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Reliably Learn to Trim Multiparametric Quadratic
Programs via Constraint Removal

Zhinan Hou, Keyou You

Abstract—In a wide range of applications, we are required
to rapidly solve a sequence of convex multiparametric quadratic
programs (mp-QPs) on resource-limited hardwares. This is a non-
trivial task and has been an active topic for decades in control and
optimization communities. Observe that the main computational
cost of existing solution algorithms lies in addressing many linear
inequality constraints, though their majority are redundant and
removing them will not change the optimal solution. This work
learns from the results of previously solved mp-QP(s), based on
which we propose novel methods to reliably trim (unsolved) mp-
QPs via constraint removal, and the trimmed mp-QPs can be
much cheaper to solve. Then, we extend to trim mp-QPs of model
predictive control (MPC) whose parameter vectors are sampled
from linear systems. Importantly, both online and offline solved
mp-QPs can be utilized to adaptively trim mp-QPs in the closed-
loop system. We show that the number of linear inequalities in the
trimmed mp-QP of MPC decreases to zero in a finite timestep,
which also can be reduced by increasing offline computation.
Finally, simulations are performed to demonstrate the efficiency
of our trimming method in removing redundant constraints.

Index Terms—Multiparametric quadratic program, linear in-
equality, constraint removal, model predictive control, perfor-
mance analysis.

I. INTRODUCTION

This work focuses on the multiparametric quadratic program
(mp-QP) with a convex quadratic cost function and many
linear inequality constraints where the linear term of the cost
function and right-hand side of the constraints depend on a
vector of parameters that may change from one step to another.
It has emerged in a huge variety of applications in control [1],
[2], operations research [3], machine learning [4] and many
others, which require rapidly solving mp-QP over resource-
limited hardwares.

By exploiting the unique structure of mp-QP, quite a few
innovative methods have been proposed in the literature.
They can be roughly categorized as active-set [5], interior-
point [6], first-order [7], and nonnegative least squares [8]
methods. As a first-order method, the alternating direction
method of multipliers (ADMM) [9] is core to the prominently
featured solvers – OSQP [10] and TinyMPC [11], which is
developed for application of the embedded model predictive
control (MPC). All these methods consume a large portion
of computational resources in handling inequality constraints.

This work was supported by National Science and Technology Major
Project of China (2022ZD0116700) and National Natural Science Foundation
of China (62033006, 62325305) (Corresponding author: Keyou You).

Zhinan Hou and Keyou You are with the Department of Automa-
tion and Beijing National Research Center for Information Science
and Technology, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China. (e-mail:
hzn22@mails.tsinghua.edu.cn, youky@tsinghua.edu.cn)

In particular, the complexity of an active-set method grows
exponentially with the number of constraints [12]. However,
the majority of inequality constraints in mp-QP turn out to be
redundant in the sense that removing them will not change
the optimal solution. To the contrary, if the mp-QP has no
inequality constraint, the optimal solution simply takes a linear
form of the parameter vector and moreover, the gain remains
constant over the space of parameter vector. In fact, the less
the number of inequality constraints in mp-QP, the faster
these solution methods converge. This motivates us to trim
an unsolved mp-QP via removing redundant inequalities, after
which we only need to solve a “slim” mp-QP, hoping to
accelerate the above-mentioned solution methods.

Then, a natural question is how to cheaply and rapidly
trim mp-QP, as slim as possible? Noting that the minimizer
of mp-QP is Lipschitz continuous in parameter vectors [13,
Proposition 7.13], a solved mp-QP can be potentially exploited
to accelerate the unsolved one, especially when their parameter
vectors are close. This observation forms the basis of warm
start in the vast body of literature [10]. However, it usually
requires sophisticated design and many solution methods, e.g.,
inter-point methods, are difficult to warm start. Thus, it is
mostly used in practice and usually lacks theoretical guarantee.

Quite differently, we utilize the results of a solved mp-
QP to remove redundant inequalities of the unsolved mp-QP.
More importantly, we propose a novel method to check the
redundancy, which at most involves twice of scalar number
comparisons per inequality constraint. Clearly, such a simple
method can be efficiently implemented on resource-limited
hardwares, which is essential to the design of microcontrollers.
In addition, we quantify the importance of the solved mp-QP in
removing redundant constraints. Specifically, we evaluate the
closeness of the two mp-QPs via classifying the distance of
their parameter vectors against a sequence of positive numbers,
which are the optimal values of mixed integer linear programs
(MILPs). Since MILPs do not depend on the parameter vector
of mp-QP, they can be solved in prior and offline in the
context of MPC. Under the so-called linear independence
constraint qualification (LICQ) [14], we prove that if their
parameter distance is less than the above-mentioned positive
number, then the number of linear inequalities remaining in
the trimmed mp-QP can be explicitly upper bounded. It is
worth mentioning that this number can be very conservative
and the empirical results are confirmed much better than the
theory dictated. Moreover, we use our trimming method to
learn multiple solved mp-QPs and establish a “the more the
less” result, i.e., the more the solved mp-QPs learnt, the less
the inequality constraints in the trimmed mp-QP.
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Then, we extend to adaptively trim mp-QPs of MPC [13,
Chapter 2] in the online closed-loop system where the pa-
rameter vectors are encountered system state vectors. Since
MPC is usually used to synthesize control law for constrained
systems, the parameter vectors may converge to the origin
under standard design choices. We leverage this result to
achieve that after a quantified finite timestep, the trimmed
mp-QPs have no constraint. Thereafter, the resultant MPC law
simply takes a linear form with a fixed control gain.

Noticeably, our method also allows to jointly learn offline
solved mp-QPs to trim mp-QPs of MPC. Overall, we can
not only remove redundant inequalities by learning from the
previously solved mp-QPs in the closed-loop system but also
those in the offline design. Thus, the trimmed MPC is typically
slim with a moderate number of inequality constraints, and we
provide a computational tradeoff between the explicit MPC
[15] and the conventional implicit MPC that yields a control
action for each encountered state vector. To elaborate it, the
control law of the explicit MPC is offline obtained from
solving mp-QP and implemented online via a table-lookup
method, while the control action of the implicit MPC is online
iteratively computed from mp-QP. Neither of them can benefit
from the results of offline and online solved mp-QPs. In
comparison, our trimmed MPC can easily take advantages of
both solved mp-QPs, and achieve a freedom between offline
and online computation of mp-QPs.

It is worth stressing that constraint removal is not a new
technique to accelerate optimization problems, see e.g. [16]–
[19], and recently has been developed to accelerate mp-QPs
of MPC via a system-theoretic approach [20]–[22], where
they heavily exploit system properties, such as region of
activity [20], reachability [22], and contractility of the cost
function [21], to achieve constraint removal. Thus, their meth-
ods are limited to mp-QPs of MPC for linear dynamical
systems. Differently, we exploit previously solved mp-QPs via
a learning-theoretic approach, leading to some salient features:
(a) our method can be easily applied to remove redundant
constraints of mp-QPs whose parameter vectors are arbitrarily
generated. (b) The number of removed redundant constraints
can be quantified. In particular, when applied to trim mp-
QPs of MPC in the linear closed-loop system, the number
of linear inequalities is proved to decrease to zero, which
is not the case for the system-theoretic approach in [20]–
[22]. In fact, they are unable to achieve any guarantee and
can only illustrate this phenomenon via simulation. Moreover,
simulation results demonstrate that our method is much more
efficient in removing redundant inequality constraints.

On the other hand, research on approximate MPC schemes
has received resurgent interest recently, see e.g., [23]–[31]. In
essence, they first treat the MPC law as a black-box function,
albeit piece-wise linear for linear quadratic MPC, and adopt
supervised learning to obtain an explicit approximation, which
is usually parameterized via a ReLU neural network (NN).
Then, they offline solve a large number of randomized mp-
QPs of MPC to produce training samples, and online adopt
the trained NN to control systems [24]–[27] or warm start
optimization algorithms [28]. Though stability verification of
the system with a ReLU NN in the feedback loop can be

achieved via MILP [26], [27] or semidefinite programming
(SDP) [32] frameworks, how to obtain a reliable NN remains
challenging. For example, the sample complexity of training
NNs for stabilization is not clear. In addition, the advantages of
using NNs for warm start can only be illustrated via simulation
and lack theoretical guarantees [28]. In comparison, we learn
from any finite number of solved mp-QPs to remove redundant
inequality constraints and provide rigorous results to evaluate
its efficiency.

The rest of paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we
introduce the convex mp-QP and our objective. In Section III,
we reliably learn from the solved mp-QP(s) to trim unsolved
mp-QP via removing redundant inequality constraints. In Sec-
tion IV, we provide an explicit formula to compute the global
Lipschitz constant of mp-QP and evaluate the performance of
our trimming method. In Section V, we extend to trim mp-QP
of linear MPC. Numerical results are included in Section VI
and we draw some conclusion remarks in Section VII.

