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Fast Switching in Mixed-Integer Model Predictive Control*

Artemi Makarow

Abstract— We derive stability results for finite control set
and mixed-integer model predictive control and propose a
unified theoretical framework. The presentation rests upon the
inherent robustness properties of common model predictive
control with stabilizing terminal conditions and techniques for
solving mixed-integer optimal control problems by continuous
optimization. Partial outer convexification and binary relax-
ation transform mixed-integer problems into common optimal
control problems. We derive nominal asymptotic stability for
the resulting relaxed system formulation and implement sum-
up rounding to restore efficiently integer feasibility. If fast
control switching is technically possible and inexpensive, we
can approximate the relaxed system behavior in the state
space arbitrarily close. We integrate input perturbed model
predictive control with practical asymptotic stability. Numerical
experiments support our theoretical findings and illustrate
practical relevance of fast and systematic control switching.

I. INTRODUCTION

Formulating mixed-integer optimal control problems (MI-
OCPs) for nonlinear dynamical systems significantly in-
creases complexity compared to conventional OCPs. For
practical applications, we can either transcribe a MI-OCP
into a mixed-integer nonlinear program (MI-NLP) and apply
the computational expensive branch-and-bound method as in
[1] or we follow the numerically challenging variable time
transformation in [2] that is based on a pre-defined switching
sequence, see also [3]. For a survey on reformulating and
solving generic MI-OCPs, refer to [4].

In this paper, we mainly focus on the integer approx-
imation framework originally presented in [3], [5]. This
framework applies three steps to generate an integer feasible
but suboptimal solution to a MI-OCP: Partial outer convex-
ification, relaxation, and integer reconstruction via sum-up
rounding (SUR). Hence, we first transcribe a MI-OCP into
a common OCP and then round its solution back into an
integer feasible control trajectory in polynomial time. Sager
et al. [5] show that the input and state approximation error are
upper bounded and depend linearly on the largest sampling
width. These dependencies on the maximum sampling width
motivate fast switching. The tightest error bound for SUR
follows from a dynamic programming argument [6].

Nonlinear mixed-integer model predictive control (MI-
MPC) further lifts the complexity, as the question of sta-
bilization now also arises. It is easy to imagine that stabi-
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lization of a steady-state for a nonlinear system with discrete
actuators is a challenging task. However, Rawlings and Ris-
beck [7] state by their Folk Theorem that the stability results
for conventional MPC with stabilizing terminal conditions
also hold for systems with continuous- and discrete-valued
inputs. The key reason for this statement is that the input
constraint set does not need to have an interior and thus
permits some integer controls. MI-MPC continuous to be a
relevant topic, and the current state-of-the-art is analyzed and
discussed in the recent paper [8].

Note that partial outer convexification can be used to
transform every finite control set OCP (FCS-OCP) into a
binary-integer OCP (BI-OCP) [5]. In this case, MPC can
only resort to integer (discrete-valued) controls for solving
the stabilization task. The authors in [9], [10], [11] derive
stabilizing properties of FCS-MPC for linear time-invariant
systems based on robust control analysis and the construction
of invariant sets. FCS-MPC is further employed in power
electronics and is usually limited to a one-step horizon to
satisfy real-time constraints with combinatorial optimization,
see, for example, [12].

We, on the other hand, aim to integrate the integer ap-
proximation framework due to [5] with the inherently robust
MPC as derived in [13], [14]. Our idea is to design nominal
MPC in the relaxed domain and then determine maximum
input perturbation bounds for robust control. The authors in
[15] follow a similar idea, however, they derive stochastic
tube-based MPC, where an additive disturbance term models
the uncertainty induced by the SUR. An additional tracking
controller is designed to follow robustly the nominal and
relaxed reference trajectories. Related to our idea is also the
work in [16]. Here, the authors propose a computationally
demanding bi-level approach for switching systems. A sec-
ond auxiliary and variable time OCP is used to minimize the
impact of the rounding decisions induced by the solution of
the switching minimizing mixed-integer linear program due
to [17] on some first part of the relaxed and optimal control
trajectory. Recursive feasibility only follows implicitly from
a weak assumption that the terminal state constraint is always
satisfied for every small input perturbation on the first part.

Implementing integer approximation approaches in the
context of a receding horizon MI-MPC is not a new idea,
however, has yet not been addressed in consideration of
robust asymptotic stability. Recent publications on MI-MP,
relying on integer approximation strategies according to
[5], [17], solve real-world problems as, for example, smart
building heating [18] or controlling refrigeration systems
[19]. Other existing contributions in this field of research
investigate efficient numerical realizations as in [20], [21],
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[22]. The work in [20] addresses, inter alia, closed-loop
stability for shrinking horizon MI-MPC that is based on the
real-time-iteration scheme due to [23].

Stability Terms. In the presentation of the results, we
distinguish between three different stability terms: Asymp-
totic stability, P-practical asymptotic stability, input-to-state
stability (ISS). All three stability types assume local stability
in the sense of Lyapunov, meaning that the nonlinear closed-
loop system remains inside a small neighborhood of the
origin though it undergoes a slight displacement from the
origin, see, for example, [24], [25].

Asymptotic stability further assumes that the origin attracts
the nonlinear closed-loop system. Although the closed-loop
system approaches the origin, it may require an infinite
number of steps to reach it, see, for example, [24], [25].

‘P-practical asymptotic stability is a less restrictive stability
term since it requires the attraction property only to hold
outside some terminal positive invariant set P, see [24]. This
stability term therefore qualifies for the case of systematic
input perturbations such as input rounding.

ISS considers external unknown disturbances. In the ab-
sence of external disturbance inputs, ISS is equivalent to
asymptotic stability. In the presence of external disturbance
inputs, ISS provides an upper state bound that depends on
the disturbance inputs, see, for example, [26], [25].

Contributions. In Section II, we present in detail the
transformation process from a FCS-OCP (or MI-OCP) into
a common (discrete-time) OCP while discussing necessary
modifications for the following stabilization task. At the end
of Section II, we introduce a temporal oversampling grid
with the aim of reducing the state error. In Section III, we
exploit the inherent robustness properties of conventional
MPC due to [14] and adopt them to the case of systematic
input perturbations resulting from control rounding. As a
result, we derive P-practical asymptotic stability according
to [24]. Section IV introduces SUR on the oversampling grid
and shows that there always exists a temporal resolution
for which we can ensure P-practical asymptotic stability.
In Section V, we substantiate our claims with a numerical
example and show practical relevance of fast switching.

