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Abstract— In this paper, we address distributed Time-
Varying Resource Allocation (TVRA) problem, where the
local cost functions, global equality constraint, and Local
Feasibility Constraints (LFCs) vary with time. To track the
optimal trajectories, algorithms that mimic the structure of
feedback-feedforward control systems are proposed. We
begin with their conceptual design in the absence of LFCs,
developing a feedback-feedforward algorithm that is fixed-
time convergent. For cases with LFCs, existing approaches
predominantly rely on constructing a time-dependent bar-
rier function, which may impede the design of fixed-time
convergent algorithms. Therefore, by exploring the connec-
tion between projection and penalty functions, switched
feedforward laws are tailored to handle LFCs, with pro-
jection used in conjunction. Based on this, we develop
a projection-based feedback-feedforward algorithm, which
converges to the exact optimal trajectories, possibly along
with a number of switching instants, while exhibiting fixed-
time convergence between consecutive switching instants.
Numerical experiments verify the effectiveness of the pro-
posed algorithms.

Index Terms— Distributed optimization, time-varying op-
timization, resource allocation.

I. INTRODUCTION

RECENTLY, there has been a notable surge in research
on Time-Varying Optimization (TVO), which aims to

predict and track the unknown optimal trajectories of engi-
neering systems as they vary with time [1]. This growing
interest spans across various applications, including power
electronic converters [2], power distribution networks [3],
vehicular systems [4], and quadrotors [5], [6]. A practically
significant but challenging category of TVO problems is the
Time-Varying Resource Allocation (TVRA) problem, which
seeks to determine the optimal allocation of resources, often
with limited availability, to activities characterized by time-
varying cost functions and constraints.

In many cases, TVO requires real-time decision-making.
The introduction of time-varying characteristics increases the
problem’s complexity, which is particularly pronounced in
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TVRA due to more numerous and challenging constraints. Un-
like time-invariant optimization algorithms that assume static
conditions, solving TVO problems necessitates algorithms
continuously adapting to current conditions so as to track the
optimal trajectories. The complexity is further compounded in
multiagent systems, where each agent has a limited view of
the overall problem and requires information exchange for dis-
tributed problem-solving. While there is extensive literature on
distributed time-invariant optimization, results on distributed
TVO are scarce, and even more limited on distributed TVRA.

A. Related Work

The research of TVO can be traced back to some prelimi-
nary results [1], [7], where problems are sampled at discrete
time steps. In this setting, each time step involves compu-
tations to correct the candidate solution with newly sampled
data and to predict how the optimal trajectory will evolve at the
next time step, hence referred to as the “prediction-correction
method” [1]. Then, a continuous-time version of this method
is proposed in [8], targeting the centralized TVRA problem
with a time-varying cost function, inequality constraint, and
affine equality constraint. However, applying the prediction-
correction method to multiagent systems is hindered because
both the prediction term and the correction term require global
information, particularly the Hessian inverse, which is difficult
to decompose [9]. Although a decentralized approximation
of the Hessian inverse is achievable by truncating its Taylor
expansion, this approach first requires augmented Lagrangian
relaxation, which inevitably incurs an optimality gap between
the relaxed and original problems [9].

Most research considers distributed TVO problems subject
to state consensus constraints, under which the prediction
and correction terms directly mirror the feedforward and
feedback laws in control. Thus, alternatives to the prediction-
correction method are investigated in [10], involving a class
of continuous-time algorithms that utilize finite-time control
techniques to track the optimal trajectories; the tracking errors
are proven to be uniformly ultimately bounded, but they
persist due to the absence of a feedforward law to predict
the time variations. In [11], a fixed-time consensus protocol
is developed to estimate the global information required by
the feedback laws; despite being time-varying, the Hessians
are assumed to be identical such that the feedforward laws
can be locally computed by each agent. It has been generally
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acknowledged that distributed estimators, introduced by a
pioneering study in [12], play a crucial role in cases of non-
identical Hessians, allowing the assumption of identical Hes-
sians to be circumvented [13]–[16]. Specifically, [15] proposes
a fixed-time distributed estimator to handle affine formation
constraints defined by stress matrices, achieving exponential
rate vanishing of tracking errors. In a similar way, algorithms
for multi-objective distributed TVO problems over switching
graphs are devised in [16], achieving fixed-time consensus
followed by exponential convergence to the Pareto front.

However, distributed TVRA faces greater challenges, as
constraints less tractable would be expected, such as global
equality constraints, global inequality constraints, and Local
Feasibility Constraints (LFCs). In recent years, a series of
distributed algorithms for distributed TVRA have been pro-
posed, assuming strongly convex local cost functions: 1) with
time-invariant Hessians [17], 2) with identical time-varying
Hessians [18], [19], and 3) with non-identical time-varying
Hessians [5], [20]. Using an output regulation approach, the
author of [21] shows that the desired feedforward laws can be
estimated in a distributed way without using signum functions,
yet this is restricted to periodic time variations. Hence, finite-
time or fixed-time techniques are necessary, not only for
dealing with aperiodic time variations but also for providing a
convergence time guarantee. In [22] and [20], fixed-time and
finite-time convergent algorithms are proposed for centralized
and distributed TVRA, respectively.

Despite being prevalent in real-world problems, LFCs are
often overlooked in related works on distributed TVRA. For
example, [20] addresses the challenge of the Hessian inverse
through a dual transformation, which becomes challenging in
the presence of LFCs. The feedforward design in [21], and
similarly in [5], [17], [19], [22], can only tackle equality
constraints, and the presence of LFCs makes optimal trajec-
tories increasingly difficult to estimate and track. In general,
existing approaches to handle LFCs include using a smooth
penalty function [18], logarithmic barrier function [6], [14],
and projection [10], [23]. It is worth noting that only the latter
two can retain the exact optimal solution. The idea behind [6],
[14] is to incorporate a time-dependent barrier parameter and
a time-dependent slack variable such that the barrier becomes
closer to the indicator function as time approaches infinity,
building upon the interior-point method in [8]. Due to the
time dependence, achieving finite-time or fixed-time tracking
of the optimal trajectories becomes challenging.

In this regard, directly projecting the primal variables onto
the feasible region, as done in [10], [23], is promising.
However, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, no existing
projection-based algorithm achieves vanishing tracking errors:
[10] demonstrates non-vanishing tracking errors, while [23]
introduces a regularization term to enforce strong monotonic-
ity in the saddle-point map, resulting in a regularized solution.
Therefore, projection-based algorithms that converge to exact
optimal trajectories with a convergence time guarantee remain
to be explored. For this, existing results on time-invariant
optimization [24], [25] can provide some insights.

B. Contribution Statement
This paper considers distributed TVRA problems defined

by strongly convex local cost functions, LFCs, and a global
equality constraint, all of which are time-varying. Additionally,
the local cost functions may have non-identical time-varying
Hessians. Inspired by [8], [21], two algorithms that mimic
the structure of feedback-feedforward control systems are
synthesized for distributed TVRA problems: one for cases
without LFCs and one for cases with LFCs. Their conceptual
design consists of two parts: a distributed estimator responsible
for calculating the desired feedforward laws, and a distributed
optimization algorithm that integrates feedback laws and feed-
forward laws for updating the candidate solution. Both the
algorithms are fully distributed. The main contributions of this
paper are four-fold:

1) A feedback-feedforward algorithm is proposed for cases
without LFCs. The algorithm is fixed-time convergent
under mild conditions, achieving fixed-time consensus
of the local estimates and then fixed-time tracking of
the optimal trajectories.

2) The presence of LFCs causes the optimal trajectories
to evolve diversely for the interior and boundary of the
feasible region. By exploring the connection between
projection and penalty functions, switched feedforward
laws are tailored to handle the LFCs along with the use
of projection.

