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Abstract: The growing potential of quadcopters in various domains, such as aerial photography,
search and rescue, and infrastructure inspection, underscores the need for real-time control
under strict safety and operational constraints. This challenge is compounded by the inherent
nonlinear dynamics of quadcopters and the on-board computational limitations they face.
This paper aims at addressing these challenges. First, this paper presents a comprehensive
procedure for deriving a linear yet efficient model to describe the dynamics of quadrotors, thereby
reducing complexity without compromising efficiency. Then, this paper develops a steady-state-
aware Model Predictive Control (MPC) to effectively navigate quadcopters, while guaranteeing
constraint satisfaction at all times. The main advantage of the steady-state-aware MPC is its
low computational complexity, which makes it an appropriate choice for systems with limited
computing capacity, like quadcopters. This paper considers the Parrot Bebop 2 as the running
example, and experimentally validates and evaluates the proposed algorithms.
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Bebop 2.

1. INTRODUCTION

Motivation: Quadcopters have demonstrated proficiency
in hovering and have found diverse applications across
fields such as aerial photography, surveillance, precision
agriculture, and package delivery (Gandhi and Ghosal,
2018; Hermand et al., 2018; Duggal et al., 2016; Kumar
et al., 2018). Nevertheless, their nonlinear dynamics pose
significant challenges for modeling and control, and specif-
ically for addressing safety and operational constraints
(Shauqee et al., 2021; Bouabdallah et al., 2004; Idrissi
et al., 2022). In particular, the inherent nonlinearity of
quadcopter dynamics, arising from intricate aerodynamic
interactions and dynamic coupling between motion axes,
complicates the accurate identification of models and the
development of safe and reliable control strategies.

A further significant challenge in navigating quadcopters,
in practical, in terms of precise position tracking, is that
they are often designed to keep weight and energy con-
sumption as low as possible (Ichnowski et al., 2019; Hos-
seinzadeh et al., 2022, 2023a); thus, the computing power
of quadcopters is naturally limited, while multiple com-
putationally expensive diagnostics and control functions
must be executed at any time instant. This underlines the
importance of identifying a simple, yet accurate, model to
describe the dynamics of quadcopters, and of developing a
control scheme that is capable of guaranteeing constraint
satisfaction despite limitations of computing power.

Prior Work: Several previous studies have attempted
to model quadcopter dynamics, considering aerodynamic

effects, rotor dynamics, and environmental disturbances;
see e.g., (Wang et al., 2016; Khodja et al., 2017; Zhao and
Go, 2014; Saif and Eminoglu, 2022; Tang et al., 2017).
Identification methods based on artificial intelligence have
been considered in (Kantue and Pedro, 2018; Pairan et al.,
2020; Wang et al., 2023). The above-mentioned efforts pro-
vide a nonlinear model to describe the dynamical behavior
of quadcopters. One inevitable issue with the nonlinear
models is that controllers designed based on them tend to
be complex and computationally intensive (Wang et al.,
2017), challenging their practical implementation, in par-
ticular, when the available computing power is limited.
To overcome these limitations, specifically for navigation
purposes, a shift towards simpler nonlinear models (e.g.,
(Pinto et al., 2020)) and linear models (e.g., (Hermand
et al., 2018; Santos et al., 2017a,b; Santana et al., 2014;
Santos et al., 2019) has been made in recent years. A linear
model offers a more tractable framework for modeling and
control, facilitating the development of precise navigation
algorithms while addressing safety constraints. To the best
of our knowledge, prior work on identifying a linear model
to describe the dynamical behavior of quadcopters lacks
a detailed procedure and/or fails to effectively account
for output constraints; in particular, most of the existing
articles perform an open-loop identification that is not
appropriate for indoor identification.

Once a dynamical model is identified, one possible ap-
proach (Huang and Tamayo, 2000; Huang et al., 2003) to
evaluate its reliability is to investigate the performance of a
Model Predictive Control (MPC) scheme developed based
on that model. Ensuring constraint satisfaction is crucial
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for safe and efficient operation of quadcopters (Dubay and
Pan, 2018), and MPC has shown promise in this domain
by enabling online decision-making based on predictive
models (Camacho and Bordons, 2007). However, the com-
putational challenges associated with MPC implementa-
tion pose significant barriers. Several approaches have
been proposed to mitigate this challenge, including explicit
MPC (Alessio and Bemporad, 2009; Kvasnica et al., 2019)
and self- and event-triggered MPC (Sun et al., 2019; Wang
et al., 2020; Feller and Ebenbauer, 2018). Anytime MPC
(Feller and Ebenbauer, 2018) ensures stability with min-
imal iterations, although it cannot guarantee constraint
satisfaction at all times. Converting MPC problem into the
evolution of a continuous-time system has been introduced
in (Nicotra et al., 2018; Hosseinzadeh et al., 2023b), while
its discrete-time implementation is still challenging.

