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Abstract

Trajectory optimization is a widely used tool in the design and control of dynamical systems. Typ-

ically, not only nonlinear dynamics, but also couplings of the initial and final condition through

implicit boundary constraints render the optimization problem non-convex. This paper investi-

gates how the Koopman operator framework can be utilized to solve trajectory optimization prob-

lems in a (partially) convex fashion. While the Koopman operator has already been successfully

employed in model predictive control, the challenge of addressing mixed boundary constraints

within the Koopman framework has remained an open question. We first address this issue by ex-

plaining why a complete convexification of the problem is not possible. Secondly, we propose a

method where we transform the trajectory optimization problem into a bilevel problem in which

we are then able to convexify the high-dimensional lower-level problem. This separation yields a

low-dimensional upper-level problem, which could be exploited in global optimization algorithms.

Lastly, we demonstrate the effectiveness of the method on two example systems: the mathematical

pendulum and the compass-gait walker.

Keywords: Bilevel Optimization, Periodic Optimization, Convexification, Koopman Generator,

EDMD, Optimal Gaits, Compass-Gait Walker

1. Introduction

Trajectory optimization problems with mixed boundary conditions (MBCs) that couple initial and

terminal conditions through implicit constraints, are of significant interest across various applica-

tions. For example, in the field of legged locomotion, trajectory optimization is used as a tool for the

design and control of legged robots (Wensing et al., 2024). Here, MBCs emerge because we want

to find optimally actuated periodic solutions for which an initial condition can only be implicitly

defined by a periodicity constraint. Furthermore, the non-smooth nature of the contact dynamics

models render the boundary constraints nonlinear, which adds to the computational challenge.

Due to the nonlinear dynamics, the nonlinear MBCs, and the unknown period time, trajectory

optimization problems are typically non-convex. Finding a (globally) optimal solution is thus diffi-

cult if not impossible, as numerical solvers are of local nature. Therefore, the quality of the obtained

(locally) optimal solution heavily depends on the initial guess provided by the user.

Figure 1 illustrates a simple trajectory optimization problem with MBCs. Although the cost

function is convex in the control input u(·), the dynamics are linear, and the MBCs are affine, in-

corporating the period time T as a decision variable makes the optimization problem non-convex.

However, for any fixed T , the optimization problem remains convex, allowing us to uniquely de-

termine the optimal solution for that fixed period. Exploiting this structure, we can formulate a
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x(·),u(·)
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T∫

0

u(t)2dt

s.t. ẋ(t) = Ax(t) +Bu(t), ∀t ∈ [0, T ],





x(T )− x(0)

x(0) −
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]




 = 0
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mixed boundary conditions
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(b)

Figure 1: Trajectory optimization problem of the harmonic oscillator shown in (a) and its solution

family for fixed periods T in (b). The oscillator (A =
[

1 0
−1 −0.2

]
, B = [ 01 ]) operates at a de-

sired amplitude of a = 30 while maintaining periodicity, satisfying mixed boundary conditions.

These conditions, being affine in boundary states with linear dynamics, ensure a unique solution for

fixed T . However, allowing T to vary introduces non-convexity, leading to multiple local minima

as illustrated in (b).

secondary problem that optimizes over T in a one-dimensional space. In this work, we focus on

approximating a broad class of trajectory optimization problems with MBCs, paricularly in the con-

text of nonlinear dynamics, by leveraging Koopman operator theory. This approach enables us to

achieve a structure similar to the introductory example presented in Figure 1, where the subproblem

involves linear dynamics, making it convex.

