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Abstract

This paper addresses the motion control problem for underactuated mechanical systems with full attitude control and one trans-
lational force input to manage the six degrees of freedom involved in the three-dimensional Euclidean space. These systems are
often classified as second-order nonholonomic due to their completely nonintegrable acceleration constraints. To tackle this com-
plex control problem, we propose two nonlinear model predictive control (NMPC) schemes that ensure closed-loop stability and
recursive feasibility without terminal conditions. The system dynamics are modeled on the SE(3) manifold for a globally and
unique description of rigid body configurations. One NMPC scheme also aims to reduce mission time as an economic criterion.
The controllers’ effectiveness is validated through numerical experiments on a quadrotor UAV.

Keywords: Underactuated mechanical systems; NMPC; Second-order nonholonomic systems; Dissipativity-based stability.

1. Introduction

Unmanned vehicles have gained significant attention recently
due to their wide range of applications, including security, agri-
culture, infrastructure inspection, exploration, wildlife conser-
vation, package delivery, and remote sensing (He et al., 2022;
Penicka & Scaramuzza, 2022; Cenerini et al., 2023; Hamrah
et al., 2018). Depending on their environment, these vehicles
are categorized as Autonomous Ground Vehicles (AGVs), Au-
tonomous Underwater Vehicles (AUVs), and Unmanned Aerial
Vehicles (UAVs) (Liu et al., 2017; Heshmati-Alamdari et al.,
2021; Hua et al., 2013). Typically, they are designed with fewer
actuators than degrees of freedom (DOF) to reduce weight and
cost, making them underactuated systems (He et al., 2022).

This work investigates the motion control of underactuated
mechanical systems globally represented in the SE(3) mani-
fold, which features full attitude control with a single trans-
lational input, using four independent control inputs to man-
age the six DOF in the three-dimensional Euclidean space.
These systems are often classified as second-order nonholo-
nomic due to their nonintegrable acceleration constraints. The
Special Euclidean group SE(3) is defined as an ordered pair
(R, ξ) ∈ SE(3), where R ∈ SO(3)1 is a rotation matrix indi-
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cating the body’s attitude, and ξ ∈ R3 denotes the position of a
point, typically the origin of the body-fixed frame, in the inertial
frame (Lee et al., 2018). Minimal representations, like Euler-
angle and angle-axis parametrizations, face singularities and are
only locally effective (Lee, 2015). In contrast, unit quaternions
are singularity-free (Casau et al., 2015) and provide a double
cover of the attitude space, leading to potential inconsisten-
cies such as the unwinding phenomenon (Mayhew et al., 2012).
Thus, using rotation matrices and the SE(3) manifold is advan-
tageous for controlling underactuated mechanical systems, par-
ticularly for aggressive motions, as this representation is unique
and independent of local coordinates (Chaturvedi et al., 2011;
He et al., 2022), effectively capturing the coupling between ro-
tational and translational dynamics (Nikhilraj et al., 2019). A
SE(3) manifold model applies to a wide range of rotary-wing
aircraft, including helicopters (Frazzoli et al., 2000), multi-
propeller helicopters (Hua et al., 2013), and ducted fans (Pflim-
lin et al., 2007), as well as satellites (Yoshimura et al., 2016).
Accordingly, since the resultant force vector typically aligns
with a body-fixed direction, the control of attitude and trans-
lational dynamics must be integrated simultaneously (Hamrah
et al., 2018).

Stabilizing this class of underactuated mechanical systems
is challenging, as nonholonomic systems with rotational DOF
cannot be globally asymptotically stabilized at a constant equi-
librium via continuous feedback (Brockett, 1983; Bhat & Bern-
stein, 2000). To address this, several solutions have been pro-
posed, including discontinuous control laws on SE(3) (Fjellstad
& Fossen, 1994; Egeland et al., 1996), time-varying quaternion
continuous feedback (Pettersen & Egeland, 1999), and hybrid
quaternion feedback strategies (Casau et al., 2015). However,
these approaches disregard control input constraints, which are
crucial in practical applications (Li & Yan, 2017).
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To address the challenges of controlling underactuated vehi-
cles, model predictive control (MPC) schemes have been em-
ployed due to their capability to handle constrained multiple-
input multiple-output nonlinear systems efficiently (Raffo et al.,
2010; Kunz et al., 2013; Alexis et al., 2014; Li & Yan, 2017; Es-
kandarpour & Sharf, 2020; Liang et al., 2021; Cenerini et al.,
2023; Nascimento et al., 2023). However, many studies have
used local attitude parametrization, like Euler angles, and sep-
arated the problem into attitude and position control layers
(Raffo et al., 2010; Alexis et al., 2014; Eskandarpour & Sharf,
2020), which can be limiting for tasks involving simultane-
ous position and attitude references. Addressing such limita-
tion, Murilo & Lopes (2019) have introduced a unified NMPC
framework using Euler angles for quadrotor UAVs, but it can
also suffer from singularities and be limited to local effective-
ness. Similarly, Wehbeh & Sharf (2022) have proposed a uni-
fied trajectory tracking scheme using time-dependent lineariza-
tion on the Lie algebra of SO(3) to avoid singularities. Despite
achieving applicable results, the control strategy’s feasibility
and closed-loop stability have not been demonstrated.

