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Modified Legendre-Gauss Collocation

Method for Solving Optimal Control

Problems with Nonsmooth Solutions

Gabriela Abadia-Doyle1 and Anil V. Rao2

Abstract

A modified form of Legendre-Gauss orthogonal direct collocation is developed for solving optimal
control problems whose solutions are nonsmooth due to control discontinuities. This new method adds
switch-time variables, control variables, and collocation conditions at both endpoints of a mesh interval,
whereas these new variables and collocation conditions are not included in standard Legendre-Gauss
orthogonal collocation. The modified Legendre-Gauss collocation method alters the search space of
the resulting nonlinear programming problem and enables determining accurately the location of the
nonsmoothness in the optimal control. The transformed adjoint system of the modified Legendre-Gauss
collocation method is then derived and shown to satisfy a discrete form of the continuous variational
necessary conditions for optimality. The method is motivated via a control-constrained triple-integrator
minimum-time optimal control problem where the solution possesses a two-switch bang-bang optimal
control structure. In addition, the method developed in this paper is compared with existing Gaussian
quadrature collocation methods. The method developed in this paper is shown to be capable of accurately
solving optimal control problems with a discontinuous optimal control.

1 Introduction

Over the past few decades, direct collocation methods have become popular for solving general constrained
optimal control problems numerically. An advantage of such a direct method is that first-order optimality
conditions obtained via the calculus of variations do not need to be derived and a Hamiltonian boundary value
problem, which is inherently unstable, does not need to be solved. Among these methods, the class of Gaus-
sian quadrature direct orthogonal collocation has garnered significant interest [1–5]. In this approach, the
state is commonly approximated using a basis of Lagrange polynomials with Gaussian quadrature points serv-
ing as the support points. The resulting finite-dimensional Gaussian quadrature collocation method forms
a nonlinear programming problem (NLP) that can then be solved using well-known nonlinear optimization
software. Well-developed Gaussian quadrature methods employ Legendre-Gauss (LG) points [1], Legendre-
Gauss-Radau (LGR) points [2–4], or Legendre-Gauss-Lobatto (LGL) points [5]. Additionally, convergence
theory for Gaussian quadrature collocation methods that collocate the dynamics at LG or LGR points has
demonstrated that, under certain assumptions of smoothness and coercivity, these methods converge to a
local minimizer of the optimal control problem at an exponential rate as a function of the polynomial degree
of the approximation [6].

When the solution of an optimal control problem is nonsmooth due to discontinuities in the control, both
the standard Gaussian quadrature methods and the associated convergence theory are no longer applicable.
Numerical methods for solving optimal control problems with nonsmooth solutions have been considered
previously. A well-studied class of optimal control problems with nonsmooth solutions arises when the
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control appears linearly in the problem formulation [7]. In such cases, the weak form of Pontryagin’s minimum
principle must be satisfied meaning that the optimal control is that which minimizes the Hamiltonian when
the state and costate are fixed at their optimal values [8]. The resulting optimal control is said to be bang-bang
if the switching function is not equal to zero for a non-zero time interval. The difficulty with such an optimal
control problem is that the precise locations of any discontinuities in the control must typically be determined
numerically. A common approach to handling these types of problems is through hp mesh refinement,
that is, adjusting the number and width of mesh intervals and/or adjusting the degree of the polynomial
approximation [9–13]. However, these forms of static mesh refinement tend to place an unnecessarily large
number of collocation points and mesh intervals in the neighborhood of control discontinuities. Furthermore,
depending on the discretization scheme employed, some of the aforementioned methods do not result in a
control approximation that captures both the left-hand and right-hand limits of a bang-bang optimal control
at a single discrete switch-time.

Another approach to handling these types of problems is to introduce a variable mesh such that parame-
ters corresponding to the switching structure are included as variables to be optimized [14–25]. Most of these
methods rely on some form of structure detection to first approximate the control structure. When solving a
bang-bang optimal control problem using a multi-stage direct shooting method, switch-times can be included
as variables but additional control constraints corresponding to proper control arc classification may be nec-
essary [14, 15]. If the control arcs have been classified by analysis of the switching function, a switch point
algorithm [16] can optimize over the locations of the switch points assuming existence of said switch points is
known. Similarly, multi-interval Gaussian quadrature collocation with variables corresponding to either the
duration of a detected control arc [17] or the switch-time itself [18–22] can be implemented as a multi-phase
problem with enforcement of supplementary constraints arising through structure detection. An alternate
approach for constructing a variable mesh is through nested direct transcription [23, 24]; this method first
solves an inner NLP on a static mesh and then solves an outer NLP to determine mesh interval widths
and enforce additional constraints corresponding to certain optimality conditions. Without the inclusion of
constraints that enforce the detected control structure, it has been shown that introducing a variable mesh
point may result in the NLP converging to a pseudo-minimizer. Because such a formulation adds a degree
of freedom to the problem, the search space is increased and the Lavrentiev phenomenon may occur. Such a
phenomenon is observed where a numerical approximation of a continuous optimization problem leads to an
optimal objective value that differs from the true optimal value [25,26]. Lastly, a modified LGR collocation
method [25] has recently been developed and shown to reduce the Lavrentiev gap by introducing collocation
constraints at the end of each mesh interval in addition to variable switch-times. Note, the modified LGR
collocation method [25] applies the newly-introduced collocation constraints exclusively to those differen-
tial equations that explicitly depend on the control, while the endpoint collocation constraints of the LGL
collocation method [5, 22] apply to all the differential equations of the dynamical system.

Motivated by the prevalence of optimal control problems with nonsmooth solutions as well as the potential
for improving solution accuracy and computational efficiency simultaneously, the objective of this paper is
to develop a method for accurately solving bang-bang optimal control problems without enforcing explicit
constraints on the control structure. In particular, this paper describes a modified LG direct collocation
method. The modified LG method developed in this paper augments the search space of the NLP such
that time and control at the switch-times are included as variables in the optimization. Furthermore, dual
values of the control (corresponding to the left-hand and right-hand limits of the control at a switch-time)
are obtained at the locations of the control discontinuities.

The contributions of this work are as follows. First, a general method capable of optimizing the switch-
times associated with control discontinuities is developed. Second, the developed method takes advantage of
the accuracy of Gaussian quadrature at the Gauss points. It also addresses the drawback of multi-interval
standard LG collocation related to absent discrete control values at adjacent interval interfaces. Unlike the
modified LGR collocation method which introduces a collocation constraint and control variable at just
one endpoint of each mesh interval, the modified LG collocation method introduces additional collocation
constraints and control variables at both the initial and terminal endpoints of each mesh interval. It is
important to note that, while the Lagrange polynomial approximation of the state in a mesh interval has
support points at the initial endpoint and LG nodes, the new collocation constraints rely on derivatives of the
Lagrange basis polynomials evaluated at both the initial and terminal points. Third, the transformed adjoint
system and an associated costate mapping for the presented method are derived by comparing the Karush-
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Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions of the NLP with the first-order variational conditions of the continuous
optimal control problem. Moreover, the discrete and continuous adjoint systems within the modified LG
collocation scheme are equivalent, with the discrete system being full-rank. Lastly, a comparison of the
modified LG collocation method with existing Gaussian quadrature collocation methods is provided.

