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Interpreting and Improving Optimal Control Problems with

Directional Corrections
Trevor Barron and Xiaojing Zhang

Abstract—Many robotics tasks, such as path planning or tra-
jectory optimization, are formulated as optimal control problems
(OCPs). The key to obtaining high performance lies in the design
of the OCP’s objective function. In practice, the objective function
consists of a set of individual components that must be carefully
modeled and traded off such that the OCP has the desired
solution. It is often challenging to balance multiple components
to achieve the desired solution and to understand, when the
solution is undesired, the impact of individual cost components.
In this paper, we present a framework addressing these challenges
based on the concept of directional corrections. Specifically, given
the solution to an OCP that is deemed undesirable, and access
to an expert providing the direction of change that would
increase the desirability of the solution, our method analyzes
the individual cost components for their “consistency” with the
provided directional correction. This information can be used to
improve the OCP formulation, e.g., by increasing the weight of
consistent cost components, or reducing the weight of – or even
redesigning – inconsistent cost components. We also show that
our framework can automatically tune parameters of the OCP
to achieve consistency with a set of corrections.

Index Terms—Optimization and Optimal Control, Motion
and Path Planning, Machine Learning for Robot Control, Au-
tonomous Agents

I. INTRODUCTION

AN ever-increasing number of tasks in robotics and
controls are formulated as optimal control problems

(OCPs), where a robot’s desired behavior is characterized as
the solution of an OCP. Examples include motion and path
planning [1]–[4], building climate control [5]–[7] or battery
management [8]–[10]. Robotic tasks are often executed in a
model predictive control (MPC) or receding-horizon fashion,
where a finite-horizon OCP is solved at each timestep. Upon
execution of the first control input, the system transitions to a
new state at which a new OCP is solved [11], [12]. This cycle
repeats until the robot has completed its task, e.g., arrived at
its goal.

A typical OCP can be divided into two parts: a system
model with its operational domain, which enters the OCP as
constraints, and an objective function that the robot optimizes
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for while satisfying the constraints. When the system is not
operating near its limits, a robot’s behavior is determined by
the objective function and the system model. In practice, the
objective function is often formulated as a weighted sum of
individual components that are traded off against each other
[1]–[3]. While an OCP’s objective function and system model
concisely define the robot’s optimal behavior, interpreting the
contribution of individual components to the optimal behavior
is often challenging in practice, as the objective function
may contain dozens, possibly even hundreds, of components.
The interplay between many cost components and the system
model makes analysis of – and improvements to – the OCP a
painstaking task that involves significant trial and error.

Consider, for example, the case where a robot’s plan is
defined as the (locally) optimal solution to an OCP. Suppose
an oracle (e.g., a human expert) observes that the plan is
undesirable, and provides a direction of desired change in
the solution [13]. An example directional correction could be
“the robot should move slower”, or “the robot should stay
further to the left”. To understand the cause of the undesired
behavior, and to translate those directional corrections into
improvements in the OCP, practitioners need insights into (i)
Which cost components are consistent or inconsistent with a
directional correction? (ii) How can one adjust the weights on
those cost components to improve the plan in the direction
defined by the correction? Surprisingly, these questions turn
out to be difficult to answer.

While it is common in practice to associate the impact
of each cost component with their magnitudes (e.g., cost
components that show high values are often singled out as
root causes for undesired behavior), this approach often leads
to misleading conclusions, as we will demonstrate in Section V
of this paper. Furthermore, due to system dynamics, it is
possible that an undesired behavior at a certain stage of the
plan (e.g., a slow-down at 1 second) is caused by a cost at
an entirely different stage (e.g., one associated with lateral
movement five seconds ahead). These cross-stage effects can
be counter-intuitive and challenging to understand.

In this paper, we present an OCP analysis framework that
systematically addresses the following question: Given a plan,
which cost components and constraints are in conflict (incon-
sistent) or agreement (consistent) with the desired change de-
fined by a directional correction? Based on this framework, we
also demonstrate a method that finds parameters of the OCP to
maximize consistency with the corrections. Our contributions
are as follows:

• We introduce the notion of consistency and present a
framework that analyzes the consistency of each cost
component with respect to a directional correction. We
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extend the work of [13], which focuses on corrections
with respect to control inputs, to allow corrections formu-
lated in terms of states. This significantly increases the
applicability of the method, since corrections are often
easier to provide on states such as position, speed or
acceleration, rather than control inputs such as jerk. Our
framework naturally considers the cross-stage effects of
cost functions, and we demonstrate that it provides a more
accurate representation of the influence of a cost com-
ponent than the traditional cost magnitude analysis. We
also present an extension to reason about the consistency
of inequality constraints with respect to a directional
correction.

• We show that our framework applies to both open-loop
and closed-loop settings, where the latter is relevant in a
receding-horizon MPC setup.

• We demonstrate how to use the framework to automati-
cally tune cost component weights in an OCP, assuming
access to an oracle that provides a dataset of corrections.

