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Abstract

Various control schemes rely on a solution of a convex optimization problem involv-
ing a particular robust quadratic constraint, which can be reformulated as a linear
matrix inequality using the well-known S-lemma. However, the computational ef-
fort required to solve the resulting semidefinite program may be prohibitively large
for real-time applications requiring a repeated solution of such a problem. We
use some recent advances in robust optimization that allow us to reformulate such
a robust constraint as a set of linear and second-order cone constraints, which
are computationally better suited to real-time applications. A numerical example
demonstrates a huge speedup that can be obtained using the proposed reformula-
tion.

1 Introduction

Controlled dynamical systems are inevitably affected by unknown disturbances such as
process noise, measurement noise, and imprecision in controller implementation. One
way to deal with such disturbances in optimal control problems is via stochastic opti-
mization in which optimization problems contain expectations and/or chance constraints
[Mes16, HPOM18]. An important assumption in stochastic optimization is that the true
joint probability distribution of the uncertain parameters is known or estimated, but in
practice estimating such a distribution is data-intensive [YGdH19]. Moreover, the result-
ing optimization problems are computationally demanding as existing solution schemes
often rely on sampling techniques [BL11].

Robust optimization is a powerful alternative approach to treat data uncertainty, where
one seeks a control input that minimizes the worst-case cost across all possible realiza-
tions of disturbances included within a prescribed set. Advantages of robust optimization
include modeling flexibility, computational tractability, and inherent probabilistic guar-
antees associated to the obtained solutions [BTEGN09].

However, robust optimization is often criticized to be conservative as it (i) focuses on
minimizing the cost function with respect to the worst-case realization of disturbances,
and (ii) only takes into account the support of disturbances and ignores the associated
statistical information, such as mean and variance, which are readily available or easy
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to estimate from the historical data. To deal with the first issue, robust regret-optimal
optimization minimizes instead the worst-case regret, i.e., the worst-case cost compared to
the minimal cost given that the disturbance were known a priori [PD19]. Distributionally
robust optimization enables incorporation of statistical knowledge about the disturbance
and minimizes the cost function with respect to its worst-case probability distribution
[DY10, WKS14, CSX20].

Despite many appealing properties of the aforementioned techniques, it is essential to be
able to solve the corresponding optimization problems efficiently. When considering linear
dynamical systems and quadratic cost functions, also known as linear quadratic control
(LQC), many of these techniques rely on a solution of a convex optimization problem
involving a particular robust quadratic constraint, which can be reformulated as a linear
matrix inequality (LMI) using the celebrated S-lemma [Yak71]. For instance, the authors
in [BB07] consider a robust optimization approach to constrained LQC under disturbances
that are confined in an ellipsoidal set, and reformulate the resulting optimization problem
as a semidefinite program (SDP). Despite some recent advances in numerical methods for
SDPs [MHA20, ZFP+20], the computational effort required to solve these problems may
be prohibitively large for real-time applications requiring a repeated solution of such a
problem.

As an alternative, we propose using a simplified S-lemma, introduced in [BTdH14], that
reformulates such a robust quadratic constraint as a set of linear and second-order cone
(SOC) constraints, which are computationally better suited to real-time applications
than an LMI [DCB13]. Using this simplification, we reduce the SDP reformulation of
the robust LQC problem proposed in [BB07] to a second-order cone program (SOCP)
and demonstrate on a numerical example that such an SOCP is up to three orders of
magnitude faster than the SDP. We also propose SOCP reformulations of other solution
techniques, including robust regret-optimal control and distributionally robust control.

Moreover, we show that a simplified S-lemma is useful in other control schemes, including
model predictive control (MPC). Adding flexibility to an ellipsoidal terminal set in MPC,
by allowing it to be scaled and translated online, is known to improve its performance.
We show that the resulting optimization problem can still be formulated as an SOCP.