Shortening the prediction horizon, as the most intuitive
approach to reduce the computational cost of MPC, has
been considered in (Sawma et al., 2018; Pannek and
Worthmann, 2011). To address feasibility issues with small
prediction horizons, (Ferramosca et al., 2009; Limon et al.,
2008; Ferramosca et al., 2008) introduced modifications to
the conventional MPC; note that to ensure output track-
ing, such modifications need prior knowledge about the
steady state and steady input corresponding to any given
reference, which is computationally demanding (Yousfi
and Tournier, 1991; Muske and Rawlings, 1993; Shead
et al., 2010) and practically unrealistic, in particular, when
the reference is unknown a priori.

Despite the above-mentioned efforts, achieving compu-
tational efficiency, while addressing performance objec-
tives and enforcing constraint satisfaction remains a key
research focus. Recently, the authors have proposed a
steady-state-aware MPC framework in (Amiri and Hos-
seinzadeh, 2024) which is appropriate for systems with
limited computing power. The main feature of the steady-
state-aware MPC is that, given a desired steady state
and input, it guarantees that the state and input of
the system converge to the desired steady values, while
ensuring output tracking and constraint satisfaction at
all times, without requiring any prior knowledge about
the reference. Simulation studies demonstrated the ca-
pability of the steady-state-aware MPC in guaranteeing
output tracking and steady-state convergence, as well as
enforcing constraint satisfaction at all times, all under
the limitations on available computing power. However,
experimental validations are still required to establish the
steady-state-aware MPC as a standard approach for safe
and reliable control of safety-critical systems with limited
computational resources.

Goal: In a nutshell, the main goal of this paper is to sys-
tematically address the intricacies of quadcopter dynamics
and computational limitations. First, we advocate for a
physically informed modeling approach, and identify a
simple linear yet efficient model for a quadcopter to enable
efficient onboard computation and safe control. Then, we
develop a steady-state-aware MPC to safely navigate the
quadcopter, while managing constraints effectively despite
limited available computational resources. We consider a
Parrot Bebop 2 (see Fig. 1) as a running example through-
out the paper, and experimentally evaluate and validate
the proposed methodology.
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Fig. 1. Parrot Bebop 2 and considered reference and
body frames; note that to make the measurements
more relevant, the considered body frame is different
than the one in the “Parrot Drone Support from
MATLAB” package (MATLAB, 2019).

Organization: The rest of this paper is organized as fol-
lows. The presentation of the model structure followed by
identification procedure is discussed in Section 2. Section
3 develops a steady-state-aware MPC and experimentally
assesses its effectiveness on Parrot Bebop2 drone. Finally,
Section 4 concludes this paper.

Notation: We denote the set of real numbers by R, the
set of positive real numbers by R>0, and the set of non-
negative real numbers by R≥0. Similarly, we use Z to
denote the set of integer numbers, Z>0 to denote the set
of positive integer numbers, and Z≥0 to denote the set of
non-negative integer numbers. We denote the transpose of
matrix A by A⊤. Also, A ≻ 0 (A ⪰ 0) indicates that A
is positive definite (positive semi-definite). Given x ∈ Rn
and Q ⪰ 0, we have ∥x∥2Q = x⊤Qx. We use t to denote
continuous time and k to denote sampling instants. The
notation diag{a1, · · · , an} indicates a n×n diagonal matrix
with elements a1, · · · , an on the main diagonal. Finally, 0
denotes the zero matrix with appropriate dimension.

2. CLOSED-LOOP MODEL IDENTIFICATION

2.1 Model Structure

Suppose that the yaw angle of the quadcopter is very
small; see Subsection 2.2 for details on how one can
regulate the yaw angle to zero. Taking inspiration from
(Pinto et al., 2020; Santos et al., 2019), we propose the
following structure to describe the position dynamics of a
quadcopter:

p̈x + αxṗx =βxux, (1a)

p̈y + αyṗy =βyuy, (1b)

p̈z + αz ṗz =βzuz, (1c)

where px, py, pz ∈ R are X, Y, and Z positions of the
quadcopter in the global Cartesian coordinate system,
αx, αy, αz, βx, βy, βz ∈ R are system parameters, and
ux, uy, uz ∈ R are control inputs on X, Y, and Z directions.

