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Abstract— This paper introduces a new multi-model predic-
tive control (MMPC) method for quadrotor attitude control
with performance nearly on par with nonlinear model predic-
tive control (NMPC) and computational efficiency similar to
linear model predictive control (LMPC). Conventional NMPC,
while effective, is computationally intensive, especially for
attitude control that needs a high refresh rate. Conversely,
LMPC offers computational advantages but suffers from poor
performance and local stability. Our approach relies on multiple
linear models of attitude dynamics, each accompanied by
a linear model predictive controller, dynamically switching
between them given flight conditions. We leverage gap met-
ric analysis to minimize the number of models required to
accurately predict the vehicle behavior in various conditions
and incorporate a soft switching mechanism to ensure system
stability during controller transitions. Our results show that
with just 15 models, the vehicle attitude can be accurately
controlled across various set points. Comparative evaluations
with existing controllers such as incremental nonlinear dynamic
inversion, sliding mode control, LMPC, and NMPC reveal
that our approach closely matches the effectiveness of NMPC,
outperforming other methods, with a running time comparable
to LMPC.

I. INTRODUCTION

Improving the flight controller of quadrotors allows them
to navigate more effectively in complex environments. This
extends the versatility of quadrotors, and paves the way for
more sophisticated and autonomous operations, extending
their applications. However, flight control of quadrotors faces
several challenges.

One challenge is the underactuation of quadrotors which
leads to complexity in the control system architecture [1].
A typical flight controller involves a cascaded structure,
comprising a position controller in the outer loop and an
attitude controller in the inner loop [2]. To ensure stability,
the attitude controller must operate at significantly higher
frequencies than the position controller. For instance, in the
PX4 Autopilot system, the attitude controller runs at 250 Hz,
compared to the 50 Hz of the position controller [3].

Another challenge is the limited computing power of
quadrotors, especially in nano (<250 [g]) and micro (250 [g] –
2[kg]) classes. This severely restricts the sophistication of the
flight controller, and in turn, the maximum maneuverability
of the vehicle, highlighting the role of computational effi-
ciency in flight control algorithms. As the push towards more
autonomous operations demands a higher computational load
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on onboard processors, achieving high-performance and fast
control algorithms becomes an important research focus.

One control method that has proven effective in the
advanced control of quadrotors is model predictive control
(MPC), offering optimization-based control while explicitly
handling system constraints. Several studies have applied
linear MPC (LMPC) for quadrotor control [4–6]. The LMPC
is simple and computationally efficient, but since it relies on a
linearized model of the quadrotor, it has limited performance.
Nonlinear MPC (NMPC) alleviates this issue but at the
cost of significantly higher computational loads. As a result,
the application of NMPC for quadrotors has been primarily
limited to only position control [7, 8], or only attitude control
[9]. In [10], NMPC is applied for both position and attitude
control, but the flight envelope is limited to small pitch and
roll and only yaw is controlled.

One variant of MPC that compromises the computational
efficiency of LMPC and the performance of NMPC is Multi-
Model Predictive Control (MMPC) [11]. This method incor-
porates a set of linear models, each for specific operating
conditions or system uncertainty scenarios. Compared to
LMPC, MMPC predicts system behavior more accurately
by dynamically selecting the most appropriate model for
the current conditions. Finding the control input boils down
to solving a constrained linear optimization problem which
is significantly faster than solving nonlinear problems in
NMPC. Therefore, MMPC has the potential to offer higher
performance than LMPC, while still being computationally
more efficient than NMPC.

In light of the above discussion, we focus on MMPC
design for quadrotors. We target the attitude control loop
as it will benefit the most from a computationally efficient
controller given its higher framerate than the position control
loop. However, as the position controller depends on attitude
control, our performance improvements in the attitude con-
trol will boost the position control accuracy as well. MMPC
design for nonlinear systems is an active area of research.
For recent work on MMPC, we cite [12–16]. The existing
studies in the context of quadrotors include [17, 18].