Notation

Let N denote the set of positive integers, R the set of real numbers, R+ the set of
nonnegative real numbers, Rn the n-dimensional Euclidean space, Rm×n the set of real m-
by-n matrices, and S

n (Sn
++) the set of real n-by-n symmetric (positive definite) matrices.

We denote the set of positive integers lower than or equal to n ∈ N by [n], the vector of all
ones by 1, the i-th component of x ∈ Rn by xi, the vertical concatenation of x ∈ Rn and
y ∈ Rm by (x, y), the operator mapping a vector to a diagonal matrix by diag : Rn → Sn,
and A ∈ Sn being positive (semi)definite by A ≻ 0 (A � 0). For a vector x ∈ Rn, the
inequality x ≥ 0 is understood elementwise.
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2 Preliminaries

2.1 Second-Order Cone Programming

An SOCP is a convex optimization problem given by [BV04]

minimize
x

fTx

subject to ‖Aix+ bi‖2 ≤ cTi x+ di, i ∈ [m]
Fx = g,

where x ∈ Rn is the optimization variable, Ai ∈ Rni×n, and F ∈ Rp×n. We refer to the
inequality constraints as SOC constraints and to ni as the dimension of the i-th SOC
constraint. We recall below a well-known SOC reformulation technique.

Lemma 2.1 ([LVBL98, §2.3]).

(i) (yi, zi) ≥ 0, x2i ≤ yizi ⇐⇒ ‖(2xi, yi − zi)‖2 ≤ yi + zi.
(ii) aTx+ b > 0, ‖Fx+ g‖22/(a

Tx+ b) ≤ t

⇐⇒
∥

∥

(

2(Fx+ g), t− aTx− b
)
∥

∥

2
≤ t+ aTx+ b.

We will make an extensive use of the first result in Lemma 2.1, and thus define

Q :=
{

(xi, yi, zi) ∈ R
3 | ‖(2xi, yi − zi)‖2 ≤ yi + zi

}

for ease of exhibition. Observe thatQ is a cone, i.e., (xi, yi, zi) ∈ Q implies (rxi, ryi, rzi) ∈
Q for all r ≥ 0.

2.2 A Simplified S-Lemma

Let A ∈ Sn, D ∈ Sn, b ∈ Rn, e ∈ Rn, c ∈ R, and f ∈ R. We are interested in the
following robust (not necessarily convex) quadratic constraint

zTDz + 2eT z + f ≥ 0, ∀z : zTAz + 2bT z + c ≥ 0, (1)

which is equivalent to the implication

zTAz + 2bT z + c ≥ 0 =⇒ zTDz + 2eT z + f ≥ 0.

Provided that there exists some z0 ∈ Rn such that

zT0 Az0 + 2bT z0 + c > 0, (2)

the classical S-lemma [Yak71] states that the implication above is valid if and only if
there exists some λ ∈ R+ such that

[

D − λA e− λb
(e− λb)T f − λc

]

� 0. (3)

If A and D are simultaneously diagonalizable, i.e., there exists a nonsingular matrix
S ∈ Rn×n such that

STAS = diag(α1, . . . , αn) and STDS = diag(δ1, . . . , δn), (4)

then the LMI in (3) can be reduced to a set of linear and SOC constraints.
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Lemma 2.2 ([BTdH14, Thm. 9]). Suppose there exist a vector z0 ∈ R
n and a nonsingular

matrix S ∈ Rn×n such that (2) and (4) hold. Then the robust constraint in (1) holds if
and only if there exists (λ, t) ∈ R+ × Rn such that

f − λc ≥ 1
T t

(

εi − λβi, ti, δi − λαi

)

∈ Q, ∀i ∈ [n],

where ε := ST e and β := ST b.

To shed some light on the constraints in Lemma 2.2, suppose for simplicity that D−λA ≻
0, or equivalently

δi − λαi > 0, i ∈ [n].

Then (3) is equivalent to

[

diag(δ1, . . . , δn)− λ diag(α1, . . . , αn) ε− λβ
(ε− λβ)T f − λc

]

� 0.