2 Notation and Conventions

In this paper, the following notation and conventions will be used. First, t ∈ [t0, tf ] denotes the independent
variable corresponding to the original formulation of the optimal control problem, where t0 and tf are the
initial and terminal values of t. Second, when formulating the Bolza optimal control problem (see Section
3), the variable t is transformed to the variable T ∈ [−1,+1] via the affine transformation

t =
tf − t0

2
T +

tf + t0
2

. (1)

Third, when decomposing the Bolza optimal control problem into multiple intervals, the variable T is divided
into aK-interval mesh withK+1 mesh points (T0, . . . , TK) such that T0 = −1, TK = +1, T0 < T1 < · · · < TK

(that is, the mesh points are strictly monotonically increasing), and Ik = [Tk−1, Tk] denotes the kth mesh
interval. Fourth, within every mesh interval Ik, the variable T is transformed to the variable τ ∈ [−1,+1]
via the affine transformation

T =
Tk − Tk−1

2
τ +

Tk + Tk−1

2
. (2)

The mesh intervals have the property that
⋃K

k=1 Ik = [−1,+1] and Ik ∩ Ik+1 = {Tk}, (k = 1, . . . ,K − 1).
Fifth, the notation x(k) is used to denote a variable (in this case, x) or function that is defined in mesh
interval k. Finally, it is noted that the variable t is not used in the remainder of this paper but has been
described here for completeness.

Next, the following vector-matrix notation is employed in this paper. First, all vectors will be denoted
as row vectors. Second, z(τ) ∈ R denotes a scalar function z of the independent variable τ . Next, z(τ) ∈
R

n denotes a vector function of τ with dimension n. Because all vectors are row vectors, z(τ) ∈ R
n is

given as z(τ) := [z1(τ), z2(τ), . . . , zn−1(τ), zn(τ)]. Additionally, the derivative of a vector function z(τ) with
respect to τ , denoted by ż(τ), is given as dz(τ)/dτ := ż(τ) = [ż1(τ), ż2(τ), . . . , żn−1(τ), żn(τ)]. Using the
aforementioned row vector conventions, the inner product between two vectors of the same dimension is
denoted by 〈·, ·〉.

The numerical method developed in this paper is a form of direct collocation, meaning unknown functions
are typically parameterized using a basis of approximating polynomials. Suppose that z(τ) is approximated
using a basis of Lagrange polynomials, ℓj(τ), (j = 0, . . . , N), as

z(τ) ≈ ẑ(τ) =
N
∑

j=0

Zjℓj(τ), ℓj(τ) =
N
∏

i=0
i6=j

τ − τi
τj − τi

, (3)

where (τ0, . . . , τN ) are the support points of ℓj(τ), (j = 0, . . . , N), and (Z0, . . . ,ZN ) are the coefficients of
the resulting Lagrange interpolating polynomial. It is known that the Lagrange polynomials ℓj(τ), (j =
0, . . . , N), satisfy the isolation property

ℓj(τi) = δij =

{

1, i = j,

0, i 6= j,
(4)

which implies that ẑ(τi) = Zi ∈ R
n, (i = 0, . . . , N). Furthermore, the notation Zi:j , where j > i, denotes a

matrix whose rows are given by the vectors (Zi, . . . ,Zj), that is,

Zi:j :=











Zi

Zi+1

...
Zj











∈ R
(j−i+1)×n. (5)
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Next, the notation AT denotes the transpose of a matrix A. The following conventions are used to specify
certain elements of matrix A:

A(i,j) := element in row i and column j ,

A(:,i) := elements in all rows and column i ,

A(i,:) := elements in all columns and row i ,

A(i:j,k:l) := elements in rows i through j and columns k through l .

Lastly, the following conventions are adopted for functions and their partial derivatives. Let g : R
n → R

be a scalar function of the vector z ∈ R
n. Then the gradient of g(z) is given as

∂g

∂z
:= ∇zg =

[

∂g

∂z1
,
∂g

∂z2
, . . . ,

∂g

∂zn

]

. (6)

Now, if f : R
n → R

m is a vector function of the vector z ∈ R
n, then f(z) is given as f(z) := [f1(z), f2(z), . . . ,

fm(z)]. The notation fi denotes a row vector corresponding to the function f(zi) for zi ∈ R
n, that is

fi := f(zi) = f(z(τi)). Similar to the convention used in (5), fi:j is used to denote a matrix whose rows are
given by the vectors (fi, . . . , fj), that is

fi:j :=











fi
fi+1

...
fj











=











f(zi)
f(zi+1)

...
f(zj)











∈ R
(j−i+1)×m. (7)

Furthermore, the Jacobian of f(z) is defined as

∂f

∂z
:=

[

∂f1
∂z

T

,
∂f2
∂z

T

, . . . ,
∂fm
∂z

T
]

. (8)

3 Bolza Optimal Control Problem

Without loss of generality, consider the following Bolza form of an optimal control problem. Determine the
state, x(T ) ∈ R

nx and v(T ) ∈ R
nv , the control u(T ) ∈ R

nu , the initial time, t0 ∈ R, and the final time,
tf ∈ R, that minimize the objective functional

J = M(x(−1),v(−1),x(+1),v(+1), t0, tf ) +
tf − t0

2

∫ +1

−1

L(x(T ),v(T ),u(T ))dT, (9)

subject to the dynamic constraints

dx(T )

dT
=

tf − t0
2

fx(x(T ),v(T )),

dv(T )

dT
=

tf − t0
2

fv(x(T ),v(T ),u(T )),

(10)

the boundary conditions
b(x(−1),v(−1),x(+1),v(+1), t0, tf ) = 0, (11)

and the control inequality constraints
c(u(T )) ≤ 0, (12)

where the functions M, L, fx, fv, b, and c are defined by the mappings M : Rnx × R
nv × R

nx × R
nv ×

R × R → R; L : R
nx × R

nv × R
nu → R; fx : R

nx × R
nv → R

nx ; fv : R
nx × R

nv × R
nu → R

nv ; b :
R

nx × R
nv × R

nx × R
nv × R × R → R

nb ; and c : Rnu → R
nc . The optimal control problem given by

(9)-(12) deliberately separates those differential equations that explicitly depend on the control, fv ∈ R
nv ,

and those that do not, fx ∈ R
nx . The modified Legendre-Gauss collocation method exploits this separation.
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Furthermore, no generality is lost with such a decomposition since nx = 0 is a special case of the dynamics
in (10).

Consistent with the notation and conventions in Section 2, the previously defined Bolza optimal control
problem is partitioned into a K-interval mesh. Consequently, the multiple-interval Bolza optimal control
problem written in terms of the independent variable τ is defined as follows. Minimize the objective functional

J = M
(

x(1)(−1),v(1)(−1),x(K)(+1),v(K)(+1), t0, tf

)

+
tf − t0

2

K
∑

k=1

∫ +1

−1

αkL
(

x(k)(τ),v(k)(τ),u(k)(τ)
)

dτ, (13)

subject to the dynamic constraints

ẋ(k)(τ) =
tf − t0

2
αkfx

(

x(k)(τ),v(k)(τ)
)

,

v̇(k)(τ) =
tf − t0

2
αkfv

(

x(k)(τ),v(k)(τ),u(k)(τ)
)

,
(k = 1, . . . ,K), (14)

the boundary conditions

b
(

x(1)(−1),v(1)(−1),x(K)(+1),v(K)(+1), t0, tf

)

= 0, (15)

the control inequality constraints

c
(

u(k)(τ)
)

≤ 0, (k = 1, . . . ,K), (16)

and the state continuity constraints (x(k)(+1),v(k)(+1)) = (x(k+1)(−1),v(k+1)(−1)), (k = 1, . . . ,K − 1),
where αk, (k = 1, . . . ,K), is a mesh interval scaling factor given by

αk :=
dT

dτ
=

Tk − Tk−1

2
, (k = 1, . . . ,K). (17)