One formidable challenge in the design of MMPC lies
in the creation of a linear model bank. On one hand, it
is beneficial to increase the number of models to account
for more operating and uncertainty conditions. On the other
hand, each model requires a new controller calibration, test-
ing, and validation, making the control development process
effortful. Inspired by [19], we employ gap metric analysis to
find the minimum number of linear models to be included in
the model bank. This keeps the overall structure of MMPC
simple while covering various dynamical characteristics over
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the total flight envelope.
Another challenge in MMPC design is poor performance

during the transition from one controller to another. An
abrupt change in the controller can lead to an abrupt change
of control input, actuator failure, unexpected large peaks
in the system states, and even instability [15]. This can
be handled using soft-switching algorithms that create a
smooth transition from one controller to another [20–22]. We
adopt the method presented in [20] to create a soft-switching
mechanism, ensuring system stability and high performance.

It is worth noting that our approach lends well to various
common position controllers. In this paper, we use sliding
mode control (SMC) due to its simplicity. Other controllers
can potentially be considered for position control, depending
on specific application requirements and system characteris-
tics. This flexibility allows for exploring alternative nonlinear
control approaches to enhance the performance and robust-
ness of quadrotor trajectory control while benefiting from an
MPC-based attitude control.

Overall, the major contribution of this work is to develop
MMPC for quadrotor attitude control, striking a balance
between the performance of NMPC, and the computational
efficiency of LMPC. The key strengths of our work compared
to the existing studies [17, 18] include:

• Using gap metric to minimize the number of models
required in the model bank without affecting the number
of operating points and/or uncertainty scenarios consid-
ered.

• Developing soft-switching mechanisms to ensure the
stable transition between controllers.

II. QUADROTOR DYNAMICS

This section presents the equations of flight for quadrotors
to establish the notation for our control developments. Let us
begin by setting I = {xI ,yI , zI} as an Earth-fixed inertial
coordinates frame, and B = {xB,yB, zB} as the body-fixed
coordinates frame whose origin coincides with the center of
mass of the quadrotor (Fig. 1). We assume that the quadrotor
body is rigid and symmetric, with arms aligned to xB and
yB. The length of each arm is l, the mass of the vehicle
is m, and the inertia matrix is J which is diagonal J =
diag (Jx, Jy, Jz) due to the symmetry of the vehicle.

We denote the position and velocity of the vehicle in
I by ξ = [x, y, z]

T and v = [u, v, w]
T , respectively. For

the vehicle attitude, we use η = [ϕ, θ, ψ]
T , where −π <

ϕ ≤ π, −π
2 ≤ θ ≤ π

2 , and −π < ψ ≤ π are the Euler
angles representing pitch, roll, and yaw in the yaw-pitch-
roll sequence. With the above Euler angle configuration, the
rotation matrix from B to I takes the following form

R =

 cθcψ sϕsθcψ − cϕsψ cϕsθcψ + sϕsψ
cθsψ sϕsθsψ + cϕcψ cϕsθsψ − sϕcψ
−sθ sϕcθ cϕcθ

 , (1)

where c and s stand for cosine and sine functions. Also, if
ω = [p, q, r]

T represents the angular velocity vector, then
according to the Euler kinematical equation, we have η̇ =

Fig. 1: Quadrotor model and coordinate frames

H (η)ω, where

H (η) =

 1 sinϕ tan θ cosϕ tan θ
0 cosϕ − sinϕ
0 sinϕ/cos θ cosϕ/cos θ

 . (2)

Each of the vehicle’s rotors produces a thrust Ti, i =
{1, 2, 3, 4} in the direction of zB. Tis are usually approxi-
mated by kTΩ2

i where Ωi is the angular velocity of i-th rotor,
and kT is a coefficient. The rotor angular velocities on the
xB and yB axes have opposite signs (Ω1,3 > 0, Ω2,4 < 0)
to counterbalance the reaction torque induced by the rotors
and to control ψ. Let f and τ be the aerodynamic force and
torque vectors produced by Tis. Then, we can express them
in B as follows

