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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. !>* 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.*>®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.® 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 plants®%1° infrastructure networks such as smart grids '!:1>13 141516 or coupled
mechanical systems, for example, found in cooperative payload scenarios'”-'®. 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. 1%-2021:2223 [ recent years, however, also dynamically coupled nonlinear continuous-time systems have been the
focus of research, 2425:26.27.28

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

and water distribution networks

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 control?**°, platooning?®', synchronization and consensus 32, flocking®* 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 identical >%-2126:33:36.37 star networks in which the agents communicate only with a central node 3% or system-wide
communication which allows the agents to communicate with all other agents or a subset thereof*’. 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 time 26374142 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 papers*%*. 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.*3

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 surveys***. 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 decomposition??, the alternating direction method of
multipliers (ADMM)*, decentralized interior point methods*’, the augmented Lagrangian-based alternating direction inexact
Newton method*’ and its bi-level distributed variant*®. A large share of DMPC schemes employ these dual decomposition-based
optimization methods. !%-22:23:24:25:26.3049.50 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. 3¢

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. 31331523354 A comparison of primal and dual decomposition methods in DMPC is for example given
in references *+*>3-¢_ 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. 8337573859 A]] these works follow the same ideas which can be traced back to the 1970s%%%! In
particular, sensitivity-based approaches have been utilized for automatic building control**2, water distribution networks>®,
or process control®. Furthermore, the contributions37-%* 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 case®, an algorithm variant considering
the complete system dynamic at agent level®® and most recently for nonlinear continuous-time systems in a fully distributed
setting® 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. 2%-6463-66 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 approaches 2%, although iterative algorithms
exist®”. 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
constraints%® which extends to DMPC?*. 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 condition®® which has found application in DMPC.*® An important
aspect of a (D)MPC scheme is to ensure stability even after a finite number of optimization iterations >+ often referred to as
stability under inexact optimization**, 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. %243%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. °®7? 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 in'*->*7%, 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 ||g|| := ||q|2 = (Ig11? + ... +1g,1*)? is used for vectors
g € R”", while for time functions ¢ : [0,7] — R”", the vector-valued Lo,-norm with ||g||... = max,cior ||g(®)]| is utilized
along with the corresponding function space Lo (0, T; P) such that ¢ € L..(0, T; P) implies ||¢||... < oo on ¢ € [0,7] and
q(n) € PCR", t €[0,T]. An r-neighborhood of a point vy € R is denoted as B(vo,7) := {v € R"I||v —vy|| < r}, while
an r-neighborhood to a set S C R is defined as S := (J; s B(so, ). The stacking and reordering of individual vectors
v; € RY, i € V from a set V is defined as [v;];cy. The partial derivative of a function f(x,y) w.r.t. to one of its arguments x is
denoted as Oy f(x, y). For given iterates (x*, y*) at step k of an arbitrary algorithm, the short-hand notation d; f* = 0, 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, £) in which the vertices V = {1,...,N}
represent single dynamic subsystems referred to as agents and the edges £ C V x V reflect a coupling between two agents. In
this paper, the dynamics of an agent i € V) with states x; € R" and controls u; € R™ are described by the following nonlinear
neighbor-affine system

5 =fupu)+ D> f@nx) = fiupx00), x0)=x,. (1)
JENI

The coupling to the neighbors is given by the states x; € R" using the stacked notation x N = [x;ljen= € R” with
pi = ZJ.GMH njand p =Y., p; where the set of sending neighbors N;~ = {j € V : (j,i) € £, j # i} describes all the agents
influencing agent i € V while the set of receiving neighbors N;7 = {j € V : (i,j) € &, i # j} refers to the agents being
influenced by agent i € V. The union of both sets defines the neighborhood N; = ;7 U N;~. In addition, it is allowed that
the agents are able to communicate bi-directionally with all neighbors j € ;. Neighbor-affinity means that in addition to the
local dynamic functions f; : R x R™ — R™, the neighbors’” dynamic functions f; : R" x R" — R™ enter additively into
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the dynamics (1) and only depend on exactly one other state x;, j € N}~ 2% The individual controls u; are constrained to the
compact and convex constraint sets u;(r) € U; C R™, t > 0 which contain the origin 0 € IR™ in their interior. The coupled
subsystems (1) can equivalently be written in a centralized form

x=fxu, x0)=x, 2

with the central dynamics f = [f;]icy as well as stacked state x = [x;];cy € R" and control u = [u;];cy € R™ vectors of
dimensionn =), _,,n;and m = ), |, m;, respectively. The stacked initial state is given by x, = [x;,]icy € R". The local input
constraints are summarized as u(f) € U C IR with the set U defined as the Cartesian product U = Hiev U;. 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
X, € R" and input u(?) € U, ¢ € [0, T] for some 0 < T < co. Without loss of generality, the control tasks consist in controlling
each subsystem (1) to the origin, i.e. f,(0, 0, 0) = 0 or equivalently £(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. '**%73 In particular, the central MPC problem relies on the repeated online solution of the following OCP
at each sampling point t;, = kAt, k € IN

T
min  J(w;x;,) = V(D)) + / [(x(7),u(T))dr (3a)

u 0
s.t. x=f@x,u), x0)=x, (3b)
u(t)y €U, 7€10,T] (3¢)

where x(#) = x; = [x;,]icv is the state of system (2) at time ¢ = # and At > 0 is the sampling time. The cost function (3a) with
horizon length T > 0 consists of the separable terminal and integral costs

V(D) =Y Vixi(T),  eu) = LiGxi,ui,xp+) “)
i€V i€V
with V; : R" — R§ and [; : R™ x R™ x eN; R"% — R§. Similar to (1), the coupled integral cost function (4) is given in the
neighbor-affine form
L wi X ) = L wg) + Y L, x;) )
JEN
with the local part /; : R" x R™ — R{ and the coupled part [;; : R" x R — Rq. The terminal and integral cost additionally
satisfy the quadratic bounds

(|l + [le]l?) < 10eu) < MiClx]® + Jul®), - myllx|* < V) < My|lx]? ©)

for some constants M; > m; > 0 and My > my > 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 I' C R" with 0 € I" such that for all x, € I', a minimizing and unique
solution (x*(7;x;), u*(7;x,)), 7 € [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

Hx,u,\) = 1(x,u) + \'f(x,u) (7)

with the adjoint state A € R". Then, the first-order optimality conditions require that there exist optimal adjoint states X*(7;x,),
T € [0, TT such that the canonical boundary value problem

j«'*(T;-le) zf(x*(TZ-le),u*(ﬂZk)) s x*(O;-le) =X (8a)

