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Abstract

This paper considers the design of finite control set model predictive control (FCS-MPC) for discrete-time switched affine
systems. Existing FCS-MPC methods typically pursue practical stability guarantees, which ensure convergence to a bounded
invariant set that contains a desired steady state. As such, current FCS-MPC methods result in unpredictable steady-state
behavior due to arbitrary switching among the available finite control inputs. Motivated by this, we present a FCS-MPC design
that aims to stabilize a steady-state limit cycle compatible with a desired output reference via a suitable cost function. We
provide conditions in terms of periodic terminal costs and finite control set control laws that guarantee asymptotic stability
of the developed limit cycle FCS-MPC algorithm. Moreover, we develop conditions for recursive feasibility of limit cycle FCS-
MPC in terms of periodic terminal sets and we provide systematic methods for computing ellipsoidal and polytopic periodically
invariant sets that contain a desired steady-state limit cycle. Compared to existing periodic terminal ingredients for tracking
MPC with a continuous control set, we design and compute terminal ingredients using a finite control set. The developed
methodology is validated on switched systems and power electronics benchmark examples.
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1 Introduction

Over past decades, switched systems have witnessed re-
markable developments from the theoretical point of
view to practical insights, thereby offering substantial
benefits in numerous real-world applications [1]. Among
switched systems applications, power electronics play a
crucial role in many domains, such as power conversion
in electrical vehicles charging and renewable energy sys-
tems [2]. More specifically, this paper focuses on a spe-
cific category of switched systems that comprises a finite
number of subsystems, each characterized by a constant
state matrix and constant affine term. These subsystems
are governed by a switching rule that regulate the tran-
sitions between them [3].

The presence of the affine terms create several equi-
librium points corresponding to each subsystem, which
poses a notable challenge in designing effective switch-
ing control laws aimed at stabilization. This difficulty
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primarily stems from the fact that the desired reference
point for stabilization often does not coincide with the
equilibrium point of any isolated subsystem [4]. In gen-
eral, for switched affine systems, or equivalently, for fi-
nite control set bilinear affine systems, the attainable
reference point can be determined using an averaged
model. This model represents the aggregated perfor-
mance across a designated set of subsystems. Conse-
quently, the practical stability approach for a fixed at-
tainable reference point has been extensively explored
within the context of switched affine systems, leading
to significant advancements in the continuous-time set-
ting [5]. In the discrete-time setting, [2] focuses on the
practical stability analysis and control design of switched
affine systems using time-invariant Lyapunov functions.

In addition, several finite control set model predic-
tive control (FCS-MPC) related papers have addressed
this concern by providing practical stability (ultimate
boundedness) conditions for a specific class of switched
affine systems, which can be modeled as linear time-
invariant systems with quantized inputs [6, 7]. Therein,
terminal ingredients for FCS-MPC were designed based
on continuous control set local control laws and the ef-
fect of using quantization functions to obtain quantized
inputs was modeled as an additive disturbance. This fa-
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cilitated practical stability conditions [8, 9] that ensure
convergence of the closed-loop FCS-MPC trajectories
to a bounded invariant set compatible with a desired
state reference.

However, in many applications such as power electron-
ics, the guarantees provided by practical stability are of-
ten insufficient to meet the required steady-state speci-
fications. These specifications typically require a desired
average switching frequency and total harmonic distor-
tion, which cannot be guaranteed by practical stabil-
ity results. Heuristic solutions meant to cope with such
specifications via FCS-MPC include penalizing the out-
put tracking error and incorporating penalties for the
input rate of change [10]. In the study outlined in [11],
a comparison was made between the output error for-
mulations based on the 1-norm and the 2-norm. Addi-
tionally, for three-phase applications, [12] demonstrates
that penalizing the 2-norm of current errors in alpha-
beta coordinates is directly equivalent to penalizing the
total harmonic distortion.

Motivated by power electronics specifications and open
problems in stabilization of switched affine systems,
recent works have considered the stabilization of an ad-
equately designed closed trajectory for switched affine
systems, namely a limit cycle, instead of practical sta-
bilization of a fixed steady state point. Conditions for
asymptotic stability of a limit cycle with fixed periodic-
ity are proposed together with a time-varying Lyapunov
function in [13]. Based on these conditions, a time-
dependent min-switching control rule is determined
therein to regulate the states towards the limit cycle.
Alternatively, a pure state-feedback min-switching con-
trol strategy is developed in [5], together with robust
stabilization criteria for uncertain switched affine sys-
tems. Inspired by these recent results on limit cycle
stabilization, we developed a preliminary limit cycle
tracking FCS-MPC formulation in [14]. Therein, we
considered the specific class of linear systems with a
finite control set and we established conditions for limit
cycle asymptotic convergence in terms of terminal cost
design, without any recursive feasibility guarantees.

In this paper we present a new approach to the design
of FCS-MPC that aims to stabilize a desired limit cy-
cle and constructs stabilizing terminal ingredients in the
presence of a finite control set. In summary, the main
contributions with respect to existing FCS-MPC frame-
works, including our preliminary work [14], are:

(i) Design of FCS-MPC for limit cycle stabilization using
periodic terminal costs and sets with recursive feasi-
bility and limit cycle tracking error asymptotic stabil-
ity guarantees;

(ii) Systematic methods for computing quadratic periodic
terminal costs and ellipsoidal or polytopic periodic
terminal sets that satisfy the developed limit cycle
stability and feasibility conditions for FCS-MPC.

Additional contributions include formulation of an opti-
mization problem for synthesis of an optimal limit cycle
for switched affine systems with state constraints and a
tractable procedure for computation of an outer poly-
topic approximation of the set of feasible states for limit
cycle FCS-MPC. The set-iteration algorithm for com-
puting polytopic periodic invariant sets is a contribution
beyond FCS-MPC, as it provides a larger admissible do-
main of attraction for switched affine systems compared
to ellipsoidal invariant sets (in the case of polytopic con-
straints).

Remark 1 The FCS-MPC problem considered in this
paper differs from the model predictive control problems
for switched systems with dwell time constraints in pre-
vious studies, see for example [15,16] and the references
therein. The switched systems analyzed in these frame-
works incorporate an additional continuous control set
control input, which, together with dwell time constraints,
enable stabilization of the switched system with respect
to a fixed steady state point.