3) A projection-based feedback-feedforward algorithm is
proposed for cases with LFCs. The switching of feedfor-
ward laws is commanded by a state-dependent switch-
ing signal, synchronized with the use of projection.
The projection-based algorithm converges to the exact
optimal trajectories, possibly along with a number of
switching instants, while exhibiting fixed-time conver-
gence between consecutive switching instants.

4) The projection-based algorithm is initialization-free, en-
suring local feasibility once entering the feasible region
by projecting the primal variables onto it. With some
extensions, it applies to time-varying global inequality
constraint as well.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section
II introduces some preliminary concepts and mathematical
background. Section III introduces the studied problems and
the proposed algorithms. Section IV verifies the effectiveness
of the proposed algorithms through numerical experiments.
Section V concludes this paper.

II. PRELIMINARIES

1) Notations: The following notations are used throughout
this paper. R, R+, R++, and Rn denote real numbers, non-
negative real numbers, positive real numbers, and real column
vectors of dimension n, respectively; | · |, ∥·∥1, ∥·∥2, and ∥·∥p
represent the absolute value, 1-norm, 2-norm, and p-norm of
(·), respectively; sign(·) represents the signum function.

2) Graph Theory: The communication network among
agents labeled from 1 to n is represented by a graph G =
{N , E}, where N = {1, . . . , n} is the vertex set and E ⊆
N × N is the edge set. A vertex on graph G represents an
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agent and the existence of an edge (vi, vj) means agent i can
receive certain information from agent j, but not necessarily
vice versa. This connection is described by aij ∈ R+, where
aij = 1 if (vi, vj) ∈ E and aij = 0 otherwise. An edge is
undirected if and only if (vi, vj) ∈ E and (vj , vi) ∈ E . Define
the Laplacian matrix L = [lij ]n×n associated with the graph
G by lii =

∑n
j=1 aij and lij = −aij whenever j ̸= i. The

graph G is said to be connected if, given any distinct agents,
there is a spanning tree connecting them, and undirected if the
adjacency matrix is symmetric. For an undirected graph, zero
is a simple eigenvalue of L if and only if it is connected. The
smallest nonzero eigenvalue of L is denoted by η2(L).

3) Convex Analysis:
Definition 1: A set X ⊂ Rn is convex if and only if, for

all x, y ∈ X and for all θ ∈ [0, 1], the point θx + (1 − θ)y
also belongs to X .

Definition 2: A differentiable function f : Rn → R is
convex over a convex set X ⊆ Rn if and only if, for all
x, y ∈ X , ⟨∇f(y)−∇f(x), y − x⟩ ≥ 0. It is called strongly
convex over X if ∇2f(x) ⪰ mI for all x ∈ X , where
m ∈ R++ and I is the identity matrix.

Definition 3: Denote the projection of x ∈ Rn onto a set
X ⊆ Rn by PX : Rn → X . It follows that

PX (x) = argmin
y∈X

∥y − x∥22. (1)

The normal cone of a point x ∈ X is defined by

CX (x) = {c ∈ Rn | PX (x+ c) = x}. (2)
4) Fixed-Time Stability:
Definition 4: Consider a multiagent system with state vari-

ables x(t) ∈ Rn. It is said to achieve fixed-time consensus if,
for all agents i, j ∈ N , the following conditions are satisfied:

lim
t→T

∥xi(t)− xj(t)∥2 = 0, (3a)

∥xi(t)− xj(t)∥2 = 0, ∀t ≥ T, (3b)

where T ∈ R+ is upper bounded by Tmax ∈ R++, independent
of initial states.

Lemma 1 [26]: Given a differential equation

V̇ ≤ −γ1V 1− p
q − γ2V

1+ p
q , (4)

where V ∈ R+, γ1, γ2 ∈ R++, p is an even integer, and q
is an odd integer satisfying p < q. The origin is fixed-time
stable for (4) and the settling time T satisfies

T ≤ Tmax =
πq

2p
√
γ1γ2

. (5)

III. MAIN RESULTS

Many problems in engineering systems can be formulated as
convex optimization problems, which become TVO problems
if there is a explicit time dependence in cost functions and/or
constraints. In this section, we present our main results on
distributed TVRA, starting with a case without LFCs.

TABLE I: List of key notations for each agent.

fi local cost function
gmi , g

M
i local feasibility constraints

Ai, bi elements of the global equality constraint
xi primal variable
λi dual variable
fix partial derivative of fi with respect to xi
fixx, fixt partial derivatives of fix with respect to xi and t
gmit , gMit partial derivatives of gmi and gMi with respect to t
bit partial derivative of bi with respect to t
Fx,i, Fλ,i feedback laws
αx,i, αλ,i feedforward laws
yi local estimate of λ̇⋆

ψi, ψ′
i intermediate local estimates

ei error of stationarity condition
σi state-dependent switching signal

A. Feedback-Feedforward Algorithm

Consider a distributed TVRA problem where both the cost
functions and the global equality constraint explicitly vary
with time. The goal is to find the optimal trajectories for each
agent that minimize the total cost and allocate the resources
to activities. Each agent holds a local cost function and partial
information about the global equality constraint, which cannot
be revealed to others. The problem is formulated as

x⋆(t) = argmin
x∈Rn

n∑
i=1

fi(xi, t), (6a)

s.t.
n∑
i=1

Aixi =

n∑
i=1

bi(t). (6b)

For agent i, xi ∈ R is the allocated resource, x⋆(t) denotes
its optimal trajectory, fi : R × R+ → R is the local cost
function, Ai ∈ R is an allocation coefficient, and bi : R+ → R
represents the activity.

Assumption 1: The local cost function fi(xi, t) is strongly
convex in xi and continuously differentiable with respect to t
for all t ∈ R+ and i ∈ N .

Assumption 2: The communication graph G is fixed, con-
nected, and undirected.

Solving problem The optimal trajectories to track are un-
known, but the time variations can be comprehended by
examining the problem formulation. Let z = col(x, λ) and
λ ∈ R be the Lagrangian multiplier associated with (6b). The
Lagrangian of problem (6) is given by

L(z, t) =

n∑
i=1

fi(xi, t) + λ

n∑
i=1

(Aixi − bi(t)). (7)

Lemma 2 [8]: Denote z⋆(t) as the optimal trajectories for
(7). Under Assumption 1, the time variations of z⋆(t) can be
described by

ż⋆(t) = −∇−1
zz L(z

⋆(t), t)∇ztL(z
⋆(t), t), (8)

where ∇zzL(z, t) and ∇ztL(z, t) are Hessians of L(z, t).
Based on [21], a distributed optimization algorithm for

solving problem (6) can be synthesized as

żi = col(0,−Ci(λ))− Fi(zi, t) + αi(zi, yi, t), (9)
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where zi = col(xi, λi) ∈ R2 represents the primal-dual
variable for each agent, yi ∈ R is a local estimate that
predicts the time variations, Fi : R2 × R+ → R2 and αi :
R2×R×R+ → R2 summarize the feedback and feedforward
laws, respectively, λ = col(λi), and Ci(·) represents a fixed-
time consensus protocol to exchange information and reach
agreement on (·):

Ci(λ) = γλ,1

n∑
j=1

aij(λi − λj)
1− p

q

+ γλ,2

n∑
j=1

aij(λi − λj)
1+ p

q

+ γλ,3

n∑
j=1

aijsign(λi − λj), (10)

where γλ,1, γλ,2, γλ,3 ∈ R++, p is an even integer, q is an odd
integer satisfying p < q, and sign(·) is the signum function.

