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Abstract

We present DDTO—deferred-decision trajectory optimization—a framework for trajectory generation with re-
silience to unmodeled uncertainties and contingencies. The key idea is to ensure that a collection of candidate targets
is reachable for as long as possible while satisfying constraints, which provides time to quantify the uncertainties. We
propose optimization-based constrained reachability formulations and construct equivalent cardinality minimization
problems, which then inform the design of computationally tractable and efficient solution methods that leverage
state-of-the-art convex solvers and sequential convex programming (SCP) algorithms. The goal of establishing
the equivalence between constrained reachability and cardinality minimization is to provide theoretically-sound
underpinnings for the proposed solution methods. We demonstrate the solution methods on real-world optimal
control applications encountered in quadrotor motion planning.

1 Introduction
The reference signals generated by the feedforward block
of a control system often solve constrained optimal con-
trol problems [1]. It is desirable to have the system re-
sponse tightly track the reference signals in closed-loop
with a feedback controller so that the constraint satisfac-
tion and performance requirements guaranteed by the
reference signal continue to hold. However, for satisfac-
tory performance of the closed-loop system, uncertain-
ties need to be accounted for: both within feedforward
and feedback blocks. Depending on the nature of the
uncertainties, techniques from robust and stochastic con-
trol can be utilized. The former deals with uncertainties
which are known to belong to a certain class or a set,
while the latter handles uncertainties that are known
to possess a probability distribution [2]. However, in
many real-world circumstances (e.g., search and rescue
post-natural disaster and planetary landing on unknown
terrain), it is not possible to quantify or model all sources
of uncertainties and contingencies in the operational en-
vironment a priori.

So, how do we reduce the likelihood of mission fail-
ure or off-nominal performance in such cases? The pro-
posed work addresses this question in the context of
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constrained trajectory generation for a vehicle with a
known initial state. One approach to staying immune
to unmodeled uncertainties and contingencies (i.e., “un-
known” unknowns) is considering multiple candidate
targets, instead of a single target. We focus our attention
on the feedforward block and ask the question: how can
the reference signal help with the identification of the
best target? In the real-world setting, it is reasonable
to assume that the vehicle can acquire new actionable
information as it moves towards the candidate targets.
So, deferring the decision to commit to/select a target
provides time to learn (acquire more information) about
the uncertainties. In a closed-loop system, for exam-
ple, the perception and measurement updates provide
new information. Ensuring that the candidate targets
are reachable for as long as possible enables the vehi-
cle to acquire new information for as long as possible,
which then informs the best choice of target, where “best”
could mean safest or cost-efficient.

The example of soft landing of a spacecraft on an un-
known planetary terrain highlights the usefulness of
deferring decision. The goal is to land a spacecraft at
one of landing sites from a collection of candidates (see
Figure 1). We only possess coarse-grained information
about the terrain and need to wait until the spacecraft
nears the terrain to gather high-resolution information.
It is straightforward to imagine a situation where the
spacecraft chooses a landing site prematurely, but deter-
mines that it is not viable after getting too close, at which
point recovery or divert might be impossible. Therefore,
deferring decision is useful in this scenario for keeping a
collection of landing sites reachable for a period of time
while high-resolution terrain information is gathered to
determine which candidate landing sites are viable [3].
Note that interplanetary communication has large la-
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tency which makes it infeasible to control the spacecraft
in real-time with an Earth-based operator.

Figure 1: A Mars landing example where deferring de-
cision is useful. The black trajectory segments keep a
collection of candidate landing sites reachable (colored
nodes). Each black node serves as a decision point be-
yond which reachability to one of the landing sites is lost.
While the spacecraft follows the black segment, it can
learn more about the terrain to determine the most viable
landing site. The background image (taken by the Perse-
verance rover in December 2023 [4]) shows examples of
a priori unknown irregularities on the Martian surface
which can potentially make landing sites infeasible.

We present DDTO—deferred-decision trajectory opti-
mization, a fully deterministic framework for formulat-
ing constrained trajectory generation in the presence of
such unmodeled uncertainties and contingencies. First,
we propose constrained-reachability-based formulations
for DDTO—not with intention of directly solving the
resulting optimization, but with the goal of discover-
ing/analyzing the solution structure. Constrained reach-
able sets offer the most natural way to describe the no-
tion of deferring decision. While they are intractable
to compute for nonlinear systems with state dimension
greater than four [5, Fig. 2], they are still useful build-
ing blocks for analyzing the problem at hand. Next, we
show that the proposed constrained-reachability formu-
lations have equivalent representations as cardinality
minimization problems. While the cardinality minimiza-
tion problems are also intractable to solve in general,
their purpose here is to illuminate the structure of an
optimal solution. With this knowledge we can design ap-
proximate, effective and efficient solution methods that
are specialized to trajectory optimization problems. Note
that we do not explore the well-known, general-purpose
solution methods for general cardinality minimization
problems, such as compressed sensing [6] and sparse
recovery methods [7].

We propose three solution methods that either solve the
cardinality minimization problems or ensure the corre-

sponding solution structure. Among these, two methods
are designed for discrete-time affine systems subject to
convex constraints, where we leverage mixed-integer
conic programming (MICP) and quasiconvex optimiza-
tion. The third method handles continuous-time nonlin-
ear systems subject to nonconvex constraints, where we
use the recently developed sequential convex program-
ming (SCP) framework for nonconvex trajectory genera-
tion [8]. The method based on quasiconvex optimization
was earlier proposed as a heuristic approach for DDTO in
[9], which was followed by another variant, ADAPTIVE-
DDTO, demonstrated within a closed-loop simulation
framework [10] designed for precision landing on an
unknown planetary terrain with real-time vision-based
perception.

We infer that the optimal solution for DDTO has a tree-
like structure with trunk and branch trajectories (see Fig-
ure 1). Hence, graph-based techniques such as sampling-
based planners [11] might seem naturally suited for
modeling and computing such structures. However,
we adopt optimization-based modeling to place empha-
sis on constraint satisfaction and dynamic feasibility,
which allows us to harness a variety of specialized tech-
niques such as multiple-shooting and time-dilation [8],
and state-of-the-art convex optimization-based solution
methods which are efficient and scalable [12, 13]. Fur-
thermore, it is a natural concern that deferring decision
(which is essentially procrastination) could come at the
expense of some trajectory cost—the vehicle must not
consume all of the onboard power resources or fuel in
its pursuit of “buying more time”. Therefore, in the pro-
posed formulation and solution methods, we explicitly
call out the importance of imposing constraints on the
cumulative cost of a trajectory.

1.1 Related Work

Ideas related to deferred decision-making have received
attention in the robotics and motion planning literature.
An approach for air traffic congestion resolution which
uses deferred decisions [14] demonstrates that conserv-
ing future flexibility can help manage the risk of un-
certain predictions. Deferred decisions can counter the
accumulation of errors in INS-based navigation [15] by
simultaneously allowing multiple potential trajectories
to exist and selecting the best one to represent the robot’s
path.

Enhancements to model predictive control (MPC) to an-
ticipate future uncertainties have been achieved. A feed-
back min-max MPC approach was introduced in [16],
where a family of control sequences is optimized at each
time, each one corresponding to a different disturbance
profile. Consequently, this approach avoids the likely
feasibility problems that result from the use of other min-
max formulations that optimize a single control profile
over all possible future disturbance realizations. How-
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ever, the knowledge of the type and source of the uncer-
tainties is still necessary for this approach. The optimal
cost design for MPC in [17] demonstrates that delaying
the decision until later implicitly accounts for the fact
that the agent will get more information in the future
and be able to make a better decision, which is possible
by purposefully choosing a new MPC cost that is dif-
ferent from the planned trajectory cost. The branching
MPC framework in [18] considers a finite set of poli-
cies to represent the continuous spectrum of reactive
behaviors of an uncontrolled agent. This approach bears
resemblance to the notion of interaction-awareness in
[19]. The anomaly-detection framework proposed in [20]
leverages the zero-shot reasoning capabilities of large
language models (LLM) along with MPC to maintain
a collection of safe trajectories that can handle out-of-
distribution failure scenarios.

Methods developed for contingency planning and abort
guidance are also related to deferred decisions since they
accomplish a similar goal. An approach for computing
abort trajectories along with the nominal is provided
in [21]. The vehicle can divert to a predetermined safe
region using a precomputed abort trajectory if any off-
nominal effects are detected. Similar contingency plan-
ning measures are proposed for autonomous driving
applications in [22, 23].