N (m1x) = 0 H(* (1320, 0" (116,), N (13.x) =t GO* u™ XY, A (T;xp) = 0. V(x"(T;x)) (8b)
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is satisfied and that #*(7; x;) minimizes the Hamiltonian (7)
min A" (73 x0) u, N(73x,)), - 7 €10, T (8¢)
uc

The corresponding optimal (minimal) cost is denoted as

T () = J@ (x50 = Y Tl (5555, ©)
i€y
where J;(u; (-; x,); x;) =: J; (x;) are the optimal agent costs. MPC strategies usually assume that this optimal solution to OCP (3)
is exactly known at each sampling point #;. Then, the first part of the optimal control trajectory on the sampling interval [#;, tx+1)
is applied to the centralized system (2) which can be interpreted as a nonlinear control law of the form

u(te +7) =u(1;x) = K" ((T3x): %), 7 € [0, Ar) (10)

with sampling time Az < T and k*(0;x,;) = 0. In the the next MPC time step ., the process of solving (3) is repeated again
with x(0) = x,,, that (in the nominal case) is given by x,,, = x*(At; x,). 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 {23 C I'
containing the origin at its center. %574

Assumption 1. There exists a feedback law # = r(x) € U and a non-empty compact set 23 :={x € I' : V(x) < 8} C T
containing the origin at its center such that for all x € g the CLF inequality

Vix, rx)) + I(x,r(x)) <0 (11)

with V(x, r(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 5.7>7¢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.?>% 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) = [r;(x;, X ;) ]licyv With xx; = [x}]jen;,
will be discussed in Section 2.2. Throughout this paper, the following compact level set of the optimal cost

To={xel:J"@<a}, a=p(1+-T), (12)
ny

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. %878

Theorem 1. Suppose that the Assumption 1 is satisfied. Then, for x, € T',, it holds that x,, € T, for all MPC steps and
x*(T;x,) € Qg with Qg C I'y. Furthermore, the optimal cost in the next MPC step decreases according to

At
T (x* (At xp) SJ*(J_ck)—/ [(x*(T:x),u™*(13x)) dT (13)
0

for all x, € Iy, 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 lim,_, », ||x(?)|| = 0.

Theorem 1 and the corresponding proofs can be found in references ®*7378. 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) = Ziev Vi(x;) and structured terminal controllers
r(x) = [ri(x;,xn;)]icy 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

l_li(tk + 7-) = u?‘(T;Xk) ’ TE [09 At) ’ l € 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. r;(x) for all i € V, since this violates the requirement of only neighbor-to-neighbor
communication. Rather r; can only involve neighboring states x;, j € N; which can be communicated, i.e. r;(x;, x ;). However,
classical central MPC stability proofs, e.g. the works®737+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(x;,xa;)]icy € U and a structured CLF, i.e. V(x) = Ziev Vi(x;)
such that the CLF inequality (11) holds for all [x;];cy € Qg ={x €' : V(x) < S}.

The assumption concerning the existence of such a structured feedback controller is typical in the DMPC setting !%-20:66.67
and has recently been shown to be satisfied by a broad class of systems’®. Furthermore, this assumption is not as restrictive
as requiring local stabilizing controllers, i.e. u = [ri(x;)]icy 2®. 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 reference®’, where conditions on the decentralized stabilizability of the linearized dynamics (2) are discussed,
or the work3! 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
contributions 8233, 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 x, € I, 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@) =Y xPxi, lxu)=> x/Qxi+uRu; (15)

i€y i€y
with weighting matrices P;, Q; > 0 and R; > 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. %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
X=Ax+Bu, x(0)=x,, (16)

where A = 0,f(0,0) and B := J,f(0,0). Note that similar to (1), the linearized system exhibits a sparse structure with
5'x,.fi(0, 0,0)=:A; #0onlyifj e N and B = diag(B}, Ba, ..., By) with B; = 8,,f:(0,0,0). By Assumption 1 there exists a
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stabilizing controller # = Kx such that the controlled linear system A + BK is stable. It is well known from MPC literature that if
the inequality
(A+BK)'P+P(A +BK)+~v(Q +K'RK) <0 17)

with v € (1, 00) is satisfied, then there exists a non-empty set {0g = {x € I" : xTPx < B} for some 8 > 0 such that (13 is control
invariant with the control law u = Kx, i.e. any initial state x,, € {25 implies that x(f) € €23 and u(¢) € U for all ¢ and that for any
x(t) € Qg, the CLF inequality %(xTPx) +xT(0 + KTRK)x < 0holds?7. The requirements of Assumption 2 and condition (17)
can be reformulated as the following convex semi-definite optimization problem in P and K

Etél(lfly —log(det(E)) (18a)
AE +EA" + BY + Y'BT EQ* Y'R:
.1, Q'E ~ir 0 | =0 (18b)
RY 0 -1
Y
E = diaglE; : i € V} (18¢)

with the substitutions E := P! and Y := KE. The equivalence of conditions (17) and (18b) can be shown via Schur compliment
techniques 84 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. r;(x;,x ;) =
Kx; + Zje ; Kijx;j. The cost objective requires maximizing log(det P~ 'Y which is favorable in regard of enlarging the size of the
terminal set as it maximizes the volume of the 1-level set ellipsoid ; = {x € ' : xTPx < 1}%°. 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. 3, can for example be determined similar to the procedure in”>.

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

setting 8,35,37,57,59

the first-order sensitivities of its neighbors j € A, the agents not only consider their local cost objective but also a first-order

and is derived for the problem at hand. By extending the individual cost functions (4) of each agent i € V with

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;7. The local problem of agent i € V to be
solved at step ¢ of the sensitivity-based algorithm therefore reads

T
min  Jiu;;x,) = Vi(e(T)) + / L wp X8y dr+ > ST x,)(0x) (19a)
u; 0 i je_/\/'lﬂ
st X =fi0u,xil), x(0)=x;, (19b)
ui(T) € Ui s TE [0’ T] (190)

with the neighbor’s cost sensitivity represented by the corresponding Gateaux derivative 5.7j(u;1_1;3_ck)(5xi), J € N7 in direction

of dx; :=x; —x1~

; ! evaluated for the trajectories of the previous iteration g — 1. The dynamics (1) and costs (5) are decoupled by
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using the state trajectories xj’\}L of the previous iteration which need to be communicated by each neighbor j € A7 to the agent
i € V. The Géteaux derivative 8J; in (19a) can be expressed as (see Appendix A for an explicit derivation)

T
ST x,)(0x;) = / (Ol X0 4 0 £ X D adr, je N (20)
0

gm

where A; € R" denotes the adjoint state of the neighbors j € ;7. Defining the local Hamiltonian for the local OCP (19)