The impact of cost components on the solution of an OCP
has also been studied through the lens of sensitivity analysis
[14], [15] and parametric optimization [16], [17] by character-
izing the optimal plan as a function of the weights in the cost
function. Parametric optimization has mostly focused on linear
systems with convex costs due to the complexity of computing,
let alone explicitly representing, the optimal plan for non-
linear systems. In contrast, our approach is straightforward to
apply to non-linear systems with non-convex cost functions
since we do not require an explicit representation of the
optimal plan with respect to parameters.

II. PROBLEM SETUP

We assume that the robot’s dynamics are described by

xk+1 = f(xk, uk), (1)

where xk ∈ Rnx is the robot’s state at timestep k given
an initial state x0 = xinit, uk ∈ Rnu is the control input,
and f : Rnx × Rnu → Rnx describes the robot’s dynamics.
The system is subject to input and state constraints of the
form h(xk, uk) ≤ 0, where h : Rnx × Rnu → Rnh , nh is
the number of constraints, and the inequality constraint is
interpreted elementwise. The planning problem amounts to
finding a sequence of states x0:N := (x0, x1, . . . , xN ) and
inputs u0:N−1 := (u0, u1, . . . , uN−1), over a horizon N , that
optimizes a given objective function

J(x0:N , u0:N−1) = ℓN (xN ) +

N−1∑
k=0

ℓk(xk, uk), (2a)

where ℓk : Rnx × Rnu → R are differentiable stage costs,
and ℓN : Rnx → R is the terminal cost. We assume that the
stage cost ℓk(·, ·) is the weighted sum of R individual cost
components ℓ

(r)
k : Rnx × Rnu → R, such that

ℓk(xk, uk) =

R∑
r=0

w
(r)
k ℓ

(r)
k (xk, uk), (2b)

where w
(r)
k > 0 is the weight. Combining (1) – (2b), the OCP

can be formulated as

min
x0:N ,u0:N−1

J(x0:N , u0:N−1)

s.t. x0 = xinit (3)
xk+1 = f(xk, uk), k = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1,

where, for ease of exposition, we omit the constraints
h(xk, uk) ≤ 0. Throughout the paper, we refer to ζ⋆ =
(x⋆

0:N , u⋆
0:N−1) as the optimal plan. Furthermore, any ζ =

(x0:N , u0:N−1) satisfying the dynamics (1) is a plan.

III. CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK

We begin by recalling the notion of directional corrections
from [13] in Section III-A. In Section III-B, we formally
define the notion of consistency, for which we provide a
technical analysis in Section III-C. Extensions are discussed
in Sections III-D and III-E.

A. Directional Corrections

Given a plan ζ = (x0:N , u0:N−1), we define the vector
a := (ax, au) ∈ R(N+1)nx+Nnu to be a directional correction
representing the direction in which we desire the plan to move.
For example, if our system is a one-dimensional triple inte-
grator with state x = (position, velocity, acceleration), input
u = jerk, and horizon N = 1, then the directional correction
((0, 0, 0), (0, 0, 1), (0)) for the plan ζ = (x0, x1, u0), implies
that the robot’s plan should have had higher acceleration at
stage 1. The directional correction indicates only that the plan
should have higher acceleration, but it does not quantify by
how much.

Directional corrections may be obtained in different ways.
For example, one might introspect a plan, detect undesirable
behavior, and annotate a desired change. Alternatively, a
directional correction could be derived automatically from
a set of system requirements, desired outcomes, or expert
demonstrations. We refer the interested reader to [13] for
detailed discussion on directional corrections.

B. Consistency

Let ζ = (x0:N , u0:N−1) be a plan satisfying the system dy-
namics (1), and let Ak := ∂f

∂xk
(xk, uk) and Bk := ∂f

∂uk
(xk, uk)

be the linearization of (1) about ζ. Let Fx,u ∈ R(N+1)nx×Nnu

be the sensitivity matrix1

Fx,u =



0 0 · · · 0
B0 0 · · · 0

A1B0 B1 · · · 0

A2A1B0 A2B1 · · ·
...

...
...

. . . 0
AN−1 · · ·A1B0 AN−1 · · ·A2B1 . . . BN−1


1Fx,u can also be understood as the total derivative of x0:N with respect

to u0:N−1, under the system dynamics (1).
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that maps a (small) change in control inputs ∆u0:N−1 to the
change in the states ∆x0:N , i.e.,

∆x0:N ≈ Fx,u∆u0:N−1. (4)

We are now interested in deriving the effect of a given cost
component ℓ(r)k (xk, uk) around ζ. To streamline the upcoming
discussion, we re-express the cost components ℓ

(r)
k (xk, uk) in

their eliminated forms ℓ̃
(r)
k (u0:N−1), obtained by eliminating

the state variable xk using the system dynamics (1). This
variable elimination allows us to reason explicitly about the
effect of each control input on the cost ℓ(r)k (·), without needing
to consider the dynamics (1).

Let ∇ℓ̃
(r)
k (·) ∈ RNnu denote the gradient of ℓ̃(r)k (·). Define

F :=
[
Fx,u; INnu

]
∈ R((N+1)nx+Nnu)×Nnu to be the matrix

obtained by (vertically) stacking Fx,u with the identity matrix
INnu ∈ RNnu×Nnu . We are now in place to introduce the
concept of consistency score.