Besides the robotics applications, deferred decision-
making has been incorporated in floorplanning algo-
rithms for very large scale integration (VLSI) [24], data
classification tasks [25], and active fault diagnosis [26].

Finally, research from psychology shows that deferring
decision is a likely outcome when there are many op-
tions to choose from [27], i.e., contrary to the principle
of value maximization, choices can introduce conflict.
Moreover, studies from organizational psychology have
determined that procrastination plays a key role in im-
proving human decision-making [28]. The ability to
defer the decision about choosing a goal can improve the
performance and reliability of human-in-the-loop (HIL)
robotic systems.

1.2 Notation

The set of real numbers is denoted by R, the set of non-
negative real numbers by R+, the set of n-dimensional
real vectors by Rn, and the set of m × n matrices by
Rm×n. The set of integers between (and including) a and
b (with a ≤ b) is denoted by [a : b], and the cardinality
of a set C by |C|. The vector of zeros in Rn is denoted
by 0n, and the identity matrix in Rn×n by In. The con-
catenation of vectors v ∈ Rn and w ∈ Rm is denoted
by (v, w) ∈ Rn+m. The function x 7→ ∥x∥♦ indicates
whether a vector x is non-zero, i.e.,

∥x∥♦ ≜
{

1 if x ̸= 0,
0 otherwise.

2 Preliminaries

Consider a time-invariant, discrete-time nonlinear dy-
namical system

xk+1 = f (xk, uk), k ≥ 1, (1)

where index k corresponds to time, xk ∈ Rnx is the state,
and uk ∈ Rnu is the control input. The state and control
input are required to lie in sets X ⊆ Rnx and U ⊆ Rnu ,
respectively. We refer to a sequence of N states as a tra-
jectory of horizon length N. A trajectory is said to be
feasible if the sequence of states lie in X, the correspond-
ing sequence of control inputs lie in U, and (1) holds
for the trajectory and control input sequence. We are
interested in a feasible trajectory of horizon length N
that starts from z0 ∈ X and terminates at one of the n
targets represented by sets Z1, . . . ,Zn ⊆ X.

The space of feasible trajectories and control input se-
quences for (1) can be characterized by constrained for-
ward and backward reachable sets. The set of all terminal
states of the feasible trajectories of horizon length M + 1
with initial state z ∈ X is denoted by FM(z).
Definition 1. Given M ≥ 1, the M-step constrained forward
reachable set of z ∈ X is given by

FM(z) ≜

 xM+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
u1, . . . , uM ∈ U

xk+1 = f (xk, uk), k ∈ [1 : M]
x1 = z, x2, . . . , xM+1 ∈ X

 .

Furthermore, F0(z) ≜ {z}.
The set of all initial states of the feasible trajectories of
horizon length M+ 1 that terminate atZ ⊆ X is denoted
by BM(Z).
Definition 2. Given M ≥ 1, the M-step constrained back-
ward reachable set of Z ⊆ X is given by

BM(Z) ≜

 x1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
u1, . . . , uM ∈ U

xk+1 = f (xk, uk), k ∈ [1 : M]
x1, . . . , xM ∈ X, xM+1 ∈ Z

 .

Furthermore, B0(Z) ≜ Z .

The above definitions for the constrained forward and
backward reachable sets are closely related to Definitions
10.6 and 10.5, respectively, in [29]. We have the following
result about the states on a trajectory of horizon length
N which are recursively selected from the constrained
reachable sets.
Lemma 1. Consider a trajectory x1, . . . , xN . Then, the follow-
ing statements hold:

1. If x1 = z0 and xk ∈ F1(xk−1) for k ∈ [2 : N], then
F1(xk−1) ⊆ Fk−1(z0) for k ∈ [2 : N].

2. If xN ∈ Z j for some j ∈ [1 : n] and xk−1 ∈ B1({xk})
for k ∈ [2 : N], then B1({xk}) ⊆ BN−k+1(Z j) for k ∈
[2 : N].
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Proof. 1. Clearly, x1, . . . , xN ∈ X. The inclusion holds
trivially for k = 2. We therefore fix k ∈ [3 : N]. Let
y ∈ F1(xk−1). Then, y ∈ X and there exists a uk−1 ∈ U

such that y = f (xk−1, uk−1). By the assumption, there
exist u1, . . . , uk−2 ∈ U such that xi = f (xi−1, ui−1) for
i ∈ [2 : k− 1]. We can now conclude that y ∈ Fk−1(z0).
2. Clearly, x1, . . . , xN ∈ X. The inclusion holds triv-
ially for k = N. We therefore fix k ∈ [2 : N − 1]. Let
y ∈ B1({xk}). Then, y ∈ X and there exists a uk−1 ∈ U

such that xk = f (y, uk−1). By the assumption, there
exist uk, . . . , uN−1 ∈ U such that xi = f (xi−1, ui−1)
for i ∈ [k + 1 : N]. We can now conclude that y ∈
BN−k+1({xN}).
Remark 1. Let x1, . . . , xN be a trajectory satisfying xk ∈
Fk−1(z0) for k ∈ [1 : N]. Is it true that such a trajectory is
dynamically feasible, i.e., xk ∈ F1(xk−1) for k ∈ [2 : N]? No,
it is not true in general, as illustrated by the following example.
Consider the dynamical system: xk+1 = xk + (uk, u2

k), with
xk ∈ R2 and uk ∈ R. The system state is subject to the
constraint a⊤xk ≤ 9 for all k ≥ 1, where a = (0, 1), and the
initial state is z0 ≜ 02. Observe that x2 ≜ (3, 9) ∈ F1(z0)

and x3 ≜ (4, 8) ∈ F2(z0). However, x3 /∈ F1(x2).

Given any J ⊆ [1 : n] and k ∈ [1 : N], the intersection of
the (N − k)-step constrained backward reachable sets
of targets Z j, for j ∈ J, forms a key building block for
assessing reachability to targets from a given trajectory.
Definition 3. Given nonempty J ⊆ [1 : n] and k ∈ [1 : N],
define

B J
N−k ≜

⋂
j∈J
BN−k(Z j).

For brevity in the subsequent discussion, we say “targets
in J” instead of “targets Z j, for j ∈ J”, for any J ⊆ [1 : n].
Another key construction associated with each target is
the k-reach set. It characterizes the set of states for which
each is the kth state of a feasible trajectory of horizon
length N to the target.
Definition 4 (k-reach set). Given j ∈ [1 : n] and k ∈ [1 : N],
define

Rj
k ≜ Fk−1(z0)

⋂
BN−k(Z j).

It is immediate from Definition 4 that every point in
the k-reach set is the kth state of a feasible trajectory of
horizon length N from z0 to Z j. The following result is
the converse of this statement.
Lemma 2. Any feasible trajectory of horizon length N from
z0 to Z j intersectsRj

k at time k for k ∈ [1 : N].

Proof. Let x1, . . . , xN , with x1 = z0 and xN ∈ Z j, be a fea-
sible trajectory of horizon length N. Then, xk ∈ Fk−1(z0)
and xk ∈ BN−k(Z j), for k ∈ [1 : N], from Definitions 1
and 2, respectively.

Next, to quantify reachability to multiple targets, we con-
sider the intersection of k-reach sets of multiple targets.
The scenario in Figure 2 shows the existence of a feasible

F0

z0

F1 F2
F3

B0

Z j

B1B2B3

Z i

k

x4

Figure 2: A trajectory of horizon length 7 from z0 to
Z i passing through Rj

4 at the fourth time node. The
arguments of Fk and Bk, for k ∈ [0 :3], are omitted for
brevity.

trajectory of horizon length 4 from x4 to target j, where
x4 is the fourth state on a feasible trajectory to target i. In
other words, x4 ∈ R

j
4 ∩Ri

4. We use Definitions 3 and 4
for representing the intersection of k-reach sets of targets
in J.
Definition 5. Given nonempty J ⊆ [1 : n] and k ∈ [1 : N],
the intersection of k-reach sets of targets in J is denoted by

RJ
k ≜

⋂
j∈J
Rj

k = Fk−1(z0)
⋂
B J

N−k.

Definition 6. Given k ∈ [1 : N], the collection of all sub-
sets of targets indices (i.e., subsets of [1 : n]), for which the
intersection of k-reach sets is nonempty, is denoted by

Λk ≜ { J ⊆ [1 : n] | RJ
k ̸= ∅, J ̸= ∅ }.

DDTO seeks trajectories, from initial state to targets, that
maximize the size of the element of Λk selected for each
k ∈ [1 : N], in a cumulative sense.