Hixi i, Ni) 1= Lo, X500 ) + Alf (e xfe) + > (85T —x!, Q1)
JENT

the adjoint state can be calculated via the backward integration of
() = O Hi(xjui, X)),  X(T) =0, Vixi(T;xp)), 7€l0,T]. (22)

and needs to be communicated by each agent i € ) to its neighbors j € A7~ such that (20) can be evaluated. Note that for sending
neighbors j € N the sensitivity (20) vanishes since /; = 0 and fji = 0. The bracketed term in (20) can be interpreted as the
(time-dependent) gradient gj,-(T) € R", 7 € [0, T] of a neighbor’s j € N, cost functional w.r.t. the (time-dependent) external
trajectories x;(7) of agent i € V. The gradient g?fl can be computed locally by each agent for its neighbors j € N due to the
neighbor-affine structure of (1) and (5) as long as the agent has access to the coupling functions /;(x;, x;) and f (X, x0), ] € N7

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 x; = [x;;licy = x(#) in parallel and locally by each agent
i € V. Algorithm 1 consists of two local computations of which the first calculates the gradient g;; for all neighbors j € N7 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 scheme®® or the projected gradient method># can be used which also conveniently calculate the adjoint state \;.
Alternatively, a standard OCP solver can be used to compute (uf-‘,xi-‘) in (27), but then the adjoint dynamics (22) must be solved
backward in time to obtain A¥.

The stopping criterion in Step 4 terminates the algorithm either if a maximum number of iterations gnax has been reached or if
a convergence criterion is satisfied at a certain iteration number g; in the current MPC step. The criterion (28) evaluates the
progress of the state and adjoint state trajectories (x?(r), )\?(T)) between two algorithm iterations w.r.t. the norm of the current
system state x;, weighted by the constant 4 > 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.?

This central convergence check can be avoided if instead a maximum number of iterations gmax 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 A¢. In the next section,
conditions on the stopping criterion constant d and the maximum number of iterations g,,,, 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. x)(7;x0) = x;o and
)\?(T,xo) = 0Oy, Vi(x; ). In the following MPC steps k > 1, the algorithm is warm-started by the solution trajectories of the last
iteration gy in the previous MPC step, i.e.

D) =xP(mx), AN(Tx,) =2 rx), T€[0,T], i€V (23)
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Algorithm 1 Distributed sensitivity-based solution of OCP (3)

Initialize (x?, )\?), set ¢ = 1, choose d > 0 OF Gpax, send x? toj € N; and )\? toj € N
1: Compute the gradients gfi_l forallj € N7 as
g (M) = O L X + 0 f e DI 7 €00, T (26)

2: Compute (u?,x?, A7) by solving

T
min  V;(x;(T)) + / li(xi,ui,xj’\}_L) + Z (g;’,-fl)T(x,- —x?fl)dT (27a)

“ 0 L jeN~
st X =fi0u Xl ), x(0)=x, (27b)
ui(T) S Ui 5 TE [Oa T] (27C)

3: Send state trajectories x! to j € N; and adjoint trajectories A to j € N

4 if g = gmax OF

x‘.’—x‘fl

1 1 < d”x
q_ yq-1 = CllAik

A=

Loo

, Viey (28)

5. then Quit with g 1= ¢
6. else Increment g <— g + 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 gmay are reached, the calculated control trajectory uf*(7;x,) from the last iteration ¢ is taken as the input for the actual
subsystems (1), i.e.

u iy +7)=ul(r;x), T€E0,Ar), ieV. (24)

Similar to (10), the current controls u%(7;x;) = [u;];cy can interpreted as the nonlinear sampled control law
u(r:x,) = KEH (T x):x8 (11 x,), NN (T x). X)) (25)

with 7 € [0, Ar). Note, however, in contrast to the centralized MPC case (10), the control law (25) is parameterized by the state
and adjoint trajectories x%! (7;x;) and )\qk"l(T;J_ck) of the previous iteration of Algorithm 1.

4 | DMPC STABILITY ANALYSIS UNDER INEXACT OPTIMIZATION

By construction, Algorithm 1 iterates until a suboptimal input u?k(r;y_ck), 7 € [0, Ar) is found, either when the stopping criterion
(28) is fulfilled or a maximum number of iterations gm,x 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 gmax that must be executed in each MPC step. The
proof follows along the lines of the work>*, 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.

41 | 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



10 | Pierer v. Esch ET AL.

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 u?*(7; x,) that differ from the optimal ones u*(7; x,). 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:

e The individual predicted state trajectories x%(-;x;) = [x?" (-;x;)]iev resulting from the solution of OCP (27) in the last
iteration g, i.e.
(T x) = f O (Tix), (T3 x,), 27 (1 x), 2 %(05x,) = x, (29)

with the stacked notation fch’l(T;J_ck) = [qu\k/fi]iev € R? and f = [f,licy, where the notation f explicitly captures the
dependency on £%'(r; X,) I
e The actual state trajectories x%(-;x,) resulting from applying the suboptimal controls u%(-;x,) = [u?*(-;x,)];cv to the central
system (2), i.e.
¥ (mx) = f&l(mx), ut(13x)),  xE0:x) = x,. (30)

e The optimal trajectories x*(-;x;) = [x](-; x;)]icy following from solving the central OCP (3) cf. (8a), i.e.
X(mx) = f (2, w7 (135), x¥7(05x)) = x, . €10

In the nominal case, this implies that the system state of (2) in the next MPC step, i.e. x;,; = X(f+1), will lie on the actual state
trajectory
X = XE(AL X)) (32)

and not on the individual state trajectory x%(At; x,) or the optimal one x*(Af; x,). This difference between optimal and actual
state trajectory is expressed by the error between actual state trajectory and optimal state trajectory

Ax(T;x,) =x (T x) - x"(13%,), T€[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)MPC %72 and are required to derive certain bounds in the stability analysis. A
consequence of Assumption 3 is that there exist constants m;, M; > 0 such that the optimal cost satisfies (cf. (E43) and (E44) in
Appendix E)

myllx|® <T@ < Myllx)*, Vx, €Ty (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 Ty.x > 0 such that for
T < Tiax, Algorithm 1 converges linearly, i.e.

x*(5x) — x5 xp)
N Crx) = A (G xp)

x*(';-l‘k) _xq(‘§£k)

35
X (x) - Ay (33)

Loo

Lo
for some p € (0, 1).
Proof. See Appendix B. O

Lemma 1 reveals the fact that convergence can be guaranteed with a sufficiently small prediction horizon 7'. This shows that
there exists a trade-off between the size of the domain of attraction I', which can be enlarged by increasing 7, cf. Theorem 1,
and the stability of the distributed algorithm which can be achieved by decreasing 7. 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. >

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

xI(r) + (1 —exi(r)+ exiq*l(T) ;o AT +— (- + e)\?fl(T) , T7¢€l[0,T] (36)

as an intermediate step between Step 2 and 3 of Algorithm 1 with damping factor € € [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 horizon%?.