We use the “Parrot Drone Support from MATLAB”
(MATLAB, 2019) to send control commands to the Parrot
Bebop 2 drone. In this framework, ux is the pitch angle (in
[rad]), uy is the roll angle (in [rad]), and uz is the vertical
velocity (in [m/s]); see Fig. 1.



The dynamical model (1) can be expressed via the follow-
ing state-space equations:

ẋ =


0 1 0 0 0 0
0 −αx 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 1 0 0
0 0 0 −αy 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 −αz

x+


0 0 0
βx 0 0
0 0 0
0 βy 0
0 0 0
0 0 βz

u, (2a)

y =

[
1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1 0

]
x, (2b)

where x = [px ṗx py ṗy pz ṗz]
⊤

and u = [ux uy uz]
⊤
.

Note that model (2) is consistent with practical observa-
tions. First, dynamics along X, Y, and Z directions are de-
coupled, as one can control the position of the quadcopter
along X, Y, and Z directions separately. Second, when
ṗx ̸= 0 (ṗy ̸= 0 and ṗz ̸= 0) and ux = 0 (uy = 0, uz = 0),
the quadcopter continues moving in x direction (y and z
directions) while its velocity along that direction decreases
to zero; from this observation, we anticipate that αx, αy,
and αz are positive (i.e., αx, αy, αz ∈ R>0). Third, when
pitch and roll angles are small, the quadcopter behaves as
a second-order system.

2.2 Identification Procedure

According to model (1), it is possible to obtain the system
parameters (i.e., αi, βi, i ∈ {x, y, z}) by applying a control
input signal and measuring its response; this method is
called the open-loop identification and is followed widely
in prior work, e.g., (Pinto et al., 2020; Santana et al.,
2014; Santos et al., 2019). Although the quadcopters are
stable, open-loop identification is not appropriate for in-
door identification, as the spatial constraints and limits
cannot be enforced. A different approach, which is called
the closed-loop identification (Forssell and Ljung, 1999,
2000), is to identify the system parameters when a con-
troller is utilized to control the position and angles of the
quadcopter. In addition to enforcing output constraints,
closed-loop identification allows us (den Hof, 1998) to limit
the operating points of the quadcopter to a region in which
the quadcopter presents a linear behavior (i.e., keeping the
pitch and roll angles small).

Note that since the measurement noise in motion capture
systems used in indoor applications is very small, the
control input due to the measurement noise will be small
as well. Thus, one can use the closed-loop identification
approach without being worried about the correlation
between the measurement noise and the control input,
which is discussed in (Forssell and Ljung, 1999).

In what follows, we provide a systematic procedure for
closed-loop identification of quadcopters.

• Network Establishment: The experimental setup
should consist of a motion capture system that mea-
sures the position of the quadcopter, a computing
unit that analyzes the camera data and computes
the control commands, and a communication channel
that sends the control commands to the quadcopter.
Our experimental setup is shown in Fig. 2. We

use OptiTrack system with ten Primex 13 cameras

Fig. 2. Overview of the experimental setup utilized to
evaluate and validate the proposed methods.

Table 1. Parameters of the PD controllers used
to control the Parrot Bebop 2 drone.

Parameter Identified Value

kxp 0.050

kyp 0.050

kzp 1.700

kψp 1.000

kxd 0.065

ky
d

0.065

kzd 0.200

kψ
d

0.800

operating at a frequency of 120 Hz; these cameras
provide a 3D accuracy of ±0.02 millimeters which is
acceptable for identification purposes. The computing

unit is a 13th Gen Intel® Core™ i9-13900K processor
with 64GB RAM, on which the software Motive is
installed to analyze and interpret the camera data.
We use the “Parrot Drone Support from MATLAB”
package (MATLAB, 2019), and send the control com-
mands to the Parrot Bebop 2 via WiFi and by using
the command move(·). It should be mentioned that
the communication between Motive and MATLAB is
done through User Datagram Protocol (UDP) com-
munication using the NatNet service.

• Nominal Controller: One can use a Proportional-
Derivative (PD) control law to control the position of
the quadcopter and its yaw angle, as follows:

ux =− kxp
(
px − pdx

)
− kxd

(
ṗx − ṗdx

)
, (3a)

uy =− kyp
(
py − pdy

)
− kyd

(
ṗy − ṗdy

)
, (3b)

uz =− kzp
(
pz − pdz

)
− kzd

(
ṗz − ṗdz

)
, (3c)

uψ =− kψp
(
ψ − ψd

)
− kψd

(
ψ̇ − ψ̇d

)
, (3d)

where ψ is the yaw angle, pdx, p
d
y, p

d
z ∈ R are the

desired X, Y, and Z trajectories, ψd = 0 is the desired
yaw angle, kxp , k

y
p , k

z
p, k

ψ
p ∈ R>0 are proportional

gains, and kxd , k
y
d , k

z
d, k

ψ
d ∈ R>0 are derivative gains.