For simplified and linearized models, such as in Eskandar-
pour & Sharf (2020), feasibility and closed-loop stability anal-
yses of MPC are typically provided. However, these analyses
are limited for NMPC strategies considering a complete non-
linear model of underactuated vehicles without decoupling ro-
tational and translational motions (Liang et al., 2021). Clas-
sical MPC with terminal constraints usually requires a locally
continuous time-invariant state feedback controller for system
stability (Mayne et al., 2000), but Brockett’s theorem (Brock-
ett, 1983) states that there is no such feedback controller for
nonholonomic systems. To address this, Li & Yan (2017) have
proposed an NMPC scheme using a transformed model with
homogeneity properties for underactuated marine vehicles, al-
though it requires changing the control law back. In Liang
et al. (2021), an NMPC with terminal constraints developed us-
ing Lyapunov’s stability theory and backstepping has been pre-
sented for marine vehicles in two-dimensional Euclidean space,
introducing an auxiliary time-varying tracking controller. An-
other strategy to overcome the stability requirement is focusing
on NMPC frameworks without terminal conditions.

MPC schemes without stabilizing constraints are easier to
design, require less computational effort, and are commonly
used in industrial applications compared to those with stabiliz-
ing constraints (Mehrez et al., 2020). Furthermore, they provide
larger stability regions for a fixed prediction horizon (Grüne &
Pannek, 2017). In this type of MPC, closed-loop stability is
typically ensured by indirect techniques using bounds on the
MPC value function to determine a stabilizing prediction hori-
zon length (Tuna et al., 2006; Grüne et al., 2010), or through
recent advancements in economic MPC (EMPC) that lever-
age conditions based on dissipativity and controllability prop-
erties (Grüne & Stieler, 2014). In EMPC, the controller’s pri-
mary goal is not to stabilize a precomputed trajectory or steady
state but to optimize performance based on economic cost cri-
teria, such as minimizing energy or time (Grüne & Pirkelmann,
2020).

This work addresses the motion control problem of a class of

underactuated mechanical systems in the non-Euclidean space
SE(3). The closed-loop stability analysis relies on dissipativity
properties typically associated with EMPC frameworks. There-
fore, we propose two NMPC schemes without terminal condi-
tions to tackle the stabilization problem on the SE(3) manifold.
The first scheme regulates the vehicle’s pose to achieve a de-
sired equilibrium point, while the second incorporates mission
time as an economic criterion, retaining the features of the first
controller. This approach utilizes an exponential weight in the
stage cost to indirectly achieve time-optimality, adapting the
fixed horizon strategy proposed by Verschueren et al. (2017).

The contributions of the paper are threefold: i) the devel-
opment of NMPC schemes for the stabilization of a class of
underactuated mechanical systems with second-order nonholo-
nomic constraints globally represented on the SE(3) manifold,
capable of addressing constraints on inputs and states; ii) guar-
antees of closed-loop stability and recursive feasibility for both
schemes, derived from a dissipativity-based analysis that ex-
tends established principles (Tuna et al. (2006); Grüne et al.
(2010); Grüne & Stieler (2014); Grüne & Pannek (2017)) to
second-order nonholonomic systems on the SE(3) manifold,
where unique challenges arise from state-space representation
and constraints; and iii) the introduction of an NMPC scheme
that considers mission time reduction as an economic criterion,
which is particularly significant for practical applications like
UAV navigation and robot motion, where operational efficiency
is critical.

Notations

R, Rn, Rm×n, and R+0 denote the spaces of real numbers, vec-
tors with n real entries, matrices of dimension m × n with real
entries, and the non-negative real numbers, respectively. The
identity matrix is represented by In, while zero matrices are de-
noted by 0m×n and quadratic zero matrices by 0n. The transpose
of a matrix M is M⊤, and for a square matrix, the transpose of
its inverse is M−⊤. The set of integers from 0 to i is denoted by
I0:i. A continuous function α : R+0 → R+0 is a class K func-
tion if it is zero at zero and strictly monotonically increasing;
it is a class K∞ function if unbounded. A continuous function
β : R+0 × R+0 → R+0 is a KL-function if β(·, t) ∈ K for all
t ∈ R+0 and β(r, ·) strictly monotonically decays to zero for each
r > 0. The vector space of skew matrices is denoted by so(·),
and S(·) represents the skew-symmetric matrix operator. Time
dependence of a variable v is denoted by v(t) or v(k) for clarity.

2. Problem Formulation

Consider a finite-dimensional nonlinear system of the form

ẋ(t) = g(x(t), u(t)), (1)

for some state-transition map g : X × U → X, with X and U
being the state and control normed spaces, respectively. Ad-
ditionally, x ∈ X ⊆ X represents the states and u ∈ U ⊆ U
the inputs, with X and U designating, respectively, the set of
admissible states and inputs.
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By considering a nonlinear discrete-time invariant model ob-
tained from (1)

x( j + 1) = gd(x( j), u( j)), (2)

with t = jTs, where Ts is the sampling time, the discrete-time
optimal control problem (OCP) to be solved at each time instant
k, with t = kTs, is posed as

min
x,u

Np∑
j=0

ℓ(x(k + j), u(k + j))

s.t. x( j + 1) = gd(x( j), u( j)), x0 = x(k),
x ∈ X, ∀ j ∈ Np,

u ∈ U, ∀ j ∈ Np,

(3)

where ℓ : X × U → R+0 is the stage cost, x0 is the cur-
rent state, and Np represents the non-negative integers bounded
by the prediction horizon Np. The optimization variables are
given by the sequences x B (x(0), x(1), . . . , x(Np)) and u B
(u(0), u(1), . . . , u(Np − 1).