In optimal control, convexity is a fundamental property for the efficient synthesis of control

policies and system dynamics (Boyd and Vandenberghe, 2004). Consequently, the convex formu-

lation of optimization problems has attracted significant attention (Horst and Tuy, 1996; Scherer,

2006). A prominent method to achieving this is (exact) convexification, which transforms the origi-

nal optimization problem into a convex one. A well-known technique in this context is semidefinite

relaxation, which expands non-convex constraint spaces into convex ones, often by introducing

slack variables to ”lift” the problem into a higher-dimensional space (Açıkmeşe and Blackmore,

2011; Lasserre, 2001). If the relaxation is proven to be tight, equivalence with the original prob-

lem is guaranteed. Another approach to (exact) convexification, explored in this paper, lever-

ages Koopman operator theory (Koopman, 1931). This method lifts the nonlinear dynamics into

a higher-dimensional space, where they are represented by linear dynamics, thereby enabling a con-

vex problem formulation. However, since the Koopman operator is typically infinite-dimensional

and challenging to compute, approximate methods, such as the extended dynamic mode decompo-

sition (EDMD), are employed to lift the dynamics into finite-dimensional spaces (Williams et al.,

2015; Alexandre Mauroy, 2020; Williams et al., 2016; Iacob et al., 2024; Proctor et al., 2018). This

approach has been successfully implemented in model predictive control (MPC), where it has

enabled the optimization problems to be solved efficiently and in real time (Bruder et al., 2019;

Korda and Mezić, 2018; Kanai and Yamakita, 2022; Schaller et al., 2023). While those works ap-

ply the Koopman framework to MPC, they do not consider mixed boundary constraints, since in

2



GEDMD TRAJECTORY OPTIMIZATION

MPC the prediction horizon and the initial condition are fixed. In their review of the Koopman op-

erator in robot learning, Shi et al. (2024) discuss the challenge of incorporating constraints within

the Koopman framework, which remains an open problem.

In this work, we investigate how the Koopman framework may be leveraged to simplify trajec-

tory optimization problems with mixed boundary constraints. We explain why a complete con-

vexification is not possible. Furthermore, we propose a method where the original problem is

approximated by formulating a bilevel optimization problem, encompassing both an upper- and

a lower-level problem. This structure allows us to solve the lower-level with fixed boundaries and

fixed terminal time as a convex optimization problem which is similar to the MPC subproblem. We

present three different ways to formulate the boundary constraints in the lower-level. The upper-

level problem then optimizes the boundary values and the terminal time. That is, while we still

need to solve a nonlinear program, it has a significantly reduced dimensionality. The efficacy of the

presented method is investigated along two examples from periodic trajectory optimization.

2. Theory

2.1. Problem Definition

We aim to solve a trajectory optimization problem with mixed boundary constraints (MBCs) of the

following form:

P :







minimize
x(·),u(·),T

c
(
x(·),u(·), T

)

subject to ẋ(t) = f
(
x(t)

)
+G

(
x(t)

)
u(t), ∀t ∈ [0, T ], (1a)

b
(
x(0),x(T ), T

)
= 0. (1b)

The trajectories x(t) ∈ R
nx and u(t) ∈ R

nu provide the state and input of a control-affine dynam-

ical system with the dynamics f : Rnx → R
nx and G : Rnx → R

nx×nu , which is evaluated from

time t = 0 to the terminal time T . Cost is given with the Meyer term c : Rnx × R
nu × R → R,

which is assumed to be jointly convex in the state and input. The MBCs are defined in an implicit

form with the function b : Rnx ×R
nx × R → R

ng . We assume that all functions introduced above

are smooth.

Solving P is inherently challenging due to its pronounced non-convexity, stemming from the

variable terminal time T , the nonlinear dynamics (1a) and the nonlinear MBCs (1b).

2.2. Koopman Generator Surrogate Modeling

To deal with the nonlinearity in the dynamics (1a), we can lift the dynamical system into an infinite-

dimensional space, in which the dynamics are linear (Koopman, 1931). In the following, we briefly

summarize, how we obtain a finite-dimensional approximation of these lifted dynamics.