The following lemma describes the consequence of
the k-reach set of a target collection being empty and
nonempty at a particular time instant.
Lemma 3. For any nonempty J ⊆ [1 : n], the following holds:

1. If there exists a k ∈ [1 : N] such that RJ
k
̸= ∅, then

RJ
k ̸= ∅ for each k ∈ [1 : k].

2. If there exists a k ∈ [1 : N] such that RJ
k = ∅, then

RJ
k = ∅ for each k ∈ [k : N].

Proof. 1. If k = 1 such that RJ
k
̸= ∅, then the statement

is trivially true. We therefore assume that k ∈ [2 : N]

such that RJ
k
̸= ∅. Let z ∈ RJ

k
. Then, z ∈ Fk−1(z

0) and

z ∈ BN−k(Z
j) for all j ∈ J. If k = N, this tells us that

there is a sequence x1, . . . , xk with x1 = z0 and xk = z
such that x1, . . . , xk is a feasible trajectory from z0 to Z j

for all j ∈ J. In conjunction with Lemma 2, this implies
that xk ∈ RJ

k for each k ∈ [1 : k]. On the other hand, if
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k ̸= N, this tells us that there exist not only a sequence
x1, . . . , xk with x1 = z0 and xk = z but also for each j ∈ J,

a sequence xj
k+1

, . . . , xj
N such that x1, . . . , xk, xj

k+1
, . . . , xj

N

is a feasible trajectory from z0 to Z j. Hence, we have that
xk ∈ RJ

k for each k ∈ [1 : k].

2. If k = N such that RJ
k = ∅, then the statement is

trivially true. We therefore let k ∈ [1 : N − 1] such that
RJ

k = ∅. Assume, on the contrary, that there is a k′ ∈
[k + 1 : N] such that RJ

k′ ̸= ∅. By the first part of the
lemma,RJ

k ̸= ∅, which contradictsRJ
k = ∅.

It is natural that the goal of deferring decision (or procras-
tination) can be at odds with the goal of managing the
onboard power and fuel resource: long-duration maneu-
vers that keep multiple targets reachable will consume
more fuel. Hence, it is necessary to impose constraints
based on the cumulative cost of a trajectory.
Remark 2. The definitions of the constrained forward and
backward reachable sets only consider pointwise (in time) con-
straints on the state and control input. Constraints based
on the cumulative value of a function of state or control in-
put evaluated for the entire trajectory can also be considered
in Definitions 1 and 2, by appending an additional state to
the system dynamics. This approach turns a cumulative con-
straint on the trajectory and control input sequence into an
equivalent terminal constraint on the additional state. For
instance, the following constraint

N−1

∑
k=1

l(xk, uk) ≤ lmax, (2)

where l is a stage cost function and lmax ∈ R is an upper
bound, is transformed by augmenting the original system (1)
as follows

x̃k+1 =

[
xk+1

θk+1

]
= f̃ (x̃k, uk) ≜

[
f (xk, uk)

θk + l(xk, uk)

]
. (3)

Suppose Z is the original target. By requiring an augmented
state trajectory x̃1, . . . , x̃N to terminate at the augmented
target Z̃ ≜ Z × {θ ∈ R | θ ≤ lmax} with initial condition
θ1 = 0, we can satisfy (2).

The goal of DDTO, roughly speaking, is to generate trajec-
tories that ensure reachability to as many of the targets
for as long as possible. To this end, we explore two
different modeling approaches. First, we optimize a
trajectory that remains within the intersection of the k-
reach sets of a (time-varying) collection of targets indices.
Second, we jointly optimize trajectories to each of the
targets such that, for a collection of targets at each time,
the states on the corresponding trajectories are identical.
We demonstrate the equivalence between the former ap-
proach (which relies on set-valued decision variables)
and the latter approach (where only the trajectories and
control input sequences are decision variables).

We require the following assumption for the remainder
of the discussion.
Assumption 1. The dynamical system (1), initial state z0,
targets: Z j, for j ∈ [1 : n], and constraint sets X and U, are
chosen such that:

• Rj
N ̸= ∅, for each j ∈ [1 : n].

• R[1:n]
1 ̸= ∅.

Remark 3. Including the time-dilation approach, described in
Appendix A, within the proposed framework allows different
final times for trajectories to each target, despite them having
the same horizon length of N.

3 Constrained Reachability-Based DDTO

We seek a trajectory of horizon length N to one of the
targets, and for each k ∈ [1 : N], we consider (N− k)-step
constrained reachability to other targets from the state at
time k on the trajectory.

3.1 Maximize duration of reachability to a collection
of targets

Definition 7 (Branch time). Given nonempty J ⊆ [1 : n],
branch time kJ is the latest time for which targets in J are
reachable in N − kJ steps from a point inRJ

k, i.e.,

kJ ≜ max{ k ∈ [1 : N] | RJ
k ̸= ∅ }.

Since RJ
k ̸= ∅ and J ̸= ∅ iff J ∈ Λk, the branch time

can be equivalently written as kJ ≜ max{ k ∈ [1 : N] | J ∈
Λk}. The following proposition is now immediate.

Proposition 1. For each j ∈ J, let xj
1, . . . , xj

N be a feasible
trajectory from z0 to Z j. Then, these trajectories do not simul-
taneously intersect at any time later than the branch time.

3.2 Maximize reachable targets from trajectory to a
particular target

Given i ∈ [1 : n], a solution to (4) consists of a trajectory
to target i which maximizes, in a cumulative sense, the
number of reachable targets at each time instant, i.e., the
trajectory selects the largest possible member of Λk, for
each k ∈ [1 : N − 1].

maximize
xk , Jk

N

∑
k=1
|Jk|, (4a)

subject to xk ∈ F1(xk−1)
⋂
B Jk

N−k, k ∈ [2 : N], (4b)

Jk ∈ Λk, k ∈ [1 : N], (4c)

x1 = z0, JN ⊇ {i}. (4d)

Note that the construction of (4b) utilizes Lemma 1 and
Definition 5.
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3.3 Maximize reachable targets from trajectory to an
arbitrary target

A solution to (5) consists of a trajectory to a target in [1 : n]
which maximizes, in a cumulative sense, the number of
reachable targets at each time instant, i.e., the trajectory
will terminate at a target that allows it to select the largest
possible member of Λk, for each k ∈ [1 : N − 1].

maximize
xk , Jk

N

∑
k=1
|Jk|, (5a)

subject to xk ∈ F1(xk−1)
⋂
B Jk

N−k, k ∈ [2 : N], (5b)

Jk ∈ Λk, k ∈ [1 : N], (5c)

x1 = z0. (5d)

Remark 4. We obtain (5) from (4) by removing the explicit
boundary condition constraint on JN in (4d), i.e., the choice
of target is unspecified in (5). Constraints (5b) and (5c) are
sufficient to ensure that the trajectory terminates at one of the
targets.
Lemma 4 (Monotonicity). The sequence of sets J1, . . . , JN ,
which forms a solution to (5), must satisfy Jk ⊆ Jk−1 for
k ∈ [2 : N].
Proof. Let xk, Jk, for k ∈ [1 : N], be a solution to (5).
Suppose that Jk \ Jk−1 ̸= ∅ for some k ∈ [2 : N]. Pick
j ∈ Jk \ Jk−1. Then, due to Lemma 1 and Definition 5,
(5b) implies that xk ∈ R

j
k . If k = N then is clear that

xk−1 lies on a feasible trajectory to Z j, i.e., xk−1 ∈ R
j
k−1

from Lemma 2. If k ∈ [2 : N − 1] there exists a sequence
xj

k+1, . . . , xj
N such that x1, . . . , xk−1, xk, xj

k+1, . . . , xj
N is fea-

sible trajectory from z0 to Z j. Then xk−1 ∈ R
j
k−1 from

Lemma 2. Therefore, Jk−1 can be enlarged to include j.
This contradicts the assumption that Jk−1 forms a solu-
tion to (5) (i.e., objective function (5a) is maximized).

The monotonicity property described in Lemma 4 is also
satisfied by solutions of (4). Further, a sequence of sets
J1, . . . , JN , which forms a solution to (4), satisfies i ∈ Jk
for k ∈ [1 : N].
Definition 8 (Branch time/point). Let xk, Jk, for k ∈ [1 : N],
be a solution to either (4) or (5). The latest time target j ∈
[1 : n] is reachable is a branch time, given by

kj ≜ max{ k | j ∈ Jk }, (6)

and the corresponding state, xkj , is a called a branch point.
Corollary 1. Let xk, Jk, for k ∈ [1 : N], be a solution to (4) or
(5), with branch times given by (6). Since xkj ∈ Rj

kj , for each
j ∈ [1 : n], there exists a feasible trajectory of horizon length
N − kj + 1 from xkj to zj, denoted by xj

kj , . . . , xj
N . Also, if

kj > 1, let xj
k ≜ xk, for k ∈ [1 : kj − 1]. Then xj

1, . . . , xj
N is a

feasible trajectory to target j.