Using the Schur complement [BV04, §A.5.5], the LMI reduces to

f − λc ≥

n
∑

i=1

(εi − λβi)
2

δi − λαi
,

which, due to Lemma 2.1, is equivalent to the constraints in Lemma 2.2.

Remark 2.3. Positive definiteness of either A or D is a sufficient condition for the
simultaneous diagonalizability of A and D [BTdH14]. To show this, assume A ≻ 0 and
let A = LLT be its Cholesky decomposition. Now define C = L−1DL−T and let its
orthogonal decomposition be given by C = Q diag(δ1, . . . , δn)Q

T . Then for S = L−TQ,
we have STAS = I and STDS = diag(δ1, . . . , δn). We refer the interested reader to [JL16]
for necessary and sufficient conditions for simultaneous diagonalizability of two matrices.

Remark 2.4. A limitation of Lemma 2.2 with respect to (3) is that D cannot be an
arbitrary affine map of optimization variables. Also, in order to use an approximate S-
lemma, which involves the intersection of multiple sets of the form {z ∈ Rn | zTAkz +
bTk z + ck ≥ 0} for k = 1, . . . , m [BEGFB94, §2.6.3], one would require that D and all Ak

are jointly simultaneously diagonalizable.

3 Finite-Horizon LQC

We consider an uncertain discrete-time linear system of the form

xk+1 = Akxk +Bkuk + Ckwk,

where xk ∈ Rnx is a state, uk ∈ Rnu is a control input, and wk ∈ Rnw is a disturbance
vector. We assume that the system matrices Ak ∈ Rnx×nx , Bk ∈ Rnx×nu , and Ck ∈ Rnx×nw

are known.
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We are interested in controlling the system such that it minimizes the following cost
function over a finite prediction horizon N ∈ N:

J(x0,u,w) :=
N
∑

k=1

(xTkQkxk + 2qTk xk) +
N−1
∑

k=0

(uTkRkuk + 2rTk uk), (5)

where Qk � 0 and Rk ≻ 0 for all k, and u ∈ RNu and w ∈ RNw denote the entire vectors
of control inputs and disturbances, i.e.,

u := (u0, u1, . . . , uN−1)

w := (w0, w1, . . . , wN−1),

with Nu := Nnu and Nw := Nnw. Using this notation, the cost function in (5) can be
written in the following compact form:

J(x0,u,w) = wTCw + 2
(

c+DTu
)T

w + uTBu+ 2bTu+ 2aTx0 + xT0Ax0,

where a, A, b, B, c, C, D are problem data of appropriate dimensions, whose expressions
can be found in [BB07, Prop. 2]; we emphasize that B ≻ 0 and that only b and c depend
on x0.

Note that (5) is an uncertain quantity as it depends on the disturbance vector w. Most
approaches in stochastic optimization assume w is a random variable and proceed to
minimize the expectation of the cost function in (5). An effective way to solve such a
problem is via dynamic programming, but this approach is unable to deal tractably with
even simple constraints on the control input [BB07].

3.1 Robust Control

The authors in [BB07] do not consider any particular distribution for w, but assume
instead that w belongs to some norm-bounded set

Wγ :=
{

w ∈ R
Nw | ‖w‖2 ≤ γ

}

,

where γ > 0 can be seen as a bound on the energy of the disturbance signal over the
prediction horizon N . We now search for a sequence of control inputs u⋆ that solves

min
u∈U

max
w∈Wγ

J(x0,u,w), (6)

where U ⊆ RNu is a closed convex set. We can apply this approach in a receding horizon
fashion, i.e., we compute a solution u⋆ of (6) and implement only the first nu compo-
nents to the system, and then reinitialize (6) to the newly observed state and repeat
the procedure. This means that we need to solve an instance of problem (6), which is
parameterized in x0, within the sampling time of the system.