Let us initially limit ourselves to the time-autonomous case, in which the input is equal to zero

(u ≡ 0), such that the dynamics are governed only by the differential equation ẋ(t) = f(x(t)). Let

ψ : Rnx → R
nz , with nz > nx, be a nonlinear function living itself in a Banach-space, which we

denote by F . In the following, the terms observable and lifting function will be used synonymously

to refer to ψ. The family of Koopman operators Kt : F → F parameterized by the time t is defined
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as (Ktψ)(x0) = ψ ◦ ϕt(x0) = ψ(x(t)), where ϕt(x0) denotes the solution of the system (1a)

with the initial condition x0. The Koopman operator is linear but infinite dimensional, as it acts on

functions. Moreover, in the context of continuous-time flows, it is possible to define the infinitesimal

Koopman generator as Lψ = limt→0 1/t(Ktψ − ψ); i.e., the time derivative of the lifting function

along solutions, also known as the Lie derivative:

d

dt
ψ(x(t)) = (Lψ)(x(t)) = ∇xψ(x(t)) · f(x(t)). (2)

As in the case of the Koopman operator, the Koopman generator is linear and infinite-dimensional.

When we now re-introduce control inputs u(t), Peitz et al. (2020) state in Theorem 3.2 that the

Koopman generators inherit the property of control-affinity. Consequently, the Koopman generator

L
u(t) for a known input function u(t) may be expressed as L

u(t) = L0 +
∑nu

i=0 ui(t)(Li − L0),
where u(t) =

∑nu

i=1 ui(t)ei with the ith canonical basis vector ei, L0 is the Koopman generator

for u ≡ 0 and each Li denotes the Koopman generator for each basis element of u(t). Thus, for

control affine systems, the Lie derivative of the observables yields

d

dt
ψ(x(t)) = (L

u(t)ψ)(x(t)) = (L0ψ)(x(t)) +

nu∑

i=0

ui(t)(Li − L0)ψ(x(t)), (3)

which is bilinear in the lifted state ψ(x) and the input u(t).
Here, we focus on approximating the Koopman generator rather than the Koopman operator,

because we aim to ultimately optimize over the terminal time T . When discretizing the optimization

problem P with a fixed number of discrete time steps, changes in T would directly affect the step

size and would thus require a repeated identification of the Koopman operator. In contrast, the

Koopman generator allows us to use a continuous-time dynamics description, which is identified

once. This can then be applied to discretizations over arbitrary grids.

To obtain a finite-dimensional approximation of the Koopman generator, we use the generator

Extended Dynamic Mode Decomposition (gEDMD), proposed by Klus et al. (2020), which approx-

imates the generator as:

d

dt
ψ(x(t)) ≈ L0ψ(x(t)) +

nu∑

i=1

ui(t)(Li −L0)ψ(x(t)), (4)

where Li ∈ R
nz×nz , i ∈ {0, . . . , nu}, are finite dimensional matrices identified from data.

2.3. Koopman-Based Trajectory Optimization

Exact convexification of P using Koopman operator theory would be possible if the terminal time T
and the initial state x(0) are explicitly defined by the MBCs (1b). In this case, we could simply lift

the initial state with the observables to yield a lifted initial state z(0) = ψ(x(0)). This does not

only ensure that the resulting solution corresponds to a trajectory starting at x(0), but also that the

lifted trajectory is bound to the manifold M, defined by the observable functions:

M := {z ∈ R
nz |z = ψ(x), x ∈ R

nx}. (5)

Analogously, this process could be done with the final state x(T ), or for any other time in-

stant t̄ ∈ [0, T ] along the trajectory.

4
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For general MBCs (1b), however, the boundary states and terminal time are not explicitly de-

fined. While the implicit function b could be convexified through a suitable choice of observables ψ,

yielding a corresponding lifted constraint blift

(
z(0),z(T ), T

)
= 0, this alone is insufficient to guar-

antee a valid solution: the lifted constraint can be satisfied by choices of z(0) and z(T ) that do not

lie within the manifold M. Therefore, an additional constraint is required to ensure that, for some

t̄, it holds: z(t̄) ∈ M. Since ψ is nonlinear, this additional constraint may not be convex, meaning

the resulting lifted optimization problem could be non-convex, even if b or blift are convex.