In our experiments, we select the parameters of
the PD controllers as in Table 1. Note that this
selection ensures that the yaw angle ψ remains around
zero while Parrot Bebop 2 moves toward the de-



sired position (P dx , P
d
y , P

d
z ). Also, note that since the

OptiTrack system does not provide the velocities
along X, Y, and Z directions, to implement the PD
controllers (3), we use the Newton’s difference quo-
tient to compute the velocities along all directions.

• Trajectory Determination For Closed-Loop
Identification: The most intuitive way to identify a
system is to apply a combination of sinusoidal inputs
at different frequencies and observe the output of
the system. It is well-known that if the input to
a linear system is sinusoidal, the output will also
be sinusoidal, and at exactly the same frequency as
the input. This property, which is called sinusoidal
fidelity, provides insights on how to determine the de-
sired output trajectory for closed-loop identification
and on how to identify the operating region in which
the system presents a linear behavior.
For quadcopters, one can follow the following steps

for each direction separately to determine the desired
output trajectory that is appropriate for closed-loop
identification: i) consider a sinusoidal trajectory at
small frequencies and apply the PD controllers given
in (3); ii) compute Fourier transform of the control
input and of the position of the quadcopter; iii) gradu-
ally increase the frequency of the sinusoidal trajectory
until the corresponding component disappears in the
Fourier transform of the quadcopter’s position (this
step would determine the bandwidth of the system);
and iv) gradually increase the magnitude of the sinu-
soidal trajectory (while satisfying the spatial limits)
until frequency components other than that of the
considered trajectory appear in the Fourier transform
of the control input (this step would determine the
saturation levels for the control inputs so as to ensure
a linear behavior).

Following the above-mentioned procedure, we se-
lect the following desired sinusoidal trajectory to
identify the dynamics of the Parrot Bebop 2:

Desired Trajectory =
1

10

(
3 sin(0.2πt)

+ 0.6 sin(0.4πt) + 0.1 sin(0.7πt) + 0.1 sin(πt)
)
, (4)

which has frequency components at 0.1, 0.2, 0.35, and
0.5 Hz. We consider the desired trajectory given in
(4) separately for each direction, while the desired
trajectory for the other two directions is set to zero.
Fig. 3 presents the Fourier transform of control input
and of the position of the Parrot Bebop 2 along
each direction. As seen in this figure, the selected
desired trajectory ensures that the Parrot Bebop 2
behaves as a linear system. According to the Fourier
analysis, we set the saturation levels for the control
inputs ux and uy to 0.06 [rad], and for the control
input uz to 0.6 [m/s] (i.e., maximum pitch and roll
angles are ±4 [deg], and maximum vertical velocity
is ±0.6 [m/s]). Note that although these numbers
are smaller than the manufacturer’s recommendation,
they ensure a linear behavior for the Parrot Bebop
2 drone. Furthermore, we conclude from the Fourier
analysis that -3B-bandwidth of the Parrot Bebop 2
in all directions is lower than 0.5 Hz.

• Data Collection: According to model (1), to iden-
tify the system parameters αi, βi, i ∈ {x, y, z}, one

Fig. 3. Fourier transform of positions and corresponding
control inputs in X, Y, and Z direction.

Table 2. Identified parameters for the Parrot
Bebop 2 drone.

Parameter Identified Value

αx 0.0527

αy 0.0187

αz 1.7873

βx -5.4779

βy -7.0608

βz -1.7382

needs to observe velocity and acceleration in each di-
rection for a given control input. Since motion capture
systems usually provide only position data, one would
need to use numerical derivation to compute velocity
and acceleration data. Note that although measure-
ment noise in motion capture systems is small, nu-
merical derivation can amplify the impact of the noise
on velocities and accelerations, and consequently can
compromise the accuracy of the identified parameters.
Hence, it becomes imperative to properly filter data.
In our experiments, we use the PD control law

given in (3) and the desired identification trajectory
given in (4) to collect training data. Fig. 4 shows the
obtained data in all directions, where the Newton’s
difference quotient is used to obtain the velocity
and acceleration data. Note that in the identification
process, we use the unfiltered position and velocity
data. Whereas, to obtain the acceleration data, we
first use a low-pass filter with a cutoff frequency of
5 Hz to filter the velocity data, then employ the
Newton’s difference quotient to generate acceleration
data, and finally use a low-pass filter with a cutoff
frequency of 10 Hz to smoothen the acceleration data.