Notation. Let N[a,b] be the set of integers lying in the
interval [a, b], i.e., N[a,b] = {n ∈ N | a ≤ n ≤ b}. Given
a matrix A ∈ Rm×n, let Aj denote its j-th row and so is the
vector. We say that S is a set-valued mapping from X to Y ,
denoted by S : X ⇒ Y , if for every x ∈ X, S(x) ⊆ Y . For
a vector (matrix) X , we denote its 2-norm (spectral norm) by
∥X∥. Let B(q, r) be a ball centered at q ∈ Rn with a radius
r > 0, i.e., B(q, r) = {v ∈ Rn | ∥v − q∥ ≤ r}. If every
element of X is positive, we simply write X > 0. For a real
number x, the ceiling function ⌈x⌉ returns the smallest integer
greater than or equal to x. For two sets A and B, we define
A−B = {x | x ∈ A, x /∈ B}.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND OUR OBJECTIVE

In this section, we first introduce the convex multiparametric
quadratic program (mp-QP). Then, we outline the objective of
learning from solved mp-QP(s) to trim (unsolved) mp-QPs via
removing their redundant inequality constraints, after which
the trimmed version can be much cheaper to solve.

A. The convex multiparametric quadratic program (mp-QP)

In this work, we focus on the following mp-QP

mp-QP(x) : min.
z

V (z) :=
1

2
zTHz + xTFz, (1a)

s.t. z ∈ Z(x) := {z ∈ Rnz | Gz ≤ Sx+ w}, (1b)

where x ∈ Rnx is the parameter vector and z ∈ Rnz is
the decision vector. The objective function is defined by a
positive definite matrix H ∈ Rnz×nz and F ∈ Rnx×nz in
a quadratic form, and the feasible set Z(x) is specified by
constant G ∈ Rnc×nz , w ∈ Rnc and S ∈ Rnc×nx in a linear
form. Throughout this work, Z(x) is a non-empty set.

With limited computational resources, many applications,
e.g., moving horizon control (a.k.a. MPC) and estimation [1],
[2], [13], require to rapidly solve mp-QPs with a sequence
of parameter vectors that are encountered one by one. Such
a challenging problem has attracted significant interest for
decades in both control and optimization communities. Till
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now, many innovative methods have been proposed, e.g., [5]–
[8], [10], [11], all of which uniquely exploit the structure
of mp-QP to accelerate solution process, and have achieved
tremendous successes in many applications [33], [34].

Notice that all the aforementioned methods take most com-
putational resources to handle massive inequality constraints
in mp-QP of (1), though many of them turn out to be
redundant in the sense that their removal will not change the
optimal solution. Overall, they can be significantly accelerated
if redundant inequalities are removed from the feasible set
Z(x). Such an idea has been rarely exploited and motivates
the study of trimming mp-QPs of this work.

B. The objective of this work

Since the difference between two mp-QPs in the form of (1)
lies in their parameter vectors, the result of one solved mp-QP
can be potentially used to accelerate the other one. A naive
and common idea is to use the solved one to warm-start the
iteration process of the other, hoping to reduce the iteration
number of optimization algorithms. Though empirically ap-
preciated, it generically lacks theoretical guarantee and from
the worst-case point of view, it does not help at all.

This work takes a quite different perspective to utilize the
results of solved mp-QP(s). Notice that if Z(x) of the mp-
QP contains a large number of linear inequalities, which is
the indeed case in many applications, the majority of them
are generically redundant. Removing them clearly results in
a “slim” mp-QP problem which, more importantly, could be
much cheaper to solve. For example, the optimal solution of
the mp-QP in (1) can be explicitly expressed as z∗(x) =
−H−1FTx if there is no linear inequality constraint. Then,
a follow-up problem is how to cheaply and reliably remove
redundant linear inequalities in Z(x) as many as possible?

In this work, we propose a novel method to reliably learn
from the results of solved mp-QP(s) in the form of (1) to
trim mp-QPs with new parameter vectors via safe constraint
removal. It is worth stressing that though the trimmed mp-QP
of this work can be made very slim, it has the same optimal
solution as the origin one. Moreover, we extend to solve the
linear quadratic MPC [13, Chapter 7] in the form of mp-QP.

III. RELIABLY LEARN TO TRIM MP-QPS VIA SAFE
CONSTRAINT REMOVAL

In this section, we learn from the results of solved mp-QPs
to trim (unsolved) mp-QP via safe constraint removal, which
does not incur any optimality gap and the trimmed mp-QP
reserves the optimal solution of the origin mp-QP. First, we
introduce a general rule on the optimality of the trimmed mp-
QP. Then, we use the results of solved mp-QPs to explicitly
design an efficient inequality removal rule by leveraging the
Lipschitz continuity of the minimizer of the mp-QP.

A. The trimmed mp-QP

To formalize our idea, we consider the following trimmed
version of (1)

min.
z

1

2
zTHz + xTFz, (2a)

s.t. z ∈ Z(x, I(x)) =
⋂

j∈I(x)
Zj(x), (2b)

where Zj(x) := {z ∈ Rnz | Gjz ≤ Sjx + wj} and I :
Rnx ⇒ N[1,nc] is a set-valued mapping from the parameter
vector space to the index set of linear inequalities remaining
in the trimmed mp-QP.

Clearly, the larger the index set I(x), the higher the com-
putational cost required to solve the trimmed mp-QP of (2).
However, a small set I(x) may potentially incur optimality
gap. In fact, I(x) plays an important role in balancing the
computational cost and optimality of the trimmed mp-QP.
Intuitively, the direct design of I(x) in (2b) requires to solve
the trimmed mp-QP of (2) and then check its feasibility of
(1). If not, we should increase the size of I(x) and resolve
the resultant mp-QP until finding the optimal solution of (1).
Such a trial-and-error process is computationally demanding
and not acceptable. Instead, we adopt a general rule from [22]
to certify the optimality of the trimmed mp-QP.

B. On the zero optimality gap of the trimmed mp-QP

First, we notice that H is positive definite and the two con-
straint sets of (1b) and (2b) are specified by linear inequalities.
This implies that the two versions of mp-QPs of (1) and (2)
have unique optimal solutions, which are denoted by z∗(x)
and z∗(x, I(x)), respectively. Then, we introduce an auxiliary
set M(x) based on which an optimal condition is adopted to
ensure the optimality of the trimmed mp-QP.

Lemma 1: ( [22, Lemma 2]) Let the set-valued mapping
C : Rnx ⇒ N[1,nc] denote the index set of removed inequality
constraints, i.e., C(x) = N[1,nc] − I(x). If there exists a
mapping M : Rnx ⇒ Rnz such that for all x ∈ Rnx ,

z∗(x, I(x)) ∈M(x), (3a)
M(x) ⊆ Z(x,C(x)), (3b)

the trimmed mp-QP in (2) does not change the optimal
solution, i.e., z∗(x, I(x)) = z∗(x).

To make it self-contained, we outline the proof of Lemma
1 here. In view of (3), it is trivial that z∗(x, I(x)) ∈
Z(x,C(x)). Since z∗(x, I(x)) ∈ Z(x, I(x)), it follows that
z∗(x, I(x)) ∈ Z(x, I(x))

⋂
Z(x,C(x)) = Z(x). This implies

that z∗(x, I(x)) is also an optimal solution of the mp-QP in
(1), and thus z∗(x, I(x)) = z∗(x) as the optimal solution is
unique.

In comparison, the joint design of a good pair of I(x) and
M(x) is relatively easy, as we only need to enclose the optimal
solution of (2) (cf. (3a)) which can be achieved without solving
the trimmed mp-QP. In fact, Ref. [22] leverages this idea and
find an M(x) of (3) by exploiting properties of the closed-
loop dynamical system in the context of linear quadratic
MPC. Clearly, such a system-theoretic approach only works
for the situation that the parameter vectors are sequentially
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Fig. 1. An illustration of Lemma 1. The black dashed lines denote isolines
of the cost function. The orange region is M(x), and the green solid and
dashed lines represent the planes that are specified by the linear inequalities
of I(x) and C(x), respectively. The left half-space of the green dashed line
is the set Z(x,C(x)).

generated from a stable linear time-invariant (LTI) system.
More importantly, the advantage of their method cannot be
theoretically evaluated and only illustrated via simulation. In
a sharp contrast, our approach of this work not only apply to
any sequence of parameter vectors, but its performance can
also be explicitly evaluated.

C. Novel methods to reliably trim mp-QPs from a solved one

In this subsection, we show how to utilize a solved mp-
QP(x̂) to reliably remove redundant linear inequalities in the
feasible set of (1). Specifically, we use the optimal solution
z∗(x̂) and active set A(x̂) of the solved mp-QP(x̂) where

A(x̂) := {j ∈ N[1,nc] | Gjz
∗(x̂) = wj + Sj x̂} (4)

to explicitly construct a good pair of I(x) and M(x) of (3).
In view of [13, Proposition 7.13], the minimizer z∗(x) is

Lipschitz continuous on bounded sets, implying that z∗(x) can
be enclosed by a ball centered at z∗(x̂) with a radius that is
proportional to the distance ∥x̂ − x∥ of the two parameter
vectors, which is the key to the design of I(x) and M(x) of
(3a). To make it precise, we introduce the concept of global
Lipschitz constant for the mp-QP.