It was shown in [BB07, Thm. 3] that (6) can be reformulated as the following SDP:

minimize
(y,λ,z)

z

subject to y ∈ Y , λ ≥ 0




I y F

yT z − γ2λ −hT

F T −h λI −C + F TF



 � 0,

(7)

5



where h = c−DTB−1b, F = B−1/2D, u = B−1/2y−B−1b, and Y = {B1/2u+B−1/2b |
u ∈ U}. Although (7) is a convex optimization problem, it is often not possible to solve
it in real time. This issue motivated the authors in [BB07] to approximate (7) with an
SOCP, which is better suited to real-time applications.

We next show that (6) can be represented exactly as an SOCP, provided that U is SOC-
representable. Using the epigraph reformulation, (6) is equivalent to

minimize
(u,z)

z

subject to u ∈ U

wTCw + 2
(

c+DTu
)T

w ≤ f(x0,u, z), ∀w : wTw ≤ γ2,

(8)

where f(x0,u, z) := z −uTBu− 2bTu− 2aTx0 − xT0Ax0 is a concave function in (u, z).
Let S ∈ RNw×Nw be a nonsingular matrix for which

STS = diag(σ1, . . . , σNw
) and STCS = diag(τ1, . . . , τNw

).

Note that such a matrix exists by Remark 2.3. Since γ > 0, w0 = 0 is in the interior of
Wγ . Thus, we can apply Lemma 2.2, which states that (8) is equivalent to

minimize
(u,λ,t)

uTBu+ 2bTu+ 1
T t + γ2λ

subject to u ∈ U , λ ≥ 0
(

[

ST (c+DTu)
]

i
, ti, λσi − τi

)

∈Q, ∀i ∈ [Nw],

(9)

where we removed the constant terms in the objective function. If U is polyhedral or
SOC-representable, then (9) can be reformulated as an SOCP, hence belongs to the same
complexity class as the problem of minimizing (5) when w = 0. Note that S, σi, and τi
do not depend on x0 and thus can be precomputed offline.

Observe that the LMI in (7) has dimension Nu+Nw+1, i.e., it scales linearly with N . On
the other hand, the dimension of each SOC constraint in (9) is ni = 2, but the number
of these constraints is equal to Nw.

Remark 3.1. Any feasible solution (u′, z′) of (8) is robust against the worst-case real-
ization of w that resides within Wγ , where a larger value of γ promotes the robustness
of (u′, z′), while the robustness of the solutions often induces probabilistic guarantees.
For instance, if the disturbances w are perceived as independent and normally distributed
random variables, then a probabilistic guarantee for the feasibility of (u′, z′) is provided
in [BB07, Thm. 8].

3.2 Robust Regret-Optimal Control

In this section we adopt a different control objective, which is common in the online
learning community [SS12], and has recently received an increasing interest in the control
community as well [GHM20, GH20]. Instead of minimizing the worst-case cost as in (6),
we wish to minimize the worst-case regret, i.e., find a u⋆ that solves

min
u∈U

max
w∈Wγ

(

J(x0,u,w)−min
v∈V

J(x0, v,w)
)

, (10)
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where V ⊇ U . In (10) we compare the worst-case performance of the system driven
by control input u against using control input v, which (i) knows the whole vector
of disturbances w in advance, and (ii) can choose the sequence of control inputs from a
possibly larger set V. Therefore, the optimal value of problem (10) is always nonnegative.

We next consider the case where V = RNu . The inner minimization problem in (10)
reduces to

min
v

J(x0, v,w),

which has the closed-form solution v⋆ = −B−1(b + Dw). Plugging v⋆ into (10), we
obtain

min
u∈U

max
w∈Wγ

(

wTDTB−1Dw + 2
(

DTB−1b+DTu
)T

w + uTBu+ 2bTu+ bTB−1b
)

,

which has the same structure as (6). Using similar arguments as in Section 3.1, it follows
that (10) is equivalent to

minimize
(u,λ,t)

uTBu+ 2bTu+ 1
T t + γ2λ

subject to u ∈ U , λ ≥ 0
(

[

STDT (B−1b+ u)
]

i
, ti, λσi − τi

)

∈ Q, ∀i ∈ [Nw],

where S ∈ RNw×Nw is a nonsingular matrix for which

STS = diag(σ1, . . . , σNw
) and STDTB−1DS = diag(τ1, . . . , τNw

).