4 Legendre-Gauss Collocation

The multiple interval Legendre-Gauss (LG) direct orthogonal collocation method for optimal control [1, 3]
can be applied to approximate the multiple interval form of the Bolza optimal control problem defined in
Section 3. For simplicity of discussion and clarity of subsequent derivations, it is assumed that the number
of collocation points, denoted by N , is the same in each mesh interval. Next, let (τ1, τ2, . . . , τN ) be the
N LG nodes on the interval (−1,+1) while τ0 = −1 and τN+1 = +1 are located at the endpoints of each
interval. Now, following the notation and conventions defined in Section 2, let the state in each interval be
approximated by a polynomial of degree at most N using a basis of Lagrange polynomials, ℓj(τ), such that

x(k)(τ) ≈ x̂(k)(τ) =
N
∑

j=0

X
(k)
j ℓj(τ),

v(k)(τ) ≈ v̂(k)(τ) =

N
∑

j=0

V
(k)
j ℓj(τ),

(k = 1, . . . ,K), (18)

where the row-vectors X
(k)
j ∈ R

nx and V
(k)
j ∈ R

nv , k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, correspond to the components of the
state approximations at τj , (j = 0, . . . , N + 1), and ℓj(τ) are the Lagrange basis polynomials given in (3)
whose support points are the initial endpoint, τ0, and the N LG nodes, (τ1, . . . , τN ). Note that the resulting
Lagrange interpolating polynomials in (18) are defined on τ ∈ [−1,+1] but the terminal endpoint, τN+1, is
not included as a support point.

Differentiating x(k)(τ) and v(k)(τ) in (18) leads to

ẋ(k)(τ) ≈ ˙̂x(k)(τ) =

N
∑

j=0

X
(k)
j ℓ̇j(τ),

v̇(k)(τ) ≈ ˙̂v(k)(τ) =

N
∑

j=0

V
(k)
j ℓ̇j(τ),

(k = 1, . . . ,K). (19)

5



Using U
(k)
i ∈ R

nu , k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, a row vector corresponding to the discrete control approximation at
τi, (i = 1, . . . , N), the state derivative approximation of (19) is collocated with the right-hand side of the
system dynamics in (14) at the N LG points of each mesh interval, producing the following defect constraints,

N
∑

j=0

D(i,j)X
(k)
j =

tf − t0
2

αkfx
(k)
i ,

N
∑

j=0

D(i,j)V
(k)
j =

tf − t0
2

αkfv
(k)
i ,

(i = 1, . . . , N ; k = 1, . . . ,K), (20)

where D(i,j) := ℓ̇j(τi), (i = 1, . . . , N ; j = 0, . . . , N), are the elements of the N × (N + 1) standard LG

differentiation matrix. It can be seen in (20) that the dynamic constraints are only collocated at the LG
points and not at the boundary points. Since the Lagrange interpolating polynomials are used to approximate
the state at the initial endpoint of an interval and the collocation points, the approximation of the state at
the terminal endpoint of each mesh interval is constrained via the Gauss quadrature constraint,

X
(k)
N+1 = X

(k)
0 +

tf − t0
2

αk

N
∑

i=1

wifx
(k)
i ,

V
(k)
N+1 = V

(k)
0 +

tf − t0
2

αk

N
∑

i=1

wifv
(k)
i ,

(k = 1, . . . ,K), (21)

where wi, (i = 1, . . . , N), are the Gauss quadrature weights.
The aforementioned discretization leads to the following nonlinear programming problem (NLP) that

approximates the optimal control problem given in Section 3. Minimize the objective function

J = M
(

X
(1)
0 ,V

(1)
0 ,X

(K)
N+1,V

(K)
N+1, t0, tf

)

+
tf − t0

2

K
∑

k=1

N
∑

i=1

αkwiL
(k)
i , (22)

subject to

D(i,:)X
(k)
0:N −

tf − t0
2

αkfx
(k)
i = 0, (23)

D(i,:)V
(k)
0:N −

tf − t0
2

αkfv
(k)
i = 0, (24)

X
(k)
N+1 −X

(k)
0 −

tf − t0
2

αk

N
∑

i=1

wifx
(k)
i = 0, (25)

V
(k)
N+1 −V

(k)
0 −

tf − t0
2

αk

N
∑

i=1

wifv
(k)
i = 0, (26)

b
(

X
(1)
0 ,V

(1)
0 ,X

(K)
N+1,V

(K)
N+1, t0, tf

)

= 0, (27)

c
(

U
(k)
i

)

≤ 0, (28)

for (i = 1, . . . , N) and (k = 1, . . . ,K), where L
(k)
i := L(X

(k)
i ,V

(k)
i ,U

(k)
i ) is the discrete approximation of

the integrand in the Lagrange cost of (13). Continuity in the state is enforced implicitly by using the same

variable for the pair X
(k)
N+1 and X

(k+1)
0 and the pair V

(k)
N+1 and V

(k+1)
0 , (k = 1, . . . ,K − 1), at each of the

interior mesh points. Equations (22)-(28) form what is referred to as the standard Legendre-Gauss collocation

method.

5 Lavrentiev Phenomenon in Orthogonal Collocation

The concept of Lavrentiev phenomenon may sometimes manifest itself when using LG collocation. Such
a phenomenon occurs when a finite dimensional nonlinear programming problem converges to a so-called
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pseudo-minimizer that differs from the true optimal solution. The works of Ball, Mizel, and Knowles [26,27]
describe cases in which the minimizers in problems of the calculus of variations may have unbounded deriva-
tives at certain points, preventing said minimizers from satisfying the classical first-order Euler–Lagrange
necessary optimality conditions. Notably, using a finite-element or finite-difference scheme to approximate
a finite dimensional minimization problem that is subject to the Lavrentiev phenomenon typically fails to
converge to the true minimizer [26]. The existence of Lavrentiev phenomenon has been demonstrated when
solving a bang-bang optimal control problem with LGR collocation [25]. Sensitivity to the size of the search
space of the optimization problem can affect the ability of the solver to converge to the correct minimizer.
Comparable to LGR collocation, the LG collocation method described in Section 4 demonstrates similar
characteristics of a finite element method that approximates an optimal control problem with a finite di-
mensional nonlinear programming problem. The remainder of this section provides a demonstration of how
the Lavrentiev phenomenon can generate misleading results when using LG collocation to solve an optimal
control problem whose solution is nonsmooth. Numerical results shown are obtained using the nonlinear
optimization software IPOPT [28] set to a NLP tolerance of ǫ = 10−6.

5.1 Motivating Example: Minimum-Time Triple Integrator

Consider the minimum-time control of a triple-integrator system, given by the optimal control problem:

min tf subject to







































dx1(T )

dT
=

tf
2
x2(T ),

dx2(T )

dT
=

tf
2
v(T ),

dv(T )

dT
=

tf
2
u(T ),

|u(T )| ≤ uM ,

(29)

with fixed boundary conditions at both T = −1 and T = +1 for each state component. The optimal solution
to the problem given by (29) is derived in [29]. For the initial conditions (x1(−1), x1(+1)) = (0, 13/4),
(x2(−1), x2(+1)) = (0, 9/4), and (v(−1), v(+1) = (0, 3/2) and the control limit uM = 1/2, the optimal
control solution is bang-bang with two switch points — one occurring at T ∗

1 = −5/7 ≈ −0.7143 and the
other at T ∗

2 = −1/7 ≈ −0.1429. The optimal control is

u∗(T ) =











uM , T ∈ [−1, T ∗
1 ] ,

−uM , T ∈ [T ∗
1 , T

∗
2 ] ,

uM , T ∈ [T ∗
2 ,+1] ,

(30)

and the optimal final time is t∗f = 7. Furthermore, x∗
1(T ) is piecewise-cubic, x

