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Abstract— In this paper, we compare the performance of
different numerical schemes in approximating Pontryagin’s
Maximum Principle’s necessary conditions for the optimal
control of nonholonomic systems. Retraction maps are used as
a seed to construct geometric integrators for the corresponding
Hamilton equations. First, we obtain an intrinsic formulation of
a discretization map on a distribution D. Then, we illustrate this
construction on a particular example for which the performance
of different symplectic integrators is examined and compared
with that of non-symplectic integrators.

I. INTRODUCTION

Nonholonomic control systems are characterized by non-
integrable constraints on their velocities. The optimal control
problem for a nonholonomic system is typically formulated
as minimizing a cost functional subject to nonholonomic
dynamics. Pontryagin’s Maximum Principle (PMP) provides
first-order necessary conditions for optimality by introducing
costate variables for the dynamics and additional constraints
(see [5] and references there in). PMP yields a Hamiltonian
system on the cotangent bundle of the state space that the
optimal trajectory must satisfy.

Despite the Hamiltonian character of PMP equations, the
question of whether symplectic integrators perform better
than non-symplectic integrators is difficult to answer. It
usually depends on additional structure of each problem.
The report [10] explores the same problem in the particular
case of the Martinet system, an example of a kinematic
nonholonomic control system.

There are two main families of methods to approach the
numerical approximation of this problem: either one dis-
cretizes both the cost function and the control dynamics and
tries to solve the resulting discrete nonlinear minimization
problem; or one obtains necessary conditions for the optimal
trajectory, then discretizes the optimality conditions. The
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former are called direct methods, the latter are called indirect
methods. We will focus on the latter.

The notion of retraction map is an essential tool in
different research areas like optimization theory, numerical
analysis and interpolation (see [1] and references therein). A
retraction map allows to generalize linear-search methods in
Euclidean spaces to general manifolds by providing an intrin-
sic framework to move between two points on a manifold in
the direction of a prescribed tangent vector. In the Euclidean
setting, this is the principle behind approximating the time
derivative of a trajectory using finite differences. That is
why retraction maps have been widely used to construct
numerical integrators of ordinary differential equations on
arbitrary manifolds.

In [3], the classical notion of retraction map is extended to
the notion of discretization maps which are used to construct
geometric integrators. Indeed, using the geometry of the
tangent and cotangent bundles, the authors show not only
how to construct well-known symplectic integrators from a
choice of a discretization map, but also how to obtain new
ones by choosing more sophisticated maps. Such maps were
further applied in [4] to construct numerical methods for
optimal control problems from a Hamiltonian perspective.

The goal of this paper is to use the notion of discretization
map given in [3] to construct symplectic integrators for the
PMP equations satisfied by a solution of an optimal control
problem of a nonholonomic mechanical systems, and to
study the performance of symplectic versus non-symplectic
integrators for the optimal control of nonholonomic control
dynamical systems (see [5], [6], [8]). In particular, we
compare their performance in preserving the Hamiltonian
function and the nonholonomic constraints in a specific
example. In future research, we will show how to extend
these methods to optimal control problems of nonholonomic
systems on Lie groups and homogeneous spaces.

The paper is structured as follows: in Section II we recall
some preliminaries from differential geometry. In Section III,
we recall the basic concepts about nonholonomic systems
and we recall the concept of adapted coordinates to a
distribution that will be useful to compute retraction maps
tailored to nonholonomic control systems. In Section IV,
we state the optimal control of nonholonomic mechanical
systems and rewrite it in terms of adapted coordinates. In
Section V, we define a retraction map on the distribution
D determining the nonholonomic constraints. Finally, in
Section VI, we examine the example of the nonholonomic
robot in detail, compute explicit expressions for the retraction
map and the associated integrator, whose performance is
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subsequently discussed.