Definition 1 (Consistency Score). Let ζ = (x0:N , u0:N−1)
be a plan, a = (ax, au) be a directional correction, and
F be as defined above. Then, the consistency score of
the eliminated cost ℓ̃

(r)
k (u0:N−1) is defined as cs(r)k :=〈

a,−w
(r)
k F∇ℓ̃

(r)
k (u0:N−1)

〉
.

This allows us to define the notion of consistency.

Definition 2 (Consistency). An eliminated cost ℓ̃(r)k (u0:N−1)

is called consistent if cs(r)k > 0, and inconsistent if cs(r)k < 0.

In general, consistency is a local property defined about
a trajectory ζ = (x0:N , u0:N−1). Roughly speaking, a cost
component is consistent if, on its own and in the absence
of any other costs, it would locally move the trajectory
ζ = (x0:N , u0:N−1) in the direction of a = (ax, au). To
see it, we observe that −∇ℓ̃

(r)
k (u0:N−1) is the direction of

steepest descent of ℓ̃
(r)
k (·) at u0:N−1. By virtue of (4), its

effect on the state trajectory is −Fx,u∇ℓ̃
(r)
k (u0:N−1), while

its effect on the plan is given by −F∇ℓ̃
(r)
k (u0:N−1). It now

follows immediately from Definition 2 that, for a consistent
cost, −F∇ℓ̃

(r)
k (u0:N−1) is in the same direction of a, thus

pushing the plan in the direction of a.

Remark 1. We point out that the stage cost, ℓ
(r)
k (xk, uk),

while defined on the stage variables (xk, uk), affects both ear-
lier and later stages through the dynamics (1), as xk depends
on u0:k−1 and xk+1:N depends on uk. Therefore, minimizing
ℓ
(r)
k (xk, uk) affects the entire plan ζ = (x0:N , u0:N−1). This

cross-stage coupling means an undesirable behavior at stage
k can be caused by a cost component at a different stage2.

C. Properties of (In)consistent Costs

In this section, we will formally show for linear systems that
a consistent cost component enjoys the intuitive property that,
if the corresponding weight is increased, then the plan will
improve by moving in the direction defined by the correction.
Specifically, let ζ⋆ = (x⋆

0:N , u⋆
0:N−1) be the optimal plan of

2This argument can be alternatively understood as a forward-backward pass
deployed in DDP/iLQR-type of algorithms.

the OCP (3), a = (ax, au) be a desired directional correction,
ℓ̃
(r)
k (u⋆

0:N−1) be a consistent cost component, and w
(r)
k > 0 its

associated weight. Consider now the modified cost function,
obtained by increasing the weight by δ > 0:

Ĵ(u0:N−1) := J̃(u0:N−1) + δℓ̃
(r)
k (u0:N−1). (5)

Proposition 1. Assume our system is linear, i.e., xk+1 =
Akxk + Bkuk. Then there exists a plan ζ̂ = (x̂0:N , û0:N−1)
that improves upon ζ⋆ = (x⋆

0:N , u⋆
0:N−1) in terms of Ĵ(·), that

moves in the direction of the correction a with respect to ζ⋆.

Proof. Consider the following candidate solution û0:N−1 :=

u⋆
0:N−1 − ϵδ∇ℓ̃

(r)
k (u⋆

0:N−1). We will now demonstrate that
−ϵδ∇ℓ̃

(r)
k (u⋆

0:N−1) is a descent direction by showing that
δ∇ℓ̃

(r)
k (u⋆

0:N−1) is the gradient of Ĵ(u⋆
0:N−1), and hence

Ĵ(û0:N−1) < Ĵ(u⋆
0:N−1), for some ϵ > 0. It follows from

the first-order optimality condition that ∇J̃(u⋆
0:N−1) = 0,

such that ∇Ĵ(u⋆
0:N−1) = ∇J̃(u⋆

0:N−1) + δ∇ℓ̃
(r)
k (u⋆

0:N−1) =

δ∇ℓ̃
(r)
k (u⋆

0:N−1). Furthermore, it follows from Definition 2
that ∇ℓ̃

(r)
k ̸= 0, and hence Ĵ(û0:N−1) < Ĵ(u⋆

0:N−1), for a
sufficiently small ϵ > 0. To see that the new control trajectory
û0:N−1 indeed moves the plan ζ̂ in the direction of the
correction with respect to ζ⋆, we observe from (4), which now
holds with equality due to linearity assumption, that the change
in control trajectory ∆u0:N−1 = −ϵδ∇ℓ̃

(r)
k (u⋆

0:N−1) changes
the state trajectory as ∆x0:N = −ϵδFx,u∇ℓ̃

(r)
k (u⋆

0:N−1),
and thus the plan by ∆ζ = (∆x0:N ,∆u0:N−1). Therefore,
⟨a, ζ̂−ζ⋆⟩ = ⟨a,∆ζ⟩ = ⟨a,−ϵδF ∇ℓ̃

(r)
k (u0:N−1)⟩ > 0, where

the inequality follows from Definition 2.