f =

 0
0
T

 , and τ =

 lkT
(
Ω2

2 − Ω2
4

)
lkT

(
Ω2

3 − Ω2
1

)
kQ

(
−Ω2

1 +Ω2
2 − Ω2

3 +Ω2
4

)
 ,
(3)

where l is the distance from the center of mass to the rotor,
T = kT

∑4
i=1 Ω

2
i is the total thrust, kT is thrust coefficient

and kQ is torque coefficient.
Applying Newton’s law of motion, the translational dy-

namics of the vehicle take the following form

ξ̈ = −g +
1

m
Rf , (4)

where g = [0 0 g]
T is the gravity vector with g set to

9.81 [m/s2]. Using Euler’s rotation theorem, the rotational
dynamics of the vehicle take the following form

ω̇ = J−1 (−ω × Jω + τ ) , and η̇ = H (η)ω. (5)

To develop MMPC, we will linearize (5) around various
operating points.

III. CONTROLLER DESIGN

Figure 2 illustrates our flight control architecture. We
consider a cascaded structure with the proposed MMPC as
the attitude controller.
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Fig. 2: Control system block diagram

As is the case with most quadrotor flight control architec-
tures, the desired roll and pitch of the attitude controller are
determined by the position controller, while the desired yaw
is given by the user. Note that the position controller itself
can be another MMPC formulated based on the (4), or other
control algorithms. In this work, we will adopt an existing
sliding mode control (SMC) law [23] for position control,
and focus this section on attitude control with MMPC.

A. Model Bank

The initial step in MMPC design is to construct the model
bank. To this end, we choose M operating points, evenly
distributed in the system state space, and linearize the attitude
dynamics (5) around each operating point. The models will
take the following form

χm(k + 1) = Amχm(k) +Bmum(k), (6)

where 1 ≤ m ≤ M is the model index, χm =
[∆ϕ,∆θ,∆ψ,∆p,∆q,∆r]T , um = [∆τx,∆τy,∆τz]

T ,
Am ∈ R6×6 and Bm ∈ R6×3.

Note that, in building the model bank, we apply the state
constraints −π < ϕ ≤ π, −π

2 ≤ θ ≤ π
2 per Euler angle

definitions. Also, during linearization, the column of the
Jacobian matrix that corresponds to ψ remains zero in all
operating points; therefore, the linear models at any given
point remain independent of ψ.

As shown in Fig. 2, at each iteration, the MMPC compares
the current values of ϕ and θ with the ensemble of operating
points, identifies the nearest operating point, and selects the
corresponding model for MPC calculations.

B. Model Bank Reduction Using Gap Metric Analysis

As mentioned in Section I, having a larger number of
models can improve performance by better matching the
system’s behavior under different conditions; however, this
leads to tedious control calibrations and may strain the
system’s memory resources. One of the key features of
our design is to adopt gap metric analysis to minimize the
number of models needed in the model bank.

The gap metric is a quantitative measure of dissimilarity
between two linear models. If the differences among several
models in the model bank fall below a specified threshold,
then a single model is sufficient to address all the scenarios

for which those models were originally intended. Let us
consider two systems with transfer functions G1 (s) =
N1 (s)D

−1
1 (s) and G2 (s) = N2 (s)D

−1
2 (s), where Ni and

Mi are normalized coprime factors. According to [24], the
directed distance from G1 to G2, denoted by δ⃗ (G1, G2), is
the smallest difference across all stable compensators Q (s)
that could align G2 with G1, given by

δ⃗ (G1, G2) = min
Q∈H∞

∥∥∥∥[ D1

N1

]
−
[
D2

N2

]
Q

∥∥∥∥
∞
, (7)

where H∞ is a Hardy space of transfer functions that are
bounded and analytic in the right half of the complex plane
ensuring stable compensators, and ∥ · ∥∞ is the H∞ norm
defined as the maximum singular value of transfer function
over all frequencies. In general, δ⃗ (G1, G2) ̸= δ⃗ (G2, G1).
As such, the gap metric between G1 and G2 is defined as

δ (G1, G2) = max
{
δ⃗ (G1, G2) , δ⃗ (G2, G1)

}
. (8)

The gap metric satisfies 0 ≤ δ (G1, G2) ≤ 1. Values close
to zero indicate that the frequency responses of G1 and G2

are similar across all frequencies. Thus, a controller designed
based on one system’s characteristics is likely to achieve
similar performance when applied to the other system. We
define a threshold δth, and for any two systems whose gap
metric is smaller than δth, we keep only one of the systems
in the model bank. Therefore, from the initially M linear
models, we will have M ′ number of models left in the model
bank.