II. PRELIMINARIES

Let Q be a n-dimensional differentiable configuration
manifold of a mechanical system with local coordinates
(qi), 1 ≤ i ≤ n. Denote by TQ the tangent bundle (see,
for instance, [15] for an introduction to the tangent bundle
and mechanics on it). If TqQ denotes the tangent space
of Q at the point q, then TQ := ∪q∈QTqQ, with induced
local coordinates (qi, q̇i). There is a canonical projection
τQ : TQ → Q, sending each vector vq to the corresponding
base point q as follows τQ(q

i, q̇i) = (qi).
The vector space structure of TqQ makes possible to

consider its dual space, T ∗
q Q, to define the cotangent bundle

as T ∗Q := ∪q∈QT
∗
q Q, with local coordinates (qi, pi). There

is a canonical projection πQ : T ∗Q → Q, sending each
momenta pq to the corresponding base point q. Note that in
coordinates πQ(q

i, pi) = (qi).

A. Geometry of Hamiltonian systems

A Hamiltonian function H : T ∗Q → R is described by the
total energy of a mechanical system and leads to Hamilton’s
equations on T ∗Q, whose solutions are integral curves of
the Hamiltonian vector field XH taking values in T (T ∗Q)

associated with H . Locally, XH(q, p) =
(

∂H
∂p ,−

∂H
∂q

)
, that

is,

q̇i =
∂H

∂pi
, ṗi = −∂H

∂qi
, 1 ≤ i ≤ n. (1)

Equations (1) determine a set of 2n first order ordinary
differential equations (see [5], for instance, for more details).

A one-form α on Q is a map assigning to each point q
a cotangent vector on q, that is, α(q) ∈ T ∗

q Q. Cotangent
vectors acts linearly on vector fields according to α(X) =
αiX

i ∈ R if α = αidq
i and X = Xi ∂

∂qi . Analogously, a
two-form or a (0, 2)-tensor field is a bilinear map that acts
on a pair of vectors to produce a number.

A symplectic form ω on a manifold Q is a (0, 2)-type
tensor field that is skew-symmetric and non-degenerate, i.e.,
ω(X,Y ) = −ω(Y,X) for all vector fields X and Y and if
ω(X,Y ) = 0 for all vector fields X , then Y ≡ 0.

The set of vector fields and the set of 1-forms on Q are
denoted by X(Q) and Ω1(Q), respectively. The symplectic
form induces a linear isomorphism ♭ω : X(Q) → Ω1(Q),
given by ⟨♭ω(X), Y ⟩ = ω(X,Y ) for any vector fields X,Y .
The inverse of ♭ω will be denoted by ♯ω .

As described in [14], the cotangent bundle T ∗Q of a
differentiable manifold Q is equipped with a canonical exact
symplectic structure ωQ = −dθQ, where θQ is the canonical
1-form on T ∗Q. In canonical bundle coordinates (qi, pi) on
T ∗Q, θQ = pi dq

i and ωQ = dqi∧dpi . Hamilton’s equations
can be intrinsically rewritten as ıXH

ωQ : = ♭ω(XH) = dH .
Hamiltonian dynamics are characterized by the following two
essential properties [13]:

• Preservation of energy by the Hamiltonian function:

0 = ωQ(XH , XH) = dH(XH) = XH(H) .

• Preservation of the symplectic form: If {ϕt
XH

} is the
flow of XH , then the pull-back of the differential form
by the flow is preserved, (ϕt

XH
)∗ωQ = ωQ.

Recall that a pair (Q,ω) is called a symplectic manifold if
Q is a differentiable manifold and ω is a symplectic 2-form.
As a consequence, the restrictions of ω to each q ∈ Q makes
the tangent space TqQ into a symplectic vector space.

Definition 1: Let (Q1, ω1) and (Q2, ω2) be two symplec-
tic manifolds, let ϕ : Q1 → Q2 be a smooth map. The map
ϕ is called symplectic if the symplectic forms are preserved:
ϕ∗ω2 = ω1. Moreover, it is a symplectomorphism if ϕ is a
diffeomorphism and ϕ−1 is also symplectic.

Let Q1 and Q2 be n-dimensional manifolds and F : Q1 →
Q2 be a smooth map. The tangent lift TF : TQ1 → TQ2 of
F is defined by TF (vq) = TqF (vq) ∈ TF (q)Q2 where vq ∈
TqQ1, and TqF is the tangent map of F whose matrix is the
Jacobian matrix of F at q ∈ Q1.