Definition 1 (Global Lipschitz constant (GLC)): We say that
κ ∈ R is a GLC of the mp-QP of (1) if for any x1, x2 ∈ Rnx

and ∀I ⊆ N[1,nc], it holds that

∥z∗(x1, I)− z∗(x2, I)∥ ≤ κ∥x1 − x2∥. (5)

Remark 1: Given a fixed I ⊆ N[1,nc], it follows from [13,
Proposition 7.13] that there exists κI > 0 such that (5) holds
for κ being replaced by κI. Then, one can simply set κ =
maxI⊆N[1,nc]

κI, which is a uniform upper bound of Lipschitz
constants over all subsets of N[1,nc]. Thus, such a GLC always
exists. In Section IV-A, we shall provide formulas to compute
this constant.

By (5), it is trivial that z∗(x, I(x)) lies in the ball with the
center z∗(x̂, I(x)) and a radius κ∥x1 − x2∥, i.e.,

z∗(x, I(x)) ∈ B(z∗(x̂, I(x)), κ∥x̂− x∥). (6)

In comparison with (3a), we only need to specify the
unknown ball center z∗(x̂, I(x)) which in fact is exactly
the optimal solution of the solved mp-QP(x̂), i.e., z∗(x̂) =
z∗(x̂, I(x)), if the index set I(x) is selected to satisfy A(x̂) ⊆
I(x). Formally, we have the following result.

Lemma 2: Given two parameter vectors x, x̂ ∈ Rnx , if
A(x̂) ⊆ I(x) ⊆ N[1,nc], then z∗(x̂, I(x)) = z∗(x̂).

Proof: Since A(x̂) ⊆ I(x) ⊆ N[1,nc], it holds that

V (z∗(x̂,A(x̂))) ≤ V (z∗(x̂, I(x))) ≤ V (z∗(x̂)). (7)

By the definition of active set in (4), it follows fro m [13]
that V (z∗(x̂,A(x̂))) = V (z∗(x̂)). Jointly with (7), it holds

V (z∗(x̂,A(x̂))) = V (z∗(x̂, I(x))) = V (z∗(x̂)). (8)

Since both z∗(x̂, I(x)) and z∗(x̂) belong to Z(x̂,A(x̂)),
they are two optimal solutions of the trimmed mp-QP of (2)
with I(x) = A(x̂). By the uniqueness of its optimal solution,
it follows that

z∗(x̂, I(x)) = z∗(x̂) (9)

which completes the proof.
In view of (6) and Lemma 2, let M(x) = B(z∗(x̂), κ∥x−

x̂∥). Then, (3a) is insured as

z∗(x, I(x)) ∈M(x) if A(x̂) ⊆ I(x). (10)

Note that it is easy to construct the pair of I(x) and M(x)
as both z∗(x̂) and A(x̂) are directly obtained from the solved
mp-QP(x̂).

Next, we focus on the condition of (3b) by further increasing
the index set I(x). To elaborate it, we propose the following
index set

D(x) = {j ∈ N[1,nc] |M(x) ⊆ Zj(x)}. (11)

Since M(x) is a ball and Zj(x) is a half-plane, then D(x)
is also easy to obtain and will be detailed in Remark 3.
Obviously, (11) implies that M(x) ⊆ Z(x,D(x)) and (3b)
is insured as

M(x) ⊆ Z(x,C(x)) if C(x) ⊆ D(x). (12)

Jointly with C(x) = N[1,nc] − I(x), the condition (3) holds
for the pair of sets M(x) = B(z∗(x̂), κ∥x− x̂∥) and

I(x) = A(x̂)
⋃(

N[1,nc] − D(x)
)

= A(x̂)
⋃(

Ac(x̂)− D(x)
) (13)

where the so-called inactive set Ac(x̂) is the complement of
A(x̂) and given as

Ac(x̂) := {j ∈ N[1,nc] | Gjz
∗(x̂) < wj + Sj x̂}.

Remark 2: If the parameter vector x is close to x̂, this
implies that mp-QP(x) is also “close” to the solved mp-QP(x̂)
and it is expected that the results of mp-QP(x̂) could provide
useful information to trim mp-QP(x). This can be justified
from our design of I(x) and M(x). Specifically, if ∥x − x̂∥
is small, the set M(x) tends to be a small ball centered at
z∗(x̂). Jointly with that z∗(x̂) is an interior of Zj(x) for any
j ∈ Ac(x̂), thenM(x) ⊆ Zj(x) could be potentially satisfied.
This indicates that D(x) ≈ Ac(x̂) and thus I(x) ≈ A(x̂) (c.f.
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Algorithm 1 Reliably learn to trim mp-QP of (1) with a new
parameter vector from a solved one
Input: a GLC κ of (1), and a pair (z∗(x̂),A(x̂)) from the

solved mp-QP(x̂)
Output: a trimmed mp-QP in the form of (2)

1: Compute (14);
2: Set I(x) = A(x̂)

⋃
(Ac(x̂)− D(x)).

�∗(�)

� � − � 
 �� + ��� − ���∗(�) / �� 

��(�)
��� = �� + ���

�∗(�)

��(�)ℬ
ℬ

Fig. 2. A geometrical illustration of B(z∗(x̂), κ∥x− x̂∥) ̸⊆ Zj(x).

(13)). In this case, the feasible set in the trimmed mp-QP(x)
of (2) tends to be Z(x,A(x̂)), which is the minimum set of
linear inequalities with zero optimality gap for x = x̂.

Remark 3: We provide an explicit formula to compute D(x)
in (11). It is trivial that B(z∗(x̂), κ∥x− x̂∥) ⊆ Zj(x) of (11) if
and only if (a) z∗(x̂) ∈ Zj(x), i.e., Gjz

∗(x̂) ≤ wj +Sjx, and
(b) the distance from the ball center z∗(x̂) to the hyperplane
of Zj(x) should be greater than the ball radius κ∥x − x̂∥,
i.e., |wj + Sjx−Gjz

∗(x̂)|/∥Gj∥ ≥ κ∥x− x̂∥. See Fig. 2 for
an illustration of B(z∗(x̂), κ∥x− x̂∥) ̸⊆ Zj(x). Then, the set
Ac(x̂)− D(x) of (13) can be explicitly computed as

Ac(x̂)− D(x)

=

{
j ∈ Ac(x̂) |κ · ∥x− x̂∥ > wj + Sjx−Gjz

∗(x̂)

∥Gj∥

}
.

(14)
Remark 4: In light of (14), the smaller the GLC κ, the

smaller the number of elements of Ac(x̂)− D(x) tends to be
and thus the slimmer the trimmed mp-QP of (2). In Section IV
of performance analysis, we shall provide an explicit formula
to compute GLCs.

Before closing this subsection, we summarize our idea to
trim mp-QP(x) in Algorithm 1. By Lemma 1, it is straightfor-
ward that the trimmed mp-QP of Algorithm 1 does not change
the optimal solution, which is formalized below.

Theorem 1: The trimmed mp-QP of Algorithm 1 has the
same optimal solution as that of the original mp-QP of (1),
i.e., z∗(x, I(x)) = z∗(x).

D. Learn to trim from multiple solved mp-QPs

In this subsection, we show how to efficiently use a
sequence of pairs {(z∗(x̂k),A(x̂k))}k∈N[1,q]

from multiple
solved mp-QPs to refine I(x) and M(x) of (3). Naively,
one may consider to use the results of the mp-QP with the
closest parameter vector. That is, we simply adopt Algorithm
1 by selecting the solved mp-QP with the parameter vector as

x̂ ∈ argminx̂k{∥x − x̂k∥, k ∈ N[1,q]}. Though simple, such
an idea does not fully learn the results of these solved mp-
QPs and neglect most of their active sets which however are
key information for trimming mp-QPs via removing redundant
inequality constraints.

An ambitious goal is to simply apply Algorithm 1 to
each solved mp-QP(x̂k) in a parallel way and then take an
intersection of their resultant index sets Ik(x)? Unfortunately,
this idea may be problematic as illustrated below.

Example 1: Consider a one-dimensional mp-QP with
V (z) = z2 + x · z,Z(x) = {z| z ≤ x, z ≤ −x− 4}. Clearly,
κ = 1 is a GLC of this problem. Suppose that we have solved
mp-QP(−1) and mp-QP(−3), and obtain that

z∗(−1) = −3,A(−1) = {2} and
z∗(−3) = −3,A(−3) = {1}.

Then, we use them to trim mp-QP(−2) via Algorithm 1,
respectively, and obtain two trimmed mp-QPs with index sets
of linear inequalities as I1(−2) = {2} and I2(−2) = {1}.
One can easily verify that both trimmed mp-QPs have zero
optimality gap, i.e., z∗(−2, I1(−2)) = z∗(−2, I2(−2)) =
z∗(−2). If we simply take an intersection of the two index
sets, the trimmed mp-QP with I(−2) = I1(−2) ∩ I2(−2) = ∅
cannot preserve the optimal solution of mp-QP(−2), i.e.,
z∗(−2, I(−2)) ̸= z∗(−2).