C. MPC Formulation

We use the standard LMPC formulation to design a control
law for each model remaining in the model bank. Let N
be the prediction horizon, Pm,Qm ∈ R6×6 positive semi-
definite, and Rm ∈ R3×3 positive definite. Then, the control
law for the m-th model is the solution to the following
constrained optimization problem

min Jm(k) =χT
m(k +N |k)Pmχm(k +N |k)

+

N−1∑
i=0

[
χT

m(k + i|k)Qmχm(k + i|k)

+uT
m(k + i|k)Rmum(k + i|k)

]
,

(9)



subject to

χm (k|k) = χm (k)

χm (k + i+ 1|k) = Amχm (k + i|k) +Bmum (k + i|k) ,
χm (k + i|k) ∈ X ,∀i = 0, · · · , N − 1,

um (k + i|k) ∈ U ,∀i = 0, · · · , N − 1,
(10)

where X and U are the sets representing acceptable state
values and control inputs.

D. Soft Switching

In most maneuvers, the quadrotor attitude dynamics will
undergo large variations, and this necessitates switching
between different models and their corresponding control
parameters to ensure appropriate control response. To effec-
tively handle these transitions, we adopt the soft switching
technique presented in [20].

To this end, let us assume that the switching from the
previous controller 1 to the new controller 2 starts at k = ks
and completes in N time steps. In this period, the control
parameters will be a weighted sum of the parameters of the
two controllers as follows

P1→2 = αk (i)P1 + βk (i)P2,

Q1→2 = αk (i)Q1 + βk (i)Q2,

R1→2 = αk (i)R1 + βk (i)R2,

(11)

where αk and βk are weighting factors, and 0 ≤ i ≤ N − 1
is the time sample in the prediction horizon as specified in
(9). ∀ i ∈ [0, N − 1], αk takes the following form

αk(i) =

{
λk−ks+i if k + i < N + ks,

0 if k + i ≥ N + ks,
(12)

where 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1 is a design parameter. For i = N ,
αk (N) = αk (N − 1). Furthermore, ∀ i ∈ [0, N ], βk (i) is
described by

βk (i) = 1− αk (i) . (13)

According to [20], the above choice of parameters will ensure
system stability during switching. The key parameter here
is λ which controls the rate of transition. If λ = 0, the
above algorithm will lead to an abrupt switch between the
controllers.

IV. RESULTS

This section presents our simulation results. We compare
the attitude control performance of MMPC with LMPC,
NMPC, and two other common attitude control techniques,
incremental nonlinear dynamic inversion (INDI) [7] and
SMC [23]. Given the cascaded flight control structure, the
attitude control performance directly impacts position con-
trol. Therefore, we run an additional set of experiments to
evaluate the effect of attitude controllers on position tracking
while working with identical position controllers. For the
position controller, we use the sliding mode control law
developed in our previous work [23].

The parameters values for the quadrotor under considera-
tion are m = 650 [g], J = diag (0.021, 0.023, 0.032) [kg ·

TABLE I: RMS values for attitude tracking errors and control input

Parameter MMPC LMPC NMPC INDI SMC

ϕ 0.0313 0.0517 0.0242 3.4158 5.1953
θ 0.0263 0.0451 0.0447 3.4690 4.9202
ψ 0.1494 0.1948 0.0902 8.8996 11.3058

τx 0.1517 0.0962 0.2396 0.0262 0.1620
τy 0.1587 0.2165 0.2531 0.0264 0.1743
τz 0.0329 0.1748 0.0546 0.0521 0.0847

m2], l = 0.225 [m], kT = 1.22 × 10−5, and kQ =
689× 10−7.