As the tangent map TqF is linear, the dual map
T ∗
q F : T ∗

F (q)Q2 → T ∗
q Q1 is defined as follows:

⟨(T ∗
q F )(α2), vq⟩ = ⟨α2, TqF (vq)⟩ for every vq ∈ TqQ1.

Note that (T ∗
q F )(α2) ∈ T ∗

q Q1.
Definition 2: Let F : Q1 → Q2 be a diffeomorphism.

The vector bundle morphism F̂ : T ∗Q1 → T ∗Q2 defined by
F̂ = T ∗F−1 is called the cotangent lift of F−1.
In other words, F̂ (αq) = T ∗

F (q)F
−1(αq) where αq ∈ T ∗

q Q1.
Obviously, (T ∗F−1) ◦ (T ∗F ) = IdT∗Q2

.

B. Discretization maps

The first notion of retraction map in the literature can
be found in [9] from a topological viewpoint. Later on, the
notion of retraction map as defined below is used to obtain
Newton’s method on Riemannian manifolds [16], [2].

Definition 3: A retraction map on a manifold Q is a
smooth mapping R from the tangent bundle TQ onto Q.
Let Rq denote the restriction of R to TqQ, the following
properties are satisfied:

1) Rq(0q) = q, where 0q denotes the zero element of the
vector space TqQ.

2) With the canonical identification T0qTqQ ≃ TqQ, Rq

satisfies
DRq(0q) = T0qRq = IdTqQ, (2)

where IdTqQ denotes the identity mapping on TqQ.
The condition (2) is known as local rigidity con-

dition since, given ξ ∈ TqQ, the curve γξ(t) =
Rq(tξ) has ξ as tangent vector at q, i.e. γ̇ξ(t) =
⟨DRq(tξ), ξ⟩ and, in consequence, γ̇ξ(0) = IdTqQ(ξ) = ξ.

A typical example of a retraction map is the exponential
map, exp, on Riemannian manifolds given in [11, Chapter
3.2]. Therefore, the image of ξ through the exponential map
is a point on the Riemannian manifold (Q,G), where G is
a Riemannian metric, obtained by moving along a geodesic
a length equal to the norm of ξ starting with the velocity
ξ/∥ξ∥, that is,

expq(ξ) = σ(∥ξ∥) ,



where σ is the unit speed geodesic such that σ(0) = q and
σ̇(0) = ξ/∥ξ∥.

Next, we define a generalization of the retraction map in
Definition 3 that allows a discretization of the tangent bundle
of the configuration manifold leading to the construction of
numerical integrators as described in [3]. Given a point and a
velocity, we obtain two nearby points that are not necessarily
equal to the initial base point.

Definition 4: A map Rd : U ⊂ TQ → Q×Q given by

Rd(q, v) = (R1(q, v), R2(q, v)),

where U is an open neighborhood of the zero section 0q of
TQ, defines a discretization map on Q if it satisfies

1) Rd(q, 0) = (q, q),
2) T0qR

2
q−T0qR

1
q : T0qTqQ ≃ TqQ → TqQ is equal to the

identity map on TqQ for any q in Q, where Ra
q denotes

the restrictions of Ra to TqQ for a = 1, 2.
Thus, the discretization map Rd is a local diffeomorphism
from some neighborhood of the zero section of TQ.

If R1(q, v) = q, the two properties in Definition 4
guarantee that both properties in Definition 3 are satisfied
by R2. Thus, Definition 4 generalizes Definition 3.

Example 1: The midpoint rule on an Euclidean vector
space can be recovered from the following discretization
map: Rd(q, v) =

(
q − v

2 , q +
v
2

)
.

C. Cotangent lift of discretization maps

As the Hamiltonian vector field takes values on TT ∗Q, the
discretization map must be on T ∗Q, that is, RT∗

d : TT ∗Q →
T ∗Q× T ∗Q. Such a map is obtained by cotangently lifting
a discretization map Rd : TQ → Q × Q, so that the
construction RT∗

d is a symplectomorphism. In order to do
that, we need the following three symplectomorphisms (see
[3] and [4] for more details):

• The cotangent lift of the diffeomorphism Rd : TQ →
Q×Q as described in Definition 2.