Remark 2 In the continuous control set MPC (CCS-
MPC) framework, periodic reference tracking problems
have been studied in several papers [17–20]. These papers
cover both linear and nonlinear system classes and offer
an extensive range of solutions for dealing with unreach-
able references and computing stabilizing terminal ingre-
dients for tracking periodic references. Although the limit
cycle represents a periodic reference, the CCS-MPC so-
lutions for tracking periodic references use terminal con-
trol laws that take values in a continuous control set and
thus, they cannot be used to establish asymptotic stability
in the presence of a finite control set.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
Section 2 introduces the considered class of switched
affine systems, conditions for existence of a limit cycle
and methods for computing an optimal limit cycle. Sec-
tion 3 describes the proposed FCS-MPC design and the
limit cycle stability and feasible guarantees. Section 4
presents the algorithms to compute the terminal ingre-
dients based on both ellipsoidal and polytopic set repre-
sentations. Section 5 illustrates the implementation and
effectiveness of limit cycle FCS-MPC for two different
benchmarks. The conclusions are presented in Section 6.

Notation and basic definitions The sets of real,
non-negative real, integer and non-negative integer num-
bers are denoted asR,R+, I and I+ respectively. I[i,j] de-
notes the set of integer numbers restricted in [i, j] (i < j).
The modulo operator is defined as c= amod b where c is
the remainder of the Euclidean division between the in-
tegers a and b. ∥x∥2P denotes the quadratic form x⊤Px.
The positive definite, positive semi-definite and nega-
tive semi-definite matrices are denoted by A ≻ 0, A ⪰ 0
and A ⪯ 0 respectively. The notations det(A), λmin(A)
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and λmax(A) represent the determinant, the minimum
and maximum eigenvalues of a matrix A. Hi• denotes
the i-th row of a matrix H. Given two sets X ⊆ Rn

and Y ⊆ Rn, the Minkowski set addition is defined by
X ⊕ Y := {x + y | x ∈ X, y ∈ Y} and the Pontryagin
set difference is defined by X ⊖ Y := {x ∈ X | x + y ∈
X,∀y ∈ Y}. int(X) denotes the interior of the set X. A
real-valued scalar function ϕ : R+ → R+ belongs to class
K (ϕ ∈ K) if it is continuous, strictly increasing and
ϕ(0) = 0. A real-valued scalar function ϕ : R+ → R+

belongs to class K∞ (ϕ ∈ K∞) if ϕ ∈ K and it is radially
unbounded (i.e. ϕ(s)→∞ as s→∞).

2 Preliminaries

This paper considers the following class of discrete-time
switched affine systems or, equivalently, the class of
billinear affine systems with a finite control set, i.e.,

x(k + 1) = A(u(k))x(k) + b(u(k)), (1a)

y(k) = C(u(k))x(k) + d(u(k)), (1b)

where x ∈ Rnx is the system state, u ∈ U ⊂ Rnu is the
control input and y ∈ Rny is the system output. The
state and input are subject to the following constraints:

x ∈ X ⊆ Rnx , u ∈ U ⊂ Rnu , y ∈ Rny (2a)

U :=
{
u1, . . . , uNs | ui ∈ Rnu , ∀i ∈ I[1,Ns]

}
, (2b)

where X is a convex polytopic set, U is a finite con-
trol set and Ns represents the total number of elements
of U. For example, U = {0, 1} is an often encountered
case in power electronics to denote the status of the
transistor (or of a binary switch) or, more generally,
U = {−0.2,−0.1, 0, 0.1, 0.2} can denote a quantized in-
put signal within [−0.2, 0.2]. Besides state constraints,
also output constraints can be included, but we opted to
omit output constraints to simplify the exposition.

One important real-life application of switched systems
that can be modeled using (1) are switched-mode power
converters, which are composed of electronic passive
components. These components are operated by fast
switching among a finite number of switch configura-
tions [21]:

ẋ(t) = Ac(u(t))x(t) +Bc(u(t))ω, (3a)

y(t) = Cc(u(t))x(t) +Dc(u(t))ω. (3b)

In this paper, a constant exogenous input ω is consid-
ered, which is typically corresponding to constant volt-
age and current sources for DC power converter applica-
tions. Thus Bc(u(t))ω and Dc(u(t))ω can be simplified
as bc(u(t)) and dc(u(t)), respectively. The discrete-time
switched affine system (1) can be derived by discretizing
each corresponding subsystem (3) for each switch mode
using the zero-order-hold method for a suitable sampling
time Ts ∈ R.

2.1 Limit cycle existence and computation

The considered discrete-time switched affine system (1)
admits a time-varying steady-state performance, which
tends to have a natural convergence to a repetitive se-
quence, behaving as a limit cycle in discrete-time. The
limit cycle represents the stationary state of sustained
oscillations, that depend exclusively on the parameters
of the system and their intrinsic properties [5].

To formally define a limit cycle for system (1) consider
an arbitrary input sequence with length p, i.e., Ulc =
{ulc(0), . . . , ulc(p− 1)} and ulc(j) ∈ U. For brevity, the
following notation is introduced:

Aj := A(ulc(j)), bj := b(ulc(j)). (4)

A p-periodic state limit cycleXlc := {xlc(0), . . . , xlc(p−
1)} with xlc(p) = xlc(0) can then be derived by solving
the following system of equations:

xlc(1) = A0xlc(0) + b0,

xlc(2) = A1xlc(1) + b1,
...

xlc(0) = Ap−1xlc(p− 1) + bp−1.

(5)

By defining Xp := (xlc(0)
⊤, . . . , xlc(p − 1)⊤)⊤ and the

matrices:

Mp :=



A0 −I 0 . . . 0

0 A1 −I
. . .

...
...

...
. . .

. . . 0

0 0 . . . Ap−2 −I
−I 0 . . . 0 Ap−1


, bp :=



−b0
−b1
...

−bp−2

−bp−1


,

we can compactly write the limit cycle equations as:

MpXp = bp. (6)

As implied by (6), the steady-state limit cycle exists if
Mp is invertible and a limit cycle sequence Xlc can be
directly obtained from the limit cycle vector Xp. In [5],
a necessary and sufficient condition for the existence of
the limit cycle is provided, which is recalled next.

Lemma 3 [5] A chosen input sequence Ulc with length
p generates a unique steady-state limit cycle for system
(1) if and only if 1 is not an eigenvalue of the monodromy
matrixAp := A0 . . . Ap−1. Moreover, the state limit cycle
vector is given by Xp = M−1

p bp and the corresponding
limit cycle sequence is Xlc = {xlc(0), . . . , xlc(p− 1)}.