Notice that Proposition 1 does not establish that the optimal
plan under new cost function (5), ζ̂⋆, improves upon ζ⋆ in the
direction of a, i.e., it does not establish that ⟨a, ζ̂⋆ − ζ⋆⟩ > 0.
However, we have empirically observed that this is the case
in practice. Furthermore, while the proof is given for linear
systems, the same properties have been observed to hold in
practice for nonlinear systems. We close the section by remark-
ing that the reverse property can be shown for inconsistent cost
components.

D. Extension to Closed-Loop Analysis

In practice, many systems employ an MPC scheme where
they iteratively replan to respond to updates in the environment
[11], [12]. In this scheme, a system computes a motion plan
at each step, but only executes the initial control input at each
execution cycle. We describe an extension to the previously
discussed “open-loop” case that permits analysis of an OCP
using directional corrections expressed with respect to the
closed-loop trajectory.

For this section, we denote by xk|t, k ≥ 0, the state at time
t+k, predicted at time t, and by uk|t the control input at time
t+k predicted at time t. The true state at time t is xt. In MPC,
at time t, the controller only applies the first control input u0|t
of the entire input sequence u0:N−1|t = (u0|t, . . . , uN−1|t),
while the remainder of the input sequence u1:N−1|t is dis-
carded. At the next timestep, a new input sequence is computed
u0:N−1|t+1 based on new state measurement xt+1, and again
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only the first control input u0|t+1 is applied. Accordingly, let
x0|0:T := (x0|0, . . . , x0|T ) denote a robot’s closed-loop tra-
jectory, obtained by applying the closed-loop input trajectory
u0|0:T−1 := (u0|0, . . . , u0|T−1). It is easy to verify that the
closed-loop sensitivity matrix F cl

x,u takes the same form as
Fx,u described in Section III-B, with T (the duration of the
closed-loop execution) in place of N (the prediction horizon
used when computing the open-loop plans).

To evaluate the effect of a cost component ℓ̃
(r)
k|t(u0:N−1|t)

on the closed-loop trajectory, let us consider its gradient
with respect to only the first input u0|t, which we de-
note by ∇u0|t ℓ̃

(r)
k|t(u0:N−1|t). Assuming we are interested

in evaluating the overall effect of the rth cost compo-
nent on the kth predicted stage, then we can collect
the gradients from each motion plan as ∆ur

0:T−1 :=[
∇u0|0 ℓ̃

(r)
k|0(u0:N−1|0); . . . ;∇u0|T−1

ℓ̃
(r)
k|T−1(u0:N−1|T−1)

]
∈

RTnu . Then we can estimate that cost component’s local effect
on the closed-loop state trajectory as ∆x0:T ≈ F cl

x,u∆u0:T−1.
Similar as in Section III-B, we may now define F cl :=

[F cl
x,u; ITnu

], and define closed-loop consistency score cs(r)k :=〈
a,−w

(r)
k F cl∆ur

0:T−1

〉
. An example is given in Section V.

E. Extension to Constrained OCPs

Our discussion so far has centered around the unconstrained
OCP (3). However, real-world systems may be subject to
stage-wise constraints of the form h

(i)
k (xk, uk) ≤ 0, where

h
(i)
k : Rnx ×Rnu → R, i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , I}, and I is the number

of constraints. In such a setup, the question of interest is:
Given a desired correction a, would relaxing the ith constraint
at stage k improve the solution in the direction defined by the
correction?

To reason about the effect of constraints, we propose an
analysis framework similar to what is described above, but
with an additional pre-processing step. Specifically, we begin
by verifying whether the ith constraint is active, i.e., if
h
(i)
k (xk, uk) = 0. If so, then one may re-express h

(i)
k (xk, uk)

in terms of control inputs only h̃
(i)
k (u0:N−1) and compute the

gradient ∇h̃
(i)
k (u0:N−1). If ⟨a,−F∇h̃

(i)
k (u0:N−1)⟩ < 0, then

the ith constraint at stage k is (locally) preventing the solution
from improving in the desired correction direction.

We point out that in general non-linear optimization, it
is possible to construct examples where changing inactive
constraints changes the solution. In our experience, however,
given that many numerical solvers operate locally, we have
observed that verifying activeness of a constraint works well.

IV. APPLICATIONS OF CONSISTENCY SCORES

Next, we describe two applications of the consistency score
from Definition 1. First, we show how one can use the
concept of consistency to understand the solution of an OCP
using directional corrections. Then, we describe a method
to automatically adjust parameters of the OCP to increase
consistency with a set of directional corrections.

A. OCP Consistency Analysis

In practice, one can use consistency scores to understand
which cost component(s) have the largest influence on an
undesired behavior by providing a directional correction a and
then looking at the cost components with the lowest consis-
tency scores. We propose the following workflow: Suppose we
are given an optimal, but undesirable, plan ζ = (x, u). Upon
identifying the stage and direction in which we desire the plan
to move, we construct the directional correction a and compute
the consistency scores as in Definition 1. A practitioner can
then use the consistency scores to make useful inferences. For
example,

∑N
k=0 cs(r)k gives the cumulative consistency of cost

component r over all stages with the provided correction. Var-
ious aggregations allow for specific analysis, such as sorting
the cost components by their consistency with a directional
correction. Examples are provided in Section V.