Given Ci(λ⋆(t)) = 0, the optimal trajectories satisfy

ż⋆i (t) = −Fi(z⋆i (t), t) + αi(z
⋆
i (t), y

⋆
i (t), t), (11)

and hence we expect to see

αi(z
⋆
i (t), y

⋆
i (t), t) = ż⋆i (t), (12a)

Fi(z
⋆
i (t), t) = 02, (12b)

Achieving (12a) requires the feedforward laws to be able to
predict and cancel the time variations, while (12b) indicates
that the feedback laws must be designed in a way such that
the KKT conditions are consistently satisfied. These lead to
our design of the distributed estimator and the distributed
optimization algorithm.

1) Distributed Estimator: In the following, we propose the
distributed estimator based on [12], [21]. First, it produces a
local estimate of λ̇⋆(t) using:

yi =

{
ψ−1
i ψ′

i if ψi ≥ ϵ,

0 otherwise,
(13a)

θ̇i = −Ci(ψ), (13b)
ψi = θi + ρi(xi, t), (13c)

θ̇′i = −Ci(ψ
′), (13d)

ψ′
i = θ′i − ϕi(xi, t), (13e)

where yi ∈ R is a local estimate of λ̇⋆(t); ψi ∈ R
and ψ′

i ∈ R are local estimates of 1
n

∑
i=n ρi(xi, t) and

− 1
n

∑
i=n ϕi(xi, t), respectively; ϵ ∈ R++ is an appropriately

small constant to avoid singularity issues; θi(t) ∈ R and
θ′i(t) ∈ R are auxiliary variables; Ci(ψ) and Ci(ψ′) follow
the same design of Ci(λ) but may have different parameters;
and ρi : R× R+ → R and ϕi : R× R+ → R are defined by

ρi(xi, t) = Aif
−1
ixx(xi, t)Ai, (13f)

ϕi(xi, t) = Aif
−1
ixx(xi, t)fixt(xi, t) + bit(t). (13g)

Then, it outputs the feedforward laws according to:

αx,i = −f−1
ixx(xi, t)(Aiyi + fixt(xi, t)), (13h)

αλ,i = yi, (13i)

where αx,i ∈ R is the feedforward law for xi, αλ,i ∈ R is the
feedforward law for λi, and col(αx,i, αλ,i) = αi(zi, yi, t).

Remark 1: Due to the use of dynamical systems for estima-
tion, ψi can be arbitrarily small or singular before converging
to 1

n

∑
i=n ρi(xi, t). Thus, it is necessary to set yi to 0 for

Ci(ψ) ̸= 0, as done in (13c), to prevent singularity issues.
Without this measure, performance degradation or even failure
of the feedback-feedforward algorithms could occur.

2) Distributed Optimization Algorithm: The distributed opti-
mization algorithm that employs the feedback and feedforward
laws for updating the candidate solution is proposed as fol-
lows:

ẋi = −Fx,i + αx,i, (14a)

λ̇i = −Ci(λ)− Fλ,i + αλ,i, (14b)
ei = fix(xi, t) +Aiλi, (14c)

Fx,i = κxf
−1
ixx(xi, t)(γe,1e

1− p
q

i + γe,2e
1+ p

q

i + γe,3sign(ei)),
(14d)

Fλ,i = κλ(bi(t)−Aixi). (14e)

Here is an illustration of (14): xi ∈ R is the primal variable;
λi ∈ R is a local estimate of the Lagrangian multiplier; Fx,i ∈
R and Fλ,i ∈ R are the feedback laws; αx,i ∈ R and αλ,i ∈ R
are the feedforward laws defined by (13h)–(13i); ei ∈ R is an
error term with respect to the stationarity condition, where
ei = 0 indicates that the stationarity condition is satisfied;
Ci(λ) is defined by (10); and κx, κλ, γe,1, γe,2, γe,3 ∈ R++ are
control gains. Recall that, in addition to the feedforward laws,
it is important to ensure that (12b) is consistently satisfied
to enable tracking of the optimal trajectories. Regarding this,
we implement fixed-time control in (14d) to restore ei to the
origin within a fixed time. In fact, the global equality constraint
in (6b) can be concurrently met owing to fixed-time stability,
and (12b) follows. Problem (6) is solved when both yi and λi
achieve consensus and ei = 0 is restored for all i ∈ N .

3) Convergence Analysis:
Assumption 3: There exist C1, C2 ∈ R++ such that

∥ρ̇i(xi, t)∥2 ≤ C1 and ∥ϕ̇i(xi, t)∥2 ≤ C2 for all t ∈ R+

and i ∈ N .
Lemma 3: Consider problem (6) with Assumptions 1-3. Let∑n
i=1 θi(0) = 0,

∑n
i=1 θ

′
i(0) = 0, γψ,3 ≥ 2nC1, and γψ′,3 ≥

2nC2, then (13a) reaches

yi(t) → −

[
n∑
i=1

ρi(xi, t)

]−1 n∑
i=1

ϕi(xi, t) (15)

within a fixed time. Furthermore, αx,i(t) → ẋ⋆i (t) and
αλ,i(t) → λ̇⋆(t) as xi(t) → x⋆i (t) for all i ∈ N .

Proof: By summing (13c) over i ∈ N ,
we find

∑n
i=1 ψi =

∑n
i=1 θi +

∑n
i=1 ρi(xi, t) =∑n

i=1 θi(0)+
∫ t
0

∑n
i=1 θ̇idt+

∑n
i=1 ρi(xi, t) =

∑n
i=1 ρi(xi, t)

if
∑n
i=1 θi(0) = 0. Similarly, setting

∑n
i=1 θ

′
i(0) = 0 for

(13e) leads to
∑n
i=1 ψ

′
i =

∑n
i=1 θ

′
i −

∑n
i=1 ϕi(xi, t) =

−
∑n
i=1 ϕi(xi, t). We can obtain from the above that[
n∑
i=1

ψi

]−1 n∑
i=1

ψ′
i = −

[
n∑
i=1

ρi(xi, t)

]−1 n∑
i=1

ϕi(xi, t).

(16)
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To obtain (15), it remains to show ψi = ψj and
ψ′
i = ψ′

j at the convergent solution. Considering the sim-
ilarity in analyzing ψ′

i, the subsequent analysis concen-
trates on ψi. Define the consensus error by eψi

= ψi −
1
n

∑n
j=1 ψj and construct a Lyapunov candidate function

Wψ = 1
2

∑n
i=1 ∥eψi∥22. The time derivative of Wψ is given

by Ẇψ =
∑n
i=1 e

⊤
ψi

[
ψ̇i − 1

n

∑n
j=1 ψ̇j

]
=

∑n
i=1 e

⊤
ψi
ψ̇i due to∑n

i=1 eψi
= 0. Now we divide Ẇψ into three parts: Ẇψ,1,

relating to (·)1−
p
q ; Ẇψ,2, relating to (·)1+

p
q ; Ẇψ,3, relating to

the remaining terms. The first part can be obtained as

Ẇψ,1 = −γψ,1
2

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

aije
⊤
ψi
(eψi − eψj )

1− p
q

− γψ,1
2

n∑
j=1

n∑
i=1

ajie
⊤
ψj
(eψj − eψi)

1− p
q

= −γψ,1
2

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

aij∥eψi
− eψj

∥2−
p
q

2− p
q
. (17)

Similarly, the second part can be obtained as

Ẇψ,2 = −γψ,2
2

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

aij∥eψi
− eψj

∥2+
p
q

2+ p
q
. (18)

For the third part, we have

Ẇψ,3 = −γψ,3
2

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

aij∥eψi − eψj∥1 +
n∑
i=1

eψi ρ̇i(xi, t)

≤(a) −(
γψ,3
2

− nC1)