• The canonical symplectomorphism:

αQ : TT ∗Q −→ T ∗TQ

such that αQ(q, p, q̇, ṗ) = (q, q̇, ṗ, p).
• The symplectomorphism between (T ∗(Q×Q), ωQ×Q)

and (T ∗Q× T ∗Q,Ω12 := pr∗2ωQ − pr∗1ωQ):

Φ : T ∗Q× T ∗Q −→ T ∗(Q×Q) ,

given by Φ(q0, p0; q1, p1) = (q0, q1,−p0, p1). Here,
pri : T

∗Q × T ∗Q → T ∗Q is the projection to the i-th
factor.

Diagram in Fig. 1 summarizes the construction procress from
Rd to RT∗

d :
Proposition 1: [3] Let Rd : TQ → Q×Q be a discretiza-

tion map on Q. Then

RT∗

d = Φ−1 ◦ R̂d ◦ αQ : TT ∗Q → T ∗Q× T ∗Q

is a discretization map on T ∗Q.
Corollary 1: [3] The discretization map RT∗

d = Φ−1 ◦
(TR−1

d )∗ ◦αQ : T (T ∗Q) → T ∗Q×T ∗Q is a symplectomor-
phism between (T (T ∗Q),dTωQ) and (T ∗Q× T ∗Q,Ω12).

TT ∗Q
RT∗

d //

αQ

��

T ∗Q× T ∗Q

T ∗TQ

πTQ

��

R̂d // T ∗(Q×Q)

Φ−1

OO

πQ×Q

��

TQ
Rd // Q×Q

Fig. 1: Definition of the cotangent lift of a discretization.

Example 2: On Q = Rn the discretization map
Rd(q, v) =

(
q − 1

2v, q +
1
2v

)
is cotangently lifted to

RT∗

d (q, p, q̇, ṗ) =

(
q − 1

2
q̇, p− ṗ

2
; q +

1

2
q̇, p+

ṗ

2

)
.

III. DESCRIPTION OF NONHOLONOMIC DYNAMICS

Throughout the paper, we will consider the case of non-
holonomic mechanical systems where the Lagrangian is of
mechanical type, that is, the associated Lagrangian function
L : TQ → R is of the form

L(vq) =
1

2
G(vq, vq)− V (q),

with vq ∈ TqQ, where G denotes a Riemannian metric
on the configuration space Q, V : Q → R is a potential
function, and the velocities are restricted to belong to a
non-integrable regular distribution D on Q. Locally, the
metric is determined by the matrix M = (Gij)1≤i,j≤n where
Gij = G(∂/∂qi, ∂/∂qj).

Next, assume that the system is subject to nonholonomic
constraints, defined by a regular distribution D on Q with
corank(D) = m. Denote by τD : D → Q the canonical
projection of D onto Q and by Γ(τD) the set of sections of
τD, which in this case is just the set of vector fields X(Q)
taking values on D. If X,Y ∈ X(Q), then [X,Y ] denotes
the standard Lie bracket of vector fields.

For X,Y ∈ Γ(τD), it may happen that [X,Y ] /∈ Γ(τD)
because D is non-integrable. If so, the space of sections
of D is not closed under the usual Lie bracket. However,
we can modify the Lie bracket of vector fields to obtain
a bracket on sections of D. Using the Riemannian metric
G, we can define two complementary orthogonal projectors
P : TQ → D and Q : TQ → D⊥, with respect to the
orthogonal decomposition D ⊕D⊥ = TQ. Therefore, given
X,Y ∈ Γ(τD), the nonholonomic bracket is defined by
[[·, ·]] : Γ(τD)× Γ(τD) → Γ(τD) as

[[X,Y ]] := P[X,Y ].

This Lie bracket verifies the usual properties of a Lie bracket
except the Jacobi identity (see [12], [6] and references
therein).

A curve γ : I ⊂ R → D is admissible if

dσ

dt
(t) = γ(t),



where τD ◦ γ = σ.
Given local coordinates on Q, (qi) with i = 1, . . . , n;

and a local basis of sections of D denoted by {eA}, with

A = 1, . . . , n −m, such that eA = ρiA(q)
∂

∂qi
we introduce

adapted coordinates (qi, yA) on D, where, if e ∈ Dx then
e = yAeA(x). Therefore, γ(t) = (qi(t), yA(t)) is admissible
if

q̇i(t) = ρiA(q(t))y
A(t).