∗
2(T ) is piecewise-quadratic, and

v∗(T ) is piecewise-linear. Using piecewise-polynomial approximations of the state as defined in Section 4, it
should be possible to obtain the optimal solution to this example using just three intervals. Following this
reasoning, the given optimal control problem can be reformulated as

min tf subject to











































ẋ
(k)
1 (τ) =

tf
2
αkx

(k)
2 (τ), (x

(1)
1 (−1), x

(3)
1 (+1)) = (0, 13/4),

ẋ
(k)
2 (τ) =

tf
2
αkv

(k)(τ), (x
(1)
2 (−1), x

(3)
2 (+1)) = (0, 9/4),

v̇(k)(τ) =
tf
2
αku

(k)(τ), (v(1)(−1), v(3)(+1)) = (0, 3/2),

|u(k)(τ)| ≤
1

2
,

(k = 1, 2, 3). (31)

5.2 Search Space Using Standard LG Collocation

Suppose the three-interval reformulation of the optimal control problem given in Section 5.1 is to be solved
with standard LG collocation. Since the highest-order component of the optimal trajectory is piecewise-cubic
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and LG collocation approximates the state in each interval by a polynomial of degree at most N , it should be
possible to obtain the exact solution using N = 3 Gauss quadrature points in each mesh interval, assuming
the switch point is accurately approximated. Note that LG quadrature is exact for polynomials of degree
at most 2N − 1. Now, define the expression obtained by solving for the control in (31) as the approximate

control, given by

û(k)(τ) =
2

tf

1

αk

˙̂v(k)(τ), (k = 1, 2, 3), (32)

where v̂(k)(τ) is the Lagrange polynomial approximation of the state v(k)(τ) and its derivative is given
by (19). Fig. 1 shows the control values obtained from solving the NLP using N = 3 LG points in each
mesh interval with the two free switch point variables each bounded by T ∗

i ± 0.2, (i = 1, 2). While the
discrete control values lie within the admissible control limits as necessitated by the upper and lower bounds
placed on the control variables in the NLP, the approximate control solution violates the admissible control
limits. Additionally, one of the discrete control values lies on the interior of the control bounds which is in
disagreement with the known bang-bang structure of the optimal control solution. Next, it can be observed
that the switch-time variables converge to T1 ≈ −0.6539 and T2 ≈ 0.0571, corresponding to absolute errors
of δT1 ≈ 0.06 and δT2 ≈ 0.20. Finally, the pseudo-minimizer computed by the NLP solver results in an
objective value of tf ≈ 6.9448. Therefore, the solution obtained via LG collocation is misleading since it
results in an objective cost that is smaller than the true optimal cost of t∗f = 7. Similar to the results
obtained and discussed in Ref. [25], including the switch-times T1 and T2 as variables in the NLP result in a
larger search space corresponding to the added degrees of freedom afforded by the variable mesh. Without
any additional constraints imposed on these added degrees of freedom, a Lavrentiev gap forms because the
search space is too large.

Figure 1: Control obtained for three-interval formulation of example given in (31) using standard LG collo-
cation.

6 Modified Legendre-Gauss Collocation

Additional variables and corresponding constraints are now augmented to the standard LG collocation
method in order to improve the approximation of nonsmoothness in the solution to the optimal control

8



problem. In particular, control variables are introduced at the previously non-collocated endpoints of each
mesh interval and collocation constraints are added at both endpoints of each mesh interval. The additional
constraints are applied only to those differential equations that are a function of the control and allow for
the numerical approximation of the newly included control variables. Furthermore, variables are included
corresponding to the location of each interior mesh point. To understand why these new collocation con-
straints can be added to the original LG collocation formulation, consider the control-dependent differential
equation in (31). Suppose the collocation constraints corresponding to v̇(k)(τ) are enforced and satisfied at
the N LG points in each mesh interval as in the standard LG collocation method, implying a solution exists.
It should be possible to satisfy the N + 2 conditions

˙̂v(k)(τi)−
tf
2
αkU

(k)
i = 0, (i = 0, . . . , N + 1; k = 1, 2, 3), (33)

in each mesh interval because the control is a variable that is solved for simultaneously with the state.
Augmenting the standard LG collocation method with additional variables and constraints alters the search
space of the NLP solver and, as a result, the location of the nonsmoothness in the solution to the optimal
control problem may be approximated to a higher accuracy.

6.1 New Decision Variables

The modified LG collocation method introduces new decision variables corresponding to the location of
interior mesh points as well as new decision variables corresponding to the value of the control at the endpoints
of each mesh interval. The interior mesh point variables are denoted Tk, (k = 1, . . . ,K − 1). The values
of the discrete control approximation at the start and end of each mesh interval are denoted, respectively,

by U
(k)
0 and U

(k)
N+1, (k = 1, . . . ,K). It is important to note that U

(k)
N+1 and U

(k+1)
0 , k ∈ {1, . . . ,K − 1},

correspond to the same mesh point Tk. Unlike the state approximation which implicitly maintains continuity

at the mesh points by using the same variable for the pair X
(k)
N+1 and X

(k+1)
0 and the pair V

(k)
N+1 and

V
(k+1)
0 , (k = 1, . . . ,K − 1), the control approximation needs not be continuous, as apparent in the case

of nonsmoothness in the solution. Therefore, the dual values of the control at a mesh point Tk allow

the left-hand and right-hand limits of the control at Tk be approximated such that u(T−
k ) ≈ U

(k)
N+1 and

u(T+
k ) ≈ U

(k+1)
0 , k ∈ {1, . . . ,K − 1}.

6.2 New Constraints

Additional constraints are now added to appropriately modify the search space such that the values of the
new decision variables can be accurately approximated. Similar to the condition in (33), these additional
constraints consist of collocation constraints at the endpoints of each mesh interval, exclusively applied to
those differential equations that are an explicit function of the control, i.e. fv(x,v,u). It is important to
note that the standard LG collocation method uses the initial endpoint and the LG nodes to formulate a
basis of Lagrange polynomials for the purpose of approximating the state. Evaluating the derivative of this
same basis of Lagrange polynomials at the endpoints of each interval results in a modified LG differentiation

matrix of the form

D̃ =









[

ℓ̇0(τ0), . . . , ℓ̇N (τ0)
]

D
[

ℓ̇0(τN+1), . . . , ℓ̇N (τN+1)
]









∈ R
(N+2)×(N+1), (34)

where D ∈ R
N×(N+1) is the standard LG differentiation matrix. The resulting collocation constraints at the

initial and terminal endpoints of each mesh interval are then given by

D̃(0,:)V
(k)
0:N −

tf − t0
2

αkfv
(k)
0 = 0,

D̃(N+1,:)V
(k)
0:N −

tf − t0
2

αkfv
(k)
N+1 = 0,

(k = 1, . . . ,K), (35)

9



where D̃(0,:) and D̃(N+1,:) correspond to the first row and last row of D̃, respectively. Note that these
new collocation constraints only correspond to components of v since fx(x,v) is not an explicit function of
control.

In addition to the endpoint collocation constraints given by (35), the control inequality constraints in
(28) are augmented to include the new control variables using

c
(

U
(k)
i

)

≤ 0, (i = 0, . . . , N + 1; k = 1, . . . ,K). (36)

Lastly, the inclusion of variable mesh points necessitates the following constraint on the mesh interval
scaling factor αk, (k = 1, . . . ,K), given by

K
∑

k=1

αk − 1 = 0, αk > 0. (37)

These mesh interval scaling factors can be thought of as fractions of the mesh. Therefore, (37) ensures
that the sum of these fractions is equal to unity and that the timespan of each mesh interval is strictly
positive. The standard Legendre-Gauss collocation method given by (22)-(28) together with the constraints
in (35)-(37), is referred to as the modified Legendre-Gauss collocation method.