The trajectories constructed in Corollary 1 are optimal
in the sense of cardinality minimization, which will be
discussed in the subsequent section.
Remark 5. Constraints (4b) and (5b), which ensure dynamic
feasibility, cannot alternately be represented using 1-step con-
strained backward reachable sets. More precisely, a constraint
such as

xk ∈ B1({xk+1})
⋂
Fk−1(z0), k ∈ [1 : N − 1],

along with the boundary condition xN ∈ Z j, for some
j ∈ [1 : n], will result in a naïve single-target trajectory opti-
mization problem which disregards reachability to other tar-
gets.
Remark 6. Consider a trajectory x1, . . . , xN . If the following
implication

xk ∈ Fk−1(z0) =⇒ xk ∈ F1(xk−1), (7)

holds for each k ∈ [2 : N], then (5b) is equivalent to the con-
straint xk ∈ R

Jk
k , for k ∈ [2 : N]. In other words, Jk should be

chosen such thatRJk
k ̸= ∅, which is equivalent to constraint

(5c). Hence, (5) simplifies to

maximize
Jk∈Λk

N

∑
k=1
|Jk|, (8)

where the trajectory states are no longer explicit decision vari-
ables. A solution to (8) comprises of the largest cardinality
member of Λk, for each k ∈ [1 : N]. However, Remark 1 shows
that (7) is not true in general. As a result, a feasible trajec-
tory that selects the largest cardinality member of Λk, for each
k ∈ [1 : N], may not exist.

4 Cardinality Minimization-Based DDTO
In this section we show that the constrained-reachability-
based descriptions for DDTO can be equivalently stated
as cardinality minimization problems where the set-
based variables are eliminated.

4.1 Maximize duration of reachability to a collection
of targets

The problem of maximizing the time duration for which
targets in J ⊆ [1 : n] are reachable is the same as the prob-
lem of generating trajectories to targets in J which stay
identical for as long as possible, which can be described
as follows

maximize
xj

k , uj
k

g|J|(X J), (9a)

subject to xj
k+1 = f (xj

k, uj
k), k ∈ [1 : N − 1], (9b)

xj
k ∈ X, uj

k ∈ U, k ∈ [1 : N − 1], (9c)

xj
1 = z0, xj

N ∈ Z
j, (9d)

j ∈ J,

6



where X J = (. . . , xj
k, . . .), with k ∈ [1 : N] and j ∈ J, con-

catenates the states of all trajectories, and gm : Rmnx N →
R evaluates the maximum time duration (starting from
k = 1) until which given m trajectories stay identical.
Then the objective function (9a) is given by

g|J|(X J) = (10)

max
{

k′ ∈ [1 : N]
∣∣ xj

k = xi
k ∀ k ∈ [1 : k′], ∀ i, j ∈ J

}
.

Theorem 1. The optimal value of (9a) is the branch time kJ

from Definition 7.

Proof. Let trajectories x̄j
1, . . . , x̄j

N , for j ∈ J, form a solu-
tion to (9), and let k⋆ be the optimal value of (9a). Sup-
pose that kJ < k⋆. Then, from Definition 7, RJ

k⋆ = ∅.
Since k⋆ is the latest time instant until which the trajec-
tories stay coincident, we have that x̄i

k⋆ ∈ R
j
k⋆ , for each

i, j ∈ J. Let z⋆ denote the final state on the coincident
portion of the trajectories. Then, z⋆ ∈ Rj

k⋆ , for j ∈ J.
Hence, z⋆ ∈ RJ

k⋆ , which is a contradiction.

Next, suppose that k⋆ < kJ . Since RJ
kJ ̸= ∅, pick

z⋆ ∈ RJ
kJ . If kJ = N there exists a sequence of states

x1, . . . , xkJ−1 such that x1, . . . , xkJ−1, z⋆ is a feasible tra-
jectory to Z j, for all j ∈ J. If kJ < N there ex-
ist sequences x1, . . . , xkJ−1 and xj

kJ+1, . . . , xj
N such that

x1, . . . , xkJ−1, z⋆, xj
kJ+1, . . . , xj

N is a feasible trajectory to
Z j, for each j ∈ J. Note that the states of these trajec-
tories are coincident until time kJ , i.e., the value of (9a)
is kJ . This contradicts the assumption that the optimal
value of (9a) (k⋆) is strictly smaller than kJ .

The above result also validates Proposition 1.

4.2 Maximize reachable targets from trajectory to a
particular target

z0

Z j

Z i

Z k

z0

Z j

Z i

Z k

Figure 3: Trajectories forming a tree-like structure
(shown above) are optimal (with respect to problems
(9), (11), and (15)) whereas the trajectories with irregular
clumping (shown below) are not.

Given i ∈ [1 : n], the problem of maximizing (in a cumu-
lative sense) the number of reachable targets at each time
instant from a trajectory to target i can be described as
follows

minimize
xj

k , uj
k

∑
j∈[1:n]

j ̸=i

N

∑
k=1
∥xi

k − xj
k∥♦, (11a)

subject to xj
k+1 = f (xj

k, uj
k), k ∈ [1 : N − 1], (11b)

xj
k ∈ X, uj

k ∈ U, k ∈ [1 : N − 1], (11c)

xj
1 = z0, xj

N ∈ Z
j, (11d)

j ∈ [1 : n].

We can provide a mixed-integer representation for (11)
with binary variables, which we will explore in Section
5.

The following lemma relates the objective functions of
(4) and (11).

Lemma 5. Let trajectories xj
1, . . . , xj

N , for j ∈ [1 : n], form a
solution to (11), and, for each k ∈ [1 : N], let

Jk ≜
{

j ∈ [1 : n]
∣∣ xj

k = xi
k
}

. (12)

Then the objective function (11a) satisfies(
∑

j∈[1:n]
j ̸=i

N

∑
k=1
∥xi

k − xj
k∥♦

)
+

N

∑
k=1
|Jk| = nN. (13)

Proof. For each k ∈ [1 : N], we have that

∥xi
k − xj

k∥♦ =

{
0 if j ∈ Jk,
1 otherwise.

Then

∑
j∈[1:n]

j ̸=i

∥xi
k − xj

k∥♦ = ∑
j∈[1:n]\Jk

∥xi
k − xj

k∥♦ = n− |Jk|. (14)

Taking the summation of (14) over k ∈ [1 : N] provides
(13).
Lemma 6. The monotonicity property in Lemma 4 holds for
the sets of target indices defined in (12), i.e., Jk ⊆ Jk−1, for
k ∈ [2 : N].

Proof. Let xj
1, . . . , xj

N , for j ∈ [1 : n], form a solution to
(11), and sets J1, . . . , JN are given by (12). Suppose that
Jk \ Jk−1 ̸= ∅ for some k ∈ [2 : N]. Pick j ∈ Jk \ Jk−1.
Then, xi

k−1 ̸= xj
k−1 and xi

k = xj
k. If k = N replace

the trajectory to target j with the trajectory to target
i, and if k < N replace the trajectory to target j with
xi

1, . . . , xi
k−1, xi

k, xj
k+1, . . . , xj

N . Such a replacement re-
duces the value of objective function (11a). Therefore,
we must have Jk \ Jk−1 = ∅.
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Theorem 2. If trajectories xj
1, . . . , xj

N , for j ∈ [1 : n], form a
solution to (11) and sets J1, . . . , JN are constructed via (12),
then xi

k, Jk, for k ∈ [1 : N], is a solution to (4). Conversely,
if xk, Jk, for k ∈ [1 : N], is a solution to (4), then Corollary 1
provides a solution to (11).

Proof. Let trajectories xj
1, . . . , xj

N , for j ∈ [1 : n], solve (11),
and let x̄k, J̄k, for k ∈ [1 : N], solve (4). Then, we apply
Corollary 1 to construct trajectories x̄j

1, . . . , x̄j
N , for j ∈

[1 : n], which are feasible with respect to (11). Suppose
that xi

k, Jk, for k ∈ [1 : N], is feasible but not optimal with
respect to (4), i.e.,

N

∑
k=1
|Jk| <

N

∑
k=1
| J̄k|.