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

∥eψi
− eψj

∥1

≤ 0 (19)

for γψ,3 ≥ 2nC1, where ∥ei∥2 ≤
∑n
i=1

∑n
j=1 ∥ei − ej∥1

and ∥ρ̇i(xi, t)∥2 ≤ C1 have been used for deriving ≤(a). The
combination of (17)–(19) leads to

Ẇψ ≤ −γψ,1
2

 n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

a
1− p

2q

ij ∥eψi − eψj∥22

1− p
2q

− γψ,2

2n
p
q

 n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

a
1+ p

2q

ij ∥eψi
− eψj

∥22

1+ p
2q

. (20)

By Lemma 1 [26], we know eψi
is fixed-time stable

and ψi converges to ψ̄ within a fixed time. The settling
time Tψ̄ satisfies Tψ̄ ≤ Tmax

ψ̄
= (γψ,1γψ,2)

− 1
2T0, where

T0 = πqn
p
2q /(2pη2(L)). Provided that ∥ϕ̇i(xi, t)∥2 ≤ C2

and γψ′,3 ≥ 2nC2, ψ′
i converges to ψ̄′ within a fixed time

as well, and the settling time Tψ̄′ satisfies Tψ̄′ ≤ Tmax
ψ̄′ =

(γψ′,1γψ′,2)
− 1

2T0. Then we have ψi = ψj and ψ′
i = ψ′

j , and
hence yi = yj for all t ≥ Tȳ and i, j ∈ N , where

Tȳ ≤ Tmax
ȳ = max{(γψ,1γψ,2)−

1
2 , (γψ,1γψ,2)

− 1
2 }T0. (21)

Recall (16) and (13f)–(13g), we have (15).
In what follows, we show αx,i(t) → ẋ⋆i (t) and αλ,i(t) →

λ̇⋆(t) as xi(t) → x⋆i (t) for all i ∈ N . According to convex

optimization theory, the KKT conditions are established at the
optimal trajectories:

0 = fix(x
⋆
i (t), t) +Aiλ

⋆(t), (22a)

0 =

n∑
i=1

(Aix
⋆
i (t)− bi(t)). (22b)

Thus, the time derivatives of (22) satisfy

0 = fixx(x
⋆
i (t), t)ẋ

⋆
i (t) + fixt(x

⋆
i (t), t) +Aiλ̇

⋆(t), (23a)

0 =

n∑
i=1

(Aiẋ
⋆
i (t)− bit(t)) , (23b)

which are referred to as the derivative optimality conditions
in this paper. Since fi(xi, t) is strongly convex, f−1

ixx(xi, t) is
bounded, and it follows from (23a) that

ẋ⋆i (t) = −f−1
ixx(x

⋆
i (t), t)(Aiλ̇

⋆(t) + fixt(x
⋆
i (t), t)). (24a)

Substituting (24a) into (23b) returns

λ̇⋆(t) = −

[
n∑
i=1

ρi(x
⋆
i (t), t)

]−1 n∑
i=1

ϕi(x
⋆
i (t), t), (24b)

which is in accordance with (15) when xi(t) = x⋆i (t) for all
i ∈ N . The proof is complete.

Assumption 4: There exist C3, C4 ∈ R++ such that ∥ −
Fλ,i + αλ,i∥2 ≤ C3 and ∥ − Ai

∑n
i=1

Fλ,i

n ∥2 ≤ C4 hold for
all t ∈ R+ and i ∈ N .

Theorem 1: Consider problem (6) under Assumptions 1-4.
The algorithm described by (13)–(14) converges to the optimal
trajectories of problem (6) within a fixed time if

∑n
i=1 θi(0) =

0,
∑n
i=1 θ

′
i(0) = 0, γψ,3 ≥ 2nC1, γψ′,3 ≥ 2nC2, γλ,3 ≥

2nC3, and γe,3 ≥ C4.
Proof: Sequential Lyapunov analysis will be employed

for this proof, establishing fixed-time consensus and then
fixed-time tracking of the optimal trajectories.

a) Fixed-Time Consensus: Using the similar steps as in the
proof of Lemma 3, it can be inferred that consensus among
λi can be attained within a fixed time, given that ∥ − Fλ,i +
αλ,i∥2 ≤ C3 and γλ,3 ≥ 2nC3. The settling time Tλ̄ is upper
bounded as follows:

Tλ̄ ≤ Tmax
λ̄ = (γλ,1γλ,2)

− 1
2T0. (25)

Now we have λi = λ̄ and yi = ȳ for all t ≥ max{Tȳ, Tλ̄}
and i ∈ N , where λ̄ = 1

n

∑n
i=1 λi and ȳ = 1

n

∑n
i=1 yi. For

t ≥ max{Tȳ, Tλ̄}, a reduced representation for (14a)–(14b) is
available:

ẋi = −Fx,i − f−1
ixx(xi, t) (Aiȳ + fixt(xi, t)) , (26a)

˙̄λ = −
n∑
i=1

Fλ,i
n

+ ȳ. (26b)

b) Fixed-Time Tracking: For t ≥ max{Tȳ, Tλ̄}, we employ
the following Lyapunov candidate function:

V =
1

2

n∑
i=1

∥ei∥22 (27)
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where ei is the error term defined by (14c). The time derivative
of V along (26) can be obtained as below:

V̇ =

n∑
i=1

e⊤i

[
ḟix(xi, t) +Ai

˙̄λ
]

=

n∑
i=1

e⊤i

[
fixx(xi, t)ẋi + fixt(xi, t) +Ai

˙̄λ
]

= −
n∑
i=1

e⊤i

[
fixx(xi, t)Fx,i +Ai

n∑
i=1

Fλ,i
n

]

≤(b) −κxγe,1
n∑
i=1

∥ei∥
2− p

q

2− p
q
− κxγe,2

n∑
i=1

∥ei∥
2+ p

q

2+ p
q

(28)

where ∥ − Ai
∑n
i=1

Fλ,i

n ∥2 ≤ C4 and γe,3 ≥ C4 have been
introduced for deriving ≤(b). Then we have

V̇ ≤ −21−
p
2q κxγe,1V

1− p
2q − 21+

p
2q κxγe,2n

− p
q V 1+ p

2q . (29)

This indicates that V is fixed-time stable at the origin, and the
settling time Tsol is given by

Tsol ≤ Tmax
sol = max{Tmax

ȳ , Tmax
λ̄ }

+ η2(L)(2κ2xγe,1γe,2)−
1
2T0. (30)

In fact, problem (6) is solved at Tsol, which is why we refer
it to as the solving time. By fixed-time stability, we have

ei = fix(xi, t) +Aiλ̄ ≡ 0 (31)

for all t ≥ Tsol, which further implies

ėi = −fixx(xi, t)Fx,i −Ai

n∑
i=1

Fλ,i
n

≡ 0 (32)

for all t ≥ Tsol. Substituting ei = 0 into (14d) leads to Fx,i =
0 and hence

−
n∑
i=1

Fλ,i = κλ

n∑
i=1

(Aixi − bi(t)) ≡ 0. (33)

Noting that (31) and (33) exactly convey the KKT conditions,
we have xi = x⋆i (t), λi = λ⋆(t), ẋi = αx,i, and λ̇i = αλ,i.
It can be readily inferred by applying Lemma 3 that the
derivative optimality conditions in (23) are met as well, i.e.,
αx,i(t) = x⋆i (t) and αλ,i(t) = λ⋆(t) for all t ≥ Tsol. The
proof is complete as indicated in (12).