Notation. Let R™ denote the n-dimensional vector space
equipped with the Euclidean norm || - ||. The set of pos-
itive real numbers containing zero is denoted by Ry . For
some subsets of the Euclidean space X and Y, C*(X,Y)
denotes the space of k-times differentiable functions f :
X — Y. Let us define the following classes of com-
parison functions: K = {a € C'(R§,R{)|Vzi, 72 €

Ri(r1 < 22 = a(z1) < alx2)),a(0) = 0},
Ko = {a € K|limgoa(z) = oo}, L = {) €
CO(RSF,RSF) |V$1,$2 S Rar(:cl < X2 == /\(1171) >

Az2))}h KL = {B € CORJ x Ry, Ry)|B(,y) €

K, B(x,-) € L}. The jth unit vector is defined by 17. Let

Bs := {x € X ||z|| < §} denote the closed ball of radius

0 > 0. The symbol ® represents the Hadamard product.
!

The symbol < indicates the requirement “should be smaller
than”.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

The following nonlinear and time-continuous ordinary
differential equation defines the dynamical system of interest
with state Z(t) € R™=, control #(t) € R™, and time t € R

#(t) = F(2(t), 5(1)), #(0) = . ()

We consider input constraints indicated by the set V C R™v.
Let v € V;, := PC([0,%],V) be a piecewise continuously
differentiable control function!. The state trajectory T €
C°([0,t¢],R™=) is governed by the continuous vector field
f € COR"™ x R™ R"), the initial state 2 € R™, and
follows from solving the initial value problem in (1):

Z(t) = @y (t,0,2,0) :=x+/0 f(@(r),o(r))dr. (2

Assume that the last state at time ¢ must be an element of
the terminal set X; C R"=. The set of all feasible initial
states is defined by:

Zie {r e R™ |30 €V, @ pu(t,0,2,0) € X¢}b. ()

Further, we want to handle finite control sets of the
form Q = {v', 0%, ..,0!} C V with cardinality 2 <
Q] < oc. Let v € V! := PCY([0,¢],€2) C Vy, denote
the corresponding piecewise-continuous and discrete-valued
control function.

A. Finite Control Set Optimal Control Problem

Assume that we have continuous stage cost functions
l, € C°(R"=,R) and ¢, € C°(R™,R) and a terminal cost
function J; € C°(R"=,R), entering the total cost over the
finite time horizon t; € R as follows:

I, (z,0) :_/0fﬁx(:i(t))—|—€U(6(t))dt+Jf(:f(tf)). 4)

The following two design Assumptions 1 and 2 are essential
for the upcoming set-point stabilization task.

Assumption 1 (Steady-State Behavior): For some steady-
state (zg,v¢) € 2y x V, we have that f(zf,v¢) = 0,
ém(l'f) = 0, év(vf) = 0, and Jf(.’L‘f) =0.

Without loss of generality, we set the steady-state tuple
(xf, Uf) to (O, O)

Assumption 2 (Stage Cost Bounds): There exist functions
o, , 0y, € Ko such that for all z € Z;, and all v € V we
have that oy, (||z]]) < €. (z) and ay, (||v]]) < £, (v).

Let us now define the FCS-OCP as follows:

(FCS-OCP) min 1[4, (Z,)
T,
S.t. f(O) =, J_T(tf) € X, (5)
z(t) = f(2(t),0(t)),Vt € [0, 1,
v eV

Since the native FCS-OCP in (5) is not solvable by means
of continuous optimization due to its finite control nature,
we shall transform the FCS-OCP into a conventional OCP.

IRecall that piecewise continuous functions are bounded (due to one-
sided-limits) and continuous almost everywhere on compact intervals (due to
finite discontinuity sets of zero measure), i.e., they are Riemann integrable.



Remark 1 (Continuous-Valued Controls): Without loss of
generality, we omit continuous-valued controls ¥ € V;, in (5)
for brevity. The following partial outer convexification and
relaxation approaches do not affect continuous-valued con-
trols, such that the inclusion of continuous-valued controls
would only increase the dimension of the optimization vector.

Remark 2 (Mixed-Integer OCP): The FCS-OCP in (5) in-
herently covers the formulation of a mixed-integer OCP. The
following derivations do not distinguish between continuous-
and integer-valued elements in the finite control set ).

B. Partial Outer Convexification and Relaxation

We now present a suitable approach for translating the
discrete-valued FCS-OCP in (5) into a common continuous-
valued OCP.

Following [5], we first apply outer convexification to the
vector field f and the stage cost function ¢, with respect to
the finite control set €. Then, we relax the convex multiplier
in a second step to obtain a conventional OCP.

The compact set of convex multipliers satisfying the
special ordered set of type 1 (SOS1) is given by [5], [6]:

S = {s € {0, 1} 21 5 =1} (6)

The SOS1 constraint establishes a bijection between the
discrete-valued control functions ¥ € Vt? and the following
multiplier functions (see also [5], [6]):

& €S, = PC ([o,tf], S‘Ql). %)

We reformulate the system dynamics by successively substi-
tuting all control vectors of the finite control set €2 into the
system dynamics and implementing multiplier functions for
all t € [0,t] with F : R" — R™ x RIl [3];

f(@(t),0(t)- (8)
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The partial solution to the initial value problem in (1) with
a tailored multiplier function @ and initial state x( at time
to now results from:

F(z(r))wo(r)dr. (9)

to

Z(t) = p(t, to, zg, ) := zp +

Notice that the terminal constraint Z(¢r) € Xg, which can
generally be casted into a system of inequality constraints,
does not depend on ©(t). Similar to the system dynamics,
we apply outer convexification to the cost function ¢,, for all
t € [0,t¢] with R € RI9:

(10)

The overall finite horizon cost function is defined by:

te

; Lo (Z(t) + Lo (@0(t)) At + Je(Z(te)). (11)

th (ZE, (IJ) =

Introducing convex multipliers transforms the FCS-OCP
in (5) first into the BI-OCP as follows:

(BI-OCP) min J;,(Z,®)
x,w
sit.  z(0) =z, T(tr) € Xg, (12)
() = F(z(t)w(t),Vt € [0, t],
w € S

Note that the BI-OCP in (12) is still not solvable using
continuous optimization. Therefore, we shall apply convex
hull relaxation to obtain the following compact set [5], [6]:

U= {u e [0,1]1% ] 2120wy = 1} (13)

The multiplier functions are now elements of the following
enlarged function space:

e Uy, = PC ([o, tf],U‘Ql) 5 S (14)

Null Space of R. Note that if v¢ € €2, then by bijection
there is a wy € Sl satisfying F(xf)ws = f(xf,vr) = 0 and,
by Assumptions 1 and 2, also ¢, (w¢) = Rws = £,(ve) = 0.
Hence, wy = 17 is the only SOS1 admissible sample in the
null space of R, which is ker(R) = {0,e1/} with ¢ > 0
if 7 indexes v¢. Therefore, we do not need to introduce any
regularization term.