The following MPC iteration defines the feedback law at
each time instant k: i) Measure the current state x0; ii) Solve
the OCP (3) to obtain the optimal control sequence u⋆; iii) Ap-
ply the first control action u⋆(0) until the next time instant.

Definition 1 (adapted from Grüne & Stieler (2014)). A pair
(xe, ue) ∈ X × U is called equilibrium for the control system
(1) if it satisfies the condition gd(xe, ue) = xe. An equilibrium is
optimal if it solves the optimization problem

min
x∈X,u∈U

ℓ(x, u) s.t. gd(x, u) − x = 0 . (4)

Therefore, for the class of underactuated mechanical systems
with second-order nonholonomic constraints, with the state-
transition map g defined by (5)-(8), the following problems are
addressed:

Problem 1. Steer the underactuated mechanical system to a
desired set-point xe, which is an optimal equilibrium for the
control system.

Problem 2. Solve Problem 1 regarding the mission time as an
economic criterion.

3. Preliminaries

3.1. Dynamics of a class of underactuated mechanical systems
on SE(3)

The system is modeled as an underactuated rigid body with
a frame B = {B1, B2, B3} attached to it. The inertial frame
I = {I1, I2, I3} is fixed with respect to the Earth. The config-
uration manifold is represented by the ordered pair (RI

B
, ξI) ∈

SE(3), where the rotation matrix RI
B
∈ SO(3) describes the rigid

body attitude, and ξI ∈ R3 denotes the center of mass position
of the vehicle. The state space of the system is TSE(3), the
tangent bundle of SE(3), allowing the motion dynamics to be
represented through the states x B (RI

B
, ξI, ωB, vI) ∈ TSE(3).

The continuous-time equations of motion are given by (Kobi-
larov, 2013)

ξ̇I = vI, (5)

mv̇I = f I = RI
B

eBT + f Ie (ξI, vI), (6)

ṘI
B
= RI

B
S(ωB), (7)

JBω̇B = −ωB × JBωB + τB + τBe (x), (8)

where T ∈ R is a control force applied in a body-fixed direction
defined by the unit vector eB ∈ R3, τB ∈ R3 is the control
torque expressed in B, both applied at the motion system center
of mass, vI ∈ R3 is the center of mass linear velocity expressed
in I, ωB ∈ R3 is the angular velocity of the body with respect
to I, expressed in B, S(ωB) ∈ so(3), m is the total mass of the
system, and JB is the inertia tensor. The vehicle is subjected
to known external forces and torques given by the functions
f Ie : R3 × R3 → R3 and τBe : TSE(3)→ R3, respectively.

3.2. Attitude error function on SO(3)
Although a system modeled by a rotation matrix R ∈ SO(3)

has no representational singularities, selecting a positive defi-
nite error function to measure the difference between configura-
tions is crucial for the control design. Consider the i-th configu-
ration error function Ψi(R,Rd) = 1

2 ∥Rei −Rdei∥
2 = 1−Rei ·Rdei

, where ei ∈ S2 B {q ∈ R3 : ∥q∥2 = 1} is a unit-vector start-
ing from the mass center of the rigid body (Lee, 2015). Let e1
and e2 be orthogonal vectors. For positive constants ki > 0, the
complete configuration error function is given by

Ψ(R,Rd) = k1Ψ1(R) + k2Ψ2(R). (9)

It can be noticed that Ψi(R,Rd) represents the geometric pro-
jection between Rei and Rdei, and Ψi(R,Rd) is positive definite
about Rei = Rdei. Therefore, the complete configuration error
Ψ(R,Rd), given by (9), is positive definite about R = Rd, that is,
Ψ(R,Rd) > 0 for all R , Rd, and Ψ(R,Rd) = 0 if only if R = Rd.

3.3. System discretization
The Euler method is used to discretize the dynamic equations

(5) and (6), with the predicted time tp = jTs, resulting in

ξI( j + 1) = ξI( j) + TsvI( j), (10)

vI( j + 1) = vI( j) + Ts

RIB( j)eBT ( j) + f Ie ( j)
m

 . (11)

The traditional Euler method does not ensure that the predicted
RI
B

( j + 1) remains on SO(3). Consequently, specific geometric
integration methods have been developed for numerically inte-
grating (7) and (8) (Ortolan, 2011). These methods primarily
rely on the geometric relationship between SO(3) and so(3),
with so(3) representing the tangent space of SO(3) at the iden-
tity I3 ∈ SO(3). Since so(3) is the Lie algebra of the Lie Group
SO(3), the map so(3) → SO(3) corresponds to the exponen-
tial matrix map. Thus, the solution to the differential equa-
tion (7) is given by the exponential map RI

B
(t) = etS(ωB(t)) =

I3 + tS(ωB(t)) + (tS(ωB(t)))2

2! + . . . , which can be discretized as
RI
B

( j) = RI
B

( jTs) = e jTsS(ωB( jTs)). Thus, given the current con-
figuration at the j-th sample time (RI

B
( j), ωB( j)), the next con-

figuration (RI
B

( j+1), ωB( j+1)) is defined by the following iter-
ation rule (Simo & Vu-Quoc, 1988):

ωB( j̄) = ωB( j) +
Ts

2
(JB)−1α( j), (12)
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RI
B

( j + 1) = RI
B

( j)cay(Tsω
B( j̄)), (13)

ωB( j + 1) = ωB( j̄) +
Ts

2
(JB)−1α( j), (14)

where α( j) = JBωB( j) × ωB( j) + τB( j) + τBe ( j), and cay(·)
is the Cayley map, which is the second-order approximation
of the matrix exponential function defined by cay(ν) B (I3 +
1
2S(ν))(I3 −

1
2S(ν))−1 ≈ expm(S(ν)).