3.3 Distributionally Robust Control

Robust control may be too conservative as no statistical knowledge about the disturbance
w is incorporated in (6). One popular remedy is to adopt a distributionally robust
approach [WKS14], where one seeks an optimal control input vector u that minimizes
the expected value of the cost function J with respect to the worst-case probability
distribution P that resides within the ambiguity set P, i.e.,

min
u∈U

sup
P∈P

EP[J(x0,u, w̃)], (11)

where P = {P ∈ P0(Wγ) | EP[Hw̃] ≤ µ} contains all probability distributions that
satisfy m first-order moment conditions that are modeled through H ∈ Rm×Nw and
µ ∈ Rm, and P0(Wγ) represents a family of all distributions supported on Wγ . The
considered ambiguity set P can incorporate, for instance, the mean and mean-absolute
deviation of the disturbances; we refer the interested reader to [WKS14, CSX20] for more
details on the expressiveness of P.

Thanks to [Sha01, Prop. 3.4], we can reformulate (11) as the following semi-infinite
problem under mild regularity conditions:

minimize
(u,α,β)

α + µTβ

subject to u ∈ U , β ≥ 0
α +wTHTβ ≥ J(x0,u,w), ∀w ∈ Wγ .

(12)

7



Since (12) has the same structure as (8), we can follow similar arguments as in Section 3.1
to show that it is equivalent to

minimize
(u,β,λ,t)

uTBu+ 2bTu+ 1
T t+ γ2λ+ µTβ

subject to u ∈ U , β ≥ 0, λ ≥ 0
(

[

ST (c+DTu− 1
2
HTβ)

]

i
, ti, λσi − τi

)

∈ Q, ∀i ∈ [Nw],

where S, σi, and τi are the same as in Section 3.1.

Similarly, the following distributionally robust version of the regret-optimal control prob-
lem (10) with V = RNu

min
u∈U

sup
P∈P

EP

[

J(x0,u,w)−min
v

J(x0, v,w)
]

,

can be analogously reformulated as

minimize
(u,β,λ,t)

uTBu+ 2bTu+ 1
T t + γ2λ+ µTβ

subject to u ∈ U , β ≥ 0, λ ≥ 0
(

[

ST
(

DT (B−1b+ u)− 1
2
HTβ

)]

i
, ti, λσi − τi

)

∈ Q, ∀i ∈ [Nw].

4 Reconfigurable Terminal Constraints in MPC

For a linear time-invariant discrete-time system

xk+1 = Axk +Buk, (13)

with A ∈ Rnx×nx , B ∈ Rnx×nu , state constraints xk ∈ X , and input constraints uk ∈ U ,
the MPC law is defined through the solution of a constrained finite-time optimal control
problem in a receding horizon fashion. A well-known approach for ensuring asymptotic
stability and recursive feasibility of the MPC scheme is to include a particular terminal
cost and/or terminal constraints in the problem [SD87, MRRS00].

The MPC optimization problem with these terminal ingredients can be formulated as

minimize
(u,x)

N−1
∑

k=0

l(xk, uk) + ψ(xN )

subject to x0 = xinit
xk+1 = f(xk, uk), ∀k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1}
xk ∈ X , ∀k ∈ {1, . . . , N − 1}
uk ∈ U , ∀k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1}
xN ∈ T ,

(14)

where l : X × U → R is the stage cost, T ⊆ X the terminal set, ψ : T → R the terminal
cost, xinit ∈ X the initial state, and

u := (u0, u1, . . . , uN−1)

x := (x0, x1, . . . , xN).