A similar issue arises with the terminal time T (and other parameters). One approach to address

the issue of an unknown terminal time T (as illustrated in the introductory example in Figure 1) is

to scale all derivatives by 1/T and evaluate the dynamics over a normalized time interval τ ∈ [0, 1].
This allows us to treat T as a parameter, which could be included into the dynamics as an additional

state with T ′(τ) = 0, resulting in an augmented lifted state z(τ) = ψ
(
x(τ), T (τ)

)
. However,

since neither T (0) nor T (1) are explicitly defined, the same problem arises as above: z(τ̄) must

be constrained to lie on M for some time τ̄ ∈ [0, 1], requiring an additional constraint that may be

non-convex.

To address these issues, we will approximate P within a bilevel optimization problem P̂ . This

encompasses a non-convex upper-level optimization problem P̂upper and a convex lower-level op-

timization problem P̂lower. This formulation enables the use of algorithms which attempt to find

global optima, because P̂upper optimizes over a space which is low-dimensional, while the con-

vexification of the lower-level problem alleviates the burden of solving an expensive and high-

dimensional nonlinear program. We define the upper-level problem as

P̂upper :







minimize
x0,xT ,T

c
(
x∗(·),u∗(·), T

)

subject to (z∗(·),u∗(·)) = P̂lower(x0,xT , T ),

x∗(·) = Cz∗(·),
b
(
x0,xT , T

)
= 0,

and the lower-level as

P̂lower

(
x0,xT , T

)
:







argmin
z(·),u(·)

(1− wi) · c
(
Cz(·),u(·);T

)
+ wi · ĉlower

(
z(0),z(T );x0,xT

)

subject to ż(t) = L0z(t) +Lu(z̄)u(t), ∀t ∈ [0, T ],

b̂i
(
z(0),z(T );x0,xT

)
= 0,

where the lift z = ψ(x) includes a copy of x such that we can recover the original state by applying

a linear operation x = Cz, with C = [Inx×nx
0].

In the upper-level P̂upper, we introduce the initial state x0 and final state xT as decision variables,

together with the terminal time T . We enforce the MBCs on x0, xT and T in a nonlinear fashion,

while the cost is evaluated by obtaining optimal state- and input trajectories for fixed boundary val-

ues and terminal time in the lower-level P̂lower. Note that the upper-level P̂upper is a low-dimensional

non-convex problem.

For each iteration of P̂upper, the bilinear dynamics (4) are linearized in the lower-level P̂lower

around a chosen point z̄ = ψ(x̄) with u = 0. This results in the following lifted linear dynamics:

ż(t) = L0z(t) +Lu(z̄)u(t), (6)

5
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whereLu ∈ R
nx×nu is the input matrix of the resulting LTI dynamics. Furthermore, we incorporate

an additional cost ĉlower with weights wi and boundary constraints b̂i into P̂lower.

The implementations of b̂i must include Cz(0) = x0 and Cz(T ) = xT , ensuring that the

lifted state adheres to the original state constraints. As discussed above, this alone is insufficient,

as z must additionally be constrained to M. A naive approach to ensure this, would be to fully

lift both boundary conditions, setting z(0) = ψ(x0) and z(T ) = ψ(xT ). However, this leads to

practical issues if the lifted state z drifts away from M due to the approximative nature of L. Since

the lifted linear dynamics (6) are not necessarily controllable in directions orthogonal to M, no

input u would be able to steer the lifted state back onto M.

Alternatively, this work explores and compares three different approaches (i ∈ {0, T, soft})

for lifting the boundary conditions. For the first two, we simply apply the lift to only one of the

boundaries, yielding the two implicit formulations:

b̂0
(
z(0),z(T );x0,xT

)
=

[
z(0)−ψ(x0)
Cz(T )− xT

]

, (7a)

b̂T
(
z(0),z(T );x0,xT

)
=

[
Cz(0)− x0

z(T )−ψ(xT )

]

, (7b)

where the weights w0 = wT = 0 are chosen to exclusively account for the original cost c. As a third

approach, we implement the requirements z(0) = ψ(x0) and z(T ) = ψ(xT ) as soft constraints,

by invoking the additive penalty cost ĉlower with weights wsoft ∈ (0, 1):