3.4. MPC Stability Based on Strict Dissipativity
The main dissipativity-based stability result for MPC

schemes without terminal conditions presented in Grüne &
Stieler (2014) is revisited in this section (see also Grüne & Pan-
nek (2017) for further details).

Definition 2. Consider xe ∈ X to be an equilibrium for the
closed-loop system. The equilibrium is said to be practically
asymptotically stable w.r.t. ρ ≥ 0 on a set S ⊆ X with xe ∈ S if
there exists β ∈ KL such that

∥x − xe∥ ≤ max{β(∥x0 − xe∥, k), ρ} (15)

holds for all x0 ∈ S and all k ∈ N. The equilibrium is globally
practically asymptotically stable w.r.t. ρ ≥ 0 if (15) holds on
S = X.

Assumption 1. The OCP (3) is strictly dissipative with respect
to the equilibrium (xe, ue) ∈ X × U, that is, there is a non-
negative storage function λ : X→ R+0 , and a function αℓ ∈ K∞
such that

λ(gd(x, u)) − λ(x) ≤ ℓ(x, u) − ℓ(xe, ue) − αℓ(∥x − xe∥), (16)

holds for all x ∈ X, u ∈ U, j ∈ N.

Assumption 2. The state and control constraint set X and U
are compact, the functions gd, ℓ and λ are continuous, and λ is
Lipschitz continuous on a ball Bϵ(xe) B {x ∈ X|∥x − xe∥ < ϵ}
for ϵ > 0.

Assumption 3. The system (2) is local controllable on Bϵ(xe),
that is, there is ϵ > 0, N′ ∈ N, C > 0 such that ∀x0 ∈ Bϵ(xe)
∃u1 ∈ UN′ (x0), ∃u2 ∈ UN′ (xe) with xu1 (N′, x0) = xe and
xu2 (N′, xe) = x0, where xui (N

′, x0) denotes the solution of (2)
for a control sequence ui ∈ UN′ (x0) emanating from the initial
value x0 ∈ X, and UN′ x0) represents the set of all admissible
control sequences which holds both u ∈ U and xu( j, x0) ∈ X
∀ j ∈ I0:N′ . Moreover, max

{
∥xu1 (N′, x0)− xe∥, ∥xu2 (N′, xe)− x0∥,

∥u1 − ue∥, ∥u2 − ue∥
}
≤ C∥x0 − xe∥ ∀ j ∈ I0:N′−1.

Assumption 4. The system (2) is finite time controllable into
Bϵ(xe), that is, for ϵ > 0 from Assumption 3 there is N′ ∈ N
such that for each x0 ∈ X there is j ≤ N′ and UN′ (x0) with
xu( j, x0) ∈ Bϵ(xe).

Theorem 1 (Adapted from Grüne & Stieler (2014)).
Consider the economic MPC problem without terminal con-
ditions arising from the receding horizon solution to OCP (3)
satisfying Assumptions 1-4. Then, there exists a sufficiently
large horizon Np ∈ N, such that the closed-loop system defined
by (2) is practically asymptotically stable w.r.t ϵ, where ϵ → 0
as Np → ∞.

Proposition 1 (Adapted from Grüne & Pannek (2017)). Let
Assumptions 1-4 hold. If, for the horizon Np ∈ N, the OCP (3)
is feasible for j = 0 and x0 ∈ X, then it is feasible for all j ∈ N.

4. Nonlinear Model Predictive Control Schemes

This section describes the proposed control strategies for mo-
tion control a class of underactuated mechanical systems with
second-order nonholonomic constraints modeled on SE(3).
Both schemes regulate the vehicle to a desired equilibrium and
use an attitude error function defined on SO(3). The funda-
mental difference between these two NMPC schemes is that the
second formulation incorporates mission time as an economic
criterion, whereas the first one does not.

4.1. NMPC for motion control of a class of underactuated me-
chanical systems on SE(3)

Considering the discrete-time system gd given by (10)-(14),
the NMPC scheme repeatedly solves, in each sample time k, the
following optimal control problem:

min
x,u

Np∑
j=0

∥x̄(k + j)∥2Qx̄
+ ∥ū(k + j)∥2Qū

s.t. x( j + 1) = gd(x( j), u( j)), x0 = x(k),
x ∈ X, ∀ j ∈ Np,

u ∈ U, ∀ j ∈ Np,

(17)

where x̄ B
[
(ξI)⊤ (vI)⊤ Ψ(RI

B
,Rd) (ωB)⊤

]⊤
∈ R10 and

ū B
[
∥ f I∥ (τB)⊤

]⊤
∈ R4, with Qx̄ > 0 being defined such that

∥x̄∥2Qx̄
= kp∥ξ

I∥2 + kv∥vI∥2 + kω∥ωB∥2 + kRΨ
2(RI
B

), and Qū > 0
being defined such that ∥ū∥2Qū

= k f ∥ f I∥2 + kτ∥τB∥2.