8



While l, X , and U are typically part of control specifications, the terminal ingredients ψ
and T are design choices and can be used to ensure asymptotic stability and recursive
feasibility of the MPC scheme. Although the terminal ingredients are usually computed
offline, as part of the controller design phase, the authors in [SLG14] consider a polyhedral
terminal set, which can be scaled and translated online, i.e., its center and the scaling
factor are computed within the MPC optimization problem. The flexibility in choosing
the terminal set online results in an enlarged feasible region of problem (14), which in
general improves the performance of the controller.

We consider polyhedral state and input constraints, and an ellipsoidal terminal set given
by

X = {x ∈ R
nx | Ex ≤ f} (15a)

U = {u ∈ R
nu | Gu ≤ h} (15b)

T = {x ∈ R
nx | (x− c)TP (x− c) ≤ r2}, (15c)

where E ∈ Rn×nx , f ∈ Rn, G ∈ Rm×nu , h ∈ Rm, and P ∈ S
nx

++ are assumed to be known.
While most approaches assume c ∈ Rnx and r > 0, that determine the center and scaling
of the terminal set, are fixed quantities, we consider them as decision variables. A similar
form of the reconfigurable terminal set is used in [AEL20] in the context of distributed
MPC.

4.1 Online Computation of the Terminal Set

A standard way to ensure asymptotic stability and recursive feasibility of the MPC scheme
is to assume that after applying the sequence of N control inputs computed in (14), a
linear terminal controller κ : T → U : x 7→ Kx, with K ∈ Rnu×nx , takes over controlling
the system. We assume that the terminal controller is stabilizing so that the terminal
closed-loop dynamics xk+1 = Aclxk, with Acl := A+BK, is stable.

The closed-loop system controlled with the MPC scheme is asymptotically stable and
recursively feasible if (i) T is a positively invariant set of system (13) controlled with a
terminal controller κ, (ii) T is included in X , and (iii) running the terminal controller on
T does not violate the input constraints [MRRS00]. In other words, we want to ensure
that for all x ∈ T , the following inclusions hold:

Aclx ∈ T (16a)

x ∈ X (16b)

Kx ∈ U . (16c)

The authors in [AEL20] and [DEL20] consider similar requirements and reformulate the
robust constraints in (16) as LMIs. We next show how to reformulate them as linear and
SOC constraints.

4.1.1 Positive invariance

The robust constraint in (16a), with T given by (15c), can be written as

(Aclx− c)TP (Aclx− c) ≤ r2, ∀x : (x− c)TP (x− c) ≤ r2.

9



We rewrite the constraint above in terms of auxiliary variables s = r−1(x−c) and ĉ = r−1c,

sTAT
clPAcls+ 2

(

AT
clP (Acl − I)ĉ

)T
s ≤ 1− ĉTMĉ, ∀s : sTPs ≤ 1, (17)

where M := (Acl−I)
TP (Acl−I) � 0. Let S ∈ Rnx×nx be a nonsingular matrix for which

STPS = diag(π1, . . . , πnx
) and STAT

clPAclS = diag(α1, . . . , αnx
). (18)

Since sT0 Ps0 < 1 for s0 = 0, we can apply Lemma 2.2, which states that (17) holds if and
only if there exists (λ, t) ∈ R+ × R

nx such that

1
T t + λ ≤ 1− ĉTMĉ

(

[

STAT
clP (Acl − I)ĉ

]

i
, ti, λπi − αi

)

∈ Q, ∀i ∈ [nx].

Multiplying both constraints by r and using Lemma 2.1, we obtain

∥

∥

(

2M1/2c, 1T t̂ + λ̂
)∥

∥

2
≤ 2r − 1

T t̂− λ̂
(

[

STAT
clP (Acl − I)c

]

i
, t̂i, λ̂πi − rαi

)

∈ Q, ∀i ∈ [nx],
(19)

where λ̂ = rλ and t̂ = rt.