From the equivalence of the objective functions (4a)
and (11a), shown via (13), we conclude that trajectories
x̄j

1, . . . , x̄j
N , for j ∈ [1 : n], lead to a strictly lower value of

(11a) than trajectories xj
1, . . . , xj

N , for j ∈ [1 : n]. A contra-
diction.

Next, let xk, Jk, for k ∈ [1 : N], solve (4), and let trajec-
tories x̄j

1, . . . , x̄j
N , for j ∈ [1 : n], solve (11). Then, x̄i

k, J̄k,
for k ∈ [1 : N], is feasible with respect to (4), where sets
J̄1, . . . , J̄N are computed using (12). Suppose that the tra-
jectories constructed via Corollary 1 are feasible but not
optimal with respect to (11). Therefore,

∑
j∈[1:n]

j ̸=i

N

∑
k=1
∥x̄i

k − x̄j
k∥♦ < ∑

j∈[1:n]
j ̸=i

N

∑
k=1
∥xi

k − xj
k∥♦

From the equivalence of the objective functions (4a) and
(11a) shown via (13), we conclude that sets J̄1, . . . , J̄N
lead to a strictly greater value of (4a) than sets J1, . . . , JN ,
which is a contradiction.
Remark 7 (Convex relaxation). The objective function (11a)
can be equivalently expressed using 0-norm as follows

∑
j∈[1:n]

j ̸=i

N

∑
k=1
∥xi

k − xj
k∥♦ =

N

∑
k=1
∥
(
∥xi

k − x1
k∥p, . . . , ∥xi

k − xn
k ∥p
)
∥0.

where ∥□∥p denotes p-norm for any p ≥ 1. Then a convex
relaxation of (11a) is given by

N

∑
k=1
∥
(
∥xi

k − x1
k∥p, . . . , ∥xi

k − xn
k ∥p
)
∥1 =

N

∑
k=1

∑
j∈[1:n]

j ̸=i

∥xi
k − xj

k∥p.

In practice, choosing p = 1 is desirable. That would encourage
sparsity of the vector of concatenated pairwise differences of
states: (xi

1 − xj
1, . . . , xi

N − xj
N), for each j ∈ [1 : n] \ {i}.

4.3 Maximize reachable targets from trajectory to an
arbitrary target

We can generalize (11) by optimizing over i ∈ [1 : n] to
pick target i⋆. Among all targets, a trajectory to target
i⋆ can have the maximum possible number of reachable
targets at each time instant.

minimize
xj

k , uj
k

min
i∈[1:n]

∑
j∈[1:n]

j ̸=i

N

∑
k=1
∥xi

k − xj
k∥♦, (15a)

subject to xj
k+1 = f (xj

k, uj
k), k ∈ [1 : N − 1], (15b)

xj
k ∈ X, uj

k ∈ U, k ∈ [1 : N − 1], (15c)

xj
1 = z0, xj

N ∈ Z
j, (15d)

j ∈ [1 : n].

Given trajectories xj
1, . . . , xj

N , for j ∈ [1 : n], which solve
(15), let

J⋆k ≜
{

j ∈ [1 : n]
∣∣ xj

k = xi⋆
k
}

, (16)

for each k ∈ [1 : N], where

i⋆ ∈ argmin
i∈[1:n]

∑
j∈[1:n]

j ̸=i

N

∑
k=1
∥xi

k − xj
k∥♦. (17)

Remark 8. Solving (15) is equivalent to solving (11) for each
target i ∈ [1 : n] and picking the one which leads to least value
for (11a). Similarly, solving (5) is equivalent to solving (4) for
each i ∈ [1 : n] in the boundary condition (4d), and selecting
the best solution.
Theorem 3. Let trajectories xj

1, . . . , xj
N , for j ∈ [1 : n], solve

(15). Sets J⋆1 , . . . , J⋆N and i⋆ are given by (16) and (17), re-
spectively. Then xi⋆

k , J⋆k , for k ∈ [1 : N], is a solution to (5).
Conversely, if xk, Jk, for k ∈ [1 : N], is a solution to (5), then
Corollary 1 provides a solution to (15).
Proof. With the observation in Remark 8, the proof is
similar to that of Theorem 2.
Remark 9. The branch times and branch points (described in
Definition 8) can be computed for the solutions to (11) and
(15) using the targets sets in (12) and (16), respectively. The
branch time kj is the time after which the trajectory to target j
“detaches” from the trajectory to target i (or i⋆).

We have established a tree-like structure for the trajec-
tories that solve the optimization problems in Section 4
and highlighted their connection to the monotonicity of
sets J1, . . . , JN , which solve the optimization problems in
Section 3. In other words, it is not optimal for trajectories
to clump together arbitrarily as shown in Figure 3.

5 Solution Method
This section describes three solution methods for DDTO
that either numerically solve optimization problems in
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Branch

Trunk

Branch point

Figure 4: Algorithms 1 and 2 recursively compute trunk
and branch trajectories connected by branch points while
adhering to the given target prioritization.

Section 4 under special cases, or generate solutions with
the tree structure in the general setting. Two of the so-
lution methods are specialized for discrete-time affine
systems subject to convex constraints on the state and
control input. The first method, DDTO-QCVX, is based
on the computation of the latest branch time (via (9))
by solving quasiconcave maximization problems. Since
(9) is agnostic to prioritization of targets, we adopt a re-
cursive approach described in Algorithm 1, wherein the
latest branch times for shrinking collections of targets
are sequentially computed. At each branch time, at least
one target is rejected based on a given priority order:
λk, for k ∈ [1 : n], where λ1 denotes the highest priority
target and λn denotes the least priority. Two consecu-
tive branch points are connected by a trajectory segment
called trunk, where the trajectories to a collection of tar-
gets are coincident. At each branch time, the number
of trajectories in the trunk reduces by at least one and
the trajectory segment which “detaches” from the trunk
to terminate at the “rejected” target is called a branch.
The sequence of branches and trunks possess a tree-like
structure. See Figure 4 for an illustration of branches and
trunks. Note that it is possible for two successive branch
times to coincide. In which case, more than one target is
rejected at the same branch time. We refer the reader to
[9] for an extension to Algorithm 1 with adaptive update
of the constraints on cumulative trajectory cost.
The second method, DDTO-MICP, consists of an MICP
reformulation of (11) (along with its convex relaxation),
which are solved with off-the-shelf MICP solvers and
(continuous) convex optimization solvers.
The final solution method, DDTO-SCP, is designed for
a more general setting: continuous-time nonlinear sys-
tems with nonconvex path constraints. It borrows the
recursive approach and mimics the tree structure of the
trajectories in DDTO-QCVX, as shown in Algorithm 2.

5.1 DDTO-MICP

For an affine dynamical system with convex state and
control input constraints, (11) can be written as an MICP

with binary variables. In the development thus far, we
assumed that the trajectories to all targets have the same
horizon length, with the understanding that embedded
time-dilation (described in Appendix A) can allow for
different final times for each of the trajectories. How-
ever, time-dilation introduces nonlinearity in the system
dynamics. So, to avoid time-dilation and preserve con-
vexity, we allow the trajectories to different targets to
have different horizon lengths, i.e., N j for j ∈ [1 : n]. Sim-
ilarly, since the cumulative trajectory constraint function
is typically nonlinear, we avoid augmenting such a con-
straint into the system dynamics (with the approach in
Remark 2) to preserve convexity.
Assumption 2. The norm of the difference between states at
each time on any two trajectories is bounded above by M > 0.

For each j ∈ [1 : n], let xj
1, . . . , xj

N be a trajectory to Z j.
The key step in formulating an MICP is as follows. Let
i ∈ [1 : n], p ≥ 1 and Nij ≜ min{Ni, N j}, for j ∈ [1 : n].
For each j ∈ [1 : n] \ {i} and k ∈ [1 : Nij] we use a binary
variable ζ

j
k ∈ {0, 1} to model the implication

∥xi
k − xj

k∥p > 0 =⇒ ζ
j
k = 1,

as follows

∥xi
k − xj

k∥p ≤ ζ
j
k M. (18)

Due to Assumption 2, imposing (18) in an optimization
problem will not cause infeasibility.
The MICP representation for (11) in the convex case is
given by

minimize
xj

k , uj
k , ζ

j
k

∑
j∈[1:n]

j ̸=i

Nij

∑
k=1

ζ
j
k, (19a)

subject to xj
k+1 = Axj

k + Buj
k + c, k ∈ [1 : N j − 1], (19b)

xj
k ∈ X, uj

k ∈ U, k ∈ [1 : N j − 1], (19c)

N j−1

∑
k=1

l(xj
k, uj

k) ≤ lmax, (19d)

xj
1 = z0, xj

N ∈ Z
j, (19e)

j ∈ [1 : n],

∥xi
k − xj

k∥p ≤ ζ
j
k M, (19f)

ζ
j
k ∈ {0, 1}, (19g)

k ∈ [1 : Nij], j ∈ [1 : n] \ {i},

where A ∈ Rnx×nx , B ∈ Rnx×nu , and c ∈ Rnx define
the affine dynamical system. We can use efficient state-
of-the-art MICP solvers such as MOSEK and Gurobi to
solve (19). The tree structure established in Section 4 for
a solution to (11) ensures that ζ

j
k monotonically increases

from 0 to 1. As an alternative to directly solving an
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MICP, we can efficiently obtain an approximate solution
for (19) using a conic optimization solver by replacing
ζ

j
k ∈ {0, 1} in (19) with its convex relaxation: ζ

j
k ∈ [0, 1].