In addition, we can express the modified Lie bracket as a
linear combination of the local sections eC , i.e., [[eA, eB ]] =
cCABeC where the coefficients cCAB are called the structure
functions of the Lie bracket.

Consider the restricted Lagrangian function ℓ : D → R,

ℓ(v) =
1

2
GD(v, v)− V (τD(v)), with v ∈ D, (3)

where GD : D×QD → R is the restriction of the Riemannian
metric G to the distribution D.

Definition 5 ([6]): A solution of the nonholonomic prob-
lem determined by the Lagrangian function ℓ and the dis-
tribution D is an admissible curve γ : I → D with local
coordinates (qi(t), yA(t)) satisfying the equations

q̇i = ρiAy
A,

d

dt

∂ℓ

∂yA
= cCBA

∂ℓ

∂yC
yB + ρiA

∂ℓ

∂qi
.

(4)

Remark 1: The nonholonomic equations only depend on
the coordinates (qi, yA) on D. Therefore, the nonholonomic
equations are free of Lagrange multipliers. These equations
are the nonholonomic Hamel equations (see [7], for example,
and references therein).

For the mechanical Lagrangian function ℓ above, Hamel
equations end up having the following form

q̇i = ρiA(q)y
A,

ẏC = −ΓC
ABy

AyB − (GD)CBρiB
∂V

∂qi
,

where (GD)AB denotes the coefficients of the inverse matrix
of (GD)AB , with GD(eA, eB) = (GD)AB , and ΓC

AB are
functions of the variables qi aggregating the quadratic terms
in yA. In fact, ΓC

AB are the Christoffel symbols associated
with a Levi-Civita connection induced by the fibered metric
GD (see [6] for more details).

IV. OPTIMAL CONTROL OF NONHOLONOMIC
MECHANICAL SYSTEMS

The purpose of this section is to study optimal control
problems for nonholonomic mechanical systems. We shall
assume that all the control systems under consideration are
controllable in the configuration space, that is, for any two
points q0 and qf in the configuration space Q, there exists
an admissible control u(t) defined on the control manifold
U ⊆ Rn such that the system with initial condition q0
reaches the point qf at time T (see [5] for more details).
We analyze the case when the dimension of the input or
control distribution is equal to the rank of D. If the rank of

D is equal to the dimension of the control distribution, the
system will be called a fully actuated nonholonomic system.

Definition 6: A solution of a fully actuated nonholonomic
problem is an admissible curve γ : I → D such that it
satisfies:

d

dt

∂ℓ

∂yA
= cCBA

∂ℓ

∂yC
yB + ρiA

∂ℓ

∂qi
+ uA.

where uA are the control inputs.
For the particular Lagrangian function ℓ in Equation (3)

the above equations become

q̇i = ρiAy
A,

ẏC = −ΓC
ABy

AyB − (GD)CBρiB
∂V

∂qi
+ uC .

For a cost function

C : D × U → R
(qi, yA, uA) 7→ C(qi, yA, uA)

the optimal control problem consists of finding an admissible
curve γ : I → D which is a solution of the fully actuated
nonholonomic problem given initial and final boundary con-
ditions on D and minimizing the cost functional

J (γ(t), u(t)) :=

∫ T

0

C(γ(t), u(t))dt.

Define the submanifold D(2) of TD by

D(2) := {v ∈ TD | v = γ̇(0), γ : I → D admissible curve}.

We can choose coordinates (qi, yA, ẏA) on D(2), where
the inclusion on TD, iD(2) : D(2) ↪→ TD, is given by
iD(2)(qi, yA, ẏA) = (qi, yA, ρiA(q)y

A, ẏA). Therefore, D(2)

is locally described by the following constraints on TD

q̇i − ρiA(q)y
A = 0.

Our optimal control problem is alternatively determined
by a function L : D(2) → R, where

L(qi, yA, ẏA) = C

(
qi, yA, ẏA + ΓA

CBy
CyB + (GD)ABρiB

∂V

∂qi

)
.

(5)
Definition 7: The second-order nonholonomic system on

D(2) is regular if the matrix
(

∂2L
∂ẏA∂ẏB

)
is non singular.