6.3 Search Space Using Modified LG Collocation

The example of Section 5.1 is now revisited using the modified LG collocation method. Fig. 2 shows the
control solution obtained from solving the NLP resulting from modified LG collocation with N = 3 LG points
in each mesh interval. Again, the switch-times are included as variables bounded by T ∗

i ± 0.2, (i = 1, 2);
thus, the constraint on the mesh interval scaling factors αk, (k = 1, . . . ,K), given by (37) is enforced im-
plicitly. Unlike the results obtained using standard LG collocation, the computed switch-times and control
solution are in excellent agreement with the optimal switch-times and optimal control profile. The approxi-
mate control solution no longer violates the admissible control limits due to the enforcement of collocation

Figure 2: Control obtained for three-interval formulation of example given in (31) using modified LG collo-
cation.
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constraints and control inequality constraints at both endpoints of each mesh interval. Furthermore, the
approximate control solution does not violate the control bounds on the interior of each mesh interval be-
cause the switch-times are accurately computed. In other words, computation of the correct switch-times is
imperative for obtaining an accurate approximate control solution. These results imply that the additional
constraints included in the modified LG collocation method decrease the search space such that the NLP
solver converges to the true minimizing solution. Finally, the additional control variables in the modified LG
collocation method yield numerical approximations to the control at the endpoints of each mesh interval,
addressing the absence of such a discrete approximation in the standard LG collocation method.

In order to visualize the impact that the Lavrentiev phenomenon has on the computed objective, the
example problem can be solved with both standard LG collocation and modified LG collocation while the
switch-times are fixed at varying locations along the domain T ∈ [−1,+1]. Fig. 3 shows the objective
as a function of each switch-time, where one switch-time is fixed at its optimal value and the other is
manually varied at different points in time. In Fig. 3a, the NLP is formulated with T2 = T ∗

2 = −1/7 and
T1 fixed at varying values in the region near T ∗

1 . The standard LG collocation method can converge to
a pseudo-minimizer that results in a smaller objective value than the true optimal cost. Furthermore, for
T1 ' −0.65, the standard LG collocation method consistently converges to a smaller objective value than an
equivalent modified LG mesh. While the modified LG collocation method appears to have a local minimum
at T1 ≈ −0.65, the associated cost is larger than the optimal cost J ∗ = 7. With reasonably good bounds
on the switch-time T1 when it is left as a variable in the NLP, the modified LG collocation method will
converge to the true minimizer, as exemplified in Fig. 2. Fig. 3b depicts a similar behavior when the NLP is
formulated with T1 = T ∗

1 = −5/7 and T2 fixed at varying values in the region near T ∗
2 . In this case, it can

be observed that the pseudo-minimizer obtained with standard LG collocation when T2 ≈ 0.08 results in an
objective cost that is even smaller than the minimum cost depicted in Fig. 3a.

(a) J vs. T1 when T2 = T
∗

2 . (b) J vs. T2 when T1 = T
∗

1 .

Figure 3: Objective cost computed for example problem when switch-times are fixed.

7 Costate Approximation

In order to derive the transformed adjoint system of the modified LG collocation method, the Karush-Kuhn-
Tucker (KKT) conditions of the NLP are mapped to the first-order optimality conditions of the continuous
optimal control problem. These necessary conditions for optimality are derived using a variational approach
which employs calculus of variations and Pontryagin’s minimum principle [8] on the optimal control problem
defined in Section 3. To simplify the derivation, the control inequality path constraint of (12) is omitted
from the problem formulation.
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7.1 Continuous-Time First-Order Necessary Conditions

The continuous augmented Hamiltonian is defined as

H(x,v,λx,λv,u) := L(x,v,u) + λxf
T

x (x,v) + λvf
T

v (x,v,u), (38)

where λx(T ) ∈ R
nx and λv(T ) ∈ R

nv are the costates associated with x(T ) and v(T ), respectively. The
continuous first-order optimality conditions can be shown to be

(

dx

dT
,
dv

dT

)

=
tf − t0

2
(fx, fv), (39)

(

dλx

dT
,
dλv

dT

)

= −
tf − t0

2

(

∂H

∂x
,
∂H

∂v

)

, (40)

0 =
tf − t0

2

∂H

∂u
, (41)

λx(−1) = −
∂M

∂x(−1)
+ψ

[

∂b

∂x(−1)

]T

, (42)

λv(−1) = −
∂M

∂v(−1)
+ψ

[

∂b

∂v(−1)

]T

, (43)

λx(+1) =
∂M

∂x(+1)
−ψ

[

∂b

∂x(+1)

]T

, (44)

λv(+1) =
∂M

∂v(+1)
−ψ

[

∂b

∂v(+1)

]T

, (45)

H(t0) =
∂M

∂t0
−ψ

[

∂b

∂t0

]T

, (46)

H(tf ) = −
∂M

∂tf
+ψ

[

∂b

∂tf

]T

, (47)

where ψ ∈ R
nb is the Lagrange multiplier associated with the boundary condition b. Furthermore, it has

been shown in [30] that the augmented Hamiltonian at the initial and final times can be written, respectively,
as

H(t0) = −
tf − t0

2

∫ 1

−1

∂H

∂t0
dT +

1

2

∫ 1

−1

HdT, (48)

H(tf ) =
tf − t0

2

∫ 1

−1

∂H

∂tf
dT +

1

2

∫ 1

−1

HdT. (49)

7.2 KKT Conditions of the NLP

The KKT conditions of the NLP associated with the modified LG collocation method are obtained by setting
equal to zero the derivatives of the augmented cost function, or Lagrangian, with respect to each variable.
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The Lagrangian associated with modified LG collocation is given as

Ja = J −
K
∑

k=1

N
∑

i=1

〈

Λx
(k)
i ,D(i,:)X

(k)
0:N −

tf − t0
2

αkfx
(k)
i

〉

−
K
∑

k=1

N
∑

i=1

〈

Λv
(k)
i ,D(i,:)V

(k)
0:N −

tf − t0
2

αkfv
(k)
i

〉

−

K
∑

k=1

〈

Λx
(k)
N+1,X

(k)
N+1 −X

(k)
0 −

tf − t0
2

αk

N
∑

i=1

wifx
(k)
i

〉

−

K
∑

k=1

〈

Λv
(k)
N+1,V

(k)
N+1 −V

(k)
0 −

tf − t0
2

αk

N
∑

i=1

wifv
(k)
i

〉

−

K
∑

k=1

〈

Λ̃v
(k)
0 , D̃(0,:)V

(k)
0:N −

tf − t0
2

αkfv
(k)
0

〉

−

K
∑

k=1

〈

Λ̃v
(k)
N+1, D̃(N+1,:)V

(k)
0:N −

tf − t0
2

αkfv
(k)
N+1

〉

−ΨbT

(

X
(1)
0 ,V

(1)
0 ,X

(K)
N+1,V

(K)
N+1, t0, tf

)

−Θ

(

K
∑

k=1

βk − 1

)

,

(50)

where J is the objective function given by (22) and Λ
(k)
x ∈ R

(N+1)×nx , Λ
(k)
v ∈ R

(N+1)×nv , Λ̃v
(k)
0 ∈

R
nv , Λ̃v

(k)
N+1 ∈ R

nv , Ψ ∈ R
nb , and Θ ∈ R are the Lagrange multipliers. Furthermore, Λx

(k)
i and Λv

(k)
i

denote the ith rows of Λ
(k)
x and Λ

(k)
v , respectively.

For the remainder of this discussion, let W := diag(w1, . . . , wN ) be a diagonal matrix of the LG quadra-

ture weights. The following theorem is introduced that will allow the terms involving fv
(k)
0 and D̃(0,1:N) in

(50) to be written as functions of X
(k)
1:N , V

(k)
1:N , U

(k)
1:N , and D.