Remark 1. Without loss of generality, the position equilibrium
is set at the origin, (ξI)e =

[
0 0 0

]⊤
, and the equilibrium

points for Rd, vId , and ωBd are defined based on the system char-
acteristics. Therefore, at equilibrium, ℓ(x̄e, ūe) = 0.

4.2. NMPC for fast motion control of a class of underactuated
mechanical systems on SE(3)

Considering the discrete-time system, gd, given by (10)-(14),
the economic NMPC scheme repeatedly solves, in each sample
time k, the following optimal control problem:

min
x,u

Np∑
j=0

ζ j∥x̄(k + j)∥2Qx̄
+ ∥ū(k + j)∥2Qū

s.t. x( j + 1) = gd(x( j), u( j)), x0 = x(k),
x ∈ X, ∀ j ∈ Np,

u ∈ U, ∀ j ∈ Np,

(18)

where ζ > 1 is an exponential weight in the stage cost to induce
rapid convergence to equilibrium (Verschueren et al., 2017),
while the other variables are defined as in the previous NMPC
formulation. It is noteworthy that the only difference between
the OCPs (17) and (18) is the exponential weight, ζ.
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Remark 2. According to Theorem 1 of Verschueren et al.
(2017), if Np is greater than or equal to the time-optimal so-
lution, there exists a number ζ1 such that for all ζ > ζ1, the so-
lution of (18) becomes time-optimal. However, since the time-
optimality in motion control problems mainly depends on the
distance the vehicle must travel, which can be considerable,
this work does not focus on the time-optimal solution. As a re-
sult, ζ is used as a tuning gain to promote faster motion.

5. Feasibility and Stability Analysis

This section provides theoretical results ensuring the pro-
posed controllers’ closed-loop stability and recursive feasibil-
ity.

5.1. NMPC for motion control of a class of underactuated me-
chanical systems on SE(3)

Underactuated motion systems with second-order nonholo-
nomic constraints represented by (5)-(8) are not linearly
controllable by a continuous time-invariant feedback control
law due to second-order nonholonomic constraints (Brock-
ett, 1983), making the conventional Kalman rank condition
(Kalman et al., 1963) unsuitable for assessing controllability.
Instead, the N-controllability of the system is verified (Fer-
ramosca et al., 2014).

Definition 3. A linearized discrete-time system defined by ma-
trices A and B is said to be N-step controllable if the N-
controllability matrix CoN B

[
AN−1B · · · AB B

]
has rank

greater than or equal to the dimension of the system state vec-
tor x ∈ Rn, i.e., rank(CoN ) ≥ n. This means that there exists a
sequence {u(0), u(1), · · · , u(N − 1)} that can transfer the system
from any x0 to xe in N steps.

Lemma 1. The system (5)-(8) is four step controllable.

Proof 1. Due to the state variable RI
B
∈ SO(3), the conven-

tional Jacobian linearization method cannot be used. Thus,
from the exponential map of SO(3) and the isomorphism be-
tween so(3) and R3, the infinitesimal variation principle of the
rotational motion is applied, satisfying (Lee et al., 2018)

δRI
B
= RI

B
S(η), (19)

δωB = S(ωB)η + η̇, (20)

where a differentiable curve, η ∈ R3, is used to represent δRI
B

.
Thus, the linearized equations of (5)-(8) in TSE(3) can be for-
mulated as

δ̇x = Aδx + Bδu, (21)

where δx B
[
(δξI)⊤ (δvI)⊤ η⊤ (δωB)⊤

]⊤
∈ R12, and

δu B
[
δT (δτB)⊤

]⊤
∈ R4. The matrices A ∈ R12×12 and

B ∈ R12×4 are computed as

A =


03 I3 03 03

03 03 − T
m RI
B
S(eB) 03

03 03 −S(ωB) I3

03 03 03 J−1(S(JωB) − S(ωB)J)

 ,

B =


03×1 03

1
m RI
B

eB 03

03×1 03

03×1 J−1

 .
It can be verified that, considering N = 4,
rank
([

A3B A2B AB B
])
= 12, which is equal to the

dimension of the state vector δx. Therefore, the system (5)-(8)
is four step controllable.

Remark 3. Since the dynamics of the system (5)-(8) are suffi-
ciently smooth, Lemma 1 ensures local controllability within
a ball Bϵ(xe

i ) B {x ∈ X|∥x − xe
i ∥ < ϵ} for ϵ > 0. Addi-

tionally, as the proposed linearized model (21) is continuous
in TSE(3), it can be defined for any xe

i ∈ TSE(3). Thus, for
a desirable equilibrium xe

d defining the ball Bϵ(xe
d), for each

x0 ∈ X, a finite sequence of κ intermediate targets xe
i ∈ X ex-

ists, for i = 1, . . . , κ, with x( j) ∈ Bϵ(xe
k−1)∩Bϵ(xe

k), xe
κ ∈ Bϵ(xe

d),
where 4 ≤ j ≤ N′ ∈ N. This sequence ensures that the tra-
jectory starting from x0 ∈ X, denoted xu( j, x0), passes through
Bϵ(xe

i )∩Bϵ(xe
i+1)∩ · · · ∩ Bϵ(xe

d). Therefore, the system is finite-
time controllable into Bϵ(xe

d).