As demonstrated for the system (1), a p-periodic in-
put sequence Ulc can generate a unique corresponding
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p-periodic state limit cycle Xlc, which also character-
izes the steady-state performance of the output y(k).
I.e., it yields a corresponding output trajectory Ylc :=
{ylc(0), . . . , ylc(p − 1)}, where ylc(j) is obtained from
xlc(j) and ulc(j) via the system dynamics (1). In order
to search for an optimal limit cycle with respect to a de-
sired output reference and take the state constraints X
into account, the following optimization problem can be
formulated:

min
Xlc,Ulc

W
(
Xlc, Ulc, Y p

)
(7a)

s.t. xlc(j + 1) = Ajxlc(j) + bj , ∀j ∈ I[0,p−2], (7b)

xlc(0) = Ap−1xlc(p− 1) + bp−1, (7c)

ulc(j) ∈ U, ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1], (7d)

xlc(j) ∈ X, ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1], (7e)

where Y p = {y(0), . . . , y(p−1)} denotes a desired output
reference of length p, which could be a constant or p-
periodic reference. The cost function W is defined as

W (Xlc, Ulc, Y p) :=

∥∥∥∥∥∥1p
p−1∑
j=0

(
ylc(j)− y(j)

)∥∥∥∥∥∥
1

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥1p
p−1∑
j=0

(
C(ulc(j))xlc(j) + d(ulc(j))− y(j)

)∥∥∥∥∥∥
1

,

(8)
which represents the 1-norm of the mean error against
the output reference at steady-state. Alternatively, the
cost function W in (8) can be formulated using the 2-
norm or ∞-norm of the mean error, to optimize a dif-
ferent steady-state output behavior [13,22]. Note that if
there are no state constraints, problem (7) is always fea-
sible under the hypothesis of Lemma 3. In this paper we
assume that this problem is feasible for the considered
state constraints.

Assumption 4 System (1) and the state constraints X
are such that problem (7) is feasible.

For the remainder of the paper we use the nota-
tion X lc := {xlc(0), . . . , xlc(p − 1)} and U lc :=
{ulc(0), . . . , ulc(p − 1)} to denote the optimal steady-
state and input limit cycle sequences calculated by
solving problem (7). Note that problem (7) is in general
a mixed-integer nonlinear (bilinear) optimization prob-
lem. For many power electronics converter circuits the
matrix A does not depend on the switching input and
then, problem (7) is a mixed-integer linear program.

3 Limit cycle FCS-MPC

To formulate the limit cycle FCS-MPC problem, the ref-
erence limit cycle corresponding to the optimal limit cy-
cle sequence X lc can be dynamically represented as a

periodic solution of the system:

x(k + 1) = Akx(k) + bk, (9)

where

Ak := A(u(k)), bk := b(u(k)), (10a)

x(k) := xlc(k mod p), u(k) := ulc(k mod p). (10b)

Next, let x0|k = x(k) and u0|k = u(k) denote the sys-
tem state and input at time k. Besides, let xi|k and ui|k
denote the predicted state and input at time k + i over
a prediction horizon N . The sequences of the predicted
state Xk and the predicted inputs Uk are defined as

Xk =
{
x0|k, . . . , xN |k

}
, (11a)

Uk =
{
u0|k, . . . , uN−1|k

}
. (11b)

If Assumption 4 is satisfied, then given the optimal state
and input limit cycles X lc and U lc, the time-varying
cost function J(x(k), Uk, k) of limit cycle FCS-MPC is
defined as

J (x(k), Uk, k) :=

N−1∑
i=0

l(xi|k − xi|k, ui|k − ui|k)

+ Vf (xN |k − xN |k, k),

(12)

where l : Rnx × Rnu → R+ is the stage cost and Vf :

Rnx × I+ → R+ is a time-varying terminal cost. Xk =
{x0|k, . . . , xN |k} and Uk = {u0|k, . . . , uN−1|k} represent
the sequences of the limit cycle dependent references,
i.e.,

xi|k = x(k + i), ∀i ∈ I[0,N ], (13a)

ui|k = u(k + i), ∀i ∈ I[0,N−1]. (13b)

Based on the cost function (12), the system model (1)
and the system constraints (x(k) ∈ X, u(k) ∈ U), the
limit cycle FCS-MPC algorithm can be formulated as the
following mixed-integer optimization problem, assuming
that the full state is measurable (or observable):

min
Uk

J (x(k), Uk, k) (14a)

s.t. xi+1|k = A(ui|k)xi|k + b(ui|k), ∀i ∈ I[0,N−1], (14b)

xi+1|k = A(ui|k)xi|k + b(ui|k), ∀i ∈ I[0,N−1], (14c)

xi|k ∈ X, ∀i ∈ I[1,N−1], (14d)

ui|k ∈ U, ∀i ∈ I[0,N−1], (14e)

xN |k ∈ XT (k), (14f)

where XT (k) ⊆ Rnx is a time-varying terminal set. For
brevity, we denote

Ai|k := A(ui|k), bi|k := b(ui|k). (15a)
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The first optimal control action u∗
0|k taking values in

the finite control set U is used to define the FCS-MPC
control law, i.e., u(k) = κmpc(x(k)) := u∗

0|k.

The problem considered in this paper is how to design
the terminal cost Vf and set XT to guarantee recursive
feasibility and asymptotic stability with respect to the
limit cycle X lc in the presence of a finite control set.

3.1 Terminal ingredients design

Consider a set of p-periodic terminal ingredients
{κj(·),Xj , Fj(·)} with j ∈ I[0,p−1], where κj : Rnx → U
denote the time dependent terminal control laws, Xj

represent the terminal sets and Fj : Rnx → R+ are the
terminal costs.

The terminal p-periodic control laws are chosen as

κj(x(j)) := u(j) ∈ U, j ∈ I[0,p−1], (16)

i.e., they are taken equal to the elements of the optimal
steady-state input limit cycle sequence U lc. For brevity,
we use κj to denote κj(x(j)). Next define Φ(x(j)) :=
A(κj)x(j) + b(κj). When the switched affine system (1)
is regulated by the terminal control law κj , the following
switched affine autonomous system can be obtained:

x(j + 1) = Φ(x(j)) = Ajx(j) + bj . (17)

Definition 5 (p-periodic invariant tube) A se-
quence of p sets X inv = {X0, . . . ,Xp−1 : Xi ⊆ X, ∀j ∈
I[0,p−1]} such that x(j) ∈ int(Xj) is a p-periodic in-
variant tube for the switched affine autonomous system
(17) if for all x(j) ∈ Xj , j ∈ I[0,p−1], it holds that
Φ(x(j)) ∈ Xj+1 mod p.

Note that the p-periodic invariant tube conditions can
be alternatively formulated as

AjXj ⊕ bj ⊆ Xj+1 mod p, ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1]. (18)

Next, consider the following conditions for designing a
set of p-periodic terminal costs:

Fj+1 mod p (Φj(x(j))− x(j + 1))− Fj (x(j)− x(j))

≤ −l (x(j)− x(j), 0) ,
(19)

for all x(j) ∈ Xj and j ∈ I[0,p−1]. Given p-periodic ter-
minal sets and costs that satisfy the above conditions,
the time-varying terminal set in the FCS-MPC problem
(7) can be defined as

XT (k) := Xk+N mod p, (20)

and the corresponding time-varying terminal cost can
be defined as

Vf (xN |k − xN |k, k) := Fk+N mod p

(
xN |k − xN |k

)
.
(21)

Let Xf (N) denotes the set of feasible states, i.e., the
set of all initial states that can admissibly reach the
invariant tube X inv in N steps.