• Parameter Identification: Once position, velocity,
and acceleration data is collected, model (1) suggests
that one can use the linear regression techniques (see,
e.g., (Kleinbaum et al., 2013)) to identify the system
parameters αi, βi, i ∈ {x, y, z}.
We use the least square method to identify the pa-

rameters of the Parrot Bebop 2 drone. The obtained
values are reported in Table 2. Note that the obtained
parameters satisfy our practical observations. For in-
stance, let px(0) = 0, ux(t) = 0, and ṗx(0) = σ for
some σ ∈ R>0; that is, the Parrot Bebop 2 has an
initial velocity along X direction, while the roll angle



Fig. 4. Obtained data in X, Y, and Z directions and control
input along each direction

.

is zero. According to model (1), px(t) is given by:

px(t) =
σ

αx

(
1− e−αxt

)
, t ≥ 0, (5)

which implies that the Parrot Bebop 2 moves toward
the point σ

αx
in X direction, while its velocity ṗx(t)

converges to zero (note that αx ∈ R>0); this behavior
is consistent with our practical observations. Also,
setting px(0) = ṗx(0) = 0 and ux(t) = σ for some
σ ∈ R>0 yields:

px(t) =
σ

αx
t+

σ

α2
x

(
e−αxt − 1

)
, t ≥ 0, (6)

which indicates that when the roll angle is kept at
σ radian, the Parrot Bebop 2 will stay in motion
(with a constant steady-state velocity) in X direction;
this behavior is also consistent with our practical
observations.
The obtained parameters satisfy our frequency-

domain observations as well. Fig. 5 compares the mag-
nitude of the obtained transfer function at frequencies
0.1, 0.2, 0.35, and 0.5 Hz with the one computed from
the Fourier transform of practical data shown in Fig.
3. As seen in Fig. 5, the identified model approxi-
mately fits the data in all X, Y, and Z directions.

3. EXPERIMENTAL VALIDATION: MPC-BASED
NAVIGATION

Suggested by prior work, e.g., (Huang and Tamayo, 2000;
Huang et al., 2003), this section aims at experimentally

Fig. 5. Bode plot of the identified model for each direction
(blue lines) and the magnitudes computed based on
Fourier transforms (red asterisks).

validating the identified model by investigating the perfor-
mance of a MPC control scheme developed based upon the
identified model. For this purpose, this section develops a
steady-state-aware MPC (Amiri and Hosseinzadeh, 2024)
for system (2) with parameters given in Subsection 2.2.
Our motivation to use the steady-state-aware MPC is that
it is capable of addressing output tracking, steady-state
convergence requirements, and constraint satisfaction, de-
spite the limitations of computing power.

3.1 System Discretization

The first step to design a steady-state-aware MPC is to
discretize system (2) with an appropriate sampling period,
to obtain the following discrete-time linear system:

x(k + 1) =Adx(k) +Bdu(k), (7a)

y(k) =Cdx(k), (7b)

where the interval [k, k + 1) is equal to the considered
sampling period.

For the Parrot Bebop 2 drone, we use a sampling period
of 0.2 seconds. Note that the bandwidth of the system
is 0.5 Hz (see Subsection 2.2), and thus, the considered
sampling frequency satisfies the Nyquist criterion (Ogata,
1995). The obtained Ad, Bd, and Cd matrices are:

Ad =


1 0.19895 0 0 0 0
0 0.98952 0 0 0 0
0 0 1.000 0.19963 0 0
0 0 0 0.99627 0 0
0 0 0 0 1.000 0.16816
0 0 0 0 0 0.69946

 , (8a)

Bd =


−0.10917348 0 0
−1.08982035 0 0

0 −0.141040918 0
0 −1.409531141 0
0 0 −0.030967224
0 0 −0.292295416

 ,
(8b)

Cd =

[
1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1 0

]
. (8c)



3.2 Control Structure

Given r = [r1 r2 r3]
⊤ ∈ R3 as the reference position of the

quadcopter, since (Ad, Bd) is controllable 1 , it is always
possible (Amiri and Hosseinzadeh, 2024; Limon et al.,
2008) to characterize the reference signal r, corresponding
steady state xf , and steady input uf as r = Lθ, xf =Mθ
and uf = Wθ, where L ∈ R3×3, M ∈ R6×3, W ∈ R3×3,
and θ ∈ R3 is the characterizing vector.