Remark 2: In digital implementations, the discontinuous
signum function causes chattering [11], making sign(ei) ̸= 0
even when ei is infinitesimal and ėi = 0 for all t ≥ Tsol
hardly achievable. In practice, the primal feasibility condition∑n
i=1(Aixi− bi(t)) will be driven to the neighborhood of the

origin, and we may observe a minor overshoot/undershoot at
t = Tsol, which will then vanish at an exponential rate [8].
The readers can refer to the enlarged plot in Fig. 2(e) for a
visual illustration.

B. Projection-based Feedback-Feedforward Algorithm

LFCs are prevalent in real-world examples but often omitted
by related work. By considering the presence of LFCs for each
agent, we have the following distributed TVRA problem:

x⋆(t) = argmin
x∈Rn

n∑
i=1

fi(xi, t), (34a)

s.t.
n∑
i=1

Aixi =

n∑
i=1

bi(t), (34b)

gmi (t) ≤ xi ≤ gMi (t), i ∈ N , (34c)

where gmi : R+ → R and gMi : R+ → R. Other notations
follow the same definitions as for problem (6). The feasible
region for each agent is defined by

xi ∈ Xi(t) = {xi | gmi (t) ≤ xi ≤ gMi (t)}. (35)

1) Algorithm Design: In this section, we extend the findings
from Section III.A to handle LFCs. The presence of LFCs
causes the optimal trajectories to evolve diversely within the
interior or on the boundary of the feasible region. This implies
that the optimal trajectories switch between different modes
and are discontinuous at the switching instants.

However, for cases with LFCs, (22b) is no longer applicable
and the stationarity condition now takes the following form:

−fix(x⋆i (t), t)−Aiλ
⋆(t) ∈ CXi(t), (36)

where CXi(t) denotes the normal cone of Xi(t). To tailor the
feedforward laws, it is essential to comprehend the derivative
optimality conditions, which are complicated by the need
to compute the time derivative of CXi(t). In this regard,
we demonstrate how this can be achieved by exploring the
relationship between projection and penalty functions.

Lemma 4: Consider problem (34) under Assumptions 1-2
and the Slater’s condition. Let σi = −1 if x⋆i (t) = gmi (t),
σi = 1 if x⋆i (t) = gMi (t), and σi = 0 otherwise. Then the
optimal trajectories can be described by following dynamics:

ẋ⋆i (t) = −(1− σ2
i )f

−1
ixx(x

⋆
i (t), t)(Aiλ̇

⋆(t) + fixt(x
⋆
i (t), t))

− σi
2
(1− σi)g

m
it (t) +

σi
2
(1 + σi)g

M
it (t), (37a)

λ̇⋆(t) = −

[
n∑
i=1

ρσi
i (x⋆i (t), t)

]−1 n∑
i=1

ϕσi
i (x⋆i (t), t), (37b)

where

ρσi
i (xi, t) = Ai(1− σ2

i )f
−1
ixx(xi, t)Ai, (38a)

ϕσi
i (xi, t) = Ai(1− σ2

i )f
−1
ixx(xi, t)fixt(xi, t) + bit(t)

+
Aiσi
2

(1− σi)g
m
it (t)−

Aiσi
2

(1 + σi)g
M
it (t).

(38b)

Proof: Construct the quadratic penalty function

hi(xi, t) =
η

2
(max{0, gmi (t)− xi, xi − gMi (t)})2 (39)

to penalize violations of the LFCs, where η ∈ R++ is the
penalty coefficient. Then the local cost function becomes a
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composite function given by f̂i(xi, t) = fi(xi, t) + hi(xi, t).
Extending (24) to include the penalty function leads to

ẋ⋆i (t) = −f̂−1
ixx(x

⋆
i (t), t)(Aiλ̇

⋆(t) + f̂ixt(x
⋆
i (t), t)), (40a)

λ̇⋆(t) = −

[
n∑
i=1

Aif̂
−1
ixx(x

⋆
i (t), t)Ai

]−1

(40b)

×

[
n∑
i=1

Aif̂
−1
ixx(x

⋆
i (t), t)f̂ixt(x

⋆
i (t), t) +

n∑
i=1

bit(t)

]
,

where f̂ixx(xi, t) = fixx(xi, t) and f̂ixt(xi, t) = fixt(xi, t)
if gmi (t) ≤ xi ≤ gMi (t), f̂ixx(xi, t) = fixx(xi, t) + η
and f̂ixt(xi, t) = fixt(xi, t) − ηgmit (t) if xi < gmi (t), and
f̂ixx(xi, t) = fixx(xi, t) + η and f̂ixt(xi, t) = fixt(xi, t) −
ηgMit (t) if xi > gMi (t).

By setting η → +∞, the value of hi(xi, t) increases
to infinity as its argument approaches the boundary of the
feasible region. As a result, we have f̂−1

ixx(x
⋆
i (t), t) = 0

and f̂−1
ixx(x

⋆
i (t), t)f̂ixt(x

⋆
i (t), t) = −gmit (t) if x⋆i (t) = gmi (t),

f̂−1
ixx(x

⋆
i (t), t) = 0 and f̂−1

ixx(x
⋆
i (t), t)f̂ixt(x

⋆
i (t), t) = −gMit (t)

if x⋆i (t) = gMi (t), and f̂−1
ixx(x

⋆
i (t), t) = f−1

ixx(x
⋆
i (t), t) and

f̂−1
ixx(x

⋆
i (t), t)f̂ixt(x

⋆
i (t), t) = f−1

ixx(x
⋆
i (t), t)fixt(x

⋆
i (t), t) oth-

erwise. Invoking σi as defined in Lemma 4, we have the fol-
lowing representation: f̂−1

ixx(x
⋆
i (t), t) = (1− σ2

i )f
−1
ixx(x

⋆
i (t), t)

and f̂−1
ixx(x

⋆
i (t), t)f̂ixt(x

⋆
i (t), t) =

σi

2 (1 − σi)g
m
it (t) − σi

2 (1 +
σi)g

M
it (t). This bridges the gap between projection and penalty

functions, translating (40) into (37). The proof is complete.
Based on Lemma 4, the distributed estimator for calculating

the switched feedforward laws is modified as follows:

ασi
x,i = −(1− σ2

i )f
−1
ixx(xi, t) (Aiy

σi
i + fixt(xi, t))

− σi
2
(1− σi)g

m
it (t) +

σi
2
(1 + σi)g

M
it (t), (41a)

ασi

λ,i = yσi
i , (41b)

yσi
i =

{
(ψσi
i )−1ψ′

i
σi if ψσi

i ≥ ϵ,

0 otherwise,
(41c)

θ̇i = −Ci(ψ
σi
i ), (41d)

ψσi
i = θi + ρσi

i (xi, t), (41e)

θ̇′i = −Ci(ψ
′
i
σi), (41f)

ψ′
i
σi = θ′i − ϕσi

i (xi, t), (41g)

where ρσi
i (xi, t) and ϕσi

i (xi, t) are defined by (38). The other
notations are essentially identical to those in (13), except that
(·)σi represents variables that switch between different modes
to account for the LFCs.

The distributed optimization algorithm for updating the
candidate solution is designed as follows:

ẋi = −F ′
x,i + ασi

x,i, (42a)

λ̇i = −Ci(λ)− Fλ,i + ασi

λ,i, (42b)

ei = xi − PXi(t)(xi − Fx,i), (42c)

F ′
x,i = f−1

ixx(xi, t)(γe,1e
1− p

q

i + γe,2e
1+ p

q

i + γe,3sign(ei)),
(42d)

Fx,i = κx(fix(xi, t) +Aiλi), (42e)
Fλ,i = κλ(bi(t)−Aixi), (42f)

where ασi
x,i and ασi

λ,i are the switched feedforward laws de-
fined by (41a)–(41b), and xi(0) can be arbitrary as (42) is
initialization-free. To accommodate the use of projection, a
state-dependent switching signal as follows is introduced to
command the switching of feedforward laws:

σi =


−1 if xi − Fx,i ≤ gmi (t),

1 if xi − Fx,i ≥ gMi (t),

0 otherwise,
(43)

When xi−Fx,i ≤ gmi (t) or xi−Fx,i ≥ gMi (t), it signifies the
activation of projection, along with (42c) preventing violations
of the LFCs.