Remark 6 The proposed FCS-MPC problem (7) admits
independent value selections concerning the limit cycle
periodicity p and the prediction horizon N , therefore, the
time-varying terminal cost and set inherit a periodicity,
which is the least common multiple of p and N .

3.2 Recursive feasibility and limit cycle stability

In this section, we study the closed-loop properties of
the proposed limit cycle FCS-MPC algorithm. In par-
ticular, FCS-MPC recursive feasibility and closed-loop
asymptotic stability of the limit cycle are analyzed.

Stability of the discrete-time switched affine systems (1)
with respect to a p-periodic time-varying state limit cy-
cle can be analyzed by defining corresponding error dy-
namics and analyzing the asymptotic stability of the er-
ror with respect to the origin. When an analytic control
law is available, the error dynamics can be defined ex-
plicitly as in [5]. In the case of MPC closed-loop systems,
since the MPC control is computed numerically, the er-
ror dynamics can only be defined implicitly, as in [17].
Hence, in what follows we adopt the approach of [17] by
defining the tracking error z(k) := x(k) − x(k) and its
implicit autonomous dynamics

z(k + 1) = fmpc(z(k)), k ∈ I+. (22)

Assumption 7 The stage cost l(·, ·) and the terminal
cost Vf (·, ·) satisfy the following conditions:

l(x(k)− x(k), u(k)− u(k)) ≥ α1(∥x(k)− x(k)∥),
∀x(k) ∈ Xf (N), ∀u(k) ∈ U,

(23a)

Vf (x(k)− x(k), k) ≤ β1(∥x(k)− x(k)∥),
∀x(k) ∈ Xk mod p, (23b)

where α1(·) and β1(·) are K∞ functions.

In what follows we state a result that combines [17, The-
orem 1] and [23, Theorem 2], as limit cycle FCS-MPC
uses a time-varying cost function.

Proposition 8 [17,23] Consider the FCS-MPC closed-
loop error dynamics (22). Let Γ ⊆ Rnx be a positively
invariant set for the error dynamics (22), which contains
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the origin in its interior. Suppose that there exists a func-
tion V : Rnx×I+ → R+ and suitableK∞-class functions
α1, α2, α3 such that

(i) V (z(k), k) ≥ α1(∥z(k)∥), ∀z(k) ∈ Γ,

(ii) V (z(k), k) ≤ α2(∥z(k)∥), ∀z(k) ∈ Γ,

(iii) V (z(k + 1), k + 1)− V (z(k), k)

≤ −α3(∥z(k)∥), ∀z(k) ∈ Γ.

(24)

Then V (·, ·) is called a (time-varying) Lyapunov function
and the origin of the error dynamics (22) is asymptoti-
cally stable for all z(0) in Γ.

Next consider the limit cycle tracking FCS-MPC
problem (14). Let U∗

k = {u∗
0|k, . . . , u

∗
N−1|k} de-

note the optimal input sequence at time k and let
X∗

k = {x∗
0|k, . . . , x

∗
N |k} denote optimal state sequence.

Theorem 9 Consider the limit cycle FCS-MPC prob-
lem (14). Let the time-varying terminal set be defined as
in (20) and assume that X inv is a p-periodic invariant
tube as in Definition 5. Let the time-varying terminal
cost be defined as in (21) with {Fj}j∈I[0,p−1]

satisfying the

conditions (19). Let the stage cost and terminal cost sat-
isfy Assumption 7. Then, the following statements hold:

(i) For all x(0) ∈ Xf (N), the FCS-MPC problem (14)
is feasible for all k ∈ I+.

(ii) The origin of the closed-loop FCS-MPC error dy-
namics (22) is asymptotically stable and x(k) con-
verges asymptotically to x(k) for all x(0) ∈ Xf (N).

PROOF. (i) Recursive feasibility proof: Since x(0) ∈
Xf (N), the FCS-MPC problem (14) is feasible at time
k = 0. Then we proceed by induction, i.e., suppose that
the FCS-MPC problem (14) is feasible at time k and
define a shifted, sub-optimal input sequence at time k+1:

Ũk+1 =
{
ũ0|k+1, . . . , ũN−2|k+1, ũN−1|k+1

}
:=
{
u∗
1|k, . . . , u

∗
N−1|k, ũN−1|k+1

}
.

(25)

Constraint (14f) implies that x∗
N |k ∈ Xk+N mod p; thus

the terminal control law (16) can be used as ũN−1|k+1,
i.e.,

ũN−1|k+1 := κN+k mod p(x
∗
N |k) = uN |k ∈ U. (26)

Following the notation (15), we can infer that:

x̃i−1|k+1 = x∗
i|k ∈ X, ∀i ∈ I[1,N ], (27a)

x̃N |k+1 = AN |kx
∗
N |k + bN |k ∈ Xk+N+1 mod p. (27b)

According to (20), it can be inferred that x̃N |k+1 ∈
XT (k + 1). Hence the FCS-MPC problem (14) remains
feasible at time k+1, which completes the recursive fea-
sibility proof.

(ii) Asymptotic stability proof: From the proof of re-
cursive feasibility we have that x(k) ∈ Xf (N) for all
k ≥ 0. Thus, since the tracking error is defined as z(k) =
x(k) − x(k), using the limit cycle dynamics (9) we can
define Γ := ∪j∈I[0,p−1]

Γj with Γj := Xf (N) ⊖ x(j) such

that z(k) ∈ Γ for all k ≥ 0 and 0 ∈ int(Γ). Hence, Γ is a
positively invariant set for the FCS-MPC error dynam-
ics (22).

Next we will show that the optimal value function of the
FCS-MPC problem

V (z(k), k) = V (x(k)− x(k), k) = J (x(k), U∗
k , k) (28)

is a time-varying Lyapunov function for the FCS-MPC
error dynamics, i.e., it satisfies the conditions of Propo-
sition 8 in Γ. For any k ≥ 0, it holds that z(k) ∈ Γk mod p

and x(k) = z(k) + x(k) ∈ Xf (N).