Lemma 2. For sampling periods within the interval 0 < Ts <
1s, if kvk f ≥ 0.25 and kωkτ ≥ 0.25, then the OCP (17) is strictly
dissipative with respect to the equilibrium (x̄e, ūe) ∈ X × U.

Proof 2. Consider the continuous time storage function candi-
date λ : TSE(3)→ R, defined as

λ(x) =
1
2

(ωB)⊤JωB +
1
2
∥vI∥2 − P(RI

B
, ξI), (22)

which is the Lagrangian of the system on TSE(3), where
P(RI

B
, ξI) is the potential energy that depends on the config-

uration (RI
B
, ξI) ∈ SE(3). It can be shown that for a rigid body

rotating and translating in three dimensions under constant ex-
ternal forces and torques, the derivative of (22) represents the
mechanical power of the system, given by

d
dt

(λ(x)) = (ωB)⊤τB + (vI)⊤ f I. (23)

In addition, for sampling periods within the interval 0 < Ts <
1s, d

dt (λ(x)) > λ(gd(x, u)) − λ(x). Then, the right hand side of
(16) can be overbounded by d

dt (λ(x)) yielding

d
dt
λ(x) ≤ ℓ(x, u) − ℓ(xe, ue) − αℓ(∥x − xe∥). (24)

Thus, for ℓ(x, u) defined by OCP (17), with ℓ(x̄e, ūe) = 0, and
considering (23), the inequality (24) becomes

(ωB)⊤τB + (vI)⊤ f I ≤ ∥x̄∥2Qx̄
+ ∥ū∥2Qū

− αℓ(∥x̄ − x̄e∥). (25)

The inequality (25) is equivalent to

h1(x) + h2(x) ≤ kp∥ξ
I∥2 + kR(Ψ(RI

B
))2 − αℓ(∥x̄ − x̄e∥), (26)

where h1(x) = (vI)⊤ f I − kv∥vI∥2 − k f ∥ f I∥2 and h2(x) =
(ωB)⊤τB − kω∥ωB∥2 − kτ∥τB∥2.

For convenience, (26) will be analyzed by parts. First, by
using the basic concept of quadratic difference between two
real numbers, yields

(√
kv∥vI∥ −

√
k f ∥ f I∥

)2
≥ 0, which can
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be rewritten as 2
√

kvk f ∥vI∥∥ f I∥ − kv∥vI∥2 − k f ∥ f I∥2 ≤ 0. Ad-
ditionally, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality give us (vI)⊤ f I ≤
∥vI∥∥ f I∥. Thus, if kvk f ≥ 0.25, then

(vI)⊤ f I ≤ kv∥vI∥2 + k f ∥ f I∥2 =⇒ h1(x) ≤ 0 ∀ x ∈ TSE(3). (27)

Second, by following a similar approach, it can be verified
that, for kωkτ ≥ 0.25, h2(x) ≤ 0 ∀ x ∈ TSE(3). Thus,
h1(x) + h2(x) ≤ 0 ∀ x ∈ TSE(3). Finally, if kvk f ≥ 0.25,
kωkτ ≥ 0.25, and since there exists a function αℓ ∈ K∞ such
that kp∥ξ

I∥2 + kR(Ψ(RI
B

))2 ≥ αℓ(∥x̄ − x̄e∥), then, the inequality
(26) holds, and, therefore, the OCP (17) is strictly dissipative
with respect to the equilibrium (xe, ue).

The following theorem, based on the main dissipativity-
based stability result for MPC schemes without terminal con-
ditions by Grüne & Stieler (2014), establishes a minimum sta-
bilizing horizon for the OCP (17).

Theorem 2. The NMPC scheme defined by the OCP (17) is
practically asymptotically stable for a sufficiently large horizon
Np ∈ N B {np ∈ N : np ≥ 4}.

Proof 3. Lemmas 1 and 2 ensure that Assumptions 1-4 are sat-
isfied. Then, Theorem 1 can be applied, and the NMPC scheme
defined by the OCP (17) is practically asymptotically stable for
a sufficiently large horizon Np ∈ N B {np ∈ N : np ≥ 4}.

Proposition 2. Assuming that, for horizon Np ∈ N , the OCP
(17) is feasible for k = 0, then it is recursively feasible, i.e., it is
feasible for all k ∈ N.

Proof 4. The recursive feasibility follows from Proposition 1.

5.2. NMPC for fast motion control of a class of underactuated
mechanical systems on SE(3)

This subsection evaluates the closed-loop stability and recur-
sive feasibility of the NMPC scheme described in Section 4.2.
First, the following lemma specifies the conditions under which
the OCP (18) is strictly dissipative.

Lemma 3. For sampling periods within the interval 0 < Ts <
1s, if kvk f ≥ 0.25 and kωkτ ≥ 0.25, then the OCP (18) is strictly
dissipative with respect to the equilibrium (x̄e, ūe) ∈ X × U.