To remedy the issue in Example 1, we require the following
linear independence constraint qualification (LICQ) condition.

Assumption 1: (LICQ [14]) For any parameter vector x ∈
Rnx , the rows of GA(x) are linearly independent.

Under the LICQ condition of Assumption 1, the optimal
solution can be specified by a unique minimum set of linear
inequalities. That is, the trimmed mp-QP of (2) with I(x) =
A(x) is the slimmest one that reserves the optimal solution
of (1). Such a minimum set of linear inequalities should be
included in any trimmed mp-QP, and conversely, any trimmed
mp-QP including this set does not change the optimal solution.
See the proof of Lemma 2. Thus, the intersection of all index
sets of Ik(x), which is the resultant index set of Algorithm
1 over the solved mp-QP(x̂k), will not incur any optimality
gap. It is worth mentioning that Assumption 1 ensures that
the number of elements in the active set is less than nz , i.e.,
|A(x)| ≤ nz . We summarize these results in Algorithm 2 and
show its optimality in the following proposition.

Theorem 2: Under Assumption 1, the trimmed mp-QP of
Algorithm 2 has the same optimal solution as that of the
original mp-QP of (1), i.e., z∗(x, I(x)) = z∗(x).

Proof: See Appendix B.
In fact, Algorithm 2 can also be implemented in a parallel

way where each processor k individually computes an index
set Ik(x) as

R(x, x̂k) :=
{
j ∈ Ac(x̂k) |

κ · ∥x− x̂k∥ > wj + Sjx−Gjz
∗(x̂k)

∥Gj∥

}
,

Ik(x) = A(x̂k)
⋃

R(x, x̂k)

and then aggregates as I(x) =
⋂q

k=1 Ik(x).
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Algorithm 2 Reliably learn from multiple solved mp-QPs to
trim mp-QP with new parameter vectors
Input: a GLC κ of (1), and a sequence of pairs{(

z∗(x̂k),A(x̂k)
)}

k∈N[1,q]
from solved mp-QP(x̂k)

Output: a trimmed mp-QP in the form of (2)
1: Set k = 1 and I(x) = N[1,nc].
2: while k ≤ q do
3: Compute

T(x, x̂k) =
{
j ∈ Ac(x̂k)

⋂
I(x) |

κ · ∥x− x̂k∥ > wj + Sjx−Gjz
∗(x̂k)

∥Gj∥

}
.

4: Set I(x)←
(
A(x̂k)

⋂
I(x)

)⋃
T(x, x̂k).

5: k ← k + 1.
6: end while

IV. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS OF ALGORITHM 1

In this section, we first provide explicit formulas to compute
the GLC. Then, we quantify the number of linear inequalities
in the trimmed mp-QP of Algorithm 1.

A. Formulas to compute global Lipschitz constant

In Remark 4, we have briefly shown that the GLC is
essential to the efficiency of our trimming algorithms in
removing redundant inequalities. Here we develop explicit
formulas to compute this constant.

Lemma 3: A global Lipschitz constant of (5) is explicitly
given as

κ = ∥H−1FT ∥+ 1

minj∈N[1,nc]
GjH−1GT

j

∥H−1GT ∥

× ∥S +GH−1FT ∥.
(16)

Proof: See Appendix A.
The GLC κ in (16) is finite as H−1 is positive definite,

and it is independent of the parameter vector x. Compared
to the existing methods, e.g., the maximum norm of the ex-
plicit function [35] and the mixed integer linear programming
(MILP) [26], [36], our formula only involves computing some
matrix inverse, matrix multiplication and matrix norm.

To further reduce the GLC, we can introduce a scaling
matrix Φ ∈ Rnc×nc in (16) where Φ should be a monotone
matrix [37, Chapter 5], i.e., every element of Φ and Φ−1 are
non-negative. Then, it holds that

Gz ≤ Sx+ w if and only if ΦGz ≤ ΦSx+Φw. (17)

This implies that the mp-QP does not change at all after
scaling the linear inequalities. However, one can obtain an
improved GLC with the formula of Lemma 3.

Lemma 4: (Improved GLC) Given a monotone matrix Φ ∈
Rnc×nc , a GLC of (5) is explicitly given as

κΦ = ∥H−1FT ∥+ 1

minj∈N[1,nc]
(ΦG)jH−1(ΦG)Tj

× ∥H−1GTΦT ∥∥ΦS +ΦGH−1FT ∥.
(18)

If Φ = I , then (18) is clearly reduced to (16). How to select
a monotone matrix Φ to minimize κΦ is beyond the scope of
this work. In Section VI, we provide an empirical approach.

B. Performance evaluation of Algorithm 1

In this subsection, we evaluate the performance of Algo-
rithm 1 by quantifying the number of linear inequalities in the
trimmed mp-QP of (2). As noted in Remark 2, the closeness of
x̂ to x is essential to the efficiency of removing redundant in-
equalities in mp-QP(x). Thus, we adopt an increasing sequence
of {σi}, which are specified as the infimum values of mixed
integer linear programming (MILP) problems in the sequel, to
classify the closeness between two parameter vectors, and use
them to evaluate the quality of mp-QP(x̂) in trimming mp-
QP(x). To this end, it follows from (13) that the key is to
quantify the cardinality of D(x). Since it depends on both x
and x̂, i.e.,

D(x) =
{
j ∈ N[1,nc] |B(z

∗(x̂), κ∥x− x̂∥) ⊆ Zj(x)
}
, (19)

we do not directly work on it, and instead lift both Zj(x) and
B(z∗(x̂), κ∥x − x̂∥) to characterize their relation, based on
which we provide a lower bound for the cardinality of D(x).

Consider a lifted version of the feasible set as

V = {v | Hv ≤ w}, (20)

where v = [x′, z′]′ ∈ Rnv , H = [−S,G] ∈ Rnc×nv and
nv = nx+nz . Accordingly, let Vj = {v | Hjv ≤ wj} for any
j ∈ N[1,nc] and define

v(x̂) =
[
x̂T , z∗(x̂)T

]T ∈ Rnv , (21a)

E(x) =
{
j ∈ N[1,nc] | B(v(x̂),

√
1 + κ2∥x− x̂∥) ⊆ Vj

}
.

(21b)

Note that V =
⋂

j∈N[1,nc]
Vj is also a non-empty polyhe-

dron, and we obtain following results.
Lemma 5: The sets in (21) satisfy the following relation

(a) v(x̂) ∈ V .
(b) E(x) ⊆ D(x).

Proof: See Appendix C.
By Lemma 5, it immediately implies that v(x̂) ∈ Vj , i.e.,

the ball center v(x̂) of (21b) automatically lies in the lifted
half-space Vj for any j ∈ N[1,nc], which is not the case for the
set D(x) of (19). From this view, it seems easier to numerate
the element of E(x) than that of D(x). Since v(x̂) ∈ V holds
automatically, we drop the dependence on the particular ball
center in E(x) by noting the following relation

|E(x)| ≥ inf
v∈V

∣∣∣{j ∈ N[1,nc] | B(v,
√
1 + κ2 · ∥x− x̂∥) ⊆ Vj

}∣∣∣
and then solely focus on the effect of ball radius via studying

inf
v∈V

∣∣{j ∈ N[1,nc] | B(v, r) ⊆ Vj
}∣∣ ∈ N[0,nc],∀r ≥ 0. (22)

Now, we are ready to specify the sequence of {σi} to
classify the distance between two parameter vectors, and then
use them to find a lower bound on the cardinality of E(x).
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Lemma 6: For any i ∈ N[1,nc], let σi be the maximum value
of the following optimization problem

σi =max
r≥0

r, (23a)

s.t. min
v∈V

∣∣{j ∈ N[1,nc] | B(v, r) ⊆ Vj
}∣∣ ≥ nc − i. (23b)

Then, σi is finite and satisfies that

(a) 0 ≤ σi ≤ σi+1.
(b) If v ∈ V and 0 ≤ r ≤ σi, then∣∣{j ∈ N[1,nc] | B(v, r) ⊆ Vj

}∣∣ ≥ nc − i. (24)

Proof: See Appendix D.
Note that the attainability of maximization and minimization

operators in (23) are proved in Appendix D. The problem
of (23) does not depend on parameter vectors, and can be
computed in prior. Moreover, the optimal value of (23) can be
obtained via solving an MILP, which is formalized below.

Lemma 7: The optimal value of (23) can be obtained via
solving the following MILP.

σi = inf
v∈V,r≥0

r,

s.t.
wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥
−Mδj < r ≤ wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥
+M(1− δj),

nc∑
j=1

δj < nc − i, δj ∈ {0, 1}, j ∈ N[1,nc].

(25)
where M is a big number [26].