ĉlower(z(0),z(T );x0,xT ) = ‖z(0) −ψ(x0)‖2 + ‖z(T )−ψ(xT )‖2, (7c)

b̂soft

(
z(0),z(T );x0,xT

)
=

[
Cz(0) − x0

Cz(T )− xT

]

. (7d)

Note: Equations (7a) and (7b) will enforce the lifted state to lie on M only at the beginning or

end of the trajectory, respectively. Since M is only approximately Koopman-invariant under L, the

lifted state will drift away from M throughout the remainder of the trajectory. Equations (7c) and

(7d) seek to balance this drift across both boundaries, ideally yielding a solution that is closer to M
overall. Yet, it may be prone to the ill-conditioning associated with soft constraints (Betts, 2010).

Finally, we have to select an appropriate point of linearization for each case. Given that the

only known points on the solution trajectory are the initial and terminal state, it is reasonable to use

these for the linearization. In the case where we lift the initial constraints b̂0, we should choose

z̄ = ψ(x0). If we lift the terminal constraint b̂T , we should choose z̄ = ψ(xT ). In the case of soft

constraints, both options are equally valid. This linearization yields Lu from L1 and is conducted

repeatedly for each call to the lower-level problem.

The cost functions c and ĉlower, as well as convex combinations of these functions, are jointly

convex in the decision variables z(·) andu(·). Furthermore, the constraints b̂i
(
z(0),z(T );x0,xT

)
,

with i ∈ {0, T, soft}, are affine and define a convex feasible set. Consequently, P̂lower is a convex

optimization problem.

3. Examples from Periodic Trajectory Optimization

To investigate the efficacy of the presented method, we consider two (periodic) example systems,

namely a mathematical pendulum and a compass-gait walker (Figure 2). For the numerical evalu-

ation of these problems, all system parameters are normalized with respect to gravity g, length l◦

6
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Figure 2: Illustrated are two mechanical systems: (a) a mathematical pendulum and (b) a compass-

gait walker. The MBCs b include periodicity, operating, and anchor constraints. For (a), the operat-

ing constraint is the desired amplitude a, and for (b), it is the desired average forward velocity vavg.

The system states are x⊤ = [q⊤ q̇⊤], with all parameters normalized by gravity g, length l◦ and

mass m.

and mass m. To numerically solve the optimization problems P and P̂, the input space is approx-

imated with piecewise constant functions. Nonlinear dynamics within P are approximated with

an explicit fourth-order Runge-Kutta integration scheme whereas linear dynamics within P̂lower

are discretized exactly using matrix exponentials. In both examples, we utilize the cost func-

tion c(x(·),u(·), T ) =
∫ T

0 u(t)2dt. An optimal solution for P̂ is obtained utilizing MATLAB’s

fmincon for P̂upper and quadprog for P̂lower. To evaluate the solution of our proposed bilevel

optimization problem, we also solve the resulting nonlinear program of the original problem P,

again using fmincon. Here, we use the solution of P̂ as the initial guess for P. For further details

on the implementation, including the specific choice of lifting functions, we refer to the actual code

that is available on GitHub1.

3.1. Mathematical Pendulum

As a nonlinear extension of the harmonic oscillator trajectory optimization problem presented in

the introduction (Figure 1), we consider the simple pendulum (Figure 2a). Apart from the non-

linear dynamics, the optimization problem is identical, seeking periodic trajectories with a desired

amplitude a that are anchored at a velocity of q̇(0) = 0. This problem was rewritten in the bilevel

form P̂ , introduced in Section 2.3. To convexify the dynamics, we lifted them by identifying a bilin-

ear Koopman generator surrogate model. To this end, we utilized a 12-dimensional Koopman basis

consisting of trigonometric functions and polynomials of the state. We collected data by sampling

45000 uniformly distributed points in the state space, subsequently lifted them, and computed their