Proof 5. Consider (22) as a continuous time storage function
candidate. The dissipation inequality (24) considering the con-
tinuous time version of OCP (18) yields

(ωB)⊤τB + (vI)⊤ f I ≤ ζ t∥x̄∥2Qx̄
+ ∥ū∥2Qū

− αℓ(∥x̄ − x̄e∥). (28)

The inequality (28) can be rewritten as

h3(x) + h4(x) ≤ ζ t(kp∥ξ
I∥2 + kR(Ψ(RI

B
))2) − αℓ(∥x̄ − x̄e∥), (29)

where h3(x) = (vI)⊤ f I − ζ tkv∥vI∥2 − k f ∥ f I∥2 and h4(x) =
(ωB)⊤τB − ζ tkω∥ωB∥2 − kτ∥τB∥2.

From (27), if kvk f ≥ 0.25, then (vI)⊤ f I ≤ kv∥vI∥2 + k f ∥ f I∥2.
Since, for ζ > 1, ζ t ∈ K∞, then (vI)⊤ f I ≤ ζ tkv∥vI∥2 +
k f ∥ f I∥2 =⇒ h3(x) ≤ 0 ∀ x ∈ TSE(3). Following the same
steps, it can be verified that, for kωkτ ≥ 0.25, h4(x) ≤ 0 ∀ x ∈

TSE(3). Thus, h3(x) + h4(x) ≤ 0 ∀ x ∈ TSE(3). Finally, if
kvk f ≥ 0.25, kωkτ ≥ 0.25, and since there exists a function
αℓ ∈ K∞ such that ζ t(kp∥ξ

I∥2 + kR(Ψ(RI
B

))2) ≥ αℓ(∥x̄ − x̄e∥),
then, the inequality (29) holds, and, therefore, the OCP (18) is
strictly dissipative with respect to the equilibrium (x̄e, ūe).

The following theorem specifies a minimum stabilizing horizon
for OCP (18).

Theorem 3. The NMPC scheme defined by the OCP (18) is
practically asymptotically stable for a sufficiently large horizon
Np ∈ N .

Proof 6. Assumptions 1-4 are supported by Lemmas 1 and 3.
Thus, according to Theorem 1, the NMPC scheme defined by the
OCP (18) is practically asymptotically stable for a sufficiently
large horizon Np ∈ N .

Proposition 3. Assuming the OCP (18) is feasible for k = 0
with a horizon Np ∈ N , then it is recursively feasible, i.e., it is
feasible for all k ∈ N.

Proof 7. The recursive feasibility follows from Proposition 1.

6. Numerical Example: Quadrotor UAV

In this section, the proposed NMPC schemes are corrobo-
rated using a quadrotor UAV in numerical experiments con-
ducted within the ProVANT simulator2, a virtual environment
based on Gazebo (Koenig & Howard, 2004) and Robot Oper-
ating System (ROS) (Quigley et al., 2009). The experiments
aim to achieve point-to-point motion, guiding the vehicle from
an initial configuration x0 to a desired set-point xe. First, the
NMPC scheme (17) is tested with four different initial config-
urations. In the second part, the NMPC scheme (18) is eval-
uated using these configurations to assess not only controller
efficiency but also the reduction in mission time.

6.1. Experiment setting
All experiments consider the quadrotor UAV model defined

by (5)-(8), with eB = e3 and f Ie = −age3, where e3 =[
0 0 1

]⊤
and ag represents gravitational acceleration. To

account for the limited thrust of each propeller, the following
expression maps each thrust value to the input vector:

u =


T
τϕ
τθ
τψ

 =


1 1 1 1
0 l 0 −l
−l 0 l 0
cτ f −cτ f cτ f −cτ f




f1

f2

f3

f4

 , (30)

where l is the distance from the quadrotor’s center of mass
to each rotor’s center, and cτ f is the constant determining the
torque produced by each propeller. The quadrotor UAV pa-
rameters were obtained from Raffo (2011) (see Table 2.1 on
page 45 for details). The controller runs at 100 Hz, with a
prediction horizon of Np = 40 for all results presented in

2https://github.com/Guiraffo/ProVANT-Simulator
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the following subsection. The equilibrium set-point is de-
fined as xe = (I3,

[
0 0 4

]⊤
, 03×1, 03×1). Based on Lemmas

2 and 3, the gains for both schemes are tuned as kp = 150,
kv = 30, kR = 10, k1 = 10, k3 = 1, kω = 0.85, k f = 5e−2,
kτ = 0.3, and ζ = 1.2. The initial configurations are given by
x01 = (R01, ξ01, 03×1, 03×1), x02 = (R02, ξ02, 03×1, 03×1), x03 =
(R03, ξ03, 03×1, 03×1), and x04 = (R04, ξ04, 03×1, 03×1), where

R01 =

 0.1543 0.9880 0
0.1954 −0.0305 −0.9802
−0.9685 0.1512 −0.1978

 , ξ01 =

45
7

 ,

R02 =

−0.3045 0.2837 0.9093
−0.4447 0.8019 −0.3990
−0.8424 −0.5258 −0.1180

 , ξ02 =

−4
−5
2

 ,
R03 =

0.5175 −0.3541 −0.7790
0.8168 0.4755 0.3266
0.2548 −0.8053 0.5353

 , ξ03 =

−4
5
7

 ,
R04 =

 0.8660 −0.5000 0
−0.5000 −0.8660 0

0 0 −1

 , ξ04 =

 3
−4
9

 .
Remark 4. The prediction horizon Np is chosen based on a
trade-off between computational cost and control performance.
For instance, controllers can be tuned with Np = 4; however, a
short stabilizing prediction horizon requires more conservative
vehicle behavior, resulting in slower and smoother rotational
and translational movements.