Remark 2: Observe that if the Lagrangian L : D(2) →
R is determined from an optimal control problem and its
expression is given by (5), then the regularity of the matrix(

∂2L
∂ẏA∂ẏB

)
is equivalent to

det

(
∂2C

∂uA∂uB

)
̸= 0

for the cost function C.
Assume that the system is regular. If pA = ∂L

∂ẏA , we
can write ẏA = ẏA(qi, yA, pA). Let (qi, yA, pi, pA) be the



induced coordinates on T ∗D, the Hamiltonian function is
locally defined by

H(qi, yA, pi, pA) =pAẏ
A(qi, yA, pA) + piρ

i
A(q)y

A

− L(qi, yA, ẏA(qi, yA, pA)).
(6)

Below we will see that the dynamics of the nonholonomic
optimal control problem is determined by the Hamiltonian
system given by the triple (T ∗D, ωD,H), where ωD is the
standard symplectic 2-form on T ∗D. The symplectic Hamil-
tonian dynamics is determined by the dynamical equation

iXHωD = dH. (7)

Therefore, if we consider the integral curves of XH, which
are of the type t 7→ (qi(t), yA(t), pi(t), pA(t)); the solutions
of the nonholonomic Hamiltonian system is specified by the
Hamilton’s equations on T ∗D:

q̇i = ∂H
∂pi

, ẏA = ∂H
∂pA

,

ṗi = − ∂H
∂qi , ṗA = − ∂H

∂yA ;

that is,

q̇i = ρiAy
A,

ṗi =
∂L
∂qi

(qi, yA, ẏA(qi, yA, pA))− pj
∂ρjA
∂qi

yA − pA
∂ẏA

∂qi
,

ṗA =
∂L
∂yA

(qi, yA, ẏA(qi, yA, pA))− pjρ
j
A − pB

∂ẏB

∂yA
.

V. GEOMETRIC INTEGRATORS FOR THE OPTIMAL
CONTROL OF NONHOLONOMIC SYSTEMS

The framework for the construction of geometric integra-
tors is established by Proposition 5.1 in [3] which reads:

Proposition 2: If Rd is a discretization map on Q and
H : T ∗Q → R is a Hamiltonian function, then the equation

(RT∗

d )−1(q0, p0, q1, p1) =

♯ωQ

(
hdH

[
τT∗Q ◦ (RT∗

d )−1(q0, p0, q1, p1)
])

written for the cotangent lift of Rd is a symplectic integrator.
The previous proposition might be adapted to our case

since the Hamiltonian function is defined on T ∗D. As a re-
sult, we construct a symplectic integrator for the Hamiltonian
version of the optimal control of nonholonomic systems. The
only challenge might be to construct a discretization map on
D.

It is clear that if one chooses local coordinates (qi, yA)
on D associated with a choice of local sections {eA} of
the distribution D, then one can introduce euclidean local
retraction maps, such as the midpoint rule, on the domain of
the coordinate chart. Given an open set Û ⊆ Q, we define a
sufficiently small tubular neighborhood U ⊆ τ−1

D (Û) of D
containing the zero section. For any δ ∈ [0, 1], we can define
a local retraction map on U , denoted by RU : TU → U×U ,
whose local expression is given by

RU (q
i, yA, q̇i, ẏA) =(qi − δq̇i, yA − δẏA,

qi + (1− δ)q̇i, yA + (1− δ)ẏA),

and provided that the set U is sufficiently small this map is
well-defined.

Alternatively, if we do not want to restrict ourselves to
a coordinate chart in D, we can consider the inclusion
map iD : D ↪→ TQ, a Riemannian metric on Q and the
associated orthogonal projection P : TQ → D. Then, given
a discretization map of the type Rd : TTQ → TQ × TQ,
we can define the map RD,d : TD → D×D as in Figure 2.

TTQ TQ× TQ

TD D ×D

Rd

P P

RD,d

TiD

Fig. 2: Commutative diagram defining RD,d = (P × P) ◦
Rd ◦ TiD.

Proposition 3: The map RD,d is a discretization map on
D.