Proof: See Appendix E.
Though the infimum in (25) may not be attainable, it does

not incur any trouble as (24) only uses the value of σi.
Now, we use Lemma 6 to quantify the number of linear

inequalities in the trimmed mp-QP of (2).
Theorem 3: Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. If ∥x− x̂∥ ≤

σi/
√
1 + κ2 for some i ∈ N[1,nc], then |I(x)| ≤ nz + i.
Proof: By Lemma 5(b) and Lemma 6(b), it holds that

|D(x)| ≥ |E(x)| ≥ nc − i. In addition, Assumption 1 implies
that |A(x̂)| ≤ nz . Then, it follows from (13) that

|I(x)| ≤ nz + nc − |D(x)| ≤ nz + i

which completes the proof.
Theorem 3 shows that if the parameter vector x̂ of the solved

mp-QP(x̂) is close to x, e.g., ∥x − x̂∥ ≤ σi/
√
1 + κ2, then

the number of linear inequalities in the trimmed mp-QP of
Algorithm 1 can be made less than nz + i. Note that this
number is generically very conservative, and the closer the
distance between x̂ and x, the smaller this number in the
trimmed mp-QP. If the number of linear inequalities nc in mp-
QP(x) is significantly greater than the dimension of decision
vector nz , which is usually the case in many applications,
the number of removed inequalities can be significant and
thus trimming mp-QP is very rewarding in terms of removing
redundant inequality constraints.

V. APPLICATION TO THE LINEAR QUADRATIC MPC

In this section, we shall learn to trim mp-QPs of the linear
quadratic MPC whose parameter vector is the encountered
state vector of a controlled system. Firstly, we introduce the
linear MPC in the form of mp-QP. Then, we adaptively trim
mp-QPs of MPC in the closed-loop system and show that
the number of linear inequalities in the trimmed mp-QP(xk)
decrease to zero after a finite timestep. Finally, we utilize
offline solved mp-QPs to trim MPC.

A. The linear quadratic MPC

We consider the stabilization problem of a constrained linear
time-invariant (LTI) system

xk+1 = Axk +Buk (26)

with the state vector xk ∈ X ⊆ Rn, the control input vector
uk ∈ U ⊆ Rm. The MPC is a well known methodology
for synthesizing control laws of (26) under the prescribed
operating constraints, where the control action is obtained via
solving a finite horizon open-loop optimal control problem
[13, Chapter 2], i.e.,

min.
u·|k

J(x.|k, u.|k)

s.t. xt+1|k = Axt|k +But|k,

xt|k ∈ X , ut|k ∈ U , t ∈ N[0,N−1],

xN |k ∈ XN ,

x0|k = xk.

(27)

In this work, we assume that the above X and U , and XN

are bounded polyhedral sets. Moreover, the objective function
takes the following quadratic form

J(x.|k, u.|k) =

N−1∑
t=0

(xT
t|kQxt|k + uT

t|kRut|k) + xT
N |kPxN |k,

(28)
with positive definite matrices Q,R, P . Since the predicted
state vectors x.|k can be linearly expressed by u.|k and xk,
the linear quadratic MPC in (27) can be reformulated as a
mp-QP in the form of (1) parameterized by xk [1].

Starting from an initial state x0 ∈ X , the MPC only applies
the first input vector of the optimal sequence of (27) to the
system (26), i.e.,

uMPC(xk) = u∗
0|k. (29)

Under standard design choices, see e.g., [13, Chapter 2],
the closed-loop system exponentially converges to the origin.
In this work, we do not include the design details and simply
make the following assumption.

Assumption 2: For the LTI system (26) under the control
law (29), it holds that
(a) The mp-QP in (27) is recursively feasible starting from

any x0 ∈ X .
(b) The closed-loop system is exponentially stable, i.e., there

exist positive constants c > 0 and β ∈ (0, 1) such that
∥xk∥ ≤ c∥x0∥βk.

For simplicity, we abuse notation in this section and simply
assume that the mp-QP of MPC in (27) is directly expressed
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Algorithm 3 Adaptively trim MPC in the closed-loop system
• Input: a GLC κ of (1).
• Repeat

1: Measure the system state vector xk.
2: If k = 0, then let I(xk) = N[1,nc],

else apply Algorithm 1 with (z∗(xk−1),A(xk−1)) to
compute I(xk).

3: Solve the trimmed mp-QP(xk) with I(xk) and record
the results as (z∗(xk),A(xk)).

4: Apply the first input vector of z∗(xk) to the LTI system
as (29).

5: k ← k + 1.

in the form of (1) where nz = Nm, nx = n and nc =
#XN +N(#X +#U) [26] where #X denotes the number of
linear inequalities to specify the polyhedral set X . The goal
of this section is to trim the mp-QP(xk) of (1) where the
parameter vector xk is the state vector of the constrained LTI
system (26) under the control law (29).

Different from the mp-QP of Section III, we are interested in
trimming mp-QPs in the closed-loop system whose state vector
decreases to the origin (cf. Assumption 2). This suggests that
both the state difference ∥xk−xk−1∥ and the number of linear
inequalities in the trimmed mp-QP(xk) are expected to de-
crease to zero. This section rigorously provides an affirmative
answer and shows that eventually we only need to solve a
constraint-free mp-QP.

B. Adaptively trim mp-QPs of MPC in the closed-loop system

In this subsection, we use our trimming methods in Section
III to adaptively remove redundant inequality constraints in
the mp-QP(xk) of MPC, which is summarized in Algorithm 3.
Then, we evaluate its performance by quantifying the number
of linear inequalities in its trimmed version.

It should be noted that Algorithm 3 requires to store the
results of mp-QP at the last timestep. As the closed-loop
system exponentially converges to the origin (cf. Assumption
2), it is expected that the number of inequality constraints
decreases and even to zero if 0 ∈ int(X ), 0 ∈ int(U) and
0 ∈ int(XN ). Informally, if the origin lies in the boundary of
a constraint set, there is at least one active linear inequality for
the optimal solution of mp-QP(0) of MPC, and such an active
inequality usually cannot be removed. See the discussion after
Assumption 1.

Now we are ready to quantify the number of linear in-
equalities |I(xk)| in the trimmed mp-QP(xk) to evaluate the
performance of Algorithm 3.

Theorem 4: Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. Con-
sider Algorithm 3, the following statements are in force

(a) If k ≥ Ki, then |I(xk)| ≤ nz + i.
(b) If the origin is an interior of X ,U and XN , then |I(xk)| =

0 for all k ≥ K̂, where Ki and K̂ are given as

Ki =

⌈
logβ

σi

c∥x0∥(1 + β−1)
√
1 + κ2

⌉
, i ∈ N[1,nc]

K̂ = max{K̂1, K̂2}, and

K̂1 = max
j∈N[1,nc]

⌈
logβ

wj

c∥x0∥β−1(κ∥Gj∥+ ∥Sj∥)

⌉
,

K̂2 = max
j∈N[1,nc]

⌈
logβ

wj

ρj

⌉
,

ρj = c∥x0∥
(
κ∥Gj∥(1 + β−1) + ∥Sj∥+ ∥GjH

−1FT ∥β−1
)
.

Proof: See Appendix F.
In view of Lemma 6, the sequence {Ki} is decreasing and

thus the upper bound of the number of inequality constraints
in mp-QP(xk) decreases along with timestep.

For stabilization problem with MPC, it follows from (27)
that z∗(0) = 0. Jointly with (1b), it implies that w > 0 and
thus K̂ is finite. Hence, the number of inequality constraints
in the trimmed mp-QP(xk) decreases to zero after a finite
timestep K̂.

C. Learn to trim MPC from offline solved mp-QPs

Of particular note is that our trimming algorithm cannot
only reduce redundant inequalities from the previously solved
mp-QPs in the online closed-loop system but also those in the
offline design. To elaborate it, suppose that we have already
solved q mp-QPs of MPC offline and obtained that

D = {(x̂i, z∗(x̂i),A(x̂i))}i∈N[1,q]
(30)

where x̂i corresponds to the parameter vector of an offline
solved mp-QP.

In the online closed-loop system, we select a triple
(x̂, z∗(x̂),A(x̂)) from (30) with the parameter vector x̂ that
is closest to xk, i.e.,

x̂ = argmini∈N[1,q]
∥x̂i − xk∥ (31)

instead of using all of them in Section III-D, and then apply
Algorithm 1 to trim mp-QPs of MPC.

Remark 5 (Selection of parameter vectors of offline mp-
QPs): By Theorem 3, the distance between parameter vectors
of two mp-QPs is essential to reduce redundant inequalities.
In this view, we should maximize the chance to find a nearby
parameter vector of offline solved mp-QP, which motivates
to adopt the Voronoi diagram [38] to select parameter vectors.
Specifically, they are chosen as the centroids of q-Voronoi cells
{Ci} of the invariant set X , i.e.,

Ci = {x ∈ X | ∥x−x̂i∥ ≤ ∥x−x̂j∥,∀j ̸= i}, i ∈ N[1,q]. (32)

That is, Voronoi diagrams partition X into q-Voronoi cells,
i.e., X = ∪i∈N[1,q]

Ci. In this case, the time complexity of (31)
is O(q).