B. OCP Parameter Optimization Algorithm

Building on the notion of consistency, we now present a
framework for optimally choosing weights w

(r)
k of the cost

components (2b) such that the resulting cost function (2a) is
“maximally” consistent with a set of plans (or closed-loop
trajectories) and directional corrections. This avoids tedious
manual tuning of the weights, instead relying on a set of
plans and directional corrections, {(ζj , aj)}j∈J , from human
annotations or generated automatically from requirements.
Consider now the following weight-learning problem.

min
w

∑
j∈J

∑
k,r

max
(
m+ ⟨aj , w(r)

k F (ζj)∇ℓ̃
(r)
k (ζj)⟩, 0

)
s.t. w ≥ 0, (6)

1⊤w = N + 1,

w
(r)
k+1 ≤ w

(r)
k , k = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1,

Similar to Section III-B, let F (ζj) be the sensitivity matrix
obtained by linearizing the dynamics about the jth trajectory
and ∇ℓ̃

(r)
k (ζj) the gradient of the rth cost component at stage

k evaluated at ζj .
Intuitively, for a single sample (ζj , aj), the term inside the

max(·, 0) represents the inconsistency score of the rth compo-
nent at the kth stage with respect to the correction. The param-
eter m > 0 is the consistency margin, and encourages strictly
consistent plans satisfying ⟨aj ,−w

(r)
k F (ζj)∇ℓ̃

(r)
k (ζj)⟩ ≥ m.

As directional corrections do not indicate a desired magnitude
of change, a small value of m has been empirically observed to
be sufficient. Similarly, we minimize max(·, 0) rather than the
sum of inconsistency scores, which would aim to also increase
the magnitude of the consistency score.

The constraint 1⊤w = N+1 ensures that the weight vector
remains bounded, since any positive multiple of w results in
the same optimizer. Finally, we use the constraint w

(r)
k+1 ≤

w
(r)
k , similar to a discount factor in reinforcement learning, to

avoid placing high importance on long-term actions over short-
term ones. Problem (6) is LP-representable and therefore can
be solved efficiently even if the number of training data is
large. Different from other work [13] that uses corrections to
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Algorithm 1 OCP parameter optimization algorithm
Input: OCP problem definition, max iterations K
Output: Parameters w

Initialize: k = 0, w ∈ RN+1 uniformly, dataset D = {},
1: while |Dk| > 0 and k < K do
2: Compute trajectory ζk from wk by solving the OCP.
3: Derive corrections Dk = {aki , . . .} from ζk and require-

ments.
4: Append Dk to D.
5: Compute wk+1 by solving (6).
6: k = k + 1
7: end while
8: return wk

optimize the weights, we penalize inconsistencies but do not
prohibit them, since the presence of dynamics may not make
every correction achievable.

Given an initial guess for the weights, w0, the parameter-
learning process alternates between data collection and param-
eter updates until convergence. Intuitively, we build a set of
trajectories for which we desire improvement and perform a
batch optimization at each iteration to find w that best satisfies
the corrections on all the trajectories. A concise description is
presented in Algorithm 1.

We demonstrate this process in Section V. Note that each
training iteration may easily be extended to compute and
generate corrections for many trajectories, allowing one to
optimize the parameters over a diverse set of OCPs.

Relationship to Existing OCP Parameter Optimization
Methods: To close this section, we compare our method
with the large body of work on cost-function learning for
optimal control. Our work addresses short-comings of existing
methods when applied in practice to robotic systems.

First, a common approach assumes one is provided with
expert demonstrations [18], [19]. These methods aim to
find a cost function whose optimal policy reconstructs the
demonstrations. In many real-world cases, however, acquiring
expert demonstrations is costly (e.g. autonomous vehicles) or
unnatural (e.g. high-DOF systems).

Alternatively, preference-based methods aim to find a cost
function whose optimal policy is consistent with relative
preferences indicated by an expert [20]. Unfortunately, in
many robotics settings, generating two similar trajectories is
not realistic. For example, in a driving domain, one cannot
replay real-world interactions starting from the same state.

Finally, some methods rely on corrections of generated
trajectories similar to that analyzed in this work [13], [21].
This choice reduces the annotation workload for a human-
in-the-loop. However, the method of [21] requires real-time
physical interaction between the human and the robot, which
can be impractical for robotic systems. As noted, our work
builds most directly on [13] by allowing directional corrections
to be applied to states, handling closed-loop trajectories, and
re-framing the learning problem as finding the most-consistent
parameters with a set of directional corrections.

V. EXPERIMENTS

We illustrate the proposed analysis method on three numeri-
cal examples. Section V-B demonstrates the use of consistency
scores for analyzing open-loop plans; Section V-C studies a
closed-loop example; and Section V-D showcases a parameter
optimization problem. In all three examples, we consider a
nonlinear system with non-convex cost functions. While this
paper presents numerical examples, we have validated the
framework on large quantities of real-world data.