Assumption 5: There exist C1, C2, C3, C4 ∈ R++ such that
the statements ∥ρ̇σi

i (xi, t)∥2 ≤ C1, ∥ϕ̇σi
i (xi, t)∥2 ≤ C2, ∥ −

Fλ,i + ασi

λ,i∥2 ≤ C3, and ∥ − (1 − σ2
i )(Aiȳ + fixt(xi, t)) −

σi

2 (1− σi)g
m
it (t) +

σi

2 (1 + σi)g
M
it (t)−Ai

∑n
i=1

Fλ,i

n ∥2 ≤ C4

are true for all t ∈ R+ and i ∈ N .

Theorem 2: Consider problem (34) under Assumptions 1-2
and 5. Suppose that the Slater’s condition holds, and within
any bounded time interval, there is only a finite number
of switching instants. The algorithm described by (41)–(43)
converges to the optimal trajectories of problem (34) while ex-
hibiting fixed-time convergence between consecutive switch-
ing instants if

∑n
i=1 θi(0) = 0,

∑n
i=1 θ

′
i(0) = 0, γψ,3 ≥ 2nC1,

γψ′,3 ≥ 2nC2, γλ,3 ≥ 2nC3, and γe,3 ≥ C4.

2) Convergence Analysis:
Proof: We proceed with sequential Lyapunov analysis

by first demonstrating fixed-time consensus of yi and λi,
followed by fixed-time tracking of a unique solution, which is
subsequently shown to be time-varying optimal.

a) Fixed-Time Consensus: Given two consecutive switching
instants at times τk and τk+1 satisfying τk+1 − τk > 0, it is
trivially easy to show that

yσi
i = ȳ = −

[
n∑
i=1

ρσi
i (xi, t)

]−1 n∑
i=1

ϕσi
i (xi, t) (44)

for all t ∈ [τk + Tȳ, τk+1) and i ∈ N if no switching occurs
during [τk, τk+Tȳ). Similarly, we can show that λi = λ̄ for all
t ∈ [τk + Tλ̄, τk+1) and i ∈ N if no switching occurs during
[τk, τk+Tλ̄), where Tȳ and Tλ̄ are upper bounded as described
in (21) and (25), respectively. Note that γψ,3 ≥ 2nC1, γψ′,3 ≥
2nC2, γλ,3 ≥ 2nC3, ∥ρ̇σi

i (xi, t)∥2 ≤ C1, ∥ϕ̇σi
i (xi, t)∥2 ≤ C2,

and ∥ − Fλ,i + ασi

λ,i∥2 ≤ C3 have been used.
b) Fixed-Time Tracking: Let z = col(x, λ̄) with Z(t) being

the feasible region for z. For all t ∈ [τk+max{Tȳ, Tλ̄}, τk+1),
(42a)–(42b) read compactly as ż = PZ(t)(z − F (z, t)) −
z + ασ(z, ȳ, t). It is worth noting that the distributed time-
invariant resource allocation problem in [24] is solved at
PZ(z

⋆ − F (z⋆)) − z⋆ = 0, the equilibrium point of the
dynamical system ż = PZ(z − F (z)) − z. Referring back
to problem (34), solving PZ(t)(z

⋆(t) − F (z⋆(t), t)) = z⋆(t)
is equivalent to finding z⋆(t) ∈ Z(t) for the variational
inequality: ⟨F (z⋆(t), t), z − z⋆(t)⟩ ≥ 0, ∀z ∈ Z(t) [27].
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Leveraging variational inequality theory, we can construct
a Lyapunov candidate function as follows:

V =

n∑
i=1

⟨Fx,i, ei⟩ −
1

2

n∑
i=1

∥ei∥22, (45)

which is continuously differentiable for all t ∈ [τk +
max{Tȳ, Tλ̄}, τk+1). By enumeration, it is easy to check that
⟨Fx,i, ei⟩ ≥ 0, as it equals to zero when ei = 0, and
sign(Fx,i) = sign(ei) otherwise. Then, V can be shown to
hold a lower bound:

V =

n∑
i=1

⟨|Fx,i|, |ei|⟩ −
1

2

n∑
i=1

∥ei∥22 ≥(c) 1

2

n∑
i=1

∥ei∥22. (46)

where ≥(c) follows from the property that |Fx,i| ≥ |ei|.
According to [27, Theorem 3.2], V is equivalent to V =

−min{V ′(z, t, x′) | x′ ∈ X (t)}, where z = col(x, λ̄) and
V ′(z, t, x′) = −⟨Fx(z, t), x− x′⟩+ 1

2∥x− x′∥22. As Fx(z, t)
is continuous and continuously differentiable with respect to
z and t, it is readily verifiable that both V ′(z, t, x′) and V
maintain continuity and continuous differentiability for all
t ∈ [τk, τk+1), and the minimum is uniquely attained at
x′ = PX (t)(x − Fx(z, t)). Since ∂V ′(z, t, x′)/∂x′ = 0n+1,
we have

V̇ = − ∂

∂z
V ′(z, t, x′)ż − ∂

∂t
V ′(z, t, x′). (47)

The first term on the right-hand side of (47) decomposes into

− ∂

∂z
V ′(z, t, x′)ż =

〈
∂

∂z
Fx(z, t)ż, x− x′

〉
︸ ︷︷ ︸

V̇1

+ Fx(z, t)ẋ− (x− x′)ẋ︸ ︷︷ ︸
V̇2

. (48)

The second term on the right-hand side of (47) is given by

− ∂

∂t
V ′(z, t, x′) =

〈
∂

∂t
Fx(z, t), x− x′

〉
︸ ︷︷ ︸

V̇3

. (49)

For V̇1, it is available that

V̇1 = −κx
n∑
i=1

〈
ei, γe,1e

1− p
q

i + γe,2e
1+ p

q

i + γe,3sign(ei)
〉

+ κx

n∑
i=1

〈
ei, fixx(xi, t)α

σi
x,i +Aiα

σi

λ,i

〉
− κx

n∑
i=1

〈
ei, Ai

n∑
i=1

Fλ,i
n

〉
. (50)

Due to monotonicity in the saddle-point map, it holds true that〈
Fx,i − ei, α

σi
x,i

〉
≤ 0 for all t ∈ [τk + max{Tȳ, Tλ̄}, τk+1).