Given the prediction horizon N ∈ Z>0, the steady-
state-aware MPC computes the optimal characterizing
vector θ∗(k) and the optimal control sequence u∗(k) :=[
(u∗(0|k)⊤ · · · (u∗(N − 1|k))⊤

]⊤ ∈ R3N at any time in-
stant k by solving the following optimization problem:

θ∗(k),u∗(k) = arg min
u,θ

(N−1∑
s=0

∥x̂(s|k)−Mθ∥2Qx

+

N−1∑
s=0

∥u(s|k)−Wθ∥2Qu
+ ∥x̂(N |k)−Mθ∥2QN

+ ∥r − Lθ∥2Qr
+ ∥Mθ − xdes∥2Qfx

+ ∥Wθ − udes∥2Qfu

)
,

(9a)

subject to the following constraints 2 :

x̂(s+ 1|k) = Adx̂(s|k) +Bdu(s|k), x̂(0|k) = x(k), (9b)

u(s|k) ∈ U , s ∈ {0, · · · , N − 1}, (9c)

(x̂(N |k), θ) ∈ Ω, (9d)

where Qx = Q⊤
x ⪰ 0 (Qx ∈ R6×6), Qu = Q⊤

u ≻ 0
(Qu ∈ R3×3), Qfx = Q⊤

fx ⪰ 0 (Qfx ∈ R6×6), Qfu =

Q⊤
fu ⪰ 0 (Qfu ∈ R3×3), xdes ∈ R6 and udes ∈ R3

are desired steady state and steady input determined by
the designer, QN ⪰ 0 (QN ∈ R6×6), Qr = Q⊤

r ≻ 0
(Qr ∈ R3×3), U is the constraint set on the control inputs
(i.e., U = {u||ux| ≤ 0.06, |uy| ≤ 0.06, |uz| ≤ 0.6}), and Ω
is the terminal constraint set (see subsection 3.4).

For quadcopters with dynamical model described in (2),
the desired steady state and steady input are xdes =
[r1 0 r2 0 r3 0]⊤ and udes = [0 0 0]⊤, respectively. Also,
matrices M , L, and W are computed as:

M =

[
1 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 1 0

]⊤

, L =

[
1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 1

]
, W =

[
0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

]
.

(10)

Note that since W is the zero matrix and udes is set to
zero, for quadcopters modeled as in (2), the last term (i.e.,

∥uf − udes∥2Qfu
) in the cost function (9a) is zero.

3.3 Determination of QN

Drawing inspiration from conventional MPC such as those
discussed in (Nicotra et al., 2018; Hosseinzadeh et al.,

1 Since (Ad, Bd) is controllable, for any given r, there exists (Muske
and Rawlings, 1993) a steady state xf and steady input uf such that
xf = Adxf +Bduf and r = Cdxf .
2 Note that since the purpose of this section is to validate the
identified model, we do not consider any constraints on the states,
like spatial constraints. It is noteworthy that the steady-state-aware
MPC is able to handle both state and input constraints.

2023b), it is advantageous to set QN in (9a) to the solution
to the algebraic Riccati equation QN = A⊤

d QNAd −
(A⊤

d QNBd)(Qu +B⊤
d QNBd)

−1(B⊤
d QNAd) +Qx.

3.4 Determining the Terminal Constraint Set Ω

Let the terminal control law be κ(x(k), θ) = K(x(k)−Mθ),
where the gainK isK = −(Qu+B

⊤
d QNBd)

−1(B⊤
d QNAd),

where QN is as in Subsection 3.3. It is easy to show that
Ad +BdK is Schur.

Following the arguments similar to (Amiri and Hossein-
zadeh, 2024), the terminal constraint set Ω can be com-
puted as follows:

Ω = {(x, θ)|û(ω|x, θ) ∈ U , ω = 0, · · · , ω∗}, (11)

where ω∗ ∈ Z>0 can be obtained by solving a sequence of
mathematical programming problems detailed in (Gilbert
and Tan, 1991), and

û(ω|x, θ) = K(Ad +BdK)ωx̂(N |k)

−K

ω∑
j=1

(Ad +BdK)j−1BdKMθ −BdKMθ. (12)

Note that the terminal constraint set Ω given in (11)
is convex and positively invariant, and can be easily
computed at any time instant k.

3.5 Theoretical Properties

This subsection proves the properties of the steady-state-
aware MPC designed to navigate the quadcopter. First,
we show that the proposed steady-state-aware MPC is
recursively feasible.

Theorem 3.1. (Recursive Feasibility). Consider system (7),
which is subject to the above-mentioned constraints on the
control inputs. Suppose that (9) is feasible at k = 0. Then,
it remains feasible for all k > 0.

Proof. Suppose that MPC (9) is feasible at k, where
the optimal characterizing vector and the optimal control
sequence are denoted by θ∗(k) and u∗(k), respectively.
Also, (x̂(N |k), θ∗(k)) ∈ Ω, where x̂(N |k) is the terminal
state given the optimal control sequence u∗(k).