Theorem 1. Let (τ1, . . . , τN ) be the Legendre-Gauss points on the interval (−1,+1) and let τ0 = −1 and

τN+1 = +1. Furthermore, let Lj(τ) be a Lagrange basis polynomial, given by

Lj(τ) =

N+1
∏

i=0
i6=j

τ − τi
τj − τi

, (j = 0, . . . , N + 1), (51)

with support points at (τ0, τ1, . . . , τN+1). Then, if z(τ) is a polynomial of degree at most N−1 on the interval

τ ∈ [−1,+1], it is the case that
∫ +1

−1

z(τ)L̇0(τ)dτ = −z(−1). (52)

Proof. The left-hand side of (52) can be integrated by parts as

∫ +1

−1

z(τ)L̇0(τ)dτ = z(τ)L0(τ)
∣

∣

∣

+1

−1
−

∫ +1

−1

ż(τ)L0(τ)dτ. (53)

Because z(τ) is a polynomial of degree at most N − 1, it follows that ż(τ) is a polynomial of degree at most
N − 2. Furthermore, because L0(τ) is a polynomial of at most degree N + 1, then the integrand on the
right-hand side of (53) is at most degree 2N − 1. Since LG quadrature is exact for polynomials of degree
2N − 1 or less, the integral on the right-hand side of (53) can be evaluated exactly using LG quadrature as

∫ +1

−1

ż(τ)L0(τ)dτ =

N
∑

i=1

wiż(τi)L0(τi). (54)

Since the Lagrange polynomials given by (51) satisfy the isolation property

Lj(τi) = δij =

{

1, i = j,
0, i 6= j,

(55)

every term L0(τi), (i = 1, . . . , N + 1), is zero which implies that

∫ +1

−1

z(τ)L̇0(τ)dτ = z(+1)L0(+1)− z(−1)L0(−1)

= − z(−1).
(56)
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Corollary 1. The row vector D̃(0,1:N) obtained from the modified LG differentiation matrix can be written

as

−L(0,:)WD(:,1:N), where L(0,:) ∈ R
N is the first row of the differentiation matrix obtained by evaluating the

derivatives of the Lagrange basis polynomials in (51) at the LG quadrature points, given by

L =











L̇0(τ1) L̇0(τ2) · · · L̇0(τN )

L̇1(τ1) L̇1(τ2) · · · L̇1(τN )
...

...
. . .

...

L̇N+1(τ1) L̇N+1(τ2) · · · L̇N+1(τN )











∈ R
(N+2)×N . (57)

Proof. Replacing z(τ) from Theorem 1 with ℓ̇j(τ), (j = 1, . . . , N), results in

∫ +1

−1

ℓ̇j(τ)L̇0(τ)dτ = −ℓ̇j(−1) = −D̃(0,j). (58)

Furthermore, since ℓ̇j(τ)L̇0(τ) is a polynomial of degree at most 2N − 1, the left-hand side of (58) can be
replaced exactly with an LG quadrature as

∫ +1

−1

ℓ̇j(τ)L̇0(τ)dτ =

N
∑

i=1

wiℓ̇j(τi)L̇0(τi). (59)

Combining (58) and (59), D̃(0,1:N) can be written as

D̃(0,1:N) = −L(0,:)WD(:,1:N). (60)

Corollary 2. Suppose that (X
(k)
i ,V

(k)
i ,U

(k)
i ), (i = 0, . . . , N +1) satisfy the collocation constraints given in

(20) and (35). Following the definitions in Corollary 1, the row vector fv
(k)
0 can be written as −L(0,:)Wfv

(k)
1:N .

Proof. Replacing z(τ) from Theorem 1 with the vector function z(τ) =
∑N

j=0 ℓ̇j(τ)V
(k)
j results in

∫ +1

−1

L̇0(τ)z(τ)dτ = −z(−1) = −
tf − t0

2
αkfv

(k)
0 . (61)

Furthermore, since the integrand in (61) is a polynomial of degree at most 2N −1, it can be replaced exactly
with an LG quadrature as

∫ +1

−1

L̇0(τ)z(τ)dτ =

N
∑

i=1

wiL̇0(τi)z(τi), (62)

where z(τi) =
∑N

j=0 D(i,j)V
(k)
j is equal to the discrete state dynamics of v(k)(τi) as given by the right-hand

side of (20). Combining (61) and (62), fv
(k)
0 can be written as

fv
(k)
0 = −L(0,:)Wfv

(k)
1:N . (63)

Next, the following theorem is introduced that will allow the terms involving fv
(k)
N+1 and D̃(N+1,1:N) in

(50) to also be written as functions of X
(k)
1:N , V

(k)
1:N , U

(k)
1:N , and D.

Theorem 2. Under the same assumptions of Theorem 1, it is the case that

∫ +1

−1

z(τ)L̇N+1(τ)dτ = z(+1). (64)
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Proof. The left-hand side of (64) can be integrated by parts as

∫ +1

−1

z(τ)L̇N+1(τ)dτ = z(τ)LN+1(τ)
∣

∣

∣

+1

−1
−

∫ +1

−1

ż(τ)LN+1(τ)dτ. (65)

Following the same reasoning used to prove Theorem 1, the integrand on the right-hand side of (65) is at
most degree 2N − 1 which can be evaluated exactly using LG quadrature as

∫ +1

−1

ż(τ)LN+1(τ)dτ =

N
∑

i=1

wiż(τi)LN+1(τi). (66)

Then, due to the isolation property of Lagrange polynomials, every term LN+1(τi), (i = 0, . . . , N), is zero
which implies that

∫ +1

−1

z(τ)L̇N+1(τ)dτ = z(+1)LN+1(+1)− z(−1)LN+1(−1)

= z(+1).

(67)

Corollary 3. The row vector D̃(N+1,1:N) obtained from the modified LG differentiation matrix can be written

as L(N+1,:)WD(:,1:N), where L(N+1,:) ∈ R
N is the final row of L given by (57).

Proof. Replacing z(τ) from Theorem 2 with ℓ̇j(τ), (j = 1, . . . , N), results in

∫ +1

−1

ℓ̇j(τ)L̇N+1(τ)dτ = ℓ̇j(+1) = D̃(N+1,j). (68)

Furthermore, since ℓ̇j(τ)L̇N+1(τ) is a polynomial of degree at most 2N − 1, the left-hand side of (68) can
be replaced exactly with an LG quadrature as

∫ +1

−1

ℓ̇j(τ)L̇N+1(τ)dτ =

N
∑

i=1

wiℓ̇j(τi)L̇N+1(τi). (69)

Combining (68) and (69), D̃(N+1,1:N) can be written as

D̃(N+1,1:N) = L(N+1,:)WD(:,1:N). (70)

Corollary 4. Under the assumptions and definitions of Theorems 1-2 and Corollaries 1-3, the row vector

fv
(k)
N+1 can be written as L(N+1,:)Wfv

(k)
1:N .

Proof. Replacing z(τ) from Theorem 2 with the vector function z(τ) =
∑N

j=0 ℓ̇j(τ)V
(k)
j results in

∫ +1

−1

L̇N+1(τ)z(τ)dτ = z(+1) =
tf − t0

2
αkfv

(k)
N+1. (71)

Furthermore, since the integrand in (71) is a polynomial of degree at most 2N −1, it can be replaced exactly
with an LG quadrature as

∫ +1

−1

L̇N+1(τ)z(τ)dτ =
N
∑

i=1

wiL̇N+1(τi)z(τi), (72)

where z(τi) is again equal to the discrete state dynamics of v(k)(τi) as given by the right-hand side of (20).