4.2 | Convergence properties with stopping criterion

The investigation of stability of the DMPC scheme requires to look at the error Ax%(7;x,) 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 < Tyax hold. Then, there exists a constant D > 0 such that the error (33) satisfies
[AxECx) e < D[l Vx, € Ta. (37

Proof. See Appendix C. O

In the centralized optimal MPC case, the next sampling point lies on the optimal state trajectory, i.e. x,,; = x*(Af;x,) and the
cost J*(x*(At; x,)) 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*(x;) and the error (33).

Lemma 3. Suppose that Assumptions I to 3 hold. Then, there exists some & < o and correspondingly a subset 'y C ', such
that xI*(At; x,) € I'y, for all x,, € T's. Moreover, there exist constants 0 < a < 1 and b, ¢ > 0 such that the optimal cost at the
next sampling point ti..1 satisfies

T (ALx)) < (1 -a)J* @) + by/T @l Ax? (x|, + | Ax2Cxlf . Va € Ta (38)

Proof. See Appendix D. [

Lemma 3 reveals that the cost decrease and overall MPC performance is limited by the error || Ax%(-;x,)||L.. which opposes
the contraction term (1 — a)J*(x;). Moreover, the original domain of attraction I, is reduced to the smaller set I'5. 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 < T, hold and let the constant d in the stopping criterion (28)
satisfy
d<\/nTJ(vb2+4ac—b>. (39)
2¢D
Then, the optimal cost (9) and the error (33) decay exponentially for all x, € I's 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*(x,) using the quadratic bound (34), i.e.

Dd
N VI (x) (40)

J

A5 x|z, <

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

T (xB(Ax,) < piJ*(x) 4D
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. DA . . . o I .
withp; =(1-a)+ b% + %. By (39), the contraction ratio satisfies p; < 1 which in return implies the exponential decay of

the optimal cost J*(x,;) = J*(xgk(At;xk_l))

T x) < piJ* @) < )T (xy) < (p))fa (42)
and of the error ||Ax%(-;x,)|... by (40)
Dd
|AXECsx ). < \/77] Vpka. (43)

To show exponential stability in continuous time, the state trajectory of the closed loop, i.e. x(¥) = x(t; + 7) = x¥(7;x}),
T € [0, Af), k € INj needs to be bounded by an exponential envelope function. Using the triangle inequality, the bound (E38),
and the bound (43), results in

(s xpll < (52| + | AxE (s x| < lxellel” + [|Ax% Cxplle., < € +Dd)x, |
1 - 1 |

— /T (x,) < (" + Dd)——(p))2* /T (x (44)
m (x) < ( ﬁmJ(PJ) VI* (%)

which bounds the state trajectory in each MPC step & for 7 € [0, Ar). The exponential decay of (44) implies that there exists
constants vy, 7, > 0 such that ||x(@)|| < ye™". 0

< (el + Dd)

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 p; in (41) and the optimal (D)MPC
case, i.e. py — (1 —a), is recovered for d — 0. In fact, it is possible to explicitly control the worst-case contraction rate p; 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 work>*, 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).

43 | 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 g
without explicitly evaluating it. The following theorem precisely states a lower bound on the required iterations gpmax-

Theorem 3. Suppose that Assumptions I through 3 as well as T < Tpax hold and d is chosen according to Theorem 2. Then, for
all x, € I'y there exists a constant e > 0 such that if the number of iterations per MPC step and the initial optimization error
xl(’§-l‘70) —xo('§£o)

satisfy
d a
s < dN ) Gma , 45
o0 +p>> Nz - Nz, = MV @

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

gmax > 1 +log, <

Proof. The proof consists of showing by induction that the stopping criterion, i.e.

ox4(-3x,)

<
5}\4(';3_%) — d”')—ckH ’ (46)

Loo

with §x9(7;x,) = x9(7;x;) — x4 (1:x,) and AU (T;x;) = A(T;x,) — X’_](T;)_ck) holds in each MPC step k for the given
conditions (45). Consequently, the optimal cost J*(x,) and optimization error ||Ax%(-;x,)||... decrease according to (42) and
(43) as stated by Theorem 2. Note that the linear convergence property (35) can equivalently be expressed as

0x9(-3x)
IN(-3xp)

Sx'(ixp)
X' (3xp)

a1 (47)

LOC

LOO
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The relation (46) must hold at k = O (induction start), i.e.

which in return shows that the initial optimization error must satisfy

‘ < AN | pline (49)
my

which is true by assumption in Theorem 3. Following the lines of Theorem 2, this implies that || Ax%(-;x,)||r.. < Dd||x,| <
d \/% /& which in return shows that J* (x,) < pjJ*(x,) 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

0x7(-1x0)
5Aq(’¥0) L

1|0 (5 x)
SN x0)

< Nd| x| (48)

Sx' ()
SN (5x0)],

0x( Xp1)
6>\q(';§k+1) L

X xpp ) —XF (5 X4,0)
)\qil(’Q-Kkﬂ) - A*(';-Ikﬂ)

X5 X)) — X" (5 Xy p)
Aq(';-Xk.H) - A*(';Xkﬂ) L
X003 x0,) =X (5Xp1)
/\0(';3_Ck+|) - )\*('23_‘71<+|) L

Loo
xo('§£k+1) _x*(‘§-7_5k)
NCxn) = NG,

X Cix) =X (5 X,)

<1 +pyp*! * *
< (1+pp A Cx) = AN C X))

< (1 +pypt! (

). (50)
Loo

‘We now bound the first norm on the right hand side of (50) by using the re-initialization for the adjoint state )\O(T; X)) = X(T3x,)
and state xO(T;)_ck+]) =x4(7;x;) as follows

xq(.xk) xq_l(;-lfk)
PINCix) = AT (5 xp) Lo

X5 x) —x*(55xp)
M(Cx) =N Cixpl|,

xo(';-l‘k”) —x*(';-l‘k)

< P
XCxn ) =N Gl

—1-

=< Nd”xk” (51)

P
1-

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 L,,Ly > 0 such that
[ (3 ) =% Ci X)L < LallXp — ]| and [A"Cixp ) = A G2l < LallXg — ]| forall x; € T, k € No (recall that
X, € I'y due to Lemma 3) with which the norm can be bounded as

x*('§-l'k)_x*('§-§k+1)
ACix) = N Gxg)]|

< Cix) =X Cixp D e + I G = AN Cxg Dl < U +Lo|xg — Xl (52)