5.2 DDTO-QCVX

Lemma 7. For an affine dynamical system with convex state
and control input constraints, (9) is a quasiconvex optimiza-
tion problem, i.e., when f is an affine function, constraint sets
X, U, and targets Z j, for j ∈ [1 : n], are closed and convex.
Proof. When f is an affine function, X and U are closed
convex sets, the feasible set of (9) is convex. The objective
function (9a) is quasiconcave because its superlevel sets
are convex sets (hyperplanes), i.e.,

g|J|(X J) ≥ k⋆

⇐⇒ xj
k = xi

k, ∀ k ∈ [1 : k⋆], i, j ∈ J

⇐⇒
k−1

∑
m=1

Ak−1−mB(uj
m − ui

m) = 0, ∀ k ∈ [1 : k⋆], i, j ∈ J

We can efficiently solve (9) via bisection method, which
solves a sequence of convex feasibility problems [30, Sec.
3], [9, Alg. 1]. The sequence is guaranteed to terminate
within a fixed number of iterations.

Similar to DDTO-MICP, we preserve convexity by 1) al-
lowing different horizon lengths for each of the trajec-
tories (to avoid time-dilation), and 2) explicitly impos-
ing the cumulative trajectory constraint. Then, under
the DDTO-QCVX specialization, the solution method de-
scribed in Algorithm 1 recursively solves the following
quasiconvex problem.

maximize
xj

k , uj
k

g|J|(X J), (20a)

subject to xj
k+1=Axj

k + Buj
k + c, k ∈ [1 : Mj−1], (20b)

xj
k ∈ X, uj

k ∈ U, k ∈ [1 : Mj−1], (20c)

Mj−1

∑
k=1

l(xj
k, uj

k) ≤ lmax, (20d)

xj
1 = z0, xj

Mj ∈ Z j, (20e)

j ∈ J,

where the trajectories to the targets in J are concatenated
into vector X J . The set of target indices J ⊆ [1 : n], hori-
zon lengths Mj, for j ∈ J, and the initial state z0, are
updated after each branch time computation. The opti-
mal value of (20) is a branch time and the segment of any
of the trajectories until the branch time forms a trunk.

5.3 DDTO-SCP

Consider a continuous-time nonlinear dynamical system
.
x(t) = F(x(t), u(t)), t ∈ [0, tf]. (21)

The state and input constraints: x(t) ∈ X and u(t) ∈ U

can be re-expressed as path constraints: gi(x(t), u(t)) ≤
0, for i ∈ [1 : ng], and hj(x(t), u(t)) = 0, for j ∈ [1 : nh],
where gi and hj are scalar-valued functions. We consider
a free-final-time optimal control problem, i.e., the final
time tf is a decision variable. So, we adopt time-dilation
[8, Sec. 2.4] which treats the actual time t as a contin-
uously differentiable, strictly-increasing mapping from
a known normalized interval [0, 1] to the actual time
interval [0, tf]. The dilation factor, given by

s(τ) ≜
◦
t(τ) =

dt(τ)
dτ

, τ ∈ [0, 1], (22)

is treated as an additional control input. Next, the path
constraints are subjected to the isoperimetric reformula-
tion [8, Sec. 2.3]. For any i ∈ [1 : ng] and j ∈ [1 : nh], we
have that

gi(x(t), u(t)) ≤ 0, hj(x(t), u(t)) = 0, ∀ t ∈ [0, tf],

⇐⇒
∫ tf

0
|gi(x(t), u(t))|2+ + hj(x(t), u(t))2dt = 0.

For each τ ∈ [0, 1], we augment the state and control
input as follows

x̃(τ) ≜ (x(t(τ)), y(τ), t(τ)),

ũ(τ) ≜ (u(t(τ)), s(τ)),

to obtain the following augmented dynamical system
defined over interval [0, 1]

◦
x̃ = s


F(x, u)

ng

∑
i=1
|gi(x, u)|2+ +

nh

∑
j=1

hj(x, u)2

1

 = F̃(x̃, ũ). (23)

Imposing periodicity boundary conditions on y is equiv-
alent to satisfying the path constraints in continuous-
time. The above constraint reformulation approach is
especially useful within direct methods for trajectory
optimization to avoid inter-sample constraint violation
which is commonly encountered after discretization and
imposing path constraint at finitely-many node points.
We refer the reader to [8] for detailed discussions.

Given a set of target indices J ⊆ [1 : n], initial state z0,
and trajectory horizon length M, DDTO-SCP considers
the following continuous-time optimal control problem
for |J|+ 1 trajectories: trunk trajectory x0, defined over
interval [0, t0

f ], and branch trajectories xj, defined over
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interval [0, tj
f], for each j ∈ J.

maximize
x̃j , ũj

tEx̃0(1) (24a)

subject to
◦
x̃j(τ)= F̃(x̃j(τ), ũj(τ)), τ ∈ [0, 1], (24b)

ũj(τ) ∈ Ũ , τ ∈ [0, 1], (24c)
yEx̃j(0) = yEx̃j(1), (24d)
j ∈ J ∪ {0},
xEx̃j(0) = xEx̃0(1), (24e)

Pj(xEx̃j(1)) ≤ 0, Qj(xEx̃j(1)) = 0, (24f)
j ∈ J,
xEx̃0(0) = z0. (24g)

Since the targets can be nonconvex sets, we express the
terminal boundary condition constraints using continu-
ously differentiable constraint functions Pj : Rnx → RnP

and Qj : Rnx → RnQ . Note that a cumulative constraint
on the trajectory is transformed to a terminal constraint
in (24f) through an approach similar to that in Remark 2.
By construction, t0

f is the branch time and the goal is to
maximize it. Convex constraints on the control input are
encoded through the convex and compact set Ũ . We use
selector matrices xE, yE, and tE to select components of
x̃ corresponding to x, y, and t, respectively. We assume
that all functions appearing in (24) are continuously dif-
ferentiable. Note that, in contrast to DDTO-QCVX, there
is an explicit distinction between the trunk and branch
trajectories in (24).

Given a solution to (24), the trajectory from z0 to target
j ∈ J, defined over interval [0, t0

f + tj
f], is obtained as

follows

xj(t) ≜

{
xEx̃0((tEx̃0)−1(t)) if t ∈ [0, t0

f ],
xEx̃j((tEx̃j)−1(t− t0

f )) if t ∈ (t0
f , t0

f + tj
f],

where tj
f = tEx̃j(1). Note that tEx̃j : [0, 1] → [0, tj

f] is
invertible since it is a strictly increasing function.

Next, to numerically solve (24), we discretize [0, 1] with
a uniformly-spaced grid of length M: 0 = τ1 < . . . <
τM = 1. For each j ∈ J ∪ {0}, the values of the aug-
mented state and control input at the nodes of the grid:
x̃j

1, . . . , x̃j
M and ũj

1, . . . , ũj
M, respectively, are treated as de-

cision variables. We use a zero-order-hold parametriza-
tion for the augmented control input, ν̃j : [0, 1]→ Rnu+1,
given by ν̃j(τ) = ũj

k, whenever τ ∈ [τk, τk+1) for some

k ∈ [1 : M− 1], and ν̃j(1) = ũj
M.

Then, for each k ∈ [1 : M− 1], the exact discretization of
(24b) via multiple shooting [31] is

x̃j
k+1 = f̃ (x̃j

k, ũj
k) ≜ x̃j

k +
∫ τk+1

τk

F̃(k x̃j(τ), ν̃j(τ))dτ, (25)

where k x̃j is a trajectory for (24b) over [τk, τk+1] with
control input ν̃j and initial condition x̃j

k.