Lie-derivatives. With this data we solved two least-squares problems to obtain the matrices L0, L1

for the bilinear approximation of the Koopman generator. We solved this problem with all three

versions of the lifted boundary conditions b̂i and for three values of wsoft ∈ {0.1, 0.5, 0.9}, and we

compare the results to the solution obtained from numerically solving the original problem P (Fig-

1. The code can be found at the following GitHub repository: https://github.com/MohamedAbou-Taleb/KoopmanBasedTrajecto
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1
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b̂soft, wsoft = 0.5
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b̂0

b̂T
original P

a = 40◦

(b)

Figure 3: Results of the mathematical pendulum, compared across different choices for the bound-

ary constraints b̂i and weights wsoft. The discretization utilizes 101 points. (a) evaluates the sim-

ilarity of optimal period time T ∗, optimal states x∗(·) and optimal inputs u∗(·), as a function of

amplitude a between the approximated problem and the original NLP. Similarity of trajectories is

expressed via the Pearson correlation coefficient (PCC). (b) shows a phase portrait for an amplitude

of a = 40◦.

ure 3). In all cases, we linearized the dynamics about z̄ = ψ(x0) (which, given the periodicity, is

equivalent to linearizing about z̄ = ψ(xT )).

Figure 3a shows the similarity of optimal period time T ∗, optimal states x∗(·) and optimal in-

puts u∗(·), as a function of amplitude a. The similarities of the latter are expressed via the Pearson

correlation coefficient (PCC), for which a full agreement between original and approximated trajec-

tories would yield a value of 1. We observe that b̂0 and b̂T lead to the best agreement, while the soft

constraint are introducing a larger approximation error, in particular if the relative weight of the two

cost components is unbalanced.

For an amplitude of a = 40◦, the cost of P yields c = 1.48 · 10−2(mgl◦)
2
√

l◦/g, while

the hard constraints with the lift on the initial- and the terminal condition yield a cost of

c = 3.34 · 10−2(mgl◦)
2
√

l◦/g and c = 1.53 · 10−2(mgl◦)
2
√

l◦/g as well as ĉlower = 23.88 · 10−2

and ĉlower = 102.21 · 10−2 respectively. The costs in the case of the soft constraints evaluate to

c = 0.22·10−2(mgl◦)
2
√

l◦/g and ĉlower = 3.013·10−2 for wsoft = 0.1; c = 1.02·10−2(mgl◦)
2
√

l◦/g
and ĉlower = 1.34 · 10−2 for wsoft = 0.5; as well as c = 4.00 · 10−2(mgl◦)

2
√

l◦/g and

ĉlower = 0.84 · 10−2 for wsoft = 0.9. As expected, for the soft constraints, we see a clear trade-

off between cost c and accuracy of the solution, as measured by ĉlower. As per our initial hypothesis,

enforcing the constraints only at one boundary via the hard constraints, leads to much larger con-

straint violations at the other end of the lifted trajectory (expressed here via ĉlower). However, when

8
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Figure 4: Comparison between the solutions of P̂ and P for an average speed of vavg = 0.05
√
gl◦,

using a discretization with 51 points. The period time and the state trajectories are captured ac-

curately. The input provides a qualitatively good approximation. As boundary constraints for the

lower-level, we impose b̂0, meaning that the lifted constraints are applied only at the initial time.

comparing this to the results presented in Figure 3, the better performance of the soft constraints in

the lifted space, does not translate to a better agreement in terms of un-lifted trajectories.

3.2. Compass-Gait Walker

The compass-gait walker, shown in Figure 2b, is a bipedal robot consisting of a stance- and a

swing leg for which we describe the orientation relative to the vertical with θst and θsw respectively.

Furthermore, a motor torque is provided at the hip. The task is to perform a periodic forward

motion at a desired average speed vavg, while minimizing control expenditure. Due to the left-right

symmetry of the system, we optimize over a single step and obtain a complete stride by flipping

the generalized coordinates of stance and swing afterwards. In addition, velocities jump upon the

collision of the swing leg with the ground. For the details on the continuous dynamics (1a) and the

discrete jump map ∆ : R4 → R
4, the reader is referred to Manchester et al. (2010). The trajectory

optimization problem P is subject to the MBCs described in Figure 2b. These MBCs follow a

similar structure to the previous examples, incorporating symmetric periodicity and the operating

condition at vavg. The anchor is chosen at the instance of touch down, when both legs are in contact

with the ground.