An alternative is to use a grid partition of X , and let x̂i be
the grid points of the partition. Then, the time complexity in
(31) is O(log(q)).

By Theorem 3, we can easily show the performance of our
trimming method using the data of offline solved mp-QPs in
(30). Particularly, we define the maximum distance of X as
follows:

d(X ,D) = max
i∈N[1,q]

max
x∈Ci

∥x− x̂i∥. (33)
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Fig. 3. Voronoi diagrams. The rectangular region represents the feasible set
X , which is partitioned into five Voronoi cells using (32).

Corollary 1: Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. If
d(X ,D) ≤ σi for some i ∈ N[1,nc], then I(xk) of the trimmed
version of (27) with offline solved mp-QPs in (30) satisfies
that

I(xk) ≤ nz + i for any k ∈ N.

Clearly, the more offline solved mp-QPs used, the smaller
the distance d(X ,D), which potentially leads to a slimmer
mp-QP for the trimmed version.

Remark 6 (Hybrid learning): Our trimming method can also
easily take advantages of both offline and online solved mp-
QPs, e.g., one can jointly use the previously solved mp-QP
at one timestep lag of the closed-loop system and the closest
mp-QP in D. See Section III-D for details of learning from
multiple solved mp-QPs.

Remark 7 (Comparison with the explicit MPC): The control
law of the explicit MPC [15] takes a piecewise affine structure
in the parameter vector and can be obtained via solving mp-QP
offline. To implement it online, one simply adopts the table-
lookup method. However, the number of table cells grows
exponentially with the dimension of mp-QP, and thus is only
well suited for mp-QP with a moderate size. For example, we
cannot implement the explicit MPC on our personal laptops
for the second simulation in Section VI. In comparison, our
trimmed MPC is though not fully solved offline, it significantly
takes benefits from offline solved mp-QPs to remove redundant
constraints of mp-QP in the closed-loop system, based on
which the trimmed mp-QPs can be much cheaper to solve
online. Importantly, it is quite flexible and easy to take
advantages of both offline and online solved mp-QPs.

VI. SIMULATION

In this section, we use our trimmed MPC to stabilize an
oscillating mass system in [39, Section V-A]. It consists of
six masses with unit value that are connected by springs (with
the spring constants of 1). See Fig 4 for an illustration. Let
the state vector be the position and velocity of all masse, i.e.,
x ∈ R12. Three actuators exert tensions to masses under a
maximum control force of ±0.5, and the displacements of
masses cannot exceed ±4, i.e., ∥x∥∞ ≤ 4 and ∥u∥∞ ≤ 0.5.
All the numerical experiments are implemented on a personal
laptop with an Intel Core i5-11400F, 16 GB RAM.

�1 �2

�3

Fig. 4. An oscillating mass system. The arrow denotes the direction of the
force that is exerted to masses.

For the MPC design of (26), we use the ZOH method
to discretize the continuous-time system at a sampling rate
10Hz, and adopt the procedures in [13, Chapter 2] to satisfy
Assumption 2. In particular, let the weighing matrices Q,R
be simply set as identity matrices, and P in the terminal cost
is set as the positive definite solution to the discrete-time
algebraic Riccati equation, i.e., P = ATPA − ATPB(R +
BTPB)−1BTPA + Q. Let the associated optimal gain be
K∗ = −(R+BTPB)−1BTPA, based on which we set XN

to be the maximal invariant set of the closed-loop system
xk+1 = (A + BK∗)xk subject to ∥xk∥∞ ≤ 4 and ∥uk∥∞ =
∥K∗xk∥∞ ≤ 0.5. Specifically, we use [40] to compute XN ,
which results in 450 linear inequalities. One can easily verify
that the mp-QP in (27) is recursively feasible starting from
any x0 ∈ XN . Moreover, we randomly select 20 initial state
vectors from XN , each of which is run for 100 timesteps in the
closed-loop systems under the control law in (29), and report
averaged results.

Firstly, let the prediction horizon be N = 30, leading to that
the dimensions of the resultant mp-QP are nx = 12, nz =
30 × 3 = 90, nc = 30 × (12 + 6) + 450 = 990. In this
horizon, we compare our trimmed MPC in Algorithm 3 with
the standard MPC, the MPC with warm-start, which initializes
the iteration of the current mp-QP with the optimal solution
of that at the previous step, and the ca-MPC in Nouwens et
al. [22]. To implement Algorithm 3, the GLC κ = 39.24 is
computed by (18) where

Φ = diag
((

G1H
−1GT

1

)−1/2
, . . . ,

(
Gnc

H−1GT
nc

)−1/2
)
.

Then, all the resultant mp-QPs are solved via quadprog
in MATLAB 2023b with active-set. By setting the standard
MPC as a baseline, we record the averaged percentages of
computation time and constraints in Fig. 5, which indeed
confirms superiorities of our trimming MPC. Eventually, we
observe that both Algorithm 3 and the ca-MPC in Nouwens
et al. [22] are constraint free. It should be noted that such an
observation cannot be theoretically proved in [22], which is
not the case for Algorithm 3 (cf. Theorem 4).

Finally, we increase the prediction horizon to N = 50,
leading to that the dimensions of the resultant mp-QP are
nx = 12, nz = 150, nc = 50 × 18 + 450 = 1350, and
κ = 57.11. We use the MPT3 Toolbox [41] to compute the
explicit MPC. Unfortunately, the algorithm has run for more
than 72 hours, finds more than 51954 regions and still does
not terminate. To some extent, we are essentially unable to
use the explicit MPC for this case in our laptop.

To illustrate our results in Section V-C, we adopt the grid
partition method in Remark 5 over the invariant set XN and
construct three data sets D1,D2 and D3, whose details are
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Fig. 5. The top subfigure shows the percentage of computation time with
respect to the standard MPC and the bottom subfigure shows the percentage
of inequality constraints remaining in the trimmed MPC.

TABLE I
INFORMATION OF THE DATA SET

Data set Coordinate distance Number of data
D1 0.3 86
D2 0.25 312
D3 0.2 1195

reported in Table I. Since the LICQ condition in Assumption
1 holds, we jointly learn from both offline and online solved
mp-QPs as stated in Remark 6. As shown in Fig. 6, the
effect of offline solved mp-QPs decreases in timestep, and the
online solved mp-QPs dominate the importance of removing
constraints.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have presented novel methods to learn from
the results of previously solved mp-QP(s) to accelerate the
(unsolved) mp-QPs, which are reliably trimmed via constraint
removal. Then, we extended to trim mp-QPs of MPC by
utilizing both online and offline solved mp-QPs. Numerical
results were included to support our theoretical findings. Over-
all, learning to remove redundant constraints appears to be a
promising technique to solve a sequence of multiparametric
programs, which will be further exploited in our future works.

APPENDIX

For writing brevity, we introduce some notations in this
section. For any square matrix A ∈ Rn×n, let λi(A) be
the i-th largest eigenvalue of A and λmin(A) is the smallest
eigenvalue of A. For any matrix A ∈ Rm×n and any set
I ⊆ N[1,m], let AI denote the submatrix that corresponds to
the rows indexed by I. For two vectors a and b of the same
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Fig. 6. The percentage of the computation time and constraints with respect
to the original MPC solution over time.

dimension, we denote their Hadamard product, i.e., pairwise
product, by a ◦ b.

A. Proof of Lemma 3
The KKT conditions of the trimmed mp-QP of (2) with

I(x) = I [42, Section 3.4] are given as

Hz + FTx+GT
I λ = 0,

λ ◦ (GIz − wI − SIx) = 0,

λ ≥ 0,

GIz ≤ wI + SIx.

(34)

Then, consider the following equations

Hz + FTx+GTλ = 0, (35a)
λ ◦ (Gz − w − Sx) = 0, (35b)

λ ≥ 0. (35c)

First, we show that the set of primal solutions of (35) can
be given as

{z∗(x, I) |∀I ⊆ N[1,nc]} (36)

where z∗(x, I) is the primal solution of (34). One one hand,
for any z∗(x, I) of (36), there exists a dual vector λ∗(x, I) such
that the pair of primal-dual vectors (z∗(x, I), λ∗(x, I)) solves
(34). Then, we augment λ∗(x, I) by padding zero elements to
those positions in the complement of I, and obtain a new vector
λ∗ ∈ Rnc , i.e., λ∗

I = λ∗(x, I) and λ∗
Ic = 0. One can validate

that the pair of primal-dual vectors (z∗(x, I), λ∗) satisfies (35).
On the other hand, let (z∗, λ∗) be a pair of primal-dual vectors
of (35). Define the index set I = {i ∈ R[1,nc] | Giz

∗ ≤
wi + Six}. That is, (z∗, λ∗

I ) satisfies (34), and z∗ = z∗(x, I)
is an element of (36).