From the definition of the optimal value function and
the assumption on the stage cost (23a), we have that

V (z(k), k) ≥ l(x0|k − x0|k,u0|k − u0|k) ≥ α1(∥z(k)∥),
∀z(k) ∈ Γk mod p ⊂ Γ,

which is condition (i) in Proposition 8. The terminal cost
satisfies the following upper bound condition (23b):

Vf (z(k), k) ≤β1(∥x(k)− x(k)∥), ∀x(k) ∈ Xk mod p.
(29)

Hence, for any x̃0|k = x(k) ∈ Xk mod p, the terminal
control law (16) can be applied to generate a sub-optimal
state sequence that satisfies (due to (21)):

Vf (x̃i|k − xi|k, k + i) = Fk+i mod p(x̃i|k − xi|k),

x̃i|k ∈ Xk+i mod p.
(30)

Then, the terminal cost condition (19) implies that

Vf (x̃1|k − x1|k, k + 1) + l(x̃0|k − x0|k, 0)

≤ Vf (x̃0|k − x0|k, k),

Vf (x̃2|k − x2|k, k + 2) + l(x̃1|k − x1|k, 0)

≤ Vf (x̃1|k − x1|k, k + 1),

. . .

Vf (x̃N |k − xN |k, k +N) + l(x̃N−1|k − xN−1|k, 0)

≤ Vf (x̃N−1|k − xN−1|k, k +N − 1).

(31)
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Summing up the above inequalities yields:

V (z(k), k) ≤ J(x(k), Ũk, k)

=

N−1∑
i=0

l(x̃i|k − xi|k, 0) + Vf (x̃N |k − xN |k, k +N)

≤ Vf (x̃0|k − x0|k, k),
(32)

which implies

V (z(k), k) ≤β1(∥z(k)∥),
∀z(k) ∈ Xk mod p ⊖ x(k) ⊆ Γk mod p.

(33)

Next, we show that the upper bound condition can be
extended to the positively invariant set Γ. Since x(j) ∈
int(Xj) as defined in Definition 5, it gives that 0 ∈
int(Γj) and we can find a r > 0 such that

Br := {z ∈ Rnx | ∥z∥ ≤ r} ⊆ ∩j∈I[0,p−1]
{Xj ⊖ x(j)}.

(34)

In addition, due to the boundedness of the state and
input constraints, there exists a d > 0 such that
V (z(k), k) ≤ d for all z(k) ∈ Γk mod p, which implies
that for all z(k) ∈ Γk mod p \ Br, due to ∥z(k)∥ > r,

V (z(k), k) ≤ β2(∥z(k)∥) :=
d

r
∥z(k)∥.

Since V (z(k), k) ≤ β1(∥z(k)∥) for all z(k) ∈ Br, we ob-
tain that

V (z(k), k) ≤ α2(∥z(k)∥), ∀z(k) ∈ Γ,

α2(·) = max{β1(·), β2(·)} ∈ K∞,

which is condition (ii) in Proposition 8.

Next, considering again the sub-optimal but feasible in-
put and state sequences (25)-(27), it holds that

V (z(k + 1), k + 1)− V (z(k), k)

= J(x(k + 1), U∗
k+1, k + 1)− J(x(k), U∗

k , k)

≤ J(x(k + 1), Ũk+1, k + 1)− J(x(k), U∗
k , k)

= Vf (x̃N |k+1 − xN |k+1, k + 1)

− Vf (x
∗
N |k − xN |k, k) + l(x∗

N |k − xN |k, 0)

− l(x0|k − x0|k, u0|k − u0|k).

(35)

Then according to (19), (21) and (35) we obtain

V (z(k + 1), k + 1)− V (z(k), k)

≤ −l(x0|k − x0|k, u0|k − u0|k)

≤ −α1(∥z(k)∥), ∀z(k) ∈ Γ,

(36)

which is condition (iii) in Proposition 8. Thus, the op-
timal value function V (z(k), k) = V (x(k) − x(k), k) is

a time-varying Lyapunov function for the FCS-MPC
closed-loop dynamics and the origin is an asymptotically
stable equilibrium of the limit cycle FCS-MPC error dy-
namics. In turn, this implies that the closed-loop state
trajectory x(k) asymptotically converges to the optimal
limit cycle x(k). 2

4 Computation of the terminal ingredients

In this section we provide systematic methods for com-
puting periodic terminal costs and sets for limit cycle
FCS-MPC that satisfy the assumptions required for re-
cursive feasibility and asymptotic stability.

4.1 Computation of the terminal costs

In this paper, we consider quadratic cost functions, i.e.,

l(xi|k − xi|k, ui|k − ui|k) =∥xi|k − xi|k∥2Q
+ ∥ui|k − ui|k∥2R,

(37)

where Q and R are positive definite matrices. Corre-
spondingly, the time-varying terminal costs are formu-
lated as:

Vf (xN |k − xN |k, k) = ∥xN |k − xN |k∥2PN|k
, (38)

where

PN |k = Plc(k +N mod p) (39)

and Plc = {Plc(0), . . . , Plc(p − 1)} denotes a set of p-
periodic positive definite matrices.

Consider the quadratic cost functions (37)-(38), and the
following linear matrix inequalities (LMIs) with vari-
ables Q and Plc:

Q ≻ 0, Plc(j) ≻ 0, ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1]. (40a)

A
⊤
j Plc(j + 1 mod p)Aj − Plc(j) +Q ⪯ 0,

∀j ∈ I[0,p−1]. (40b)

Lemma 10 Let the solutions Q and Plc of (40) be used
in the cost functions (37)-(38). Then the cost functions
(37)-(38) satisfy Assumption 7 and the terminal costs
satisfy condition (19).

PROOF. For the stage cost function l(·, ·) (37) with
positive definite matrices Q and R it holds that

l(x(k)− x(k), u(k)− u(k)) ≥ ∥x(k)− x(k)∥2Q
≥ λmin(Q)(∥x(k)− x(k)∥),
∀x(k) ∈ Xf (N), ∀u(k) ∈ U,

(41)
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where α1(·) := λmin(Q)(·) is a K∞ function and (23a)
in Assumption 7 is satisfied. Similarly, for the terminal
cost function Vf (·, ·) (38) defined as in (39) it holds that

Vf (x(k)− x(k), k) = ∥x(k)− x(k)∥2PN|k

≤ λmax(PN |k)(∥x(k)− x(k)∥)
≤ Λmax(∥x(k)− x(k)∥),
∀x(k) ∈ Xk mod p,

(42)

where Λmax := max{λmax(Plc(j)), ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1]} > 0
and (23b) in Assumption 7 holds.