The norm of the current system state x, can be related to the next state x,,, = x%(At; x,) via the error (33)

8 (An x| = [l (Arx,) + Ax® (An x| > [l (Anx)|| - | Ax(An x| > €54 -

(53)

where the reverse triangle inequality together with (E39) and (37) was used. If d < e’iA’/D, then (e’m" —Dd) > 0 and we can
upper bound the current state ||x, || by the next state ||x,,, | according to

1
x| < m“!kﬂ I (54)

Utilizing (54) to bound the current state ||x, || in (52) and (51) via the next state x,,, leads to

xI(x,) = x* (5 ;) X (32 =X (5 %)
X(Cx) - A5 xp) L i NG =N CGxg), 2l (
with ¢ := (l—p)(::+’—Dd) >0and ¢y = (Ly + LetT)(1 + pe? -1 “iarp;) > 0. Inserting these bounds into (50) results in
0x9(:3X;,1) -1
- < 4 .
‘ 5)‘q(';'lck+1) L (1+p)cr +c)p ||~§k+1 ” (56)
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Utilizing the condition on the iteration number (45) with e := ¢ + ¢, > 0, the bound (50) eventually becomes

which completes the induction step. Following the lines of Theorem 2, this implies the exponential decay of the error, i.e.
| Ax% (5 x)]L,. < d\/% \/pka, which in return shows the exponential decay of the cost, i.e. J*(x;) < pia. O

0x9(-3 x1,1)
OXN(3xp01)

< dxp ]l 5 (57)

LOO

Theorem 3 shows that there exists a sufficiently large number of iterations gm,x 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 gy 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 algorithm“® 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-D?%37 in which the local OCPs (19) are solved with the toolbox GRAMPC 33
via the projected gradient method.

51 | Benchmark system

In this section, a typical benchmark system which is often used in nonlinear DMPC ?428:8687:88 iq 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

0, =0.1(1-5.2501)0, — 0 +uy
f, = 0.001(1 - 607062)6, — 465 +0.0570,6, + 0.1, — ) + us 8)
03 = 0.001(1 — 19262)03 — 465 + 0.0576,6, + 0.1(05 — ) + u3

with the states x; = [0, éi] and controls u; of each agenti € 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 N7 = {2,3}, ;7 = {3}, V57 = {2} and N~ = {},
N =13}, N5 ={1,2}.

The controls are constrained to the set u;(f) € [-1, 1], Vi € 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 /;(x;, u;) = xiTQixi +Riui2, Vilx;) = xiTPixi with the weighting matrices
0, = diag(30, 30) and R; = 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 = 0,f(x, u) and B = J,f(x, u) which is linearly controllable but unstable.
The optimization procedure (18) with v = 1.2 is utilized offline to find the terminal weights

_[37420

t {2.0 22 (59

} . Py=Ps= {38.8 1.7}

1.7 2.2

and structured feedback controller K| = [-16.3,-18.3], K|, = K13 = 0 and Ky, = K33 = [-13.8, —15.3], K73 = K3, = [0.02, 0.04]
and K»; = K3; = 0. Both the conditions that the linear controller satisfies the input constraints, i.e. u;(¢) € [-1, 1], and that the
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FIGURE 1 Closed-loop optimal and distributed solution of System (58).

CLF inequality (11) are fulfilled in the terminal region Q5 = {x"Px < 0.9}. Finally, the prediction horizon is setto 7 =3.0's
and the sampling time to Az = 0.05s, respectively.

The initial values for the (D)MPC simulation illustrated in Figure 1 are chosen as 0,y = 0.7, 6,9 = 0.28, 639 = —0.61
and 9.1;0 = 0 according to reference?®, 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(x,) = Ziev Ji(u;; x;) in each MPC step which is in line with Theorems 1 and 2. The required iterations g 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 € N; in each MPC sampling step. Consequently, Algorithm 1 requires a total number of gn;(IN;| + INV;]) 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 ¢ which greatly reduces the overall
communication time in the network. >’

Figure 2 shows the evolution of the envelope and mean norm between optimal and suboptimal trajectories in each step g 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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FIGURE 2 Envelope over all sampled trajectories together with the median convergence curve of Algorithm 1 for random
initial conditions in the first DMPC step k = 0.
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FIGURE 3 Comparison of sensitivity-based and ADMM-based DMPC in terms of the convergence behavior in the first
DMPC step (left) as well as the required iterations for a stabilizing solution (right).

In addition, a comparison with the popular ADMM algorithm® is given. In particular, we utilize the ADMM implementation
of GRAMPC-D?¢ with penalty parameter adaption and employ the stabilizing stopping criterion from?* which is similar to (28)
with d = 5 x 107 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 in?* 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 = O 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 g to achieve a stabilizing solution is depicted on the right
of Figure 3. Clearly, the required iterations g, 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 work’?

Xi = (i + (1= pxu; + Z €iX; 5 (60)
JENT
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where a number of N = 2 agents are considered which are coupled bi-directionally resulting in N; = {2} and N; = {1}. The
controls are constrained to the set u; € [-2, 2] for all i € V. Again the quadratic functions (15) are chosen with the weighting
matrices Q = diag(10, 10) and R = diag(l, 1). For now set € = €1 = €2 = 2 and p; = pu» = p = 0.5. The optimization
problem (18) is solved with v = 1.1 with and without the structural constraint (18c) to obtain a separable V(x) = xTPx and
non-separable terminal cost function V(x) = xTP_x. Consequently, the invariant end region {2 = {xTP.yx < 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 {23 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~") with
respect to an increasing coupling strength e for different x. 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
1 =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 €j, = 0.5 and €;; = 2.0, p; = 1.0 and p, = 0.5, the prediction horizon to 7 = 0.5 s and the sampling to
At = 0.05s. The terminal cost is again designed via the procedure of Section 2.2 to obtain the end region 5 = {xTPx < 1.05}.
Figure 5 shows the optimal predictions obtained by solving OCP (3), the suboptimal prediction of Algorithm 1 after g = 1
iteration in which OCP (19) is solved once and the resulting closed-loop trajectory of the suboptimal DMPC controller with
gmax = 1 as well as the terminal region {25. All initial conditions where chosen to be located within the region of attraction
I, since all endpoints of the predicted trajectories reach the terminal region, i.e. x*(T;xo) € Q. 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 xo = [-1.3 1.4]T. They visualize the difference between the original
domain of attraction I',, and the reduced domain of attraction I'5 as the next sampling point of the suboptimal closed-loop
trajectory x.(At; xo) does not lie within the region of attraction I', 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 x| = x.(At;xo) does not lie within the
terminal region, i.e. x*(T;x;) € €.

