥ (E42)
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with Lλ := (LGLκ∗ + Lx(LV + TLG(1 + Lκ∗ ))eLGT . Note that the optimal adjoint states λ∗ are defined on the compact set Xλ such
that the finite Lipschitz constant LG in the second line of (E42) exists.

Utilizing (E38) and (E39), an upper bound on the optimal cost can be found by using the bounds for the terminal and integral
costs (6)

J∗(
¯
xk) ≤ MV∥x∗(T;

¯
xk)∥2 + Ml

∫ T

0
∥x∗(τ ;

¯
xk)∥2 + ∥u∗(τ ;

¯
xk)∥2 dτ ≤ MVe2L̂T∥

¯
xk∥ + Ml∥

¯
xk∥2

∫ T

0
e2L̂τ + L2

k∗e
2L̂T dτ

= MJ∥
¯
xk∥2 (E43)

with MJ := MVe2L̂T + Ml

2L̂
(e2L̂T (1 + L2

k∗ ) – 1 – L2
k∗ ) as well as a lower bound

J∗(
¯
xk) ≥ ml

∫ T

0
∥x∗(τ ;

¯
xk)∥2 dτ ≥ ml∥

¯
xk∥2

∫ T

0
e–2L̂τ = mJ∥

¯
xk∥2 (E44)

with mJ := ml

2L̂
(1 – e–2L̂T ). Additionally, the integral in (13) can be lower bounded by∫ ∆t

0
l(x∗(τ ;

¯
xk), u∗(τ ;

¯
xk) dτ ≥ ml

∫ ∆t

0
∥x∗(τ ;

¯
xk)∥2 dτ ≥ aJ∗(

¯
xk) (E45)

with a := ml(1–e–2L̂∆t)
2L̂MJ

.
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