4.1.2 State and input constraints

The robust constraints in (16b) and (16c), with X , U , and T , given by (15), can be
written as

Ex ≤ f, ∀x : (x− c)TP (x− c) ≤ r2 (20a)

GKx ≤ h, ∀x : (x− c)TP (x− c) ≤ r2. (20b)

Even if X and U contained quadratic constraints, we would be able to reformulate (16b)
and (16c) as a set of linear and SOC constraints using similar arguments as in the previous
section. As X and U are polyhedral, we next show that (20) can be reformulated using
only linear constraints.

Introducing an auxiliary variable p = P 1/2(x− c), we can rewrite (20a) as

Ec+ EP−1/2p ≤ f, ∀p : ‖p‖2 ≤ r,

which can be reformulated in a similar fashion as done in [BV04, §4.3.1]. In particular,
we consider the j-th constraint

eTj c+ êTj p ≤ fj , ∀p : ‖p‖2 ≤ r,

where eTj and êTj denote the j-th rows of E and EP−1/2, respectively. This robust con-
straint is satisfied if and only if

eTj c+ sup
‖p‖2≤r

(

êTj p
)

≤ fj ,

10



which is equivalent to
eTj c+ ‖êj‖2r ≤ fj.

Therefore, (20a) holds if and only if the inequality above holds for all j ∈ [n], i.e.,

eTj c+ ‖êj‖2r ≤ fj , j ∈ [n]. (21)

Similarly, (20b) is equivalent to

gTj c+ ‖ĝj‖2r ≤ hj, j ∈ [m], (22)

where gTj and ĝTj denote the j-th rows of GK and GKP−1/2, respectively.

4.2 Tractable Reformulation of the MPC Problem

The constraint xN ∈ T is equivalent to

‖P 1/2(xN − c)‖2 ≤ r.

Therefore, problem (14) with X , U , and T given by (15), together with the positive
invariance conditions in (16), is equivalent to

minimize
(u,x,c,r,λ̂,t̂)

N−1
∑

k=0

l(xk, uk) + ψ(xN)

subject to x0 = xinit
xk+1 = Axk +Buk, ∀k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1}
Exk ≤ f, ∀k ∈ {1, . . . , N − 1}
Guk ≤ h, ∀k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1}
‖P 1/2(xN − c)‖2 ≤ r
(19), (21), (22).

In the standard case, in which l and ψ are convex quadratic functions as in (5), the
problem above can be represented as an SOCP.

5 Numerical Example

To demonstrate the computational benefit of using a simplified S-lemma, we evaluate
the performance of the respective SDP and SOCP reformulations (7) and (9) of robust
LQC problem (6) given in Section 3.1. We adapt a numerical example given in [BB07]
and consider a simple linear system with time-invariant state, control, and disturbance
matrices Ak = Bk = Ck = 1 for all k and initial state x0 = −1. The cost function is given
by Qk = Rk = 0.9k and qk = rk = 0 for all k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N}. We set γ = 0.1 and define
the input constraint set as U = {u ∈ RNu | −0.4 · 1 ≤ u ≤ 0.4 · 1}.

We perform numerical tests on a Linux-based system with an i9-9900K @ 3.6 GHz (8
cores) processor and 64 GB of DDR4 3200Mhz RAM, and use CVXPY [DB16] and
MOSEK [MOS20] to solve the optimization problems. Figure 1 shows the average com-
putation times required to solve the resulting problems over 10 runs for each value of
the prediction horizon N . It can be seen that for longer prediction horizons solving the
SOCP is more than 1000 times faster.
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Figure 1: Average computation runtimes of SDP and SOCP reformulations of the robust
LQC problem given in (6).

6 Conclusion

We have revisited the so-called simplified S-lemma and have shown that various optimiza-
tion problems arising in control, that are usually formulated as SDPs, can be represented
as SOCPs. This is particularly important for real-time applications that require the re-
peated solution of such an optimization problem, as SOCPs can be solved faster and
require simpler numerical solvers. Our results pave the way for similar developments in
other control schemes that currently use the standard S-lemma.
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