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 I'5. 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 x.(At; x,) 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

T 1
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FIGURE 4 Comparison of the end regions following from separable and non-separable terminal cost functions.
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FIGURE 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;~ of the central OCP (3)
from the perspective of the agent i € V is considered

T
min  Ji(xj, uj, X5 Xx;) = Vj(xj(T))+/ (e uj, x =) dT (Ala)
u; 7 0 J
st X =fi0.u,xn0-), x(0) =x;,; (Alb)
u(r)elU;, 7€l0,T]. (Alc)

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

g-1 g1 _g-1 .
de(xj S X e+ €0Xjis X))
* J
de

cSJj(x]f’_l,ujq_1 xN<_ 3 X,)(0x;) =

(A2)

e=0

at some point (xqfl, ul” I x NH) w.r.t. the admissible direction dx; = [0"...0" 5xF 0" ...0"]T € R” where dx; = x; —xq*1
shows up at the position in 5xj, corresponding to x; in x N Adjoining the dynamics to the cost via (time-dependent) Lagrange

multipliers A; € R" results in

T
. d . d i
1t u fl,x;]\GL;Lck)(éxi)=/o el e+ (DTG + e —51) dr .
T
= / Do, (bt ! ) el TN o (A3)
0 J

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

T
ST ud ™ xS x)(0x) = / (O Lied™ x4 0y £ T T o dr (A4)
/ 0

In OCP (19), the sensitivities are calculated recursively for the already augmented cost functional. Recalling the definition
of ox; = x; —x?fl, it is clear that (A4) is linear w.r.t. x; and can be incorporated as a linear term into the local cost function
term [;;(x;, u;) in (5). Thus, a repeated application of the Gateaux derivative (A2) still results in (A4), i.e. the sensitivity (20)
5]_,-(u}171;y_ck) 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 Ly < oo for some 7, > 0 such that

Ife.u.2) = f o v. )| < Le(le =y + [lu—v] + £ -5]) (B5)
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forallx,y,%,y € I andu,v € U, where I'”; := kael“a B(xy, ry) is the r,-neighborhood to the (compact) domain of attraction I',.
Similarly, consider the stacked adjoint dynamics (22) in each iteration g of Algorithm 1, i.e.

N @) =-0: 3 Hitenun A) = Gl ud, XGEL X, X(T) = 0,V((T)), (B6)
icy
where the notation X = [xiT x/T\/[],'ey € R, p, = Ziev(”i + 2N n;) and A= [)‘J\C—’]iEV € RP», py = Ziev ien— N
explicitly captures the dependency on the trajectories of iteration ¢ — 1. Due to the assumed differentiability of all dynamics and
cost functions, there exists a finite Lipschitz constant L; < oo for some ry > 0 such that

1Gae. u, X: 2. X) = Ga(y.v, i3, || < L[ =yl + u=v]| + [ X =l + £ =53] + |2 - &]) (B7)

for all for allx,y, ¥,y € I'x and u,v € U as well as A, p, A, o € 8™, where and 8™ is the ry-neighborhood to the compact set
S={0Vxx eIk}

At first it is shown that the iterates are bounded for each x,, € I',, for a sufficiently short prediction horizon T, i.e. x9(7) € I';
and /(1) € 8™, 7 € [0, T] for g = 1,2,..., ¢max. We proceed by induction. To this end, assume that x (1) € I'”r and
A1) € 8™, 7 € [0, T] and consider the integral form of the dynamics (29) for x, € I',,. By adding and subtracting f (x1,0,%,),
with £, = [[x;,]jen;~ liev as well as using the Lipschitz property (B5), we get (omitting time arguments)

1x9(13x,) — 2, ]| < / IFe, u?, %7 — f(x,, 0,%,) +F(x,, 0,%,)]| ds
0

< / Ly([lx? = x| + [l + 8 = 2D + [F @, 0.2 s (B8)
0

The norm [|x4~! — £,|| in (B8) at time s can be bounded further by realizing that #7(s), x,(s) € R? exclusively consist of
elements of x4 and x,

! = 2| < VPR = Eilloo = VPIRT —xilloo < VIS - xil- (B9)

By Gronwall’s inequality, the bound ||u?(7)|| < r, := max,ecy |[u]| < oo, and the fact that [|f(x,,0,%,)|| < hs < oo due to the
continuity of f, it follows that

[x9(; ;) —x, || < 7€ (Ly(ry + /pre) + ), T €10, T] (B10)

Thus, by choosing T < Ty with T satisfying TfeL-/'T-/'(Lf(ru +./Pry) + hy) = r,, the state trajectories are bounded, i.e. x?(r) eI,
T € [0, T].

The boundedness of A(7) can be shown in similar fashion by considering the integral form of (B6) in reverse time and the
notation y,(7) := y(T — 1) for some trajectory y(7), [0, T,]. By adding and subtracting G4(x,, 0, \/(T); X,, Xq(T)), utilizing the
Lipschitz property (B7) and the fact that x(7) € I';, one gets

[AT(T320) = AL (02| < / 1G (et ud, A% X ds < melST (Lo + 1+ Fea/Pi + Fen/PR) + hi) (B11)
0
where the bounds similar to (B9)
ol = _ N _
¥ £ < Vo —x I =N < VA AT - AD) (B12)

and ||Ga(x;, 0, X(T); X, X(T)|| < hg were used. Thus, by choosing T < min{7,, Ty} with Ty satisfying Txe"s™ (Lg(ry +
Ty + Fey/Dx + T /PA) + hg) = ra, the adjoint state trajectory is bounded, i.e. A?(7) € S8™. Furthermore, note that for ¢ = 0
either x°(7;x0) = xo € T2, A%7) = Ay € 8™ in the first MPC step k = 0 or for k > 0, x°(7;x;) = x%(7;x,_,) € ' and
)\O(T;J_ck) = A%(1;x,_) € 8™ by (23). This shows that for 7 < min{7,, T, } all iterates stay within their respective sets I'’x and
S™ 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 g of Algorithm 1 needs to be characterized. To this end, define the
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errors Ax4(7;x;) = X*(1: %) —x9(73x), Au?(7:x,) = w*(1:x,) —ud(1:x;,) and AXN(73x)) = X" (7:x) - A(1:x;), 7 € [0, T].
We derive a bound on Ax?(7;x,) by considering the difference of the integral form of the dynamics (29) and (31) at some step g

vyl < [ e ) ot as <1 [ Au g st es By
0 0

where again the notation X = [x/+ licy € R” is used to achieve structural equivalence between f(x™,u*) and f (x?, ud,x7).
Note that by assumption any solution of the differentiable dynamics (2) is bounded for bounded controls, i.e. there exists a
compact set X C R” such that x*(7) € X, 7 € [0, T] for all u(r) € U and x;, € I',,. In addition, by choosing 7' < min{ 7y, T}
the boundedness of any solution of (29) at a given iteration g is ensured, i.e. x/(7),x%"' (1) € I'’s such that the Lipschitz estimate
(B5) is applicable. The norm ||Au?|| = ||Au?(r;x,)|| in (B13), 7 € [0, T]is expressed by the feedback laws (10) and (25)