We obtain the following nonconvex optimization prob-
lem after time-dilation, constraint reformulation, aug-
mented control input parametrization, and multiple-
shooting discretization.

maximize
x̃j

k , ũj
k

tEx̃0
M (26a)

subject to x̃j
k+1 = f̃ (x̃j

k, ũj
k), k ∈ [1 : M−1], (26b)

ũj
k ∈ Ũ , k ∈ [1 : M−1], (26c)

yE(x̃j
k+1 − x̃j

k) ≤ ϵ, k ∈ [1 : M−1], (26d)

j ∈ J ∪ {0},
xEx̃j

1 = xEx̃0
M, (26e)

Pj(xEx̃j
M) ≤ 0, Qj(xEx̃j

M) = 0, (26f)
j ∈ J,
xEx̃0

1 = z0. (26g)

The augmented trajectory to target j ∈ J is represented
with x̃0

1, . . . , x̃0
M, x̃j

2, . . . , x̃j
M. Let N ≜ 2M− 1 denote the

total horizon length. The corresponding discrete-time
trajectory and control input sequence are given by

xj
k ≜

{
xEx̃0

k if k ∈ [1 : M],
xEx̃j

k−M+1 if k ∈ [M + 1 : N],
(27a)

uj
k ≜

{
uEũ0

k if k ∈ [1 : M− 1],
uEũj

k−M+1 if k ∈ [M : N − 1].
(27b)

Note that the equality constraint (24d) is relaxed to (26d)
to avoid automatic violation of constraint qualifications
(see [8, Sec. 3.1]). We solve (26) using CT-SCVX, an SCP-
based nonconvex trajectory optimization framework [8].

5.4 Algorithm

The DDTO solution methods described in Algorithms
1 and 2, recursively solve (20) and (26), respectively.
Both methods are myopic in their computation of branch
times, i.e., they are computed sequentially instead of
simultaneously, such as in DDTO-MICP by solving (19).
Furthermore, after each branch time computation, the
cumulative trajectory constraint must be updated to ac-
count for the contribution due to the previous trunk
segment (i.e., lmax in (20d) must be updated). On the
other hand, besides handling target prioritization, the
recursive nature of the solution methods is beneficial
within a closed-loop simulation (as demonstrated in [10])
wherein the computation of the latest branch time can
use new information acquired by perception.

Algorithms 1 and 2 take initial state, targets, target pri-
oritization, and trajectory horizon length(s), to provide
branch and trunk trajectories. The total trajectory length
N passed to Algorithm 2 is assumed to be an odd num-
ber.
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Algorithm 1 DDTO-QCVX

Input: z0, Z j, λj, N j, for j ∈ [1 : n]
1: kλn+1 ← 1, J1 ← [1 : n]
2: for k ∈ [1 : n− 1] do
3: Mj ← N j − kλn−k+1

, for j ∈ Jk
4: Solve (20) via bisection method for target set Jk

with initial state z0 and horizon lengths Mj

5: Store kλn−k+1
▷ Branch time

▷ Trunk trajectory and control input sequence

6: Store x0
k , for k ∈ [kλn−k+2

: kλn−k+1
]

7: Store u0
k , for k ∈ [kλn−k+2

: kλn−k+1−1]
▷ Branch trajectory and control input sequence

8: Store xλn−k+1

k , for k ∈ [kλn−k+1
: Nλn−k+1

]

9: Store uλn−k+1

k , for k ∈ [kλn−k+1
: Nλn−k+1−1]

10: if k = n− 1 then
11: kλ1 ← kλ2

12: Store xλ1

k , for k ∈ [kλ2
: Nλ1

]

13: Store uλ1

k , for k ∈ [kλ2
: Nλ1−1]

14: end if
15: Jk+1 ← Jk \ {λn−k+1} ▷ Reject target
16: z0 ← x0

kn−k+1 ▷ Branch point
17: Update cumulative trajectory constraint
18: end for
Output: x0

k , u0
k , for k ∈ [1 : kλ2

],

xλj

k , uλj

k , for k ∈ [kλj
: Nλj

], j ∈ [1 : n]

6 Numerical Results

This section demonstrates DDTO-QCVX (Algorithm 1),
DDTO-MICP, and DDTO-SCP (Algorithm 2), using two
optimal control applications based on quadrotor motion
planning (described in Appendix B). To ensure reliable
numerical performance of the solution methods, we scale
the primal variables and path constraints functions so
that the values that they take are of similar orders of
magnitude. The code used to generate the numerical
results is provided at:

https://github.com/purnanandelango/ddto

Figures 5 and 6 show the results of Algorithm 1 and
DDTO-MICP, respectively, for a discrete-time convex opti-
mal control example described in Appendix B.1. Figure
7 shows the result of Algorithm 2 for a continuous-time
nonconvex optimal control example described in Ap-
pendix B.2. Both examples, which relate to quadrotor
motion planning, consider four target states with a speci-
fied priority order. The first trunk is denoted with , the
second trunk with , and the third trunk with . The
branches are denoted with , , , and . The con-
straint bounds are denoted with . The nodes in Figure
5 correspond to the discrete-time state and control input,
whereas the nodes in Figure 7 denote the SCP solution

Algorithm 2 DDTO-SCP

Input: z0, Z j, λj, for j ∈ [1 : n], N
1: tλn+1 ← 0, J1 ← [1 : n]
2: M← N + 1
3: for k ∈ [1 : n− 1] do
4: M← ⌈M/2⌉
5: Solve (26) via CT-SCVX for target set Jk

with initial state z0 and horizon length M
6: tλn−k+1 ← tλn−k+2

+ tEx̃0(1) ▷ Branch time

7: tλn−k+1

f ← tλn−k+1
+ tEx̃λn−k+1

(1)
▷ Trunk trajectory and control input

8: Store x0(t), for t ∈ [tλn−k+2
, tλn−k+1

]

9: Store u0(t), for t ∈ [tλn−k+2
, tλn−k+1

]
▷ Branch trajectory and control input sequence

10: Store xλn−k+1
(t), for t ∈ [tλn−k+1

, tλn−k+1

f ]

11: Store uλn−k+1
(t), for t ∈ [tλn−k+1

, tλn−k+1

f ]
12: if k = n− 1 then
13: tλ1 ← tλ2

14: Store xλ1
(t), for t ∈ [tλ2

, tλ1

f ]

15: Store uλ1
(t), for t ∈ [tλ2

, tλ1

f ]
16: end if
17: Jk+1 ← Jk \ {λn−k+1} ▷ Reject target

18: z0 ← x0(tλn−k+1
) ▷ Branch point

19: Update cumulative trajectory constraint
20: end for
Output: x0(t), u0(t), for t ∈ [0, tλ2

],
xλj

(t), uλj
(t), for t ∈ [tλj

, tλj

f ], j ∈ [1 : n]

variables at the discretization nodes.

The most preferred target, z1, plays the role of target i in
(19). Observe that the branch times in the DDTO-MICP so-
lution are more delayed than in the DDTO-QCVX solution.
While DDTO-MICP can provide greater overall deferrabil-
ity than DDTO-QCVX, it cannot however enforce a target
preference order.

7 Conclusion
We present a trajectory optimization framework called
DDTO—deferred-decision trajectory optimization—for
trajectory optimization in the presence of unmodeled
uncertainties and contingencies due to imperfect knowl-
edge of the system model or its environment. The key
idea is to ensure that a collection of targets is available
for as long as possible, which allows the vehicle to de-
fer the decision to select a target as much as possible.
In a closed-loop setting this would provide more time
to quantify the uncertainties and contingencies so that
the most reliable target can be eventually selected. To
this end, we proposed a fully-deterministic optimization-
based approach for formulating DDTO via constrained
reachable sets and provided their equivalent representa-
tions as a cardinality minimization problems. Then by
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Figure 5: Algorithm 1 applied to the discrete-time convex
optimal control example in Appendix B.1.

inferring the structure of the optimal DDTO solutions, we
designed specialized solution methods for convex and
nonconvex optimal control problems, which we demon-
strated on two optimal control applications based on
quadrotor motion planning.