Combining (71) and (72), fv
(k)
N+1 can be written as

fv
(k)
N+1 = L(N+1,:)Wfv

(k)
1:N . (73)
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The results of Theorems 1-2 can be substituted into the Lagrangian of (50), and then the KKT conditions

are found by setting equal to zero the derivatives of the Lagrangian with respect to X
(k)
0:N+1, V

(k)
0:N+1, U

(k)
1:N ,

Λx
(k)
1:N+1, Λv

(k)
1:N+1, Λ̃v

(k)
0 , Λ̃v

(k)
N+1, Ψ, Θ, αk, t0, and tf . Along with the conditions given by (23)-(27),(35),

and (37), the solution to the NLP of the modified LG collocation method must satisfy the following KKT
conditions:

DT

(:,i)Λx
(k)
1:N =

tf − t0
2

αk∇Xi

(

wiH̄
(k)
i

)

, (74)

DT

(:,i)Λv
(k)
1:N =

tf − t0
2

αk∇Vi

(

wiH̄
(k)
i

)

+ L(0,:)WD(:,i)Λ̃v
(k)
0 − L(N+1,:)WD(:,i)Λ̃v

(k)
N+1, (75)

0 =
tf − t0

2
αk∇Ui

(

wiH̄
(k)
i

)

, (76)

Λx
(k)
N+1 −DT

(:,0)Λx
(k)
1:N = δ1k

[

−∇X0
M+∇X0

(

ΨbT
)]

+ (1 − δ1k)Λx
(k−1)
N+1 , (77)

Λv
(k)
N+1 −DT

(:,0)Λv
(k)
1:N = δ1k

[

−∇V0
M+∇V0

(

ΨbT
)]

+ (1 − δ1k)Λv
(k−1)
N+1 + D̃(0,0)Λ̃v

(k)
0 + D̃(N+1,0)Λ̃v

(k)
N+1, (78)

Λx
(k)
N+1 = δKk

[

∇XN+1
M−∇XN+1

(

ΨbT
)]

+ (1− δKk)
[

Λx
(k+1)
N+1 −DT

(:,0)Λx
(k+1)
1:N

]

, (79)

Λv
(k)
N+1 = δKk

[

∇VN+1
M−∇VN+1

(

ΨbT
)]

+(1− δKk)
[

Λv
(k+1)
N+1 −DT

(:,0)Λv
(k+1)
1:N − D̃(0,0)Λ̃v

(k+1)
0 − D̃(N+1,0)Λ̃v

(k+1)
N+1

]

,
(80)

1

2

K
∑

k=1

αk

N
∑

i=1

wiH̄
(k)
i = ∇t0M−∇t0

(

ΨbT
)

, (81)

1

2

K
∑

k=1

αk

N
∑

i=1

wiH̄
(k)
i = −∇tfM+∇tf

(

ΨbT
)

, (82)

Θ =
tf − t0

2

N
∑

i=1

wiH̄
(k)
i , (83)

where δij is the Kronecker delta function defined as

δij =

{

1, i = j,

0, i 6= j,
(84)

and H̄
(k)
i is the discrete-time augmented Hamiltonian defined as

H̄
(k)
i = L

(

X
(k)
i ,V

(k)
i ,U

(k)
i

)

+

〈

Λx
(k)
i

wi

+Λx
(k)
N+1, fx

(k)
i

〉

+

〈

Λv
(k)
i

wi

+Λv
(k)
N+1 − L(0,i)Λ̃

(k)
v0

+ L(N+1,i)Λ̃
(k)
vN+1

, fv
(k)
i

〉

(85)

for (i = 1, . . . , N) and (k = 1, . . . ,K). Note that the KKT condition given by (83) is unique to the modified
LG method and is not required for an extremal solution of the standard LG transcription.

16



7.3 Transformed Adjoint System

The transformed adjoint variables in the kth interval, k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, corresponding to the modified LG
collocation method can now be expressed as follows:

λx
(k)
0 = Λx

(k)
N+1 −DT

(:,0)Λx
(k)
1:N , (86)

λx
(k)
1:N = W−1Λx

(k)
1:N + 1Λx

(k)
N+1, (87)

λx
(k)
N+1 = Λx

(k)
N+1, (88)

λv
(k)
0 = Λv

(k)
N+1 −DT

(:,0)Λv
(k)
1:N − D̃(0,0)Λ̃v

(k)
0 − D̃(N+1,0)Λ̃v

(k)
N+1, (89)

λv
(k)
1:N = W−1Λv

(k)
1:N + 1Λv

(k)
N+1 − LT

(0,:)Λ̃v
(k)
0 + LT

(N+1,:)Λ̃v
(k)
N+1, (90)

λv
(k)
N+1 = Λv

(k)
N+1, (91)

ψ = Ψ. (92)

It can be seen that the expressions for the costate estimates corresponding to those components of the state
that do not explicitly depend on control ((86)-(88) and (92)) are identical to the expressions derived in the
standard LG collocation scheme [1]. The costate estimates corresponding to those components of the state
that do explicitly depend on control (in particular, (89) and (90)) consist of the standard expressions plus
additional terms related to the endpoint collocation constraints.

Finally, let D† be the N × (N + 1) matrix derived in [30] given by

D
†

(i,j) = −
wj

wi

D(j,i),

D
†

(i,N+1) =

N
∑

i=1

wj

wi

D(j,i),

(i, j = 1, . . . , N). (93)

Substituting the costate estimates of (86)-(92) and the differentiation matrix D† of (93) into the KKT
conditions given by (74)-(83), the transformed adjoint system is given by

D
†

(i,1:N+1)λx
(k)
1:N+1 = −

tf − t0
2

αk∇Xi
H̄

(k)
i , (94)

D
†

(i,1:N+1)λv
(k)
1:N+1 = −

tf − t0
2

αk∇Vi
H̄

(k)
i , (95)

0 =
tf − t0

2
αk∇Ui

H̄
(k)
i , (96)

λx
(1)
0 = −∇X0

M +∇X0

(

ψbT
)

, (97)

λv
(1)
0 = −∇V0

M +∇V0

(

ψbT
)

, (98)

λx
(K)
N+1 = ∇XN+1

M−∇XN+1

(

ψbT
)

, (99)

λv
(K)
N+1 = ∇VN+1

M−∇VN+1

(

ψbT
)

, (100)

1

2

K
∑

k=1

αk

N
∑

i=1

wiH̄
(k)
i = ∇t0M−∇t0

(

ψbT
)

, (101)

1

2

K
∑

k=1

αk

N
∑

i=1

wiH̄
(k)
i = −∇tfM+∇tf

(

ψbT
)

, (102)

such that (94)-(102) are the discrete approximations of the continuous first-order optimality conditions
from (40)-(49). In fact, the discrete and continuous conditions have exactly the same structure. For (k =
2, . . . ,K − 1), continuity in the costate is maintained at the internal mesh points through the Kronecker
delta function that appears in (77)-(80). Similar to the standard LG collocation method, D and D̃ operate
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on polynomial values z(τi), 0 ≤ i ≤ N , while D† operates on polynomial values z(τj), 1 ≤ j ≤ N +1, where
z(τ) is any polynomial of degree at most N . Thus, the transformed KKT conditions have been shown to be
related to a discretization of the continuous first-order optimality conditions. Furthermore, the transformed
adjoint system of the modified LG collocation method uses the same full-rank differentiation matrix as the
transformed adjoint system of the standard LG collocation method [3], thus implying that both the standard
and modified LG collocation methods have full-rank transformed adjoint systems.