Proof: On one hand, it is straightforward to check that
RD,d(0vq ) = (vq, vq) for all vq ∈ Dq . Indeed,

RD,d(0vq ) = (P × P) ◦Rd ◦ TiD(0vq )

= (P × P) ◦Rd

(
0iD(vq)

)
= (P × P)

(
iD(vq), iD(vq)

)
=

(
P
(
iD(vq)

)
, P

(
iD(vq)

))
= (vq, vq).

On the other hand, the second condition, that is, the
equality T0vq

R2
D,d − T0vq

R1
D,d = idTD, might be checked

using the definition of tangent map in terms of the derivative
of a curve. Let Xvq ∈ TvqD. We have that(

T0vq
R2

D,d − T0vq
R1

D,d

)
(Xvq )

=
d

ds

∣∣∣∣∣
s=0

[
R2

D,d(sXvq )−R1
D,d(sXvq )

]

=
d

ds

∣∣∣∣∣
s=0

[
P ◦R2

d ◦ TiD(sXvq )− P ◦R1
d ◦ TiD(sXvq )

]

= TP

[
d

ds

∣∣∣∣∣
s=0

(
R2

d ◦ TiD(sXvq )−R1
d ◦ TiD(sXvq )

)]

= TP
[(
T0vq

R2
d − T0vq

R1
d

)(
TiD(Xvq )

)]
= TP ◦ TiD(Xvq ) = T (P ◦ iD) (Xvq )

= Xvq ,

where in the above we have used that P ◦ iD = idD. Hence,
RD,d satisfies the defining properties of a discretization map
on D.

The previous construction prescribes a recipe to obtain
global discretization maps on D extending beyond the do-
main of a coordinate chart.



VI. INTEGRATOR FOR CONTROLLED CHAPLYGIN SYSTEM

We want to study the optimal control of the so-called
Chaplygin sleigh. The sleigh is a rigid body moving on a
horizontal plane supported at three points, two of which slide
freely without friction, while the third is a knife edge which
allows no motion orthogonal to its direction.

We assume that the sleigh cannot move sideways. The
configuration space will be identified with Q = R2×S1 with
coordinates q = (x, y, θ), where θ is the angular orientation
of the sleigh, and (x, y) are the position of the contact point
of the sleigh on the plane, . Let m be the mass of the sleigh
and J +ma2 is the inertia about the contact point, where J
is the moment of inertia about the center of mass C and a
is the distance from the center of mass to the knife edge.

The control inputs are denoted by u1 and u2. The first one
corresponds to a force applied perpendicular to the center of
mass of the sleigh and the second one is the torque applied
about the vertical axis.

The constraint is given by the no slip condition and is
expressed by sin θ ẋ − cos θẏ = 0. Therefore the constraint
distribution D is given by the span of the vector fields

X1(q) =
1

J

∂

∂θ
, X2(q) =

cos θ

m

∂

∂x
+

sin θ

m

∂

∂y
.

A. The dynamics

The Lagrangian L : T (R2×S1) → R is exclusively given
by the kinetic energy of the body, which is a sum of the
kinetic energy of the center of mass and the kinetic energy
due to the rotation of the body

L(q, q̇) =
m

2
(ẋ2

C + ẏ2C) +
J

2
θ̇2,

where xC = x+ a cos θ, yC = y + a sin θ.
The basis {X1, X2} induces adapted coordinates

(x, y, θ, z1, z2) ∈ D in the following way: given the vector
fields X1 and X2 generating the distribution we obtain the
relations for q ∈ R2 × S1

X1(q) = ρ11(q)
∂

∂x
+ ρ21(q)

∂

∂y
+ ρ31(q)

∂

∂θ
,

X2(q) = ρ12(q)
∂

∂x
+ ρ22(q)

∂

∂y
+ ρ32(q)

∂

∂θ
.

Then,

ρ11 = ρ21 = ρ32 = 0, ρ31 =
1

J
, ρ12 =

cos θ

m
, ρ22 =

sin θ

m
.

Each element v ∈ Dq is expressed as a linear combination
of these vector fields: v = z1X1(q)+z2X2(q), q ∈ R2×S1.