Then, acknowledging that −
〈
Fx,i, e

ξ
i

〉
= −

〈
|Fx,i|, |eξi |

〉
≤

−∥ei∥1+ξ1+ξ and −⟨Fx,i, sign(ei)⟩ ≤ −∥ei∥1, we can obtain an

upper bound for V̇2:

V̇2 = κx

n∑
i=1

〈
ei − Fx,i, γe,1e

1− p
q

i + γe,2e
1+ p

q

i

〉
+ κx

n∑
i=1

⟨ei − Fx,i, γe,3sign(ei)⟩

+

n∑
i=1

〈
Fx,i − ei, α

σi
x,i

〉
≤ 0. (51)

Meanwhile, V̇3 is given by

V̇3 = κx

n∑
i=1

⟨ei, fixt(xi, t)⟩ . (52)

Based on the above, we have

V̇ = −κx
n∑
i=1

[
γe,1∥ei∥

2− p
q

2− p
q
+ γe,2∥ei∥

2+ p
q

2− p
q
+ γe,3∥ei∥1

]
− κx

n∑
i=1

〈
ei, (1− σ2

i )(Aiȳ + fixt(xi, t))
〉

+ κx

n∑
i=1

〈
ei,

σi
2
(1− σi)g

m
it (t) +

σi
2
(1 + σi)g

M
it (t)

〉
− κx

n∑
i=1

〈
ei, Ai

n∑
i=1

Fλ,i
n

〉

≤(d) −κx
n∑
i=1

γe,1∥ei∥
2− p

q

2− p
q
− κx

n∑
i=1

γe,2∥ei∥
2+ p

q

2− p
q
, (53)

where ∥ − (1 − σ2
i )(Aiȳ + fixt(xi, t)) − σi

2 (1 − σi)g
m
it (t) +

σi

2 (1 + σi)g
M
it (t) − Ai

∑n
i=1

Fλ,i

n ∥2 ≤ C4 and γe,3 ≥ C4

have been used for deriving ≤(d). Recalling (46) that V ≥
1
2

∑n
i=1 ∥ei∥22, again we have V̇ ≤ −21−

p
2q κxγe,1V

1− p
2q −

21+
p
2q κxγe,2n

− p
q V 1+ p

2q . Thus, V is fixed-time stable at the
origin if no switching occurs during [τk, τk + Tsol), and the
solving time Tsol is given by (30). Along all switching instants,
V is globally asymptotically stable at the origin, which can be
derived using the multiple Lyapunov function approach [28].

Now that 1
2

∑n
i=1 ∥ei∥22 = 0 for all t ∈ [τk + Tsol, τk+1),

with ci ∈ CXi(t) we have

ei = Fx,i + ci ≡ 0 (54a)

ėi = Ḟx,i + ċi ≡ 0 (54b)

for all t ∈ [τk+Tsol, τk+1) and i ∈ N . Substituting (41)–(43)
into (54b), we obtain:

0 ≡ −(1− σ2
i )(Aiȳ + fixt(xi, t))−

σi
2
(1− σi)g

m
it (t)

+
σi
2
(1 + σi)g

M
it (t)−Ai

n∑
i=1

Fλ,i
n

+ ċi. (55)

A solution to (55) could be found at

−Ai
n∑
i=1

Fλ,i
n

≡ 0, (56)

because this, together with (54a), completes the optimality
conditions. On the other hand, (1 − σi)(Aiȳ + fixt(xi, t)) +
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(1− σi)fixx(xi, t)(g
m
it (t)− gMit (t)) + ċi = 0 and hence (54b)

holds according to Lemma 4.
Between consecutive switching instants, ẋi is continuously

differentiable and thus locally Lipschitz continuous. This prop-
erty results in the uniqueness of the convergent solution for
all t ∈ [τk + max{Tȳ, Tλ̄}, τk+1), as per the Picard–Lindelöf
theorem. Consequently, the solution yielded by (54a) and (56)
represents the unique solution to (55) and the optimal solution
to problem (34). To conclude, the projection-based algorithm
converges to the optimal trajectories if no switching occurs
during [τk, τk+Tsol), i.e., xi = x⋆i (t), λi = λ⋆(t), ẋi = ẋ⋆i (t),
and λ̇i = λ̇⋆(t) for all t ∈ [τk + Tsol, τk+1) and i ∈ N . The
proof is complete.

Remark 3: The design of switched feedforward laws repre-
sents a main feature of the presented work. It ensures that
the distributed estimator consistently adjusts the estimation
of λ̇⋆(t) and ẋ⋆i (t) while adhering to the LFCs. Comparing
∥ − Ai

∑n
i=1

Fλ,i

n ∥2 ≤ C4 in Assumption 4 with ∥ − (1 −
σ2
i )(Aiȳ+fixt(xi, t))− σi

2 (1−σi)g
m
it (t)+

σi

2 (1+σi)g
M
it (t)−

Ai
∑n
i=1

Fλ,i

n ∥2 ≤ C4 in Assumption 5, it is evident that
they are equivalent when σi = 1 for all i ∈ N . Moreover, a
comparison between (14) and (42) reveals that the feedback-
feedforward algorithm and its projection-based counterpart
coincide when the projection is inactive.

Remark 4: Equality-constrained distributed TVRA prob-
lems, e.g. problem (34), hold particular significance, as any
inequality constraint, either global or local, time-varying or
time-invariant, can be converted into a combination of an
equality constraint and a time-invariant LFC by introducing a
slack variable. Thus, with some modifications, the projection-
based algorithm applies to time-varying global inequality
constraints as well. Consider the following distributed TVRA
problem, omitting the LFCs for demonstration purpose:

x⋆(t) = argmin
x∈Rn

n∑
i=1

fi(xi, t) s.t.
n∑
i=1

(Aixi − bi(t)) ≤ 0,

Introducing a non-negative slack variable si for each agent, the
global inequality constraint can be replaced with

∑n
i=1(Aixi−

bi(t) + si) = 0 and si ≥ 0 for all i ∈ N and, in terms of
the feedforward design, a penalty function should be imposed
on it. The Lagrangian can be formulated as L(x, λ, s, t) =∑n
i=1 fi(xi, t)+

η
2 (min{0, s})2+λ(

∑n
i=1Aixi−

∑n
i=1 bi(t)+

s), where η ∈ R++. It follows that

0 = (1− σi)ṡ
⋆
i (t) + σiλ̇

⋆(t),

where σi = 1 if s⋆i (t) ≥ 0 and σi = 0 otherwise. When
η → +∞, we have λ̇⋆(t) ≡ 0 and σi ≡ 1. This converts
0 = fixx(x

⋆
i (t), t)ẋ

⋆
i (t) + fixt(x

⋆
i (t), t) + Aiλ̇

⋆(t) and 0 =∑n
i=1(Aiẋ

⋆
i (t)− bit(t) + ṡ⋆i (t)) to

ẋ⋆i (t) = −f−1
ixx(x

⋆
i (t), t)fixt(x

⋆
i (t), t),

ṡ⋆i (t) = −σi(Aiẋ⋆i (t)− bit(t)).

Inheriting our methodology in Section III.B, feedforward laws
for xi and si can be designed, with a state-dependent switching
signal taking values on {0, 1}. The switching rule will be
similar to (43) but requires tailoring.

IV. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, numerical experiments are conducted in
MATLAB/SIMULINK. We begin with a case study without
LFCs to illustrate the feedback-feedforward algorithm. Next,
we consider a case study taking LFCs into account to demon-
strate the effectiveness of the projection-based feedback-
feedforward algorithm. Finally, a scalability test is performed,
taking the energy management problem of an active distribu-
tion network as an example.

A. Case Study 1
In this case study, we consider problem (34) with a multia-

gent system consisting of 6 agents. The feedback-feedforward
algorithm introduced in Section III.A is employed. The com-
munication network is connected and undirected, and fixed
for all t ∈ R+, as shown in Fig. 1. Each agent is assigned a

Fig. 1: Topology of the communication network.

time-varying local cost function fi(xi, t) = (1 + 0.1i)x2i +
0.2 sin(0.1it)x2i , which is strongly convex and has time-
varying Hessians, and a time-varying activity bi(t) = 10i +
5 sin(0.1it) + 0.1it. The control parameters are set as: p = 2,
q = 3, γψ,1 = 10, γψ,2 = 10, γψ,3 = 1, γψ′,1 = 10,
γψ′,2 = 10, γψ′,3 = 1, γλ,1 = 10, γλ,2 = 10, γλ,3 = 100,
γe,1 = 1, γe,2 = 1, γe,3 = 10, κx = 1, κλ = 5, and ϵ = 0.1.
The initial states are set as: xi(0) = 0, λi(0) = 0, θi(0) = 0,
and θ′i(0) = 0, ∀i ∈ N . The simulation results are provided
in Fig. 2.