The relaxation step invalidates the previously described
bijective mapping, such that a relaxed steady-state control
vector uy € U9l with w; o4 SI®l = U2l has no inverse
control vector vs € {2 anymore. In this case, we observe that
£, (uf) = Rug > 0. However, since F'(z¢) ur = 0 with us ¢
SI®?l might be feasible, for example, for input affine systems,
we shall perform a coordinate transformation to introduce a
trivial steady-state. Let us redefine the stage cost function /,,
with £(t) := a(t) — ug for all t € [0, t¢]:

Cu(U(t)) = Zé”(”i) |@i(t) — ugq| == R|E(H)] > 0. (15)

The absolute value operator restricts the function values to
be in the set (0,00) since u¢ = 0 is not SOS1 admissible.
Now, we have that ¢, (u¢) = 0 applies regardless of whether
ur € SIQ‘ or uf ¢ S‘QI.

The following Assumption 3 is important to ensure the
existence of an admissible solution.

Assumption 3 (Constraint Sets): The terminal set Xy :=
levyJ; = {x € R" | Jy(z) < 7} contains ¢ in its interior.
The compact input set Ul contains us.

We are now ready to present the resulting common OCP:

(0OCP) Ji, (T, 0)

min
T, U

st #(0) =z, @(te) € Xp,

Note that the OCP in (16) is of infinite dimension and
must therefore be discretized and parameterized in time for
practical applications.



C. Time Discretization

The first step in deriving a finite dimensional optimization
problem is to introduce a suitable time discretization.

Let us now specify the time grid on which the piecewise
continuous functions % € Uy, shall be implemented with the
sampling width At > 0 and horizon length NV € N:

to=0<t1 =At<... <ty =NAL (17)

Since the stability analysis in MPC is more intuitive in
discrete-time, we define N control functions:

up €U = cl([o,At],Uiﬂ‘), k=0,1,....N—1. (18)

Hence, u = [ug, u1,...,un—1] € UN denotes a sequence of
functions (see, e.g., [24]) such that
N-2
a(t) = > ur(B)X(ttesn) ) T UN 1 E)X(tx 1) (D),

k=0

19)
where X (¢,.4,,,) and X(y_,,ty) are indicator functions.
In practice, we would implement, for example, polyno-
mial control functions over At. The discrete-time state
vector xp := Z(tg) is only available at discrete time
steps ti. The corresponding transition map fa; € C(R™ x
PCL([0, At], UIC) R follows by (see, e.g., [24, (2.8)]):

Trp1 = fae(wr, ur) = (AL 0,25, ug), up €U.  (20)

The following recursion equation describes the evolution of
the discrete-time system:

if k=0,
otherwise.

21
The set of all admissible control sequences is defined by:

o(k,z,a) = {fAt(¢(k_ 1,z,u), uk—1)

Uy (z) == {u e UN | (N, z,u) € X;}. (22)
The feasible state space is therefore defined by:

Let equidistant time discretization also apply to the stage
cost function as follows:

At
N ;:/ ({1, 0, e s (1)) + Lo (i (1)) dt.
’ (24)

The following Assumption 4 is necessary for the stabiliza-
tion of integer infeasible steady-states.

Assumption 4 (Steady-State Behavior after Relaxation):
For some steady-state (zf,uf) € Zn X U®l, we have that
F(If) us = 0.

By Assumptions 1 and 4, the transition map fa; and
the discretized stage cost function £a; satisfy the discrete-
time steady-state conditions fa:(zf,u¢f) = ¢ and also
la+(xs,us) = 0. The overall finite horizon cost function in
the discrete-time domain is as follows:

N-1
JIn(z,u) = Z ar(P(k, ), u) + Je(p(N, z,u)).
k=0
(25)

Now, consider the following discrete-time OCP (DT-OCP):

JIn(z, ). (26)

min

u€ %n(z)
We assume that the DT-OCP in (26) is well-defined since the
mappings u — ¢(k,z,u) and u — Jy(z,u) are continuous
and valid on the compact set Zx (z) # 0 (see, e.g., [25, Prop.
2.4]). The optimal solution to the DT-OCP in (26) is denoted
by u* = [uf,ui,...,ui_,] € UN. Note that the solution
to the DT-OCP in (26) is not equal to the solution to the
BI-OCP in (12) due to convex relaxation. Consequently, we
cannot ensure an admissible projection on a solution of the
FCS-OCP in (5). However, the DT-OCP in (26) serves as the
baseline for P-practical set-point stabilization with MPC in
Section III.

(DT-OCP) Vi () :=

D. Fast Sampling and Switching

Let us now introduce the fast sampling framework that
shall form the basis for control rounding to restore integer
feasibility. Recall that the optimal solution to DT-OCP in (26)
is a sequence of relaxed multiplier functions, which might
result in non-realizable controls for system (1).

We want to implement piecewise continuous functions u)°
on intervals of length At:

U € Uny = Pcl([o, At],U‘Q'), neNy. (27
Notice that i/ C Un and thus we also observe that u € Ua;.
To refine u.°, we introduce the following time grid with step
width 6t > 0 and number of sampling steps Nos € N:

t020<t1:6t<...<tNOS=NOS5t:At. (28)

For this time grid, we redefine the transition map, while
taking into account fast sampling:

Tn+1 = fAt(xnu u;)y,b) = @(Atu 07 Tn, u;)ls), u;)ls S uAt'
(29)
Hence, for control, we can either use the optimal solution
ug € U C U, or implement a fast switching and also binary
feasible control trajectory
u% € Spy 1= PC! ([o, At],slm) ClUa,  (30)
since S!2l ¢ Ul Tt is important to emphasize that we only

implement fast sampling after the optimizer has converged
on the coarser time grid (17) while solving DT-OCP (26).