A. Experimental setup

We consider a motion planning problem for a robot mod-
eled as a unicycle [1], with x =

(
X,Y, θ, v, ω, a, α

)⊤
and u =

(
j, η

)⊤
. The (positional) states pr = (X,Y )⊤

correspond to the center of the robot, while θ is the yaw
angle with respect to the X-axis. v and ω are the linear
and angular velocities, respectively, a and α are the linear
and angular accelerations, and j and η are the linear and
angular jerks. The continuous-time dynamics are given by ẋ =[
v cos(θ), v sin(θ), ω, a, α, j, η

]⊤
:= f̃(x, u). The continuous-

time dynamics can be brought into the form of (1) using a (for-
ward) Euler discretization, such that xk+1 = xk+f̃(xk, uk) dt,
where dt = 0.1 seconds is the sampling time. The planning
horizon is N = 50. We solve the resulting OCPs using IPOPT
[22].

The objective function used in the following examples
consists of cost components described in Table I. The costs
on tangential jerk, angular jerk, and lateral acceleration com-
ponents are quadratic penalties of the robot’s state variables.
The next four components – reference speed, reference path,
obstacle, and boundary – represent the structure of the en-
vironment. Reference speed component is penalized as the
squared error from a desired speed. Reference path component
is penalized as the squared Euclidean distance between the
robot’s position and the closest projected point on the path.
The boundary component encourages the robot to stay within
a lateral distance of the reference path. A quadratic penalty is
applied if the Euclidean distance to the closest point on the
path to the robot’s position pr = (X,Y )⊤, Pref(pr), exceeds
a desired distance to the path, dw. The obstacle component
similarly penalizes penetration into a sphere of radius obuffer
around an obstacle’s position po. The final two components
represent interactions with other agents. We specifically con-
sider the existence of a lead agent ahead of our robot, moving
along our reference path, for which we wish to maintain a
certain following distance. The headway component penalizes
violation of a desired time headway, th, to the lead agent.
Given a position p, the function D(p) computes its distance
along the reference path. Accordingly, the robot incurs a
penalty if the distance it travels in time th at velocity v is
larger than the distance the robot is behind the lead agent,
along the reference path. Finally, the relative speed component
encourages the robot to follow the lead agent at a similar
speed.
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TABLE I
COST COMPONENT DEFINITIONS

Cost Component ℓ(r) Weight

Tangential jerk 0.5j2 0.1
Angular jerk 0.5η2 0.1
Lateral acceleration 0.5(vω)2 1.0
Reference speed 0.5(v − vref)

2 10.0
Reference path 0.5∥Pref(pr)− pr∥22 100.0
Obstacle

∑
o 0.5(obuffer − ∥po − pr∥2))2+ 1000.0

Boundary 0.5(∥Pref(pr)− pr∥2 − dw)2+ 1000.0
Headway 0.5((thv)− (D(po)−D(pr)))2+ 1000.0
Relative speed 0.5(v − vo)2 1.0

The (x)2+ notation indicates a one-sided quadratic where the penalty
is applied only if x > 0.

B. Analyzing Open-Loop Plans

We demonstrate the consistency framework described in
Section IV-A on a path-following problem, where the robot
is asked to track a given reference path at a desired speed
while avoiding static obstacles; see Fig. 1. For this section,
we use the nominal weights for each of the cost components
noted in Table I. The headway and relative speed costs noted
in Table I are not active as there is no lead agent in the scene.

As an illustration, we construct an example with a curved
path as shown in Fig. 1. This example simulates an issue that
may stem from an improperly sensed obstacle, or a sudden
change to the robot’s environment. The presence of this object,
shown as a red X in the top subplot near coordinates (40, 2.5),
results in the orange trajectory (top subplot). We see from
the center subplot that the robot slows down significantly
from the desired speed of 10m/s. While in this example it
is simple to infer that the obstacle and its associated cost are
problematic, the complexity of a real-world system can make
that determination challenging. For example, obstacles could
be small and difficult to see in a visualization, or obscured by
other contents of the scene, but are nonetheless detected by
sensors and sent to a motion planner.

We now show how our method can be leveraged to identify
the cause of the slowdown. To this end, we apply a directional
correction at stage 10 to indicate a desired increase in speed,
i.e., ax10

= (0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0), with all other elements of a
set to zero. This is shown as the red arrow in the center
subplot. Fig. 1 (bottom right) shows the consistency score of
the individual cost components, accumulated over the horizon,
i.e., cs(r) =

∑
k cs(r)k . We see that the OBSTACLE component

is least consistent with the desired correction of increasing
speed, while the REFERENCE_SPEED component is most
consistent with the desired correction. Intuitively, the obstacle
cost pushes most strongly against a higher speed, while the
reference speed cost most strongly supports it. To verify the
result, we remove the obstacle cost by zeroing the associated
weights. The resulting, blue trajectory is shown in Fig. 1
(center). Specifically, we observe that by disabling the weight
on the inconsistent obstacle cost, the robot’s speed profile
indeed moves in the direction indicated by the correction.