Next, consider the quadratic cost functions (37)-(38),
i.e.,

l(x(j)− x(i), 0) = ∥x(j)− x(j)∥2Q, (43a)

Fj(x(j)− x(i)) = ∥x(j)− x(j)∥2Plc(j)
, (43b)

for all x(j) ∈ Xj and j ∈ I[0,p−1]. Recalling the au-

tonomous systems (17), i.e.,Φi(x(j)) = Ajx(j)+ bj and

(9), i.e., x(j + 1) = Ajx(j) + bj , we obtain

Fj+1 mod p(Φj(x(j))− x(j + 1))

= ∥x(j)− x(j)∥2Plc(j+1 mod p),

∀x(j) ∈ Xj ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1].
(44)

Thus, from (43), (44) and(40b) we obtain (19), which
completes the proof. 2

4.2 Computation of the terminal sets

Consider next the error dynamics corresponding to the
closed-loop switched system (17), i.e.,

z(j + 1) = Ajx(j) + bj −Ajx(j)− bj

= Ajz(j), ∀z(j) ∈ Xj mod p ⊖ x(j).
(45)

The next Lemma shows that invariant tubes for the error
dynamics yield invariant tubes for the state dynamics.

Lemma 11 Let a feasible p-periodic invariant tube
Z inv = {Z0, . . . ,Zp−1 | Zi ⊆ X ⊖ x(j), ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1]}
that contains the origin in each set Zj be given for the
autonomous error dynamics (45). Then the p-periodic
tube X inv constructed as

X inv = {X0, . . . ,Xp−1 : Xj = Zj ⊕ x(j), ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1]}
(46)

is a p-periodic invariant tube for the autonomous state
dynamics (17).

PROOF. Considering that z(j) ∈ Zj ⊆ X ⊖ x(j), we
obtain

x(j) = z(j) + x(j) ∈ Zj ⊕ x(j) := Xj ⊆ X. (47)

Similarly, due to

z(j + 1) = Ajz(j) ∈ Zj+1 mod p ⊆ X⊖ x(j + 1),

it can be inferred that

x(j + 1) = Ajx(j) + b(j) = Ajz(j) +Aix(j) + b(j)

= Ajz(j) + x(j + 1)

∈ Zj+1 mod p ⊕ x(j + 1) := Xj+1 mod p ⊆ X.
(48)

which completes the proof. 2

Next, we present the procedure for computing an ellip-
soidal p-periodic invariant tube. To this end, consider p
ellipsoidal sets, which are defined as

Zj =
{
z ∈ Rnx | z⊤Zjz ≤ 1

}
, ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1], (49)

where Zi are positive definite matrices and each set Zj

should satisfy the following constraints:

Zj ⊆ X⊖ x(j), ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1]. (50)

Let the polytopic constraint set Zj := X ⊖ x(j) be ex-
plicitly parameterized as

Zj = {z ∈ Rnx | HZj
≤ 1hZj

}, ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1], (51)

and consider the following tube-synthesis problem.

Problem 12

min
Oj

−
p−1∑
j=0

log det (Oj) (52a)

s.t. Oj ≻ 0, ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1], (52b)(
Oj OjA

⊤
j

AjOj Oj+1 mod p

)
⪰ 0, j ∈ I[0,p−1], (52c){

[HZj
]i•Oj [HZj

]⊤i• ≤ 1,∀i ∈ I[1,hZj ]

}
,∀j ∈ I[0,p−1].

(52d)

Lemma 13 Suppose there exists feasible solutions
{Oj}j∈I[0,p−1]

of Problem 12 and let the p ellipsoidal sets

in (49) be defined with Zj = O−1
j , for all j ∈ I[0,p−1].

Then the tube Z inv = {Z0, . . . ,Zp−1} with

Zj = {z ∈ Rnx | z⊤Zjz ≤ 1}, ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1], (53)

is a p-periodic invariant tube for the error dynamics (45).
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PROOF. Constraint (52b) implies that Zj is positive
definite, i.e.,

Zj ≻ 0, ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1]. (54)

Applying the Schur complement to (52c), pre and post
multiplying with Zj we obtain

Zj −A
⊤
j Zj+1 mod pAj ≥ 0, ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1],

which yields [5, 13]

z⊤A
⊤
j Zj+1 mod pAjz ≤ z⊤Zjz, ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1]. (55)

From the above inequality we can directly deduce the
invariance properties in Definition 5. Finally, as shown
in [24], (52d) ensures that each ellipsoidal set is contained
within the corresponding polytopic constraint set (50)-
(51). 2

Note that in order to maximize the volume of the el-
lipsoidal sets the cost (52a) is adopted as the objective
function in the optimization problem [24].

Ellipsoidal tubes are of interest because the computa-
tion reduces to a convex optimization problem. How-
ever, such sets introduce convex quadratic terminal con-
straints in the FCS-MPC problem. Thus, next we pro-
pose a set-iterations algorithm for computing polytopic
p-periodic invariant tubes, which lead to linear terminal
constraints.

Let {Z0, . . . ,Zp−1} be a set of p polytopes. Inspired by
the standard set recursion algorithm for computing the
invariant sets for linear systems [25], we propose a set
recursion algorithm for computing a p-periodic invariant
tube with polytopic sets, as summarized in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Set recursion for computing a polytopic
p-periodic invariant tube

Initialization: Z(0)
j ← X⊖ x(j), ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1]

1: for n = 1 : 1 : nmax do
2: for j = p− 1 : −1 : 0 do
3: if j = p then

4: Z(n)
p−1 ←

{
z | Ap−1z ∈ Z(n−1)

0

}
;

5: else

6: Z(n)
j ←

{
z | Ajz ∈ Z(n)

j+1

}
;

7: end if
8: Z(n)

j ← Z(n)
j

⋂
Z(n−1)

j ;
9: end for

10: end for

The proposed algorithm operates the set recursion for
a sufficient large number of iterations nmax. For each

set Z(n)
j , n denotes the iteration number and Z(0)

j :=

X⊖x(j), which is the corresponding polytopic constraint
set as defined in (51). The set recursion is performed
by computing the backward reachable sets for the au-
tonomous error dynamics (45) as demonstrated in step
4 and 6. Step 8 updates the derived backward reach-

able set Z(n)
j by intersecting it with Z(n−1)

j at the pre-
vious iteration, which ensures the constraints and pro-
motes convergence of the iterations. The proposed algo-

rithm can be terminated earlier if Z(n)
j = Z(n−1)

j , for all
j ∈ I[0,p−1].

Lemma 14 Suppose that Algorithm 1 converges in finite

iterations to sets with non-empty interior and let Z(nmax)
j

be the resulting sets. Then the tube constructed as Z inv =
{Z0, . . . ,Zp−1} with

Zj = Z(nmax)
j , ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1], (56)

is a p-periodic invariant tube for the error dynamics (45).