ITI. PRACTICAL SET-POINT STABILIZATION

Using the optimal solutions to DT-OCP in (26) for closed-
loop control on closed-loop intervals [t,,, t,+1] with n € Ny
forms an autonomous system for which we need to ensure
asymptotic stability properties.

We aim to asymptotically stabilize the steady-state (¢, us)
in Z for the following relaxed and autonomous system:

Tn41 = fAt(Ina,u(In))v M(In) = 'LLS S uAtv v':C’n. S %N
(€29



Thereby, we also want to transfer the binary-feasible and
autonomous system

Tpi1 = fAt(jny,ud(jn))a Ud(jn) € SAtavjn € JYn C %N

(32)
in some small neighborhood of the steady-state, where it
shall remain for all time steps. Here, pq(x) € Sar C Uny
denotes the state-dependent control law addressing control
input rounding, which is derived from p(z) € Ua; via
systematic approximation (follows in Section IV). We ini-
tialize both closed-loop systems with some feasible initial
state g = 9 € Yn. Let u, := [u(zo),p(x1),...] and
u,, = [#a(®o),pa(Z1),...] denote infinite closed-loop
control sequences.

A. Nominal Stability with Stabilizing Terminal Ingredients

We first want to make sure that our time-continuous
formulation and the assumptions we made in Section II are
sufficient to establish asymptotic stability of the origin for
the discretized and nominal system (31) in 2.

The following Assumption 5 is particularly important and
ensures both recursive feasibility of the terminal set X; and
asymptotic stability of the origin in X; for the nonlinear
system (20).

Assumption 5 (Control Invariant Terminal Set): There

exists a stabilizing terminal control law p¢ : Xy — U such
that for all x € X it holds that:
fad(z, pe(x)) € X, (33)

Jr(far(z, pi(2))) = Je() < —Lar(w, pe(2)).

The function J; serves as a local control Lyapunov function
for the nonlinear system (20). Conventional MPC with stabi-
lizing terminal conditions inherits the stabilizing properties
of p¢ in Xy and adopts them to the feasible state space 2y
[27], [25]. In [28], the authors present a possible procedure
for determining a control invariant terminal set X¢ = lev;J;.
Proposition 3.1 (Asymptotic Stability After Relaxation):
Suppose Assumptions 1-5 hold. Then the optimal value
function Vi is a Lyapunov function for all z € 2y with
ay, 09 € Koo

(34)

ar(f[zl) < Va(z) < ao(llzl),
Vn (Fad(z, p(x))) < V(@) — ea([l]).

The origin is asymptotically stable in the positive invariant
set Zn for the relaxed closed-loop system (31) such that for
all z € Zn and all n € Ny we have that:

¢(n, z,w,)|| < B(|zl,n), B €KL

Proof: a) The cost functions and the transition map
lat, Jr and fay, respectively, are continuous by definition.
b) From Assumptions 1 and 4, we obtain the discrete-time
steady-state conditions fa:(0,us) =0 and £a:(0, us) = 0.
¢) Since the input constraint set Ul is compact, all
control functions in PC* ([0, At], UI®l) are bounded, see also
Remark A6. By Assumption 3, lev,Vy contains x¢ in its
interior.

(35)
(36)

(37

d) Due to Assumption 2, the fact that ¢, (u) > 0 for all
u € Ul and the definition of the discretized stage cost
function in (24), there exists a function a; = ay,, € Koo
such that for all z € Zx and u € Un; we have that:
At
OégAt(”(EH) < fm(go(t,o,:v,u(t))) SfAt(.I’,’U,). (38)
e) Since J; is continuous at the origin and locally bounded
on the compact set X¢ = lev,Jr, see Assumption 3, there
exists a function o, € K such that for all x € X; we have
that [29], [14]:

Je(z) < e ([l]))-

f) Together with Assumption 5, we have all the common
stabilizing conditions in Theorem Al together.

We rely on Theorem Al to verify that Vy is a valid
Lyapunov function and on Theorem A2 to derive asymptotic
stability from this Lyapunov function. [ ]

(39)

B. Inherent Robustness to Input Perturbations

Restoring integer feasibility implies the need to round
the relaxed control inputs. The deviation from the optimal
control value can be interpreted as an input perturbation.
Before we specify the integer-feasible control law pq more
precisely, we want to integrate general input perturbed sys-
tems with the inherent robustness properties of nominal MPC
with stabilizing terminal conditions due to [13], [14].

The authors in [13], [14], [25] show that nominal MPC
is robust to small external state disturbances that are treated
as bounded exogenous inputs. Since there is no guarantee
that the optimal value function Vy is continuous, we cannot
derive ISS from it [26]. Allan et al. [14], however, show
that suboptimal MPC, which rests upon the continuous cost
function Jy and an extended state containing the warm-
start control sequence u(z), does fulfill ISS based on Jy.
To proof ISS based on the optimal value function Vi, we
would need to localize the set of discontinuities of Vi
following [30], which is difficult for arbitrary OCPs. More
constructive derivations for inherent robustness of nominal
MPC based on the optimal value function Vy are given
in [13] for continuous-time systems and in [25, Chap. 3.2.4]
for discrete-time systems. Here, the authors show robust
positive invariance and a sufficient cost decay to reach some
small and positive invariant neighborhood of the steady-state
in the presence of external and bounded disturbances.

We, in contrast, consider deterministic input perturbations
rather than unknown external disturbances. Therefore, we
formally integrate the derivations from [14], [25] with the
definition of P-practical asymptotic stability according to
[24].

According to [14], [25], let Yy := lev,Vn = {z €
Zn | Vn(z) < p} be the largest compact sublevel set of the
optimal value function Vi that is fully contained in 2.
Further, let us define the warm-start control sequence by:

: ’u*]c\/—lhuf((b(NaIvu*(x)))] (40)

The following derivations are mainly based on [14]. To
evaluate the difference between the evolution of the nominal

u(z) = [u],us3,..



and the input perturbed system in (31) and (32), respectively,
we rely on the the following Lemma 3.2, wich originates
from [14, Prop. 20] .

Lemma 3.2 (See [14]): Define C C D C R"= with C
compact and D closed. Let g € C°(D,R™=) be a continuous
mapping. Then there exists a function o € Ko such that
for all z € D and y € C we have that ||g(z) — g(y)|| <
afllz —yl).