Future work will consider the complete closed-loop set-
ting wherein useful information from measurement and
perception is quantified and embedded into the DDTO
formulation, with the goal of biasing the motion of the
vehicle toward regions where the uncertainties and con-
tingencies can be more easily quantified or detected.
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Figure 6: Position trajectories for the discrete-time con-
vex optimal control example in Appendix B.1, obtained
with DDTO-MICP.
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Appendix

A Time-Dilation

Consider a discrete-time dynamical system given by

xk+1 = fk(xk, uk), k ≥ 1. (28)

We consider a trajectory and a control input sequence
defined over the grid: 0 = t1 < . . . < tN = tf. Suppose
that the underlying continuous-time dynamical system
is

.
x(t) = F(x(t), u(t)), t ∈ [0, tf] (29)

and assume that the continuous-time control input u is
subject to a zero-order-hold parametrization. Then for
each k ∈ [1 : N − 1], we have the following

fk(xk, uk) ≜ xk +
∫ tk+1

tk

F(kx(t), uk)dt, (30)

where kx is a trajectory for (29) over [tk, tk+1] with con-
stant control input uk and initial condition xk. Note that
subscript “k” in fk accounts for the possibility that the
grid t1, . . . , tN is nonuniformly spaced.

Next we apply time-dilation, which considers a new
independent variable τ ∈ [0, 1] by mapping [0, 1] to
[0, tf] using a strictly-increasing, piecewise-linear con-
tinuous function t. Consider a uniformly-spaced grid
within [0, 1] given by 0 = τ1 < . . . < τN = 1. For each
k ∈ [1 : N − 1], the derivative of t, referred to as the dila-
tion factor, is constant over the interval [τk, τk+1) and is
denoted by sk, i.e.,

dt(τ)
dτ

= sk, ∀ τ ∈ [τk, τk+1). (31)

We treat the dilation factor as an additional control input,
i.e., ũk ≜ (uk, sk) for each k ∈ [1 : N − 1], to obtain a new
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dynamical system with an augmented control input, i.e.,

f̃ (xk, ũk) ≜ xk +
∫ τk+1

τk

skF(kx(t(τ)), uk)dτ,

= fk(xk, uk) = xk+1.

We constrain s to be positive and bounded (for strict
monotonicity and physically meaningful values of t).
While all trajectories of horizon length N for the new
dynamical system are defined over [0, 1], they can each
correspond to a different final time. Suppose that a col-
lection of trajectories with same initial state but different
target states are required to be coincident for as long
as possible, then each of those trajectories can have a
different final time in spite of having the same horizon
length. The dilation factors of all trajectories will be the
same in the coincident portion of trajectory; beyond that,
they may differ (since the dilation factor serves a role
similar to the original control inputs).

B Optimal Control Examples
The following sections describe a discrete-time convex
and a continuous-time nonconvex optimal control prob-
lem based on quadrotor motion planning.

B.1 Discrete-Time Convex Problem

We consider a discrete-time model of a point-mass aerial
vehicle where the state xk = (rk, vk) consists of three-
dimensional position rk ∈ R3, velocity vk ∈ R3, and the
control input uk ∈ R3 is an acceleration. The dynamical
system is given by

xk+1 =

[
I3 ∆tI3

03×3 I3

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

A

xk +

[
∆t2

2 I3
∆tI3

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

B

uk +

[
∆t2

2 a
∆ta

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

c

, (32)

where the vehicle has unit mass, a ∈ R3 is the accelera-
tion due to gravity, ∆t is the sampling time. The control
input is subject to the following path constraints

∥uk∥ ≤ umax, (33a)

∥uk∥ ≤ sec δmax ê⊤uk, (33b)

ê⊤uk ≥ umin, (33c)

where umax and umin are the upper and lower bounds,
respectively, on the control input magnitude, δmax is the
maximum angle between the control input and the point-
ing vector ê. Note that in the presence of the pointing
constraint (33b), a conservative convex approximation
for the (nonconvex) lower bound constraint on the con-
trol input magnitude is provided by (33c). For each j ∈ J,
the targets are singleton sets denoted by Z j = {zj}. The
stage cost function l in (20d) is given by

l(xk, uk) ≜ ∥uk∥2. (34)

Table 1 shows the parameter values chosen for the sys-
tem, Algorithm 1, and DDTO-MICP to generate the results
in Figures 5 and 6.

Table 1

Parameter Value
∆t 0.5 s
a (0, 0,−9.806) m/s2

n 4
N j for j ∈ [1 : n] 20

umax, umin 20, 8 m/s2

ê, δmax (0, 0, 1), 60◦

lmax 3794 m2/s4

z0 (0, 0, 30, 0, 0, 0) m, m/s
z1 (39.5,−6.25, 0, 0, 0, 0) m, m/s
z2 (39.5, 6.25, 0, 0, 0, 0) m, m/s
z3 (28.3, 28.3, 0, 0, 0, 0) m, m/s
z4 (40, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0) m, m/s

λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4 1, 2, 3, 4

B.2 Continuous-Time Nonconvex Problem

We consider a continuous-time model of a point-mass
aerial vehicle where the state x(t) = (r(t), v(t), θ(t))
consists of three-dimensional position r(t) ∈ R3, velocity
v(t) ∈ R3, and cumulative trajectory cost θ(t) ∈ R,
and the control input u(t) ∈ R3 is an acceleration. The
dynamical system is given by

.
x(t) =

 v(t)
u(t)− cd∥v(t)∥v(t) + a

∥u(t)∥2

= F(x(t), u(t)), (35)

where the vehicle has unit mass, a ∈ R3 is the accel-
eration due to gravity, and cd is the drag coefficient.
The path constraints on the vehicle are defined by g :
R7 ×R3 → R7 as follows

g(x(t), u(t)) =



−∥H1
obs(r(t)− q1

obs)∥
2 + 1

−∥H2
obs(r(t)− q2

obs)∥
2 + 1

∥v(t)∥2 − v2
max

∥u(t)∥2 − u2
max

−∥u(t)∥2 + u2
min

∥u(t)∥2 − (sec δmax ê⊤u(t))2

−ê⊤u(t)


. (36)

where Hi
obs and qi

obs, for i = 1, 2, are the shape matrices
and centers, respectively, of ellipsoidal obstacles, vmax
is the upper bound on speed, umax and umin are the
upper and lower bounds, respectively, on the control
input magnitude, and δmax is the maximum angle be-
tween the control input and the pointing vector ê. Note
that gi, for i ∈ [1 : ng] with ng = 7, in (23) denote the
scalar-valued components of g. The second-order-cone
constraint (due to pointing vector) is equivalently re-
formulated to a quadratic form to ensure continuous
differentiability [32, Sec. 3.2.4]. The boundary condition
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constraint functions Pj and Qj are defined as

Pj(x(tf)) ≜ θ(tf)− lmax, (37a)

Qj(x(tf)) ≜ (r(tf), v(tf))− zj, (37b)

where zj ∈ R6 specify the target position and velocity,
for j ∈ J, and x(tf) is the terminal state of a trajectory.

Table 2 shows the parameter values chosen for the sys-
tem and Algorithm 2 to generate the results in Figure 7.

Table 2

Parameter Value
a (0, 0,−9.806) m/s2

cd 0.01 1/m
n, N 4, 23
vmax 8 m/s

umax, umin 20, 5 m/s2

ê, δmax (0, 0, 1), 60◦

lmax 1100 m2/s4

H1
obs, H2

obs diag(0.2, 0.1, 0.2), diag(0.1, 0.2, 0.2)
q1

obs, q2
obs (−5, 1, 10), (−10, 20, 10) m

z0 (10,−10, 10, 0, 0, 0, 0) m, m/s, m2/s4

z1 (10, 30, 10, 1, 0, 0) m, m/s
z2 (−10, 35, 10, 0, 1, 0) m, m/s
z3 (−30, 15, 10, 0, 0, 0) m, m/s
z4 (−15,−15, 10, 0, 1, 0) m, m/s

λ1, λ2, λ3, λ4 1, 2, 3, 4
Ũ j {u ∈ R3|∥u∥∞ ≤ umax} × [1, 15]
ϵ 10−5

17


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Notation

	Preliminaries
	Constrained Reachability-Based DDTO
	Maximize duration of reachability to a collection of targets
	Maximize reachable targets from trajectory to a particular target
	Maximize reachable targets from trajectory to an arbitrary target

	Cardinality Minimization-Based DDTO
	Maximize duration of reachability to a collection of targets
	Maximize reachable targets from trajectory to a particular target
	Maximize reachable targets from trajectory to an arbitrary target

	Solution Method
	ddto-micp
	ddto-qcvx
	ddto-scp
	Algorithm

	Numerical Results
	Conclusion
	Time-Dilation
	Optimal Control Examples
	Discrete-Time Convex Problem
	Continuous-Time Nonconvex Problem