7.4 Costate Estimate of the Motivating Example

The motivating example of Section 5.1 is revisited again to demonstrate the costate estimate derived in
Section 7.3 and compare it with the costate estimate associated with standard LG collocation [1, 3]. For
comparison, the example problem when solved with standard LG collocation is transcribed using fixed
switch-times T1 = T ∗

1 and T2 = T ∗
2 . As shown in Fig. 4, the costate approximation for λv from the modified

LG collocation scheme is in close agreement with the analytic solution. It can be noted that the optimal
control law for the example problem is given by

u∗(T ) = −sgn(λ∗
v(T )) · uM , (103)

where u∗(T ) is computed using the weak form of Pontryagin’s minimum principle. Thus, it is known that
the optimal control solution switches from one control limit to the other whenever λv(T ) switches sign, i.e.
any instant where λv(T ) = 0. The modified LG costate approximation in Fig. 4 is representative of the
optimal control law since it is zero at T1 and T2. While the costate approximation obtained using standard
LG collocation follows the same trend as the true costate solution, it is slightly perturbed from the optimal
trajectory. In fact, the solution obtained using standard LG collocation does not satisfy the first-order
necessary conditions for optimality since λv(T1) 6= 0 and λv(T2) 6= 0. The costate estimates corresponding
to λx1

(T ) and λx2
(T ) exhibit similar behavior, with the costate estimates belonging to the modified LG

scheme being more accurate than the estimates belonging to the standard LG scheme.

Figure 4: Costate approximation for λv of the example problem.
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7.5 Weierstrass-Erdmann Conditions

When the optimal control is discontinuous, continuity of the Hamiltonian at the location of the control
discontinuity must be satisfied. That is, H(T−

s ) = H(T+
s ) where H(T−

s ) and H(T+
s ) are the left-hand and

right-hand limits of the HamiltonianH at a point Ts of discontinuity in the control. This necessary optimality
condition is known as one of the Weierstrass-Erdmann conditions [7]. Fig. 5 depicts the approximation to
the Hamiltonian for the solutions to the motivating example obtained using both standard LG collocation
and modified LG collocation. As in Section 7.4, the standard LG transcription of the example problem uses
switch-times fixed to their optimal values while the modified LG transcription includes the switch-times as
variables in the NLP. Since the Hamiltonian of the example problem is not an explicit function of time, it
should be constant. The costate mapping of the standard LG collocation scheme results in a Hamiltonian
approximation that is constant across each mesh interval but is not constant at the control discontinuity
locations. The costate mapping of the modified LG collocation scheme corrects this discrepancy and is shown
to be constant across the entire time domain as necessitated for optimality.

Figure 5: Hamiltonian for the standard and modified LG collocation methods used to solve the example
problem.

8 Comparison with Existing Gaussian Quadrature Collocation

Methods

The method developed in this paper is now compared against the standard Gaussian quadrature collocation
methods — the Legendre-Gauss collocation method [1, 3, 4], the Legendre-Gauss-Radau collocation method
[2–4], and the Legendre-Gauss-Lobatto collocation method [5, 22, 31] — as well as the modified Legendre-
Gauss-Radau collocation method [25]. For all the results shown, each collocation method is implemented on
the motivating example of Section 5.1 with N quadrature points in each of the K = 3 intervals and {T1, T2}
are included as free variables in the resulting NLP. Once again, numerical results are obtained using the
nonlinear optimization software IPOPT [28] set to a NLP tolerance of ǫ = 10−6. Results are not included
for the LGL method when N = 3 in each interval because at least four Lagrange polynomial support points

are required in order to approximate the piecewise-cubic polynomial x
(k)
1 (τ), (k = 1, 2, 3), but the LGL
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state approximation only utilizes the quadrature points as support points (whereas both the LG and LGR
methods introduce one additional support point at one of the interval endpoints).

Fig. 6 shows how the maximum observed relative state and costate errors (among all the state and
costate components, respectively) vary as the number of quadrature points in each interval is increased.
To reiterate, each of the three intervals are formulated with the same number of quadrature points. It is
observed in Fig. 6a that the modified LG and LGL methods consistently computed state approximations
that met the NLP tolerance of ǫ = 10−6. It was these methods that also consistently converged to the correct
switch-times, enabling the state to be approximated to a high accuracy as piecewise polynomials. On the
contrary, both the standard LG and standard LGR methods were typically unable to accurately compute
the switch-times and, as a result, obtained state approximations that exhibited relatively large magnitudes
of error on the order of 10−1 and 10−2; the standard LG collocation method when N = 9 was the one
exception to this, depicted by its maximum relative state error on the order of 10−6. The modified LGR
method exhibits an interesting behavior in which it typically performs well when the number of quadrature
points in each interval is even-valued but performs poorly when N is odd-valued.

(a) Maximum relative state error (among all state com-
ponents) observed across entire mesh as a function of
N .

(b) Maximum relative costate error (among all costate
components) observed across entire mesh as a function
of N .

Figure 6: Maximum relative state and costate errors observed across entire mesh as the number of quadrature
points in each interval, N , is increased.

The error in the costate approximation follows a similar trend as the relative state error with the exception
of the LGL collocation scheme, as shown in Fig. 6b. It is noted that the LGL costate approximation used to
obtain a relative error for Fig. 6b has been computed using the post-processing method of Ref. [31], where
Ref. [31] is an enhancement of the method in Ref. [5] in which the LGL collocation method was developed.
It has been shown that the transformed adjoint systems of the LG and LGR collocation schemes are full-
rank whereas the LGL transformed adjoint system is rank-deficient [3], leading to oscillatory behavior in
the costate estimate that must be treated using a post-processing technique [5, 31]. The LGL costate post-
processing method of Ref. [31] solves a secondary indirect collocation problem, essentially a root-finding
problem. The converged state and control approximations from the direct collocation problem are treated
as fixed values, and the oscillatory costate estimate is used as an initial guess for the root-finder. Although
the LGL collocation scheme obtains accurate approximations to the state, control, and switch-times for
N ≤ 10, the trend in the relative costate error of the LGL collocation method suggests that a better costate
approximation will be obtained as N continues to be increased. Even so, convergence of the LGL costate
is highly influenced by the post-processing technique used. Although using a larger number of quadrature
points in each interval is possible, an appeal of using pseudospectral methods lies in their ability to obtain
accurate solutions using as few points as possible. Lastly, Fig. 6b shows that the costate approximations
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of the modified LG and modified LGR collocation methods achieve high accuracy without requiring post-
processing in the cases where the switch-times are also accurately computed.

Finally, Fig. 7 shows how the objective cost, tf , is affected by the collocation method used and the
number of quadrature points in each interval. Only the cases in which both switch-times were accurately
computed resulted in objective values equal to t∗f = 7. For almost all the cases in which one or both of the
switch-times were not accurately computed, the objective value was less than t∗f , a result of the Lavrentiev
phenomenon.

Figure 7: Objective value obtained using each collocation method as N is varied.

9 Conclusions

A modified Legendre-Gauss collocation method has been described for solving optimal control problems
with nonsmooth solutions. This method augments the standard Legendre-Gauss direct collocation method
by introducing additional control variables and variable mesh points as well as enforcing the dynamics at the
previously non-collocated interval endpoints. It was shown that the KKT conditions from the NLP obtained
via the modified Legendre-Gauss collocation method satisfy the variational conditions of the continuous
optimal control problem. An example problem with a discontinuous optimal control profile was used to
demonstrate the validity of the method as well as compare the results to those obtained using existing
methods. As expected, overall solution accuracy of an optimal control problem with control discontinuities is
highly dependent on computation of the correct switch-times. The results obtained in this paper demonstrate
the viability of the modified Legendre-Gauss collocation method for solving optimal control problems with
nonsmooth solutions when variable mesh points are located in the neighborhood of corresponding control
discontinuities.
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