Proposition 3.3 (Stability With Input Perturbations):
Suppose Assumptions 1-5 hold. There exists some small
v >0 for all z € lev,Vx with

[fae(e, pa(2)) = far(e, p(@))]| <v

such that lev,Vy and P := lev,Vy C lev,Vn with kK < p
are positive invariant sets for system (32). In addition, the
optimal value function Vyy is a Lyapunov function on the set
lev, VN \P for system (32) with a1, a2, a3 € Koot

ar([lz]]) < Vi (z) < az(ll2])),
VN (far(@, pa(x))) < Vi (x) — as(||z])-

The origin is therefore P-practically asymptotically stable in
the positive invariant set lev,Vy for system (32) such that
for all x € lev,Vy and all n € Ny with ¢(n,z,u,,) ¢ P
we have that:

¢(n, z,u,,)| < B(||],n), 5 € KL.

Proof: The lower and upper bounds a; and a follow
from Proposition 3.1 and rely on Assumptions 1-3. To
proof P-practical asymptotic stability, we first combine the
derivations in [14] (asymptotic stability, suboptimal MPC)
and [25, Chap. 3.2.4] (exponential stability, optimal MPC).
Then, we derive a cost decay bound a3 € K. Let &1 :=
fAt(x7Md($)) and x4 = fAt(xvﬂ(‘r))'

1) Terminal Constraint Satisfaction: We have continuous
mappings &4 +— &4[N] := ¢(N,Zy,u(x)) and 24 —
24 [N] := ¢(N,z4,u(x)). Based on Lemma 3.2, for all
z, 24 €lev,Vy and &4 € Zn we have that (see [14]):

[J:(#+[N]) = Je(z4 [ND| < ag (84 = 24 ), s € Koo
(45)

(41)

(42)
(43)

(44)

We drop the absolute value and obtain (see [14]):
Je(#4[N]) < Je(z4[N]) + ag (|24 — 24 []).

After inserting the nominal cost decrease from Assumption 5
with 2% [N] := ¢(N, z,u*(z)) we obtain (see [14]):

(46)

Jr(#4[N]) < Jr(@p[N]) —aeq, ([2n [IN]D+es (124 — 24 ])-

(47)
Je(z[N]) > «/7 with
a}fl (w/7) such that the

Following [14], if ay, (2} [N])
T € R>1, we have that z [N]
worst-case inequality is:

2
2

T IN) < m-ae, (|[o (2)||) +aw s - o) <

(48)
The case Ji(z}[N]) < w/7 implies the following worst-case
inequality (see [14]):

TEe[N]) < o/ — 04 ag (i —zo]) <7 (49

If Jp(Z4+[N]) < 7, the warm-start is admissible with u(z) €
Un(Z4). Therefore, &, € Zy. To robustly satisfy the
terminal constraint, we therefore demand that (see also [14]):

!
[#4 — 24l <7 o=

DY)

(50)

-1 . ™
CYJf 7T — min max{ —, T — Oy, (
TERZ1 T

Notice that if 7 > 0, we have that v, > 0, otherwise y; > 0.
If the warm-start is admissible, we assume that the optimal
solution will also be admissible.

2) Positive Invariance: We again rely on Lemma 3.2 and
examine the continuous finite horizon cost function for all
z, 24 €lev,Vy and £, € Zy with ay, € K (see [14]):

[N (@4, 0(2) = In (@, 0(@))]] < gy (34 — a4])).
(51)
From Proposition 3.1, we know that Vy(xzy) <
In(z4,u(z)) < Vn(x) — aps, (||z|]) such that we obtain
(see also [25, Chap. 3.2.4]):

Vn(E4) < V(@) = as, (7)) + ey (124 — 24 [])- (52)

According to [14], if ax(||z]]) > Vn(z) > p/7, we have that
|lz|| > a5 (p/7) such that the worst-case inequality is:

y —1(P y ;
Vi(r) < p=ags, oz (2)])) +aun ls =2+ 1) < p.
T

(53)
The case Vn(z) < p/7 implies the following worst-case
inequality (see [14]):

!
Vn(Ey) <p/m7 =0+ a2 —zil) <p. (54

If Vn(Z4) < p, the level set lev,Vx is positive invariant
for system (32) with fa:(z,pna(z)) € lev,Vy for all = €
lev, V. To ensure positive invariance of lev,Vy, we thus
demand that (see also [14]):

!
|34 — 24| <72 0=

32 (o= min max{ 2,0 - ars, (o3 (£)])})
) (55)

Again, if p > 0, we have that v, > 0.

It is obvious that lev,Vy C lev,Vy is a terminal positive
invariant set for the input perturbed system (32) if for some
Kk < p we can ensure that (see also [25, Sec. 3.2.4]):

!
[+ — a4l <73 0=
oo (1= i max{ 2= s (o (2)])}
e K — min maxy—,k —« ay | — .
JIN TGRZI T ’ £at 2 T
(56)
3) Cost Decay: For a cost decay in the asymptotic sense,

we want to ensure that Vi (i+) < Vw(z) for ||z|| > 0.
From (52), we deduce that (see also [25, Chap. 3.2.4]):

s — o] < g (e, (l2]). (57)



Notice that for ||z|| — 0, the perturbation bound also tends
to zero. At the boundary of lev, Vi, we have that Viy(z) =
# < as(]|z||). From this, we obtain ||z|| > ¢ := ay ' (k) and
the more conservative bound (see also [25, Chap. 3.2.4]):

21 — 2] < 7= gy (e (az (K). (58)

This bound 4 is always greater than zero as long as x > 0.

4) Cost Decay Comparison Function: To define a proper
cost decay of the optimal value function, we must con-
sider the worst-case scenario v4 = min{vy1, 2,3, V4}
Recall that cy,,(s) — ajy(y4) > 0 only holds as long
as s > 0 (see (52) and (58)). Therefore, we use an
infinitesimally small part of the robustness margin 0 < € <
min{vy1,y2,y3, v} to lift ag,, (8) — sy (74) by introducing
v = min{y1,7v2,73,v4} — € > 0. Define the cost decay

function
als if s <9,
as(s) = { ()

59
if s> 9, >9)

up, (8) — gy (7)

where « € Ko, also shall satisfy a(d) = ag.,(0) — agy (7).
The specific choice of « is not relevant since we only strive
for P-practical asymptotic stability. However, we claim that
az € Keo.