Comparison to Cost-Based Analysis: A common approach
to understanding a plan’s behavior is to analyze the individual
cost terms ℓ

(r)
k themselves, and attribute deficiency to cost

components that take large values ℓ
(r)
k (x⋆, u⋆). We demon-
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Fig. 1. Example of open-loop OCP corrections analysis. The top plot shows
the open-loop evolution of the robot within a corridor (green boundary) with
an improperly sensed obstacle near (40, 2.5). The center plot shows the speed
profile of the robot when affected by the obstacle (orange) and the desired
change to that speed profile. The blue profile is the result when the obstacle is
removed. The bottom plot shows the computed costs and consistency scores
of each component. The consistency analysis successfully detects the obstacle
component as inconsistent (red dashed line) even though the magnitude of the
obstacle cost is small.

strate next that such an approach may lead to the wrong
conclusion: Fig. 1 (bottom left) shows the objective function
J(x⋆

0:N , u⋆
0:N−1) broken down in the individual cost compo-

nents at the stage of the correction, i.e., w
(r)
10 ℓ

(r)
10 (x

⋆
10, u

⋆
10).

We see from the plot that REFERENCE_SPEED and
REFERENCE_PATH are the components with highest value,
due to the robot slowing down and deviating from the refer-
ence path to avoid the obstacle. Furthermore, the (problematic)
obstacle cost component is zero at the correction stage as the
robot is outside the obstacle buffer at k = 10. Note how, in
contrast, our consistency-based analysis inherently accounts
for cross-stage coupling through the sensitivity matrix (4), and
correctly links the slowdown and correction at stage 10 to
the obstacle almost 40 stages later. In addition, even if one
observes the cumulative values of the cost components over
all stages,

∑
k w

(r)
k ℓ

(r)
k (x⋆

k, u
⋆
k), the REFERENCE_SPEED

component remains an order of magnitude larger than the
OBSTACLE component. Moreover, the cumulative value can-
not communicate the impact of a component at a certain stage
or whether that impact is consistent with the desired outcome.

To summarize, an analysis based on cost value alone
can lead to inaccurate conclusions. In contrast, the proposed
consistency-based analysis produces more accurate signals by
leveraging first-order information and accounting for cross-
stage effects using the system dynamics. This is not surprising
since the optimality condition is not defined with respect to the
value of a cost function J(·), but rather its gradient ∇J(·) = 0
[14, Section 5.5.3].

C. Analyzing Closed-Loop Trajectories

Next we show an application of the consistency framework
to trajectories generated by an MPC scheme. Assuming a
duration of T = 30 cycles, T plans are computed which result
in T controls being executed and a trajectory with T + 1
states. We augment our example above with a lead agent
in the environment, such as another robot or a human, for
which the controlled robot generates predictions. The static
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Fig. 2. Example of closed-loop OCP corrections analysis. The top plot
shows the closed-loop evolution of the robot (blue circles) and lead agent
(green triangles) within a reference corridor (green boundary). The orange
trajectories indicate the computed – but not executed – plans of the robot.
The center plot shows the speed profile of the robot and its response to an
incorrect decelerating prediction of the lead agent. The bottom plot shows the
consistency scores of three components of particular interest. The consistency
analysis detects the headway and relative speed components as inconsistent
at all times for which there is an incorrect prediction.

obstacle from the previous example is removed. At each
planning time, a prediction of the other agent is generated
and used in the OCP as a time-varying obstacle, to ensure
an acceptable interaction. In this example, we enable both the
cost on headway, which penalizes the robot for being within
a one-second time-headway of the lead agent, and the cost on
relative speed, which encourages the robot to stay close to the
lead agent’s speed.

To demonstrate the practical use of this analysis, we simu-
late a noisy prediction for the lead agent. We initialize the
simulation with the robot at its desired speed and desired
headway. In reality, the lead agent proceeds with a constant
velocity equal to our robot’s desired speed. That means there is
no reason for the robot to respond to the agent to satisfy the
desired headway if the predictions were accurate. However,
for a few planning frames t = {10, . . . , 19} we generate a
prediction for the lead agent that incorrectly decelerates with
−1.0m/s2. With this setup, as one might expect, we observe
a modest deceleration in the closed-loop trajectory around the
frames with inaccurate predictions. The scenario is depicted
in Fig. 2.

Suppose we are interested in understanding the cause of
the slowdown, given the closed-loop executed trajectories by
both our robot and the lead agent. In this case, the cause
is not obvious as the lead agent does not slow down, but
only its predictions. This setup simulates situations in practice
where, when aiming to understand the cause of undesired robot
behavior, one is not usually told a priori that a prediction
was incorrect. Using our framework, we apply a correction at
t = 21 to increase speed, since it is the time with maximum
error relative to the desired speed of 10m/s.

The bottom subplot in Fig. 2 shows the consistency scores
cs

(r)
t of three cost components of interest, for each the

planning cycle. Each time point in this plot shows the sum
of the consistency scores of a cost component over the plan at
that cycle. In this example, the analysis indicates that headway
is the predominant component causing the braking behavior.

Our analysis framework detects the headway component as
problematic at the first planning time for which there are
incorrect predictions (t = 10), and it remains detected through
the final time of incorrect prediction (t = 19). As before,
the respective costs are not indicative of the relative impact.
Indeed, the headway cost has a very small magnitude for all
planning cycles that have a decelerating prediction (< 0.001),
while the values of the relative speed and reference speed
components remains one and two orders of magnitude larger.
In other words, large cost component values do not neces-
sarily indicate that the corresponding components caused the
problem.