Again, the problem was rewritten in the bilevel form P̂ , introduced in Section 2.3. The boundary

conditions were lifted at the initial time with b̂0. To convexify the dynamics, we lifted them by

identifying a bilinear Koopman generator surrogate model to apply the presented method. Here,

we used a 29-dimensional lift consisting of a mix of trigonometric functions and polynomials of

the state. As in the previous example, data was obtained by collecting 45000 uniformly distributed

samples in the state space which were subsequently lifted and used to compute the Lie-derivatives.

With this data we solved two least-squares problems to obtain the matrices L0, L1 for the bilinear

approximation of the Koopman generator.
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The solutions of P̂ are compared to those of P in Figure 4 for an average speed of

vavg = 0.05
√
gl◦. We observe that we the lifted dynamics are able to fairly accurately compute

the optimal state- and input trajectories (with a PCC of 0.9999 and 0.9987, respectively) as well as

the optimal period T ∗ (2.2635
√

l◦/g compared to 2.2518
√

l◦/g).

4. Discussion

In this work, we have investigated how the Koopman operator framework can be leveraged to solve

non-convex trajectory optimization problems P including nonlinear- dynamics and mixed boundary

constraints. The problem P is reformulated as a bilevel optimization problem P̂, encompassing both

an upper-level (P̂upper) and a lower-level problem (P̂lower). By exploiting this structure, we are able

to achieve a convexification of P̂lower. This yields a low-dimensional P̂upper which can be solved

efficiently due to the convexity of P̂lower. In addition, an initial guess must only be provided for

the boundary values and the terminal time while the initialization of the trajectories is eliminated.

The bilevel structure handles the nonlinear boundary constraints well, by including them in the

upper-level and not in the lower-level. Furthermore, we have demonstrated the effectiveness of this

method using two examples from the domain of periodic trajectory optimization while exploring

different formulations of how the boundary constraints are represented in the lower-level. The

results indicate that enforcing one boundary as a hard constraint outperforms soft constraints. For

the original problem P, hard constraints enable more accurate computation of the optimal state,

input trajectories, and terminal time.

The presented method is still subject to a number of limiting factors. As demonstrated

in Otto et al. (2024), linear time-invariant approximations may not be able to fully capture dynamics

with products of state and input. While this could potentially pose a problem in cases where control

inputs tend to become large, we did not find it to be an issue in our examples where the inputs

remained small. Furthermore, the drift from the lifting manifold presents a challenge, particularly

for long-term predictions, as the observables do not span a Koopman-invariant subspace. While

re-projecting the lifted state onto the manifold during optimization could address this, it involves

the observable functions and thus compromises the problem’s convexity. Future work should ex-

plore combining the presented approach with deep learning to jointly learn the Koopman generator

and the observables, as proposed by Lusch et al. (2018) and Han et al. (2020). This approach could

potentially reduce prediction error while requiring fewer lifting functions.

In our problem definition of P, we made the assumption that the cost must be jointly convex in

the state and the input. This assumption can be potentially relaxed to the requirement that the cost

function is jointly convex in the lifted state defined by the observables and the input. In addition,

we may include nonlinear path constraints in the lower-level as long as it is possible to design the

observables such that those constraints define a convex set in the lifted space. This straightforward

extension would allow us to solve a larger class of problems. Finally, we could extend the opti-

mization to include system parameters in the upper-level, similar to the terminal time, forming a

co-design problem. To achieve this, it would be essential to treat these parameters as additional

states with zero derivatives, ensuring that the Koopman generator does not need to be re-identified

in the lower level.

In this work, we have addressed the challenge of incorporating constraints within the Koop-

man framework by formulating the bilevel optimization problem and investigating three different

methods to translate the constraints to the lifted trajectory optimization problem.
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