We summarize that the optimal value function Vi is a
valid Lyapunov function on the set lev,Vy\Bs for sys-
tem (32) with Bs C lev, V. The closed ball 55 is a subset
of lev, Viy since ||z|| = § = a5 * (k) in (58) is the minimum
Euclidean distance in lev, V. The control law pg renders
both sets lev,Vy and P := lev,Vy positive invariant if it
adheres to the perturbation bound . P-Practical asymptotic
stability finally follows from Theorem A3. [ ]

Remark 3 (Uniform Boundedness Over At): If the solu-
tion to the continuous-time system (8) is uniformly bounded
over At, meaning that ||o(t, 0, z, pa(z))|| < 9¥(||z|]) holds
for all ¢ € [0, At] with § € K, we also obtain P-practical
asymptotic stability in the continuous-time sense [24, Thm.
2.27].

IV. CONTROL INPUT ROUNDING

The idea is to derive the integer feasible control law pi4(z)
from the relaxed control law u(x) for all z € 2. From [5],
[6], we extract that if the rounding error is bounded, then the
state deviation is also bounded. We tailor the continuous-time
formulation in [5], [6] to our discrete-time system and only
consider fixed horizon lengths of At.

In order to adopt the results from [5], [6], we require fur-
ther mild assumptions about the original system properties.

Assumption 6 (Lipschitz Continuity): The vector field f is
Lipschitz continuous in its first argument on every compact
subset of 2, with Lipschitz constant L > 0.

Assumption 7 (Differentiability): The continuous map-
ping t — f(Z(t),v") is differentiable and its derivative
admits an upper bound C' > 0 such that

d

Ef(a?(ﬂ,vi) (60)

E

holds for all v* €  and all t € [0, t¢] with Z(t) € 2%,
Assumption 8 (Boundedness): The continuous mapping
t — f(z(t),v") is bounded by some M > 0 such that

1/ (z(t), ") || < M (61)
holds for all v* €  and all ¢ € [0, ¢] with Z(t) € 25,.
Proposition 4.1 (Upper Approximation Bound, see [5]):
Suppose that Assumptions 6-8 hold. Assume that the
perturbed control law pq(x) satisfies the following integral
pseudo metric for all x € Z with some o > 0:

/0 (@) (r) — pala) () dr

sup <o (62)

te[0,At]

Then for all x € 2 we obtain that:

1 at(@, pa(@)) = faelz, p(@)]| < (M + CAt) g "2,
(63)

Proof: Refer to the continuous-time proof in [5]. H
In Proposition 3.3, we claim that there exists some bound
v > 0 for the state deviation caused by input perturba-
tions, see (41), that ensures P-practical asymptotic stability.
In (63), we specify an upper state error bound that formally
depends on the integrated input error in (62). Notice that
if ¢ — 0, the state error bound in (63) also tends to
zero. However, the latter observation does not imply point-
wise convergence of pg(z) and p(z) in time. Therefore,
Proposition 4.1 motivates systematic and fast switching in
the context of input rounding such that the right-hand side
of (63) becomes smaller than 7 in (41).
Notice that the upper state error bound in (63) does not
depend on the specific rounding algorithm and mainly results
from Gronwall’s Lemma, see [5, Thm. 2].

Sum-Up Rounding (SUR)

In the following, we present possible rounding algorithms
to restore integer feasibility in polynomial time, namely
simple rounding (SR) and sum-up rounding (SUR), see [5],
[6]. Alternative optimization based rounding approaches are
presented, for example, in [17], [31], [32].

Let ¢ = 1,2,..., Nos be the running index of the fast
sampling time grid. Similar to [6], we define our input
perturbed control law by

pa(z)(t) = 1700 Ve [(i —1)6t,idt], (64)
where the index j*(i, ) is the solution to the problem

j*(i,x) = arg max{n]{SR’SUR} (1, x)}
1<5<19|

(65)
In case of SR, the inner integral argument is defined by:

10t
U I OIOL
(i—1) 6t

2

(66)

We detect the largest error in each dimension j €
{1,2,...,|9|} and on each time interval [(i — 1) dt,i dt]
with ¢ € {1,2,..., Nos} and apply SOS1 admissible round-
ing on the fast sampling time grid. We therefore ensure
that pq(z) € Sa; for all & € Zy. Since SR makes



it decision only based on the current closed-loop interval
[(i — 1) 6t,4 t], the maximum rounding error in (62) evi-
dently depends on the number of oversampling steps Nog. In
case of SUR, the inner integral argument is defined by:

i8t (i—1) 6t
BTG [ @ [ @
0 0 67)
In contrast to SR, we determine the largest error in each
dimension j € {1,2,...,|Q|} and on each time interval
[0,76t] with ¢ € {1,2,..., Nos}, taking into account all
previous rounding decisions. The tightest upper rounding
error bound for SUR in (62) is given by [6]:

12

o:=+/]9] 6tz jl
Jj=2

(68)

The factor /]Q| describes the equivalence relation between
the maximum norm used in [6] and the Euclidean norm
used in this paper. The input approximation error for SUR
reaches its maximum value after only || rounding steps,
see [6, Thm. 6.1]. Therefore, the upper bound in (68) is
assumed to be constant and depends linearly on the sampling
width ¢, such that we obtain that o — 0 if ¢t — 0. The
latter observation brings us to our main result.

Theorem 4.2 (Fast Switching in MI-MPC): Suppose As-
sumptions 1-8 hold. Assume pq(x) is defined by (64) with
the integral argument defined by (67) for all z € lev,Vy.
Then for any v > 0 in || fa (2, pa(2)) = far(z, p(@))| <7,
there exists a sampling width §¢ > 0 such that the origin is
‘P-practically asymptotically stable in the positive invariant
set lev,Vy for the input perturbed system (32) with P :=
lev,Vy and 0 < Kk < p.