As for the MMPC, we started with M = 100 models,
linearizing the attitude dynamics around operating points
that were evenly distributed in the state space. Next, we
applied our gap metric analysis with δth = 0.2, reducing the
model bank to only 15 models. For the LMPC formulation
of all these models, we set N = 5, Pm = Qm =
diag (10, 10, 10, 150, 150, 150), and Rm = I3×3. Also, we
set the soft switching parameter to λ = 0.5.

A. Scenario 1: Attitude Control Comparison

In this scenario, the vehicle starts at the origin and adjusts
its orientation according to different set points. Figure 7 illus-
trates the vehicle attitude response using different controllers.
Given our focus on agile flight, we tuned all controllers to
achieve their fastest possible settling time. While all con-
trollers provide fast convergence, their performance varies
significantly. Generally, SMC presents the slowest response,
and INDI exhibits overshoots. The MPC-based controllers
deliver smaller errors. NMPC is the quickest, but it has large
overshoots in the pitch angle.

For an objective assessment of the controllers, we measure
the root mean square (RMS) of errors and the control
signals for each controller and tabulate them in Tab. I. The
NMPC is the most accurate, followed closely by the MMPC.
Interestingly, even LMPC performs better than INDI and
SMC in minimizing errors, highlighting the advantages of
MPC-based strategies over others.

Concerning the control effort, INDI uses the least energy;
however, in our experience, it was the most challenging
to calibrate, showing high-sensitivity parameter changes.
Among the MPC-based options, MMPC requires the least
effort while still maintaining a lower error compared to
LMPC, nearly as good as NMPC.

All MPC-based controllers, including MMPC, demon-
strated consistent performance. Given the aim to improve
the vehicle’s agility, we prioritized Pm and Qm over Rm.
However, if reducing control effort is the goal, these param-
eters can be adjusted accordingly.

B. Scenario 2: Position Control Comparison

In this scenario, we explore the effects of improved
attitude control on position tracking. The vehicle starts
at the initial position ξ0 = [0, 0, 0]T [m], and atti-
tude η0 = [0, 0, 0]

T , tracking a desired trajectory ξd =
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[5 sin(0.5t), 5 cos(0.5t), t]T and desired yaw alternating be-
tween 0, 50◦, and −50◦.

We compare the results for MMPC and LMPC, both
working with identical SMC position controllers. Figures 4
– 8 present the results. The vehicle is capable of closely
following the prescribed trajectory with both controllers;
however, MMPC achieves more accurate position tracking
than LMPC.

The reference roll and pitch angle generated by the posi-
tion controller are shown in Fig. 6 alongside the prescribed
desired heading. As expected, MMPC tracks the reference
signals with higher accuracy compared to LMPC, and this,
in turn, leads to improved position tracking of the vehicle.
In attitude control comparisons (Tab. I), it was revealed that
MMPC uses smaller control effort compared to LMPC. The
same is evident in Fig. 8, where the control signals of the
controller with MMPC are significantly smaller than those
with LMPC.

Overall, these results underscore the interconnected bene-
fits of attitude and position control on the overall maneuver-
ability of a quadrotor, indicating that improvements gained
by MMPC in the attitude control loop positively affect the
position control, leading to better performance and efficiency.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper developed an MMPC for quadrotor attitude
control. The use of gap metric resulted in a significant
reduction of models needed in the model bank, and the soft
switching laws ensured system stability and performance.
Our results indicate that MMPC offers performance on par
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Fig. 4: 3D plot of the quadrotor trajectory in position control
experiments

with NMPC but with a running time similar to LMPC.
This makes MMPC a compelling method for attitude control
to guarantee a high refresh rate for resource-constrained
quadrotors while maintaining accurate attitude tracking, ul-
timately, contributing to the enhanced position tracking and
overall maneuverability of the vehicle.

Directions for future work include integration of MMPC
with fast optimization solvers, hardware implementations,
and integration with agile position controllers to unlock new
potentials in agile flight control.
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