The OCP solution employs the direct method introduced in
Bock & Plitt (1984) to evaluate solutions for (17) and (18)
at each sample time. This method parameterizes infinite-
dimensional decision variables to approximate the original OCP
as a finite-dimensional nonlinear program (NLP) (Rawlings
et al., 2017). The direct multiple-shooting technique is used,
where both piecewise control discretization and states at inter-
val boundaries are decision variables in a finite-dimensional op-
timization problem. The CasADI toolbox (Andersson et al.,
2018) solves this NLP, interfacing with the IPOPT solver
(Wächter, 2002). The experiments are conducted on a general-
purpose notebook with an Intel Core i7 4500U processor (2
physical and 4 logical cores at 1.8 GHz), 8 GB of RAM, and an
NVidia GT 750M GPU, running Ubuntu Linux version 18.04.

6.2. Simulation results

Figure 1 shows the UAV trajectories during numerical ex-
periments3. Both sets of experiments use the same parame-
ter values, including gains, prediction horizon, initial condi-
tions, and equilibrium set-point. Four distinct initial conditions
are considered, including a non-equilibrium configuration, for
instance, where the UAV starts upside-down initial condition
x04. Controllers utilizing non-singularity-free parameterization
struggle with such maneuvers. Additionally, stabilizing the
UAV is particularly challenging as only positive thrust values
can be applied.

3A video of the results is available at https://youtu.be/mjKZvK4KNcY.
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Figure 1: The UAV trajectories obtained from the experiments: the NMPC
scheme (17) on the left and the NMPC scheme (18) on the right.

Figure 2 demonstrates that both NMPC schemes successfully
reach the equilibrium point xe for all initial conditions. The
UAV attitude is represented using Euler angles in degrees for
clarity. In all cases, the UAV attitude stabilizes at I3 ∈ SO(3),
corresponding to zero degrees for roll, pitch, and yaw angles.
Notably, the UAV reaches the origin more quickly with the fast
motion NMPC scheme (18), referred to as FMNMPC. Although
the exponential weight in the stage cost encourages rapid stabi-
lization of all states, the system’s underactuation requires prior-
itizing certain states. This prioritization is achieved through the
definition of controller gains. In these experiments, the faster
behavior in the translational movement is evident, as the posi-
tion gain, kp, is significantly larger than the other gains. Con-
sequently, using FMNMPC results in a considerably reduced
settling time for the position vector ξ. Additionally, the vehicle
exhibits more aggressive motion under the FMNMPC scheme,
with larger angular excursions and higher maximum velocities.
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Figure 2: States trajectories of the UAV during numerical experiments.

The proposed NMPC schemes complied with all system con-
straints considered in the control design. Figure 3 shows the
propeller forces which are mapped to the input signals, showing
that the input limits, bounded between 0 and 12.3 N, are satis-
fied by the controllers. This demonstrates the controllers’ ca-
pability to handle constrained control problems. Furthermore,
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the FMNMPC reaches the input limits more frequently than the
NMPC scheme (17), indicating its aggressiveness.
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Figure 3: UAV propeller forces. The controller correctly respects the input
bounds.

Lastly, Figures 4 and 5 evaluate the influence of the expo-
nential weight on the stage cost. Figure 4 shows that the index
∥x̄∥2Qx̄

for FMNMPC exhibits a quicker decay in all scenarios,
as expected, due to the exponential weight encouraging x̄ to
approach the equilibrium point rapidly at each prediction hori-
zon. Additionally, Figure 5 emphasizes the faster behavior in
the translational movement, with an average settling time for
FMNMPC being 48% shorter, indicating a reduction in mission
time. As noted in Remark 2, the parameter ζ serves as a tuning
gain, allowing for adjustments in the OCP (18) to further reduce
settling time with a larger ζ.
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scheme.

7. Conclusions

This paper presented two practically asymptotically stable
NMPC schemes without terminal conditions for controlling a
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Figure 5: Variation of ∥ξI∥ for each initial condition and each proposed NMPC
scheme.

class of underactuated mechanical systems with second-order
nonholonomic constraints. The controllers were formulated
on the SE(3) manifold, enabling a global and unique repre-
sentation of vehicle motion. This singularity-free feature was
evidenced in experiments where the quadrotor UAV success-
fully recovered from an upside-down position without addi-
tional controllers or optimization layers. The closed-loop sta-
bility and recursive feasibility were thoroughly assessed using
recent theories on strict dissipativity and MPC schemes with-
out terminal conditions. Furthermore, the proposed fast-motion
NMPC scheme guided the vehicle to a desired equilibrium point
while minimizing mission time as an economic criterion. Nu-
merical experiments validated the theoretical results, showing
that both controllers effectively reached the equilibrium point
from various initial conditions. The analysis also explored the
impact of the exponential weight on closed-loop performance,
highlighting the ability to achieve a fast and stable system re-
sponse with simple tuning parameters.

Future work will focus on extending the proposed NMPC
schemes to address autonomous navigation in obstructed en-
vironments, integrating collision avoidance strategies, and an-
alyzing the impact of disturbances on stability and economic
criteria. Additionally, we aim to obtain experimental results by
applying the proposed NMPC schemes to real-world underac-
tuated mechanical systems.
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