Proof: Let &y = fas(x,pa(x)) and zp =
fat(z, p(z)). We combine (68) with (63) and obtain:
12 1
|2+ — il < (M + CAL) V/]Q[ 6t 7 At (69)
j=2

Now, we enforce the right-hand side to be smaller than the
upper bound v > 0 from Proposition 3.3:

12

1 !
(M +CAt) /196t =~ eFA <. (70)
—J
j=2
Finally, we rearrange the inequality to ¢ and obtain:
!
0 < 0t < Stax == i 1)

(M +CAn VIATZZ, § ekt

Note that dty,.x > 0. With an arbitrary small 6¢, we have
that ||Z4 — x4 || < ~. P-practical asymptotic stability thus
follows from Proposition 3.3. [ ]

Remark 4 (Oversampling Width): Note that we first de-
termine p in lev,Vx and then choose a k < p in lev,Vy.
From this, we obtain an upper bound ~. Therefore, v actually
depends on k. However, since v > 0, we can choose an
arbitrary small sampling width §t to also satisfy the choice
of k. In other words, either we choose a sampling width J¢

and observe which value x we obtain or we choose a specific
k < p and seek an admissible sampling width J¢.

Though we have derived an analytic upper bound 0t ,ax >
0t, it is not straightforward to evaluate it. However, in theory,
we can use an arbitrary small sampling width &t to satisfy
the upper bound dt.,.x. In practice, there usually also exists
a lower bound 0 < dnin < 6t that is determined by
technical properties, such as transient reversal processes or
safety functions. In electrical power systems, for example,
switching times can be assumed to be very small [12].

V. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

We investigate the Van-der-Pol Oscillator with a nonlinear
input. Consider the following nonlinear state space model
with state dimension n, = 2 and input dimension n, = 1:

NN Zo(t)
f(@(t),o(t) = ((1 — (1) Za(t) — 71 (1) + sin(f;(t))) '
(72)
Assume quadratic cost functions £, (z(t)) = Z7(t) Qz(t),

Cu(0(t)) = 7(t) Ry 0(t), and Ly(a(t)) = ET() WE(t) =
R(E() © &) = S0, £o(v!) (wi(t) —u)?® with u =
(0.5,0.5)T and W = diag(R). @, R,, and W denote
positive definite weighting matrices. However, W cannot be
chosen freely, it results from the choice of 2 and R,. The
terminal cost function lev,Jy = Z7(¢t) P Z(t) approximates
the infinite-horizon costs of the nonlinear system where P €
R™=*"= g the positive definite solution to the continuous-
time Lyapunov equation [28]:

(Ag +cI)TP + P(Ak +cI) = —Q". (73)

Here, Ax := A+ BK and Q* := Q + KTWK, where
the pair (A, B) denotes the stabilizable linearization of the
relaxed system F'(z(t))u(t) at the integer infeasible and
unstable steady-state (x¢,uf) = (0,u¢). The matrix K :=
—W~1BTP forms the linear feedback controller and builds

upon the solution P € R"™*"= to the continuous-time
algebraic Riccati equation:

ATP+ PA—PBW ™ 'BTP+Q=0. (74)

Without a proof, we choose # = 0.005 and ¢ = 0.892
according to the setup procedure in [28]. We define the finite
control set as 2 = {—1,1} C V= {v € R||v| < 1}. With
Q =1 and R, = 1 we have that R = I. For the time
discretization, we choose At = 0.25s and N = 12. We
apply direct Hermite-Simpson collocation to transcribe the
DT-OCP in (26) into a nonlinear program (NLP), refer, for
example, to [33], and assume piecewise quadratic controls.
Recall that for stabilization, the optimizer may resort to the
terminal stabilizing control law p¢(z) € C([0, At], U,
see Assumption 5. Here, we assume that a quadratic control
spline is a sufficient approximation of the control trajectory
of the continuous-time linear-quadratic-regulator (LQR) on
the sampling interval At.

The numerical benchmark setup is built upon the
automatic differentiation and optimization framework
CasADi [34], the general purpose solver IPOPT [35], and
the sparse linear solver MUMPS [36], [37].
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Fig. 1. Closed-loop control. Robust set-point stabilization for the relaxed
and the input perturbed closed-loop system (31) and (32), respectively.
Input perturbation is due to input SUR for different oversampling rates.
Top left: Phase portrait. Top right: Close-up of left figure. Bottom left:
Corresponding relaxed closed-loop control trajectories that satisfy the SOS1
constraint. The integer feasible closed-loop control trajectories cannot be
visualized/rendered clearly due to fast switching. Bottom right: Evolutions
of the optimal value function for different oversampling rates. Abbreviation:
Sum-up rounding (SUR).

In Figure 1, the implicit control law p transfers,
as expected, the relaxed system (20) from =z =
(0.5,0)T to the origin and then stabilizes the steady-state
((0,0)7,(0.5,0.5)T) according to Proposition 3.1 (see black
graphs). Note that for ¢ = At, SUR turns into common
SR, taking a single decision on the whole interval At. The
perturbed control law piq distracts the nonlinear system (29)
at an early stage and ends up with a strongly oscillating state
space behavior, which of course also stems from the extreme
choice of = {—1,1}. The evolution of the optimal value
function reveals that costs do not decrease in the sense of
Lyapunov. We have deliberately chosen the example such
that a simple rounding step over the entire sampling width
0t = At does not destabilize the origin to investigate the
impact of SUR on the approximation quality for different
oversampling rates. For SUR with 6t = A¢/10 = 0.025s,
we observe a state trajectory that is on average much more
similar to the relaxed state trajectory. The close-up of the
state-space shows that system remains inside some small
neighborhood of the origin for all times. Notice that for
0t = At/10, the evolution of the optimale value function
nearly resembles the evolution of the relaxed optimal value
function, which decreases in the sense of Lyapunov.

Let us consider Table I for a quantitive analysis, where
we want to evaluate the discretized maximal integral control

TABLE I
MAXIMAL CONTROL INTEGER AND STATE GAPS DUE TO CONTROL
INPUT ROUNDING FOR DIFFERENT OVERSAMPLING RATES.
ABBREVIATIONS: SUM-UP ROUNDING (SUR). SIMPLE ROUNDING (SR)

st= At At)2  At/5  At/10 At/50
SR Oomax 0.1757  0.1707  0.1747  0.1722 0.1720
max 02369 02296 02353 02320  0.2318
GUR  Omax 01757 00881 00352 00176  0.0035
Ymax 02369  0.1170  0.0473  0.0212  0.0041

input error (control integer gap)

Omax ‘=

At
/0 1(En)(7) — pa(@n)(r) dr

max
ne{0,1,...,71}
5)
and the maximal state space deviation (state gap)
Ymax = ne{(rfll?_)_(_771}{||fAt($na pa(@n)) = far(@n, 1(2))[}
(76)
for the same numerical setup as in Figure 1.