PROOF. The finite iteration convergence assumption

implies that Z(nmax)
j = Z(nmax−1)

j , for all j ∈ I[0,p−1]. As
indicated by step 4 in Algorithm 1, it follows:

Z(nmax)
p−1 =

{
z | Ap−1z ∈ Z(nmax−1)

0

}
=
{
z | Ap−1z ∈ Z(nmax)

0

}
,

(57)

which implies that

∀z ∈ Z(nmax)
p−1 , Ap−1z ∈ Z(nmax)

0 . (58)

Similarly, step 6 in Algorithm 1 implies that

∀z ∈ Z(nmax)
j , Ajz ∈ Z(nmax)

j+1 , ∀j ∈ I[0,p−2]. (59)

Combining (58) and (59), we derive

∀z ∈ Z(nmax)
j , Ajz ∈ Z(nmax)

j+1 mod p, ∀j ∈ I[0,p−1], (60)

which together with state constraints satisfaction im-
plies that Z inv is a p-periodic invariant tube as defined
in Definition 5, which completes the proof. 2

A sufficient condition for the convergence of Algorithm 1
in a finite number of iterations can be established based
on [26, Theorem V.1 (iii)] applied to a lifted system that
admits the lifted limit cycle as a fixed point. The full
derivations are however beyond the scope of this paper
and will be considered in a separate note focusing on
computation of polytopic p-periodic invariant tubes for
switched affine systems.
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Once an ellipsoidal or polytopic p-periodic invariant tube
Zinv is computed, we can simply construct a p-periodic
invariant tubeX inv in the system state space as shown in
Lemma 11. This can be done analytically for ellipsoidal
sets and by computing Minkowski additions with the
limit cycle states for polytopic sets.

4.3 Polytopic outer approximation of Xf (N)

Consider the proposed FCS-MPC problem (14) with a
set of p terminal sets Xi. The set of feasible states Xf (N)
of the FCS-MPC problem (14) can be determined by
iteratively calculating the one-step controllable set (61)
over N iterations, which is defined as follows:

Xf (i+ 1) := {x ∈ X | ∃u ∈ U : A(u)x+ b(u) ∈ Xf (i)} ,
(61)

where Xf (0) is represented as the union of the p termi-
nal sets of the FCS-MPC problem (14), i.e., Xf (0) :=⋃
X inv. Since U is a finite control set, the set of feasible

states Xf (N) is not necessarily convex.

Consider a p-periodic invariant tube with polytopic sets,
as computed in Algorithm 1. For the switched affine sys-
tem (1), it is estimated that at most a total number of
p ×NN

s enumerations are required to calculate the one
step controllable set over a convex polytopic set. Conse-
quently, computing the set of feasible states for the pro-
posed FCS-MPC problem is not scaling well with N and
demands substantial storage memory.

Algorithm 2 Polytopic outer approximation of Xf (N)

Initialization: X̃f (0) = conv{
⋃
X inv}

1: for i = 1 : 1 : N do
2: for j = 1 : 1 : Ns do
3: uj ← U{j}

Ci{j} ←
{
x ∈ X | A(uj)x+ b(uj) ∈ X̃f (i− 1)

}
4: end for
5: X̃f (i) = conv{

⋃Ns

j=1 Ci{j}}
6: end for

In practice, if the impact of non-convexity is negligible
when calculating the set of feasible states, we can instead
compute a convex outer approximation of the set of fea-

sible states X̃f (N) as in Algorithm 2, which is tractable.

Initially, X̃f (0) is outer approximated as a convex hull of
the union of all the terminal sets. Then for each uj ∈ U,
a one step controllable set Ci{j} over the set X̃f (i− 1)

is computed. In step 5, X̃f (i) is formulated by taking
the convex hull of the union of Ci{j}. This method only
requires Ns ×N enumerations to calculate the one step
controllable set over a convex polytopic set and N + 1
enumerations for computing the convex hull of a union
sets, thereby significantly reducing the computational
burden.

5 Illustrative Examples

In this paper, all simulations were conducted using
MATLAB 2022b, implemented on a computer equipped
with 32GB of RAM and an AMD Ryzen 9 5950X pro-
cessor, which features 16 cores and 4.9 GHz. The opti-
mal limit cycle is derived by solving the mixed-integer
problem (7) with the cost function W defined in (8)
using the Gurobi solver. The FCS-MPC problem (14)
is solved online through an exhaustive search approach,
executed via parallel computing.

Example 1. Consider the discrete-time switched affine
system [27] defined by the matrices

Ac(u = 1) =

(
−5.8 −5.9
−4.1 −4.0

)
, bc(u = 1) =

(
0

−2

)
,

Ac(u = 2) =

(
0.1 −0.5
−0.3 −5.0

)
, bc(u = 2) =

(
−2
2

)
,

Cc =

(
1 0

0 1

)
, Dc =

(
0 0
)
,

(62)
which represents two unstable subsystems with a sam-
pling time Ts = 0.5 [s] for discretization. The state and
input constraints are defined as

X =
{
x|[−10 − 10]⊤ ≤ x ≤ [10 10]⊤

}
, (63a)

U = I[1,2]. (63b)

The control target is to steer the system outputs towards
the desired reference y = [0 0]⊤. A periodicity p = 3 is
selected to find a corresponding optimal limit cycle as
given below:

X lc =

{(
0.0763

0.2475

)
,

(
0.3674

−0.5657

)
,

(
0.9950

−1.1970

)}
, (64a)

U lc = {1, 1, 2} . (64b)

The limit cycle FCS-MPC takes the following setup:
N = 4, Q = diag(1, 1) and R = 0.01, the set of the
terminal weighting matrices Plc are calculated by (40),
yielding

Plc =

{(
8.3687 −6.1328
−6.1328 16.2102

)
,

(
8.8767 −2.9657
−2.9657 12.1265

)
,

(
14.2377 0.3486

0.3486 5.6049

)}
.

(65)

Fig. 1 compares the derived ellipsoidal and polytopic
terminal sets according to Problem 12 and Algorithm 1.
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Fig. 1. Example 1: Ellipsoidal and polytopic periodic invariant sets.

(a) State x1. (b) State x2.

(c) Input u. (d) Value function log(V ).

Fig. 2. Example 1: Closed-loop limit cycle FCS-MPC system behavior.

Fig. 3. Example 1: Set of feasible states.

Since the computational burden in this setup is not huge,
the exact set of feasible statesXf (N) is revealed in Fig. 3.
As demonstrated in Fig. 2 and Fig. 4, the initial state
is given as x(0) = [−10 7]⊤. Under the designed limit
cycle FCS-MPC, all states and the input converge to the
optimal limit cycles and satisfy constraints at all times,
despite unstable subsystems.

Example 2. Fig.5 illustrates the considered schematic
of a non-inverting buck-boost converter borrowed from
[28]. Two independent switches s1, s2 control the oper-
ation mode of the circuit commutation, which result in
Ns = 22 = 4 modes (or subsystems) in total. The con-
verter parameters are chosen as Vs = 30 [V], Is = 2 [A],

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
-1.2

-1

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4

-0.2

0

0.2

0.4

Fig. 4. Example 1: State trajectory.

Fig. 5. Schematic of the Buck Boost converter.