Since the terminal constraint set Ω is positively invari-
ant, it is concluded that κ

(
x̂(N |k), θ∗(k)

)
= K(Ad +

BdK)x̂(N |k) − KBdKMθ∗(k) − BdKMθ∗(k) ∈ U , and
(x̂(N + 1|k), θ∗(k)) ∈ Ω. Thus, the characterizing vec-

tor θ∗(k) and the control sequence
[
(u∗(1|k))⊤ · · ·

(u∗(N − 1|k))⊤
(
κ
(
x̂(N |k), θ∗(k)

))⊤ ]⊤
construct a fea-

sible solution for the proposed steady-state-aware MPC at
time instant k + 1. Therefore, feasibility at time instant
k implies feasibility at time instant k + 1. This implies
that the steady-state-aware MPC given in (9) is recursively
feasible, which completes the proof. 2

Next, we show that the proposed steady-state-aware MPC
ensures closed-loop stability.

Theorem 3.2. (Closed-Loop Stability). Suppose that the
steady-state-aware MPC given in (9) is used to control
system (7). Then, x(k) → xdes, u(k) → udex, and y(k) → r
as k → ∞, where xdes = [r1 0 r2 0 r3 0]⊤ and udes =
[0 0 0]⊤.



Proof. Let J
(
θ,u|x(k)

)
and J

(
θ,u|x(k + 1)

)
be the

cost functions of the steady-state-aware MPC given in
(9) at time instants k and k + 1, respectively. Also, let(
θ∗(k),u∗(k)

)
and

(
θ∗(k + 1),u∗(k + 1)

)
be the optimal

solutions at time instants k and k + 1, respectively. Ac-
cording to the optimality of the solution

(
θ∗(k+1),u∗(k+

1)
)
∈ R3 × R3 at time instant k + 1, we have:

J
(
θ∗(k + 1),u∗(k + 1)|x(k + 1)

)
≤ J

(
θ∗(k),u∗(k + 1)|x(k + 1)

)
. (13)

By subtracting J
(
θ∗(k),u∗(k)|x(k)

)
from both sides of

(13), one can get the following inequality:

J
(
θ∗(k + 1),u∗(k + 1)|x(k + 1)

)
− J

(
θ∗(k),u∗(k)|x(k)

)
≤ J

(
θ∗(k),u∗(k + 1)|x(k + 1)

)
− J

(
θ∗(k),u∗(k)|x(k)

)
.

(14)

According to (9a), and since u∗(s+1|k) = u∗(s|k+1) and
x̂(s+1|k) = x̂(s|k+1), s = 0, · · · , N − 2, we obtain that:

J
(
θ∗(k + 1),u∗(k + 1)|x(k + 1)

)
− J

(
θ∗(k),u∗(k)|x(k)

)
≤ ∥x̂(N |k + 1)−Mθ∗(k)∥2QN

− ∥x̂(N |k)−Mθ∗(k)∥2QN

+ ∥x̂(N − 1|k + 1)−Mθ∗(k)∥2Qx
+ ∥u(N − 1|k + 1)∥2Qu

− ∥x̂(0|k)−Mθ∗(k)∥2Qx
− ∥u∗(0|k)∥2Qu

. (15)

As shown in (Mayne et al., 2000; Amiri and Hosseinzadeh,
2024), when the matrix QN is determined as in Subsection

3.3, we have
∥∥x̂(N |k + 1) − Mθ∗(k)

∥∥2
QN

−
∥∥x̂(N |k) −

Mθ∗(k)
∥∥2
QN

+
∥∥x̂(N − 1|k + 1) −Mθ∗(k)

∥∥2
Qx

+
∥∥u(N −

1|k + 1)
∥∥2
Qu

≤ 0. Thus, it follows from (15) that:

J
(
θ∗(k + 1),u∗(k + 1)|x(k + 1)

)
− J

(
θ∗(k),u∗(k)|x(k)

)
≤ −

∥∥x̂(0|k)−Mθ∗(k)
∥∥2
Qx

−
∥∥u∗(0|k)∥∥2

Qu
≤ 0. (16)

According to (16), it is obvious that imposing J
(
θ∗(k +

1),u∗(k + 1)|x(k + 1)
)
− J

(
θ∗(k),u∗(k)|x(k)

)
≡ 0 im-

plies that u(k) = udes = 0. In the following, we
show that imposing J

(
θ∗(k + 1),u∗(k + 1)|x(k + 1)

)
−

J
(
θ∗(k),u∗(k)|x(k)

)
≡ 0 implies that x(k) = xdes as well.