Fig. 2(a) depicts the local estimates provided by the dis-
tributed estimator. Both ψi and ψ′

i reach consensus and track
the average of ρi(xi, t) and ϕi(xi, t) over n agents, given
by ψi = 1

n

∑n
i=1 ρi(xi, t) and ψ′

i = − 1
n

∑n
i=1 ϕi(xi, t).

While Tmax
ȳ = 0.14 s, the desired value that yi = ψ−1

i ψ′
i =

[
∑n
i=1 ρi(xi, t)]

−1
∑n
i=1 ϕi(xi, t) is achieved at t = Tȳ =

0.03 s. As shown in Figs. 2(b) and (d), xi and λi vary signifi-
cantly with time, while λi consistently maintain consensus. As
illustrated in Fig. 2(c) and Fig. 2(e), the feedback-feedforward
algorithm converges at t = Tsol = 1.64 s, while the upper
bound on Tsol can be obtained as Tmax

sol = 2.16 s. However,
due to digital implementations,

∑n
i=1(Aixi − bi(t)) is driven

to the neighborhood of the origin within Tsol, with a minor
undershoot of -0.52 observed t = Tsol s, which then vanishes
exponentially.

B. Case Study 2
This case study targets problem (34), focusing on the han-

dling of LFCs. The projection-based feedback-feedforward al-
gorithm introduced in Section III.B is employed. The problem
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Fig. 2: Simulation results for Case Study 1. Evolution of:
(a) local estimates yi, ψi, and ψ′

i; (b) primal variable xi; (c)
error of stationarity condition ei; (d) dual variable λi; and (e)
violation of primal feasibility condition

∑n
i=1(Aixi − bi(t)).

settings and parameters are identical to those in Case Study 1,
except for the inclusion of LFCs: x1 ≤ 50, x4 ≤ 40, t ≤ x6 ≤
10+0.1t2. To demonstrate that the projection-based algorithm
is initialization-free, we set x(0) = [0; 0; 0; 0; 0;−10], where
x6(0) = −10 violates the LFC that x6 ≥ 0. The simulation
results are presented in Figs. 3 and 4.

As shown in Fig. 3(a), all the local estimates are subject
to switching commanded by the state-dependent switching
signals in Fig. 4. The simulated span demonstrates a total
of 159 switching instants for all the agents. Several ripples
in ψσi

i and ψ′
i
σi occur since ρσi

i (xi, t) and ϕσi
i (xi, t) are

discontinuous at the switching instants. The singularity issue
is avoided despite ψ′

i
σi exhibits zero crossing. The evolution

of xi is shown in Fig. 3(b), from which we can see xi varies
with time while respecting the LFCs. The projection-based
algorithm is initialization-free, and once xi enters its feasible
region, violations of the LFCs are prevented. Also, we can see
xi sliding on the boundary of their LFCs, for example, x6 =
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Fig. 3: Simulation results for Case Study 2. Evolution of: (a)
local estimates yσi

i , ψσi
i , and ψ′

i
σi ; (b) primal variable xi; (c)

error of stationarity condition ei; (d) dual variable λi; and (e)
violation of primal feasibility condition

∑n
i=1(Aixi − bi(t)).

10+ 0.1t2 roughly between t = 2 s and t = 16 s, and x6 = t
roughly between t = 44 s and t = 48 s. As shown in Figs.
3(c)-(e), the evolution of the remaining variables is similar to
those in Fig. 2. However, after a switching instant at t = 0.94
s, the problem is solved at t = 2.20 s, which yields Tsol = 1.26
s. To investigate the impact of switching after converging to
the optimal trajectories, we highlight a switching instant at
t = 25.44 s in Figs. 3(c) and (e). The enlarged plot shows
that

∑n
i=1(Aixi− bi(t)) is disturbed to a very minimal extent

and promptly restored to zero. In conclusion, the projection-
based feedback-feedforward algorithm converges to the exact
optimal trajectory while exhibiting fixed-time convergence
between consecutive switching instants.

C. Scalability Test

Grid flexibility is crucial for modern power systems with
high penetration of wind and solar energy, which are natu-
rally time-varying. This flexibility can be provided by active
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Fig. 4: State-dependent switching signal σi.

distribution networks via coordination of a large number
of distributed generators, flexible loads, etc. A scalability
test of the projection-based feedback-feedforward algorithm
is performed on an active distribution network case, which
entails 33 bus agents to absorb the deviated power when
renewable generation deviates from forecasts, ensuring the
power injection at the substation remains as scheduled.

The communication network follows the physical connec-
tions of the IEEE 33-bus system, as illustrated in Fig. 5.
Denote the sets of flexible loads and distributed generators
by NFL and NDG, respectively. Omitting distribution losses,
it is required that

∑
i∈NFL

(xi−ri(t))−
∑
i∈NDG

(xi−ri(t)) =∑
i∈N ∆PR,i(t), where xi ∈ Xi for all i ∈ N . Here, ∆PR,i(t)

is the power deviation of renewables (∆PR,i(t) = 0 if no
renewable integration), and ri(t) is the scheduled power so
that xi − ri(t) corresponds to the power adjustment in kW
for up/down-regulation. For each agent, the operational cost
is given by fi(xi, t) = 1

2ϖi(t)(xi − ri(t))
2, where ϖi(t)

is a time-varying cost coefficient for power adjustment. With
ri(t) and ∆PR,i(t) being superpositions of sinusoidal waves
fitted from historical data, this energy management problem
can be rewritten as problem (34). Fig. 6(a) illustrates the
evolution of xi over time, where the trajectories vary with
time but are trimmed if necessary to meet the LFCs. In
Fig. 6(b), we observe that the KKT conditions, i.e., ei = 0
and

∑n
i=1(Aixi − bi(t)) = 0, are promptly met and well

maintained thereafter. These demonstrate the effectiveness and
scalability of the projection-based algorithm.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have proposed two feedback-feedforward
algorithms for distributed TVRA problems: one for cases
without LFCs and another for case with LFCs. For generality,
the local cost functions, global equality constraint, and LFCs
considered are all time-varying. Each algorithm contains a dis-
tributed estimator for generating the desired feedforward laws
and a distributed optimization algorithm for problem-solving.
By studying the connection between projection and penalty
functions, we have introduced an alternative to time-dependent
barrier functions, i.e., projection along with switched feedfor-
ward laws, to handle the LFCs. A state-dependent switching
signal, synchronized with the use of projection, has been

0 1

2

3 4 5

6

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

23 24 25
Substation

19 20 21 22

26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33

Bus with distributed generator Bus with flexible load Renewable integration

Fig. 5: Studied active distribution network.

developed to ensure local feasibility. Based on these, we
have developed a projection-based algorithm that converges
to the exact optimal trajectory while exhibiting fixed-time
convergence between consecutive switching instants. Under
mild conditions, we have shown that the proposed algorithms
achieves fixed-time consensus of the local estimates and then
fixed-time tracking of the optimal trajectories. Finally, we have
illustrated the effectiveness of the proposed algorithms through
numerical experiments. Future directions include studying
distributed TVRA problems with multiple global constraints,
where singularity issues can be a major challenge.

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
50

100

150

200

1

6

11

16

21

26

31

(a)

(b)

Fig. 6: Simulation results for the scalability test. Evolution of:
(a) primal variable xi in kW; and (b) the KKT conditions: error
of stationarity condition ei and violation of primal feasibility
condition

∑n
i=1(Aixi − bi(t)).
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