Then, we focus on the solution of (35) which does not
involve the index set I. Clearly, solving (35a) for z yields

z = −H−1(FTx+GTλ) (37)
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and checking whether Giz − wi − Six = 0 obtains three
submatrices (G̃, w̃, S̃), i.e.,

G̃z − w̃ − S̃x = 0. (38)

Without loss of generality, we assume that G̃ has full row
rank. Otherwise, we can follow the approach of [1] to handle
the degenerate issue. By (37) and (38), this implies that

λ̃ = −(G̃H−1G̃T )−1(w̃ + (S̃ + G̃H−1FT )x)

z = Lx+H−1G̃T (G̃H−1G̃T )−1w̃,
(39)

where the gain L = −H−1FT +H−1G̃T (G̃H−1G̃T )−1(S̃ +
G̃H−1FT ).

Thus, the GLC can be given by finding an upper bound of
the spectral norm of L for every tuple (G̃, w̃, S̃). It follows
from the definition of L that

∥L∥ ≤ ∥H−1FT ∥
+ ∥H−1G̃T (G̃H−1G̃T )−1(S̃ + G̃H−1FT )∥

(40)

In fact, the matrices G̃ and S̃ can be represented as follows:

G̃ = JG, S̃ = JS.

where J has at most one entry of 1 in each row and each
column with all other entries 0. Substituting this into the
second term of (40) yields

∥H−1G̃T (G̃H−1G̃T )−1(S̃ + G̃H−1FT )∥
= ∥H−1GTJT (JGH−1GTJT )−1(JS + JGH−1FT )∥
≤ ∥H−1GT ∥∥JT ∥∥(JGH−1GTJT )−1∥∥J∥∥S +GH−1FT ∥,

where the last inequality follows from the submultiplicative
property of the spectral norm. Since (JGH−1GTJT )−1 is
positive definite matrix, it follows that

∥(JGH−1GTJT )−1∥ = λ1((JGH−1GTJT )−1)

= 1/λmin(JGH−1GTJT ).

In addition, ∥JT ∥ = ∥J∥ = 1. Together with (40), it can be
concluded that

∥L∥ ≤ ∥H−1FT ∥+ ∥H−1GT ∥
× ∥S +GH−1FT ∥/λmin(JGH−1GTJT ).

(41)

Let H−1 = LLT (i.e. Cholesky decomposition) where L
has full rank, and Y = GL. Since the matrices JY Y TJT and
Y TJTJY have the same non-zero eigenvalues of which the
number is |A(x)|, it follows that

λmin(JGH−1GTJT ) = λmin(JY Y TJT )

= λ|A(x)|(Y
TJTJY ) = λ|A(x)|(

∑
j∈A(x)

Y T
j Yj). (42)

In view of [43, Corollary 4.3.15.], for any j0 ∈ A(x), it holds
that

λ|A(x)|(
∑

j∈A(x)

Y T
j Yj) ≥ λ|A(x)|(

∑
j∈A(x),j ̸=j0

Y T
j Yj)+λ1(Y

T
j0 Yj0),

Since the rank of
∑

j∈A(x),j ̸=j0
Y T
j Yj is less than |A(x)|, its

|A(x)|-th largest eigenvalue is zero. Moreover, λ1(Y
T
j0
Yj0) =

Yj0Y
T
j0

. It follows that

λ|A(x)|(
∑

j∈A(x)

Y T
j Yj) ≥ Yj0Y

T
j0

≥ min
j∈N[1,nc]

YjY
T
j = min

j∈N[1,nc]

GjH
−1GT

j .
(43)

where the last inequality follows from H−1 = LLT and Y =
GL. Combing (41)-(43) leads to

∥L∥ ≤ ∥H−1FT ∥

+
1

minj∈N[1,nc]
GjH−1GT

j

∥H−1GT ∥∥S +GH−1FT ∥,

which completes the proof.

B. Proof of Theorem 2

Recall that Algorithm 2 trims the mp-QPs by the intersec-
tion of all index sets of Ik(x), which is the resultant index set
of Algorithm 1 over the solved mp-QP(x̂k). That is,

I(x) = ∩qk=1I
k(x), (44)

where Ik(x) = A(x̂k) ∪ R(x, x̂k).
It follows from KKT conditions of (1) and (2) with I(x) =

Ik(x) that

Hz∗(x) + FTx+GTλ∗(x) = 0,

Hz∗(x, Ik(x)) + FTx+GT
Ik(x)λ

∗(x, Ik(x)) = 0,

where λ∗(x), λ∗(x, Ik(x)) are the Lagrange multipliers of
the mp-QP (1) and the trimmed mp-QP (2) with the in-
dex set Ik(x), respectively. Since Theorem 1 ensures that
z∗(x, Ik(x)) = z∗(x), it follows that

GTλ∗(x) = GT
Ik(x)λ

∗(x, Ik(x)). (46)

Clearly, λ∗(x) is non-negative, and we denote the strict
positive elements by A(x) = {j ∈ N[1,nc] | λ∗

j (x) > 0}. Let
A(x, Ik(x)) denote the set of indices of active constraints in
the trimmed mp-QP (2) with the index set Ik(x). Moreover, in
view of the complementarity slackness [42], λ∗

j (x, Ik(x)) = 0
for any j /∈ A(x, Ik(x)). It follows from (46) that∑

j∈A(x)

GT
j λ

∗
j (x) =

∑
j∈A(x,Ik(x))

GT
j λ

∗
j (x, Ik(x)). (47)

Note that both A(x) and A(x, Ik(x)) are subsets of A(x).
Under Assumption 1, (47) implies that A(x) ⊆ A(x, Ik(x)).
Then, A(x) ⊆ Ik(x). It follows from (44) that A(x) ⊆ I(x).

Since A(x) ⊆ I(x), z∗(x) and λ∗
I(x)(x) satisfy the KKT

conditions of the mp-QP (2). Thus, z∗(x) is also the optimal
solution of the mp-QP (2). By the uniqueness of its optimal
solution, it follows that

z∗(x̂, I(x)) = z∗(x̂)

which completes the proof.
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C. Proof of Lemma 5

(a) Since z∗(x̂) is the optimal solution of mp-QP in (1),
z∗(x̂) ∈ Z(x̂), i.e., Gz∗(x̂) ≤W +Sx̂. This yields v(x̂) ∈ V .

(b) Consider any j ∈ E(x). For any q ∈ B(z∗(x̂), κ∥x−x̂∥),
let v1 = [x′, q′]′. It holds that ∥v1−v(x̂)∥ ≤

√
1 + κ2∥x− x̂∥.

It follows from (21b) that Hjv1 ≤ wj . Rewriting it yields
that Gq ≤ W + Sx, i.e., q ∈ Zj(x). This implies that
B(z∗(x̂), κ∥x − x̂∥) ⊆ Zj(x). It follows from (11) that
j ∈ D(x). Thus, E(x) ⊆ D(x).

D. Proof of Lemma 6

This proof starts with the following lemma.
Lemma 8: The supremum and infimum of a finite integer

set can be attained and are integers in the set, i.e.,

If S ⊆ N[a,b], then supS, inf S ∈ S.

Proof: Suppose that s is the infimum of S. Then, for
every n ∈ N, there exists sn ∈ S such that

s ≤ sn < s+
1

n+ 2
.

Note that for all n,m ∈ N, it follows that

|sn − sm| ≤ |sn − s|+ |sm − s| < 1

n+ 2
+

1

m+ 2
≤ 1.

Since sn, sm ∈ N[a,b], we obtain that sn = sm. That is, there
exists s̃ ∈ S such that s ≤ s̃ < s+ 1/(n+ 2) for any n ∈ N.
Thus, s = s̃ ∈ S. The same goes for its supremum.

The remaining proof is organized as four following parts.
1) Existence of minimum in (23b). Define the function

S(v, r) = |{j ∈ N[1,nc] | B(v, r) ⊆ Vj}| (48)

Clearly, for any r ≥ 0, {S(v, r) | v ∈ V} ⊆ N[0,nc]. In view
of Lemma 8, the minimum in (23b) exists.

2) Existence of maximum in (23). Define the functions

ϵ(x) :=

{
1, x ≥ 0

0, x < 0
, δ(x) :=

{
1, x > 0

0, x ≤ 0
.

Clearly, ϵ(x) + δ(−x) = 1 for any x ∈ R. Indeed, B(v, r) ⊆
Vj if and only if (a) Hjv ≤ wj and (b) r ≤ |wj−Hjv|/∥Hj∥
(c.f. Remark 3). Thus, for any v ∈ V , the function S(v, r) can
be expressed as follows:

S(v, r) =

nc∑
j=1

ϵ

(
wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥
− r

)

= nc −
nc∑
j=1

δ

(
r − wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥

)
Then, the inequality (23b) can be rewritten as follows:

max
v∈V

nc∑
j=1

δ

(
r − wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥

)
≤ i.

and (23) can be rewritten as follows:

max
r≥0

r,

s.t. max
v∈V

nc∑
j=1

δ

(
r − wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥

)
≤ i.

(49)

The following lemma shows that the maximum of (49) can
be attained, which implies that σi exists and is finite.

Lemma 9: The maximum of the optimization problem (49)
can be attained.