/ [|Aud(s;x,)| ds :/ (™ (53,); X%, A, x,) — K(x(s5.,); 677, AT x| ds < Lﬁ/ | Ax?|| + || Ax4 || + [|AXT || ds
0 0 0

(B14)
where the relation K*(x*(7;x,);X;) = K(x*(7;x,);x*, A", x,) is utilized. Note that the states (x*,x7,x%") and adjoint states
(A%, A7, A1) 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 < L,; < oo in the second line of (B14). Similar to (B9), the norm ||x* —x%! || is bounded
by

e =2 < vl - x (B15)
Inserting (B15) and (B14) into (B13), leads to
izl <1y [+ LOIAR 4 (5 LA+ L AX 6. ®16
Using Gronwall’s inequality and taking the L.,-norm on both sides, one obtains

1AXCi x|z, < CrllAXT o+ Cof AN (B17)

with Cy == L;/T(\/p + L,)e+T 5 0 and C, = LfL,{TeLf(“Ln)T > 0.

Next, a bound for AX(7; x,) 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 G, are structurally equivalent as the sensitivities
extend the local cost functions (19a) such that the equations (8b) and (B6) involve the same terms.3’ Consider the integral form
of (8b) and (B6) in reverse time and the notation y,(7) := y(T — 1) for some trajectory y(7), 7 € [0, T]

IAX (3 x| < Ly || Ax{(0)]| + / Gy NS %5 X)) — Gated, i, XE X ds
0

< Ly[|Ax} O] +Lc/ 1A+ (| Auf |+ [| AN+ (&7 %]+ A7 = X ds (B18)
0

gLV||Ax;f(0)||+LG/ (1+ L[| Ax?[| + [[AN]| + (v/r + L) AxT | + (/P + L) | AN ds
0

where G(x*, u*, \*) = G, (x*,u*, \*:¥*,\") is used.

By assumption any solution of the adjoint dynamics (8b) yields a bounded solution for any continuous and bounded state
trajectory x(7) € X and input u(7) € U, 7 € [0, T], i.e. there exist a compact set X, C RR” such that A(7) € X, for all
7 € [0, T]. Thus, by choosing T < min{ 7}, T} 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

ANl < CollAx|z, + Call AxT o + Cs[| AN (B19)

with C3 := (Ly + TLg(1 + Ly,))e"" and Cy := TLg(,/px + Ly )e™", Cs := TL(y/px + L )e*e" is obtained. Inserting (B17) into
(B19) leads to
[AXN 520 < (C3C) + C||AXT |1+ (C3Co + C5)|[ AN 1. (B20)
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Concatenating (B17) and (B20) results in the linear discrete-time system

[nqu(-;:_ck)um} <{ Ci G ][nqul(-;:_ck)Lw]zc{llﬂx‘“ﬂ;’—%)”w] (B21)
AN Csx ). | — [C3C1+ Ca C3C2+Cs ||A)‘q71('§-lfk)||Loo HA)‘CH(';X")HIGC ’

where the inequality is to be understood element-wise and C € R**? 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
T, such that for all T < T), the contraction ratio p satisfies p < 1. Consequently, for T < Tpn.x := min{T,, T\, T} the iterates are
bounded and the algorithm converges. O

C PROOF OF LEMMA 2
Proof. To prove Lemma 2, the error norm ||Ax%(7;x,)||, 7 € [0, A¢) is expanded such that

| AxZ (32| = 2 (T32) — X% (T5.2) + x5 (73.6) = x* (135 || < |68 (75x) —xP (T3 x)|| + [|x¥ (73 ) — %" (7%, ||
= |€% (T x| + | Ax (T3 x| (C22)

with the error between predicted and actual trajectories £%(7;x,) := x%(7;x,) —x%(7;x,) as well as predicted and optimal
trajectories Ax%(7;x,) := x*(7;x,) —x%(7;x,). We derive a bound on £*(7;x,), 7 € [0, Ar) by considering the integral form
of the dynamics (29) and (30) as well as the Lipschitz property of the control in Assumption 3

T T
le® (x| < / [Pt w29 - Foete, u 297 ds < Ly / e — x| + 2% — 59| ds (€23)
0 0

c

where again ¥ = [x+ Jicy € R” is used to achieve structural equivalence between f(x, u) and f (%, zﬂk,iqk"l). Note that any
solution of the differentiable dynamics (2) is bounded for bounded controls, i.e. x*(), x.(¥) € X for all u(r) € Uand x;, € T',,.
In addition, Lemma 1 implies the boundedness of any solution x%(¢) of (29) at a given iteration g. Together this implies the
existence of a finite Lipschitz constant Ly > 0 in (C23). Similar to (B9), the norm [|% —£%~"|| in (C23) is bounded by

22 =227 < VpIRE -2 |oo = VPIXE =X oo < V/pllxd —x (C24)
This norm can further be expanded to
el — x| = [l — x4 x - x| < el — x|+ [ - x| (C25)
such that (C24) is compatible with (C23). Inserting (C25) into (C23), results in
e sl <27 [ yBIEN+ VBl -3t . (26)
0
Applying Gronwall’s inequality and the L., norm, eventually leads to
16" Gl < LA VPN xt () — x84 () 1 < esdx (27)

with the constant ¢z := NL;/pAtelr#VPA > 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 || Ax%(7;x,)|| is derived in similar fashion by
considering the integral form of the dynamics (29) and (31) for 7 € [0, Af)

||Ax‘1‘(7;)_ck)||§/ |1f(x*,u*,;c*)_f(xw,u%,w-l)||dsgLf/ e — x|+ u® —u®| + [ 2%V ds  (C28)
0 0

with the unknown norms ||u* — u% || and ||&* — %" |. Similar to (C24), the norm ||* — %~'|| is bounded by

R N e A R et} (©29)
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which can be inserted into (C28)
i)l < [ L0+ VPIA + L~ |+ Ly Bl -0 ds
0
< NLp+/prd||x|| +/ Li(1 + /p)|| Ax% || + L¢||u™ —u®|| ds (C30)
0

where again the stopping criterion (28) was used to bound ||x% —x%!|| in (C30). The difference between optimal u* and
suboptimal input u% can be bounded as follows