The finer the time resolution of the oversampling grid, the
smaller is the control integer gap oy,ax for SUR. This obser-
vation does not hold for SR. Here, the increasing sampling
rate has nearly no impact on the approximation error. For
SUR, the control integer and the state gap almost vanish for
dt = At /50 according to (68) and (63), respectively. Hence,
we know that for ¢ — 0, we have that v — 0 and thus
also k — 0. For dt = At/50, the resulting state trajectory
is nearly identical to that of the relaxed trajectory (black
graph in Fig. 1) since ypyax = 0.0041. Therefore, we do not
plot this graph in Figure 1. These numeric results obviously
support our claim in Theorem 4.2.

Remark 5 (Quadratic Multiplier): In this section, we fol-
low common techniques to approximate the infinite horizon
costs and derive a stabilizing terminal control law pu¢. For
quadratic cost functions with respect to the states and the
inputs, the infinite horizon costs follow from the solution
of the algebraic Riccati equation in (74), see, for example,
[28], [27], [25]. However, quadratic controls contradict the
weighted L!-norm penalty in (15). Therefore, we loose
optimality claims with respect to the outer convexified prob-
lem (26), even if SUR would enable an error-free recon-
struction. An alternative formulation could consider slack
variables to reformulate the absolute values in (15). Instead
of solving the Riccati equation (74), we could therefore
solve a bound constrained quadratic program. To improve
regularity of the solution, we could also add a low weighted
L?-norm penalty term, refer to the discussion in [38].

In this paper, however, we mainly focus on stability
and assume that fast switching is technically possible and
inexpensive. Recall that P-practical stability only depends on
the state deviation «y in (41). We assume that the penalization
of the control effort in the DT-OCP (26) only offers an ad-
ditional degree of freedom to set a desired system behavior,
which we can approximate arbitrary close by fast switching.



VI. CONCLUSION

We have formally derived P-practical asymptotic stability
for mixed-integer model predictive control. To achieve this
stability results, we have fused the findings on inherent
robustness of conventional model predictive control (closed-
loop) with stabilizing terminal conditions due to [27], [14],
[25] with the integer approximation algorithm for mixed-
integer optimal control (open-loop) due to [3], [S] and its
theoretical properties in [5], [6] on the boundedness of the
approximation errors.

After applying partial outer convexification and relaxation,
we obtain relaxed system and cost formulations. This re-
laxed optimal control problem serves as the foundation for
providing a desired stabilizing state space behavior for the
real and integer feasible system. We have introduced sum-
up rounding of the implicit control law on an oversampled
temporal grid. If we assume that switching is inexpensive
and technically possible, we have shown theoretically and
with a numerical example that the approximation error due to
rounding tends to zero the faster we switch the control input.
This approximation property is especially interesting for
applications with fast dynamics such as power electronics.

APPENDIX

The following Theorem Al originates from [25, Thm. 2.19
(a)]

Theorem Al (Lyapunov Function [25]): Let X := RP,
U :=R" U C U, and Xy C X. Suppose we have
system dynamics . = f(z,u) and a finite horizon cost
function Jy (2, u) := S5 £(z(k),u(k)) + Jr(z(N)) with
u = (u(0),u(1),...,u(N — 1)). Let the set of admis-
sible control sequences be denoted by Uy (z) := {u €
UM | ¢(N, z,u) € X¢} and the feasible set by Xy := {z €
X |Un(x) #0}. Let ¢(N,z,u) be the recursive solution
to the system dynamics at the end of the horizon N using
the control sequence u and starting at . Define u*(z) :=
arg minyeyy () Jn (2, ). Let p(x) := u*(0) be the implicit
control law in wich u*(0) denotes the the first part of the
optimal control trajectory u*(z).

Suppose the following assumptions hold.

a) Assume that f € C°(X x U, X), £ € CO(X x U,RY),
and Jr € CO(X,RY).

b) The transition map and the cost functions satisfy
£(0,0) =0, £(0,0) =0, and J;(0) = 0.

c) Assume that the input constraint set U is compact and
contains the origin. Suppose that X; is compact and contains
the origin in its interior.

d) Suppose that there exists a class Ko, function oy such
the we have that oy (]|z|]) < £(z,u) for all z € Xy and all
u e U.

e) Suppose that there exists a class Ko, function o such
the we have that Jp(z) < a¢(||z]|) for all z € X;.

f) Assume that for all z € X there exists a control u € U
for which we obtain that f(z,u) € X; and Ji(f(z,u)) —
Ji(z) < —L(x,u).

Then the optimal value function Vy(x) =
Minyeyy (z) JN(2,1) is a valid Lyapunov function in

the positive invariant set Xy for the autonomous system
f(z, pu(x)). With ai,a2 € Ko, we obtain the following
Lyapunov function for all x € X

ar([lz]) < Vi () < aa(]z]]),
Vn (f(z, (@) < Vi (x) — ar([lz])-

Remark A6 (Compactness of Input Constraint Set):
Notice that the system x; = f(x,u) in Theorem Al
assumes piecewise constant controls since v € U C R™.
This rather restrictive assumption simplifies the notation and
is often used in practice. In Theorem Al, the compactness
of U is used to show local boundedness of Jy and Vi on
Xy x UV to derive an upper bound as € Ko [25, Prop.
2.15 and Prop. 2.16].

The following Theorem A2 originates from [25, Thm.
2.13]

Theorem A2 (Asymptotic Stability [25]): Assume that
X C R? is positive invariant for the system z = f(x). Let
@(n, x) be the recursive solution to the autonomous system
x4+ = f(x) after n steps. If there is a valid Lyapunov
function in X for the system x4 = f(x), then the origin is
asymptotically stable with

[p(n, 2)|| < B(l[zll,n), B € KL,

for all x € X and all n € Nj.

The following Theorem A3 originates from [24, Thm.
2.20]

Theorem A3 (‘P-Practical Asymptotic Stability [24]):
Let X C R? and P C & be positive invariant sets for the
autonomous system x4 = f(x). Assume that P contains the
origin in its interior. Let ¢(n,z) be the recursive solution
to the autonomous system z, = f(x) after n steps. If
there is a valid Lyapunov function in X\ P for the system
x4+ = f(x), then the origin is P-practically asymptotically
stable with

(77)
(78)

(79)

[p(n, 2)|| < Bz, n), €KL,
for all x € X and all n € Ny with ¢(n,z) & P.

(80)
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