Proof: We denote the feasible region of variable r in (49)
as Γi. Consider any closure point r̃ of Γi. It follows from
the definition of closure point that there exists a sequence
∆rk → 0 such that r̃ +∆rk ∈ Γi. That is, for any k ∈ N,

max
v∈V

nc∑
j=1

δ

(
r̃ − wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥
+∆rk

)
≤ i, (50)

and r̃ +∆rk ≥ 0.
Here, we consider two cases.
(i) If there exists k0 ∈ N such that ∆rk0

≥ 0, then

max
v∈V

nc∑
j=1

δ

(
r̃ − wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥

)

≤ max
v∈V

nc∑
j=1

δ

(
r̃ − wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥
+∆rk0

)
≤ i.

where the first inequality holds because the function δ(·) is
nondecreasing and the second inequality follows from (50).

(ii) Otherwise, ∆rk ≤ 0 for any k ∈ N. Define the functions

f(v) =

nc∑
j=1

δ

(
r̃ − wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥

)
,

fk(v) =

nc∑
j=1

δ

(
r̃ − wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥
+∆rk

)
.

Since dom f(v) and dom fk(v) ⊆ N[0,nc], the supremum of
f(v), fk(v) can be attained in view of Lemma 8. Let v∗, v∗k
be the maximizers of f(v), fk(v) respectively. It follows that

lim
k→∞

fk(v
∗
k) ≥ lim

k→∞
fk(v

∗) = f(v∗). (51)

where the equality holds because the function δ(·) is left-
continuous. Since f(v∗) ≥ f(v∗k), we have that

f(v∗) ≥ lim
k→∞

f(v∗k) ≥ lim
k→∞

fk(v
∗
k) (52)

Combing (51) and (52) yields that f(v∗) = limk→∞ fk(v
∗
k).

That is,

max
v∈V

nc∑
j=1

δ

(
r̃ − wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥

)

= lim
k→∞

max
v∈V

nc∑
j=1

δ

(
r̃ − wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥
+∆rk

)
≤ i.

where the inequality follows from (50).
Finally, it can be concluded that:

max
v∈V

nc∑
j=1

δ

(
r̃ − wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥

)
≤ i.

In addition, since r̃ + ∆rk ≥ 0 and ∆rk → 0, r̃ ≥ 0. Thus,
r̃ ∈ Γi and Γi is closed. Moreover, Γi is nonempty because
0 ∈ Γi. The optimization function f(r) = r is continuous
and coercive. It follows from [42, Proposition A.8] that the
maximum of (49) can be attained.
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3) Proof of (a). The inequality in (23a) yields σi ≥ 0.
Clearly, Γi ⊆ Γi+1 which is the notation in Lemma 9. Thus,
σi ≤ σi+1.

4) Proof of (b). It follows that

S(v, r) ≥ S(v, σi)

≥ min
v∈V
|{j ∈ N[1,nc] | B(v, σi) ⊆ Vj}| ≥ nc − i.

where the first inequality follows from B(v, r) ⊆ B(v, σi).

E. Proof of Lemma 7

First, we give an alternative computation method of σi as
follows:

Lemma 10: For any i ∈ N[1,nc], σi = σi where

σi = inf
v∈V,r≥0

r, (53a)

s.t.
∣∣{j ∈ N[1,nc] | B(v, r) ⊆ Vj

}∣∣ < nc − i. (53b)

Proof: One the one hand, since σi is the infimum of (53),
for any ϵ1 > 0, there exist v1 ∈ V, r1 ≥ 0 such that∣∣{j ∈ N[1,nc] | B(v1, r1) ⊆ Vj

}∣∣ < nc − i (54)

and r1 ≤ σi + ϵ1. Note that r1 > σi, otherwise

min
v∈V

∣∣{j ∈ N[1,nc] | B(v, r1) ⊆ Vj
}∣∣

≥ min
v∈V

∣∣{j ∈ N[1,nc] | B(v, σi) ⊆ Vj
}∣∣ ≥ nc − i

which leads to a contradiction with (54). Thus, σi ≤ σi + ϵ1
for any ϵ1 > 0, i.e., σi ≤ σi.

On the other hand, since σi is the maximum of (23), then
for any ϵ2 > 0, there exists v2 ∈ V such that∣∣{j ∈ N[1,nc] | B(v2, σi + ϵ2) ⊆ Vj

}∣∣ < nc − i

which implies that σi ≤ σi + ϵ2. Thus, σi ≤ σi.
To conclude, σi = σi.
We next show how to reformulate the optimization problem

(53) into an MILP. We introduce binary variables δj ∈
{0, 1}, j ∈ N[1,nc] to represent that B(v, r) ⊆ Vj , i.e., δj = 1
if B(v, r) ⊆ Vj and δj = 0, otherwise. Since B(v, r) ⊆ Vj if
and only if (a) Hjv ≤ wj and (b) r ≤ |wj −Hjv|/∥Hj∥ (c.f.
Remark 3), the logical implication of δj can translate into the
mixed integer inequality

wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥
−Mδj < r ≤ wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥
+M(1− δj),

where M is a large number [26]. To sum up, the optimiza-
tion problem in (53) is reformulated as the following MILP
problem:

σi = inf
v∈V,r≥0

r,

s.t.
wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥
−Mδj < r ≤ wj −Hjv

∥Hj∥
+M(1− δj),

nc∑
j=1

δj < nc − i, δj ∈ {0, 1}, j ∈ N[1,nc].

(55)

By Lemma 10, computing σi amounts to an MILP (55).

F. Proof of Theorem 4

(a): Assumption 2 implies ∥xk∥ ≤ c∥x0∥βk. Thus, ∥xk −
xk−1∥ ≤ ∥xk∥ + ∥xk−1∥ ≤ c∥x0∥βk(1 + β−1). If k ≥ Ki,
then

∥xk − xk−1∥ ≤ c∥x0∥βKi(1 + β−1) =
σi√

1 + κ2
.

It follows from Theorem 3 that |I(xk)| ≤ nz + i.
(b): It follows from (13) that

I(xk) = A(xk−1)
⋃

(Ac(xk−1)− D(xk)).

Thus, |I(xk)| = 0 if and only if (i) A(xk−1) = ∅ and (ii)
D(xk) = N[1,nc] where D(xk) has the form as

{j ∈ N[1,nc] | B(z
∗(xk−1), κ∥xk − xk−1∥) ⊆ Zj(xk)} (56)

We first show that A(xk−1) = ∅. Note that the mp-QP(0)
of MPC can be trivially solved as z∗(0) = 0 with A∗(0) = ∅.
Since the origin is an interior of X ,U and XN , all constraints
in the mp-QP(0) are active, i.e., G0 < w + Sz∗(0). Thus,
w > 0. Let x̂ = 0 and I(x) = A(xk−1) in (6). It follows that
z∗(xk−1) ∈ B(0, κ∥xk−1∥). Then,

Gjz
∗(xk−1)− Sjxk−1 − wj

≤ κ∥Gj∥∥xk−1∥+ ∥Sj∥∥xk−1∥ − wj

≤ c∥x0∥(κ∥Gj∥+ ∥Sj∥)βk−1 − wj

≤ c∥x0∥(κ∥Gj∥+ ∥Sj∥)βK̂1−1 − wj .

where the second inequality follows from Assumption 2 and
the third from k ≥ K̂ ≥ K̂1. Substituting the definition of
K̂1, Gjz

∗(xk−1)−Sjxk−1−wj < 0 for any j ∈ N[1,nc], i.e.,
A(xk−1) = ∅.

We next show that D(xk) = N[1,nc]. According to (56),
j ∈ D(xk) if and only if (i) Gjz

∗(xk−1) ≤ Sjxk+wk and (ii)
|wj+Sjxk−Gjz

∗(xk−1)|/∥Gj∥ ≥ κ∥xk−xk−1∥ (c.f. Remark
3). The necessary and sufficient condition can be merged as

κ∥Gj∥∥xk − xk−1∥ ≤ wj + Sjxk −Gjz
∗(xk−1) (57)

Since A(xk−1) = ∅, z∗(xk−1) = −H−1FTxk−1. Then,
Gjz

∗(xk−1) ≤ ∥GjH
−1FT ∥∥xk−1∥. In fact, Sjxk ≥

−∥Sj∥∥xk∥ and ∥xk − xk−1∥ ≤ ∥xk∥+ ∥xk−1∥. Hence, the
sufficient condition of (57) can be obtained as follows:

wj ≥ κ∥Gj∥(∥xk∥+ ∥xk−1∥) + ∥Sj∥∥xk∥+ ∥GjH
−1FT ∥∥xk−1∥

≥ c∥x0∥βk
(
κ∥Gj∥(1 + β−1) + ∥Sj∥+ ∥GjH

−1FT ∥β−1
)

≥ c∥x0∥βK̂2
(
κ∥Gj∥(1 + β−1) + ∥Sj∥+ ∥GjH

−1FT ∥β−1
)

≥ 0.

where the second inequality follows from Assumption 2. Since
w > 0, the sufficient condition holds for any j ∈ N[1,nc]. As
a result, D(xk) = N[1,nc]. To sum up, |I(xk)| = 0.
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