On the one hand, as shown in (Amiri and Hossein-
zadeh, 2024, Appendix II), imposing J

(
θ∗(k + 1),u∗(k +

1)|x(k + 1)
)
− J

(
θ∗(k),u∗(k)|x(k)

)
= 0 for k ≥ k† (for

some k† ∈ Z≥0) implies that the optimal cost function
J
(
θ∗(k),u∗(k)|x(k)

)
takes the following form for k ≥ k†:

J
(
θ∗(k),u∗(k)|x(k)

)
= ∥r − Lθ∗(k)∥2Qr

+ ∥Mθ∗(k)− xdes∥2Qfx
. (17)

On the other hand, from optimality of the solution(
θ∗(k),u∗(k)

)
for k ≥ k†, we have:

J
(
θ∗(k),u∗(k)|x(k)

)
≤ J

(
r,u∗(k)|x(k)

)
, k ≥ k†, (18)

From (17) and (18), we obtain that:

J
(
θ∗(k),u∗(k)|x(k)

)
≤∥r − Lr∥2Qr

+ ∥Mr − xdes∥2Qfx
.

(19)

which according to matrices M and L given in (10), we
have:

J
(
θ∗(k),u∗(k)|x(k)

)
≤0. (20)

Fig. 6. Set points traveled by the quadrotor Bebop 2 in
the navigation experiment.

Since J
(
θ∗(k),u∗(k)|x(k)

)
cannot be negative, it follows

from (20) that ∥r − Lθ∗(k)∥2Qr
= ∥Mθ∗(k)− xdes∥2Qfx

= 0

for k ≥ k†, or equivalently Lθ∗(k) = r and Mθ∗(k) = xdes
for k ≥ k†. This means that the system is at steady-state
for k ≥ k†, and the steady output and state are y(k) =
Lθ∗(k) = r and x(k) =Mθ∗(k) = xdes, respectively.

According to the above-mentioned discussion, we conclude
that x(k) → xdes, u(k) → udes, and y(k) → r as k → ∞,
which completes the proof. 2

3.6 Experimental Setting

To conduct our experimental analysis, we set N = 10,
Qx = diag{5, 5, 5, 5, 5}, Qu = diag{35, 20, 1}, Qr =
diag{500, 500, 500}, and Qfx = diag{1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1}. We
implement the steady-state-aware MPC with one sample
delay (Roy et al., 2021; Hosseinzadeh et al., 2022); that is,
the control signal computed based on the measurements
at sampling instant k is applied to the Parrot Bebop 2 at
sampling instant k + 1. We use the YALMIP toolbox (Lof-
berg, 2004) to perform the computations of the developed
steady-state-aware MPC.

3.7 Experimental Results

Constant Piecewise Reference Tracking: We assume
that desired positions pdx(t), p

d
u(t), and p

d
z(t) are piecewise

constant. Experimental results are presented in Fig. 6.
As seen in this figure, the developed steady-state-aware
MPC effectively steers the Parrot Bebop 2 to the desired
location even in the presence of abrupt changes in the
reference signal. The obtained results can serve to validate
the identified parameters model for Parrot Bebop 2 which
is reported in Subsection 2.2.

Trajectory Tracking: Let pdz(t) = 1.5, and pdx(t) and
P dy (t) be such that they construct the lemniscate of
Bernoulli curve. Fig. 7 shows the trajectory traveled by
the Parrot Bebop 2 in 3D. As one can see, the task of
trajectory tracking with the developed steady-state-aware
MPC is accomplished, implying that the identified model
for the Parrot Bebop 2 is reliable.

Discussion: Experimental results shown in Fig. 6 and 7
affirm that although the model (2) is a simplified approx-
imation of the dynamics of the Parrot Bebop 2, it can



Fig. 7. Path followed by the quadrotor when tracking the
lemniscate of Bernoulli trajectory.

be safely used to design a model-based control scheme for
it. Also, the computing time of the developed steady-state-
aware MPC is 0.0518±0.0055 seconds, which indicates that
the steady-state-aware MPC can be employed to address
control objectives while ensuring constraint satisfaction
even on low-end hardware.

4. CONCLUSION

This paper proposed to systematically address the com-
plexities of quadcopters’ dynamics and computational lim-
itations. First, a physically informed modeling approach
was advocated, leading to the identification of a simple yet
efficient linear model for enabling onboard computation
efficiency and ensuring safe navigation. Second, a steady-
state-aware MPC framework was developed to effectively
navigate quadcopters, while guaranteeing constraint satis-
faction at all times within the confines of limited compu-
tational resources. Using a Parrot Bebop 2 as a running
example, proposed methods and algorithms were evaluated
and validated experimentally.
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