This example illustrates a scenario where the robot’s unde-
sired behavior is caused by poor predictions. In our experience,
we have found the proposed method particularly useful in
cases that are not easily understood by visual inspection. We
point out that our framework would have also led to similar
conclusions had the lead agent indeed decelerated.

D. OCP Parameter Optimization

This section demonstrates the parameter optimization capa-
bility described in Section IV-B in both open- and closed-loop.

1) Open-Loop Parameter Optimization: First, we show re-
sults on an open-loop problem that aims to find the parameters
of the OCP that result in the optimal plan having desired
behavior. For this experiment, we use the same scenario as in
Section V-B, in which the robot must follow a reference path at
a desired speed while staying away from the boundaries. In this
case, we initialize the weights w ∈ R(N+1)R uniformly with
planning horizon of N = 50, and R = 6 cost components.
We assume that no other agents or obstacles exist.

We apply the procedure described in Algorithm 1 to find
the optimal weights and automatically construct corrections on
each trajectory based on requirements to stay within 0.25m/s
of the reference speed and 0.25m of the reference path. The
initial speed is 8m/s and we require the robot to reach 10±
0.25m/s by the final 35 stages of the plan. The reference
path corrections are applied over the entire plan. We generate
a single trajectory from the OCP with the latest weights on
each iteration. The parameter update step (6) is modeled in
CVXPY [23] and solved by the Clarabel solver [24] with a
margin m = 0.001. In this example, we set the headway and
obstacle component weights to be zero as these terms have no
effect.

The while-loop of Algorithm 1 is run for 22 iterations after
which the solution of OCP is a plan with no corrections. Fig. 3
shows the learned weights and the errors over iterations. As
expected, the weights on the boundary, reference path and
reference speed are increased (left subplot) to keep the robot
near the path and reach the desired speed.

2) Closed-Loop Parameter Optimization: Next, we apply
parameter optimization to closed-loop tuning. In this case, the
goal is to find parameters such that the closed-loop trajectory
is optimal, rather than a single open-loop plan. To showcase
this difference, we construct a scenario similar to the one in
Fig. 2; however, we delay the lead agent’s deceleration to the
final 40 stages of the prediction, leaving one second of correct
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Fig. 3. Illustration of the open-loop training process. The left plot shows
optimal weights for each cost component aggregated over all stages. The
right two plots show the improvement in reference path and reference speed
error through the training process.

prediction. This simulates the case in practice where short-
horizon predictions are often more accurate than long-term
predictions. The goal in this scenario is to maintain a constant
headway behind the lead agent in closed-loop, despite a faulty
long-term prediction. Specifically, a correction is applied to the
closed-loop trajectory at any time where the true headway (not
the predicted one) differs by more than ±0.1m. Intuitively,
this example shows how one may optimize parameters to
achieve the desired closed-loop behavior in the presence of
noisy data inputs (in this case, agent predictions) at each open-
loop planning cycle and reduce sensitivity to environmental
changes toward the end of the planning horizon.

We initialize the robot with a speed of 10m/s and the
desired headway of 1 second behind the lead agent. Despite
the incorrect decelerating predictions, the lead agent proceeds
at a constant speed of 10m/s. Unlike the previous examples,
however, we reduce the reference speed to 8m/s. This change
to reference speed makes the task more challenging as one
needs to find a trade-off between the headway, relative speed,
and reference speed terms that result in a nearly constant
headway in closed-loop even though none of the terms alone
will produce the desired outcome.

Here, we expect to find parameters that discount the effect
of later predictions in order to maintain the desired closed-loop
behavior. Figure 4 shows the result over 30 training iterations.
The left and center plots show that the learning process
converged to a solution that is very close to a constant speed
as desired. The right plot shows the weights resulting from
the optimization. Note that both of the prediction-dependent
components have a strong influence at the beginning of the
plan. In particular, the relative speed component must use
the correct part of the prediction (1s) in order for the robot
to stay at the same speed as the lead agent. The optimal
weights on both headway and relative speed quickly become
small after stage 10, where the incorrect prediction begins. At
convergence, the closed-loop headway distance error is less
than 0.15 meters.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we presented a method to understand how
cost components impact the solution of optimal control prob-
lems (OCPs). Our analysis relies on a directional correction
indicating the desired change in the optimal plan produced by
the OCP. First, we provided a theoretical justification for the
use of corrections in OCP analysis. Next, we demonstrated
the utility of our method to understand the cause of undesired
behavior in both open- and closed-loop scenarios. In addition,
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Fig. 4. Illustration of the closed-loop training process. The left plot shows the
optimal trajectory at each training iteration (orange), along with the predicted
trajectory of the lead agent (light green), and the final closed-loop trajectories
for the robot (blue) and lead agent (dark green). The center plot shows the
error in desired headway of the closed-loop trajectory. This error trends to
zero as the robot finds a parameter configuration that avoids deceleration. The
right plot shows the optimized parameter values by stage for the three cost
components of most relevance.

for a typical linear parametrization of the cost function, we
described a method to optimize the cost component weights to
make the OCP consistent with a set of directional corrections.
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