RL = 0.2 [Ω], L = 100 [µH] andC = 22 [µF]. This topol-
ogy can be modelled as a continuous-time switched affine
system (3) with x = [vC iL]

⊤, u = [s1 s2]
⊤, y = vC ,
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Fig. 6. Example 2: Ellipsoidal and polytopic invariant sets.

Table 1
Values of s1 and s2 for each switch mode σ

σ 1 2 3 4

s1 0 0 1 1

s2 0 1 0 1

ω = [Vs Is]
⊤ and the system matrices are given below:

Ac(u(t)) =

(
0 s2(t)

C

− s2(t)
L −RL

L

)
, Bc(u(t)) =

(
0 − 1

C
s1(t)
L 0

)
,

Cc(u(t)) =
(
1 0
)
, Dc(u(t)) =

(
0 0
)
.

(66)
The discrete-time switched affine model is obtained con-
sidering a sampling frequency of fs = 400 [kHz]. The
state and input constraints are given as

X =
{
x|[0 0]⊤ ≤ x ≤ [50 10]⊤

}
, (67a)

U = I2[0,1]. (67b)

For simplicity, the switch mode σ is used to represent the
switch position u, as defined in Table 1. Considering reg-
ulation of the Buck Boost converter towards a constant
voltage reference y = vref = 18.2 [V], a standard FCS-
MPC is formulated as a benchmark, which has the fol-
lowing cost function with a prediction horizon N = 10:

Ĵ (x(k), Uk) =

N−1∑
i=0

∥yi|k − y∥2 + 0.01∥ui|k − ui−1|k∥2

+ 100∥yN |k − y∥2.
(68)

For the proposed limit cycle tracking FCS-MPC, the
optimal limit cycle in accordance with the reference y is

derived below by selecting periodicity p = 6, i.e.,

X lc =

{(
18.3900

4.6343

)
,

(
18.1627

4.6112

)
,

(
17.9355

4.5882

)
,

(
18.2027

4.1146

)
,

(
18.4159

3.6374

)
,

(
18.6173

3.9056

)}
,

(69a)

σlc = {1, 1, 2, 2, 4, 3} . (69b)

The proposed FCS-MPC takes an equivalent prediction
horizon N = 10. Given the stage cost Q = diag(1, L/C)
and R = diag(0.01, 0.01), the set of the terminal weight-
ing matrices Plc are calculated by (40), yielding

Plc = 103×

{(
0.4290 0.0935

0.0935 1.8432

)
,

(
0.4266 0.0947

0.0947 1.8539

)
,

(
0.4243 0.0959

0.0959 1.8648

)
,

(
0.4267 0.0951

0.0951 1.8540

)
,

(
0.4291 0.0939

0.0939 1.8433

)
,

(
0.4314 0.0922

0.0922 1.8326

)}
.

(70)

In addition, the derived ellipsoidal and polytopic termi-
nal sets according to Problem 12 and Algorithm 1 are
plotted in Fig. 6. Fig. 8 illustrates the polytopic outer

approximation of the set of feasible states X̃f (N) based
on Algorithm 2. The control performance of limit cy-
cle FCS-MPC is compared with standard output refer-
ence tracking FCS-MPC . The initial state is chosen as
x(0) = [5 0]⊤. Fig. 7a and and 7b present the state time
plots and Fig. 7c depicts the input (switch mode) behav-
ior at steady-state. Standard and limit cycle FCS-MPC
schemes obtain expected tracking behavior for the out-
put vC , with the average tracking errors at steady-state
of 0.1466 [V] and 0.0618 [V], respectively.
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(a) State x1 (equal to the output) (b) State x2

(c) Input σ behaviour at steady-state. (d) Value function log(V )

Fig. 7. Example 2: Closed-loop system behaviour; standard FCS-MPC versus limit cycle FCS-MPC.

Fig. 8. Example 2: Polytopic outer approximation of the set
of feasible states.

The state and input of the proposed FCS-MPC con-
verge to the exact limit cycle as guaranteed. However,
at steady-state, the standard output reference tracking
FCS-MPC results in a twice higher current value (iL)
and no intuitively repetitive performance can be ob-
served, which gives varying switching frequency and is
not preferred for power electronics applications. Fig. 7d
demonstrates the monotonicity of the optimal value
function of the designed limit cycle tracking FCS-MPC.
Fig. 9 compares the evolution of the closed-loop state
trajectories for standard FCS-MPC versus the devel-
oped limit cycle FCS-MPC algorithm.

17.8 18 18.2 18.4 18.6
3.6

3.8

4

4.2

4.4

4.6

4.8

Fig. 9. Example 2: State trajectory of standard FCS-MPC
versus limit cycle FCS-MPC.

6 Conclusions

In this paper, a limit cycle FCS-MPC scheme was de-
signed for a class of switched affine systems. We identi-
fied a set of assumptions on terminal costs and sets such
that the proposed FCS-MPC scheme has guarantees in
terms of recursive feasibility and asymptotic stability of
the tracking error with respect to a predetermined limit
cycle. Approaches for calculating the terminal ingredi-
ents and estimating a polytopic outer approximation of
the feasible set of states were provided. The effectiveness
of the developed limit cycle FCS-MPC was illustrated
on two different examples, one from the literature and a
power electronics benchmark converter.
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Future work includes the design of robust limit cycle
FCS-MPC schemes using, for example, results from [5]
on stabilization of uncertain switched systems, and im-
plementation in real-life power converters.
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Multi-parametric toolbox (MPT), in: Hybrid Systems:
Computation and Control: 7th International Workshop,
HSCC 2004, Philadelphia, PA, USA, March 25-27, 2004.
Proceedings 7, Springer, 2004, pp. 448–462.

[26] M. Lazar, W. P. M. H. Heemels, S. Weiland, A. Bemporad,
Stabilizing model predictive control of hybrid systems, IEEE
Transactions on Automatic Control 51 (11) (2006) 1813–
1818.

[27] L. N. Egidio, G. S. Deaecto, Novel practical stability
conditions for discrete-time switched affine systems, IEEE
Transactions on Automatic Control 64 (11) (2019) 4705–
4710.

[28] D. Xu, M. Lazar, On finite-control-set MPC for switched-
mode power converters: Improved tracking cost function and
fast policy iteration solver, in: 2022 IEEE Conference on
Control Technology and Applications (CCTA), IEEE, 2022,
pp. 1129–1134.

14


	Introduction
	Preliminaries
	Limit cycle existence and computation

	Limit cycle FCS-MPC
	Terminal ingredients design
	Recursive feasibility and limit cycle stability

	Computation of the terminal ingredients
	Computation of the terminal costs
	Computation of the terminal sets
	Polytopic outer approximation of Xf(N)

	Illustrative Examples
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References