.
IIu*(s;J_ck)—u"k(s;)_ck)Hds=/ |65 (% (552,67, A%, ) — (% (53, 697 A9 )| ds
0

T T * _ yqi—l
gLK/ = "= AN s < L[ s VL | Y
0 - L

V2L, T \[LKT
1-

x — xa1
A% _ \I~ 1

<L / e — x| ds + L d| @31

<L, / 1A% | ds +

where K*(x*(7,x,);X,) = k(xX*(7;x,); X%, A", x,) is used. Note that the states x*, x% and x%~! are defined within a compact set.
The same holds for A* and A%". Consequently, Assumption 3 implies that there exists a Lipschitz constant L,, < oo 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

A (rsx || < / cal| x| ds + es7d x| (C32)
0

with constants ¢4 := Lg(1+/p+ L) >0and ¢s5 := NLf(\/ﬁ ‘[L ) > 0. Applying Gronwall’s inequality and the L., eventually
leads to
1A (i x|z, < esAre x| (C33)

Finally, the bound on the error (C22) is given by (C27) and (C33)
[AxE (20| < Dllx,| (C34)
with D := c3 + ¢s Are®> which proves the lemma. O

D PROOF OF LEMMA 3

The proof follows along the lines of 2+68.72

and considers the bound on the actual state trajectory in the next sampling step Az
& (An x| < " (Anxp| + | Ax(An x| < €+ Dd)lx, | (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 € I'q with & > 0 the bound ||x|| <, /;* follows from the set definition (12) and the lower bound on the optimal
cost (E44). Vice versa, [x|| < | /57 implies by the upper bound (E43) thatx € I'q. Thus, x; € I's with & := 22— has the

M;(eLA11Dd)?
\/Jir Wthh inserted in (D35) leads to

«Q
et A el <y [ (D36)

This implies that x%(Az;x,) € I'y for x, € I'5. Now, we can estimate the difference between the optimal cost at point
X =x%(At,x,) and at x;,, = x}(At; x,) (which both lie in I',) by considering the following line integral along the linear path

consequence that [|x,[| < AI+D y
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Xiq + sAx,,, with Ax,,, = Ax%(At; x,) and the path parameter s € [0, 1]
1
S @) =T @) + / VI (X5 + SAX, )AX,, ds
0

1 s
=J (@) + / VJI* (x50) + / {V2J('Ilt+1 +520%;,1)AX,,, dsa | Axy,y ds
0 0
ST ) + Bl [[[[ AxE (A x| + EBIIAX?(N;&)IIZ- (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 ||VJ*(x)|| < B||x|| and ||[V2J*(x)|| < B for all x € T',,. Note that by definition of & the
linear path lies completely within I',. Considering the optimal MPC case (13), the first term J*(x},,) can be related to the
previous optimal cost by (E45) which results in the contraction term J*(x7,;) < (1 —a)J*(x}). The bounds (E38) and (E44)
give ||x;,, ] < % J*(x,), which yields (38) with 0 < a < 1 as in (E45), b :=
Lemma 3.

eLAr

\/my

and ¢ = g. This completes the proof of

E ADDITIONAL BOUNDS

This section states some useful bounds on the optimal state trajectory x*(7, x,), adjoint trajectory A*(7;x,) and optimal cost
J*(x,). Similar bounds are given in the references>*%%72. Note that the optimal state trajectory lies in the compact set Ty,
ie. x*(1;x,) € I'y for 7 € [0, T] and x, € I', which follows from (13). Considering the equilibrium £(0,0) = 0 as well
as K*(0;x;) = 0 for the optimal feedback (10), the following Lipschitz estimates hold ||f(x,u)|| = [|[f;(x;, ui, X )iev || <
Le(|Jx]| + ||u||) and &*(x;x;) < Ly-||x|| for all x(r) € X and u(r) € U with L;, L~ < co. An upper bound on the optimal state
trajectory x*(7,x;) with x*(0) = x;, can be obtained based on Assumption 3 and Gronwall’s inequality

e el < el + / e s x0, w3 x,) | ds < x| + / e (ss 20, 1 50 20)]| (E38)
0 0
< agll + Ly / (sl + 1570 5150 | ds < [l + L1+ L) / o (s: ) ds < [l el
0 0
with L := L¢(1 + L,.~). Similarly, a lower bound can be found by the inverse Gronwall inequality

sl = sl - [ I G s ds > e (E39)
The difference between two optimal state trajectories x*(7;x,,;) and x*(7;x,) can be estimated as follows
(73 200) =27 (T x| < s — X4 + Ly /OT (7053 ) =27 (3 20| + |7 (7 (83 250103 01) — K7 (67 (53202 | ds
<Ll x4 L [ i) -5 Gl o (E40)
with L := (1 + LyLy~). Applying Gronwall’s inequality and the L,-norm leads to

() =X G x) i < Le'T [l =Xl < Lellxy,, — x|l (E41)

with L, := Lel™. Similar to (E41), a bound between two optimal adjoint state trajectories A*(7;x,,,) and A*(7;x,) can be found
by integration of the adjoint dynamics (8b) in reverse time with the notation y,(7) := y(T —7) for some trajectory y(7), 7 € [0, T],
ie.

A (T3 X40) = AL (T3 x| < Ly [l (0:,,1) = x7(0; x,)|
+LG/ ||xf(s;)_ck+l)—x;k(s;)_ck)|| + ||H*(xj(s§¥k+1)§~§k+1)_K*(xf(s§-lck)§-’_ck)|| + HAj(S§-Zk+1))_)\:(S;-lck))” ds
0

S LGLH*

Xpat —Xg|| + (Ly + TLG(1 + L))" (s x401) — 2" Cix) || +Lc/ | A" (55 2000)) — X" (53.x,))]| ds
0

< (LoLy + LoLy + TLG(1 + L)X |y — x|l < Loy — x| (E42)
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with Ly := (LgLy+ + Ly(Ly + TLg(1 + L,.+))e"sT. Note that the optimal adjoint states A* are defined on the compact set X 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)
T . T A
J* @) < My|lx*(Tsx)|? +Mz/ e (x| + [l (s x| d7 < Mye? x| +Mz||3_ck||2/ 7 + L. dr
0 0
= M|, | (E43)

with M; := MyeT + %(ezn(l +12.)—1—L2.) as well as a lower bound
T T
rapzm [Pz misl? [ e =mly)? (E44)
0 0

with my = %(1 - e‘Zi‘T). Additionally, the integral in (13) can be lower bounded by

At At
/ Ix™(13x,),u™ (T3 ;) dT > mz/ [x*(r: x|l d7 > al*(x)) (E45)
0 0

my( l—e’ZLA’)

with a := T
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