Therefore, the vector subbundle τD : D → R2 × S1 is
locally described by the coordinates (x, y, θ; z1, z2); the first
three, denoted by qi, for the base and the last two, denoted
by yA, for the fibers. As a consequence, D is described by
the conditions:

ẋ =
cos θ

m
z2, ẏ =

sin θ

m
z2, θ̇ =

1

J
z1,

as a vector subbundle of TQ.

The restricted Lagrangian function in the new adapted
coordinates is given by

ℓ(x, y, θ, z1, z2) =
1

2m
(z2)2+

b

2J
(z1)2 where b =

a2m+ J

J
.

Therefore, the equations of motion are

ż1 = 0, ż2 = 0, ẋ =
cos θ

m
z2, ẏ =

sin θ

m
z2, θ̇ =

1

J
z1.

B. The optimal control problem

Now, by adding controls into our picture, the controlled
Euler-Lagrange equations are written as

ż1 = u2, ż2 = u1, ẋ =
cos θ

m
z2, ẏ =

sin θ

m
z2, θ̇ =

1

J
z1.

The optimal control problem consists on finding an
admissible curve satisfying the previous equations given
boundary conditions on D and minimizing the functional
J (x, y, θ, z1, z2, u1, u2) = 1

2

∫ T

0

(
(u1)2 + (u2)2

)
dt, for the

cost function C : D × U → R given by

C(x, y, θ, z1, z2, u1, u2) =
1

2
((u1)2 + (u2)2). (8)

As before, the optimal control problem is equivalent to
solving the constrained optimization problem determined by
L : D(2) → R, where

L(x, y, θ, z1, z2, ż1, ż2) = 1

2

(
(ż1)2 + (ż2)2

)
.

Here, D(2) is a submanifold of the vector bundle TD over
D defined by (x, y, θ, z1, z2, ẋ, ẏ, θ̇, ż1, ż2) ∈ TD satisfying

ẋ− cos θ

m
z2 = 0, ẏ − sin θ

m
z2 = 0, θ̇ − 1

J
z1 = 0.

Denoting by (x, y, θ, z1, z2, px, py, pθ, p1, p2) local coor-
dinates on T ∗D the dynamics of the optimal control problem
for this nonholonomic system is determined by the Hamil-
tonian function H : T ∗D → R,

H =
1

2
(p21 + p22) +

pθ
J
z1 + px

cos θ

m
z2 + py

sin θ

m
z2.

The Hamiltonian equations of motion are

ż1 = p1, ż2 = p2, ṗx = 0, ṗy = 0,

ṗθ = px
sin θ

m
z2 − py

cos θ

m
z2,

ṗ1 = −pθ
J
, ṗ2 = −px

cos θ

m
− py

sin θ

m
.

C. Construction of a retraction map

Consider a retraction map on T (R2 × S1) denoted by RT
d

of the form

RT
d (q, v, q̇, v̇) = (q− δq̇, v− δv̇, q+ (1− δ)q̇, v+ (1− δ)v̇).

Let us consider first on the domain of the coordinate chart
(x, y, θ, z1, z2). Noting that D is a distribution on R2 × S1,
the inclusion map has coordinate expression

iD(x, y, θ, z
1, z2) =

(
x, y, θ,

cos θ

m
z2,

sin θ

m
z2,

z1

J

)



and the orthogonal projection which in natural coordinates
(x, y, θ, ẋ, ẏ, θ̇) reads

P(x, y, θ, ẋ, ẏ, θ̇) = Jθ̇X1 +m(ẋ cos θ + ẏ sin θ)X2.

Hence, we can compute the discretization map RD,d = (P×
P) ◦RT

d ◦ TiD:

RD,d(q
i, yA, q̇i, ẏA) =(q − δq̇, yA − δẏA,

q + (1− δ)q̇, yA + (1− δ)ẏA).

Note that, in general, given the discretization RT
d above on

natural fiber bundle coordinates on TQ, there is no reason
why the discretization RD,d should preserve the same form in
the adapted chart on D. In fact, in the general situation there
should appear derivatives of the function ρiA with respect to
configuration variables qj . However, in this example, these
terms cancel out.

The symplectic integrator for H uses Proposition 2 and
(RD,d)

T∗
to generate the following symplectic numerical

scheme on T ∗D:

qi1 − qi0
h

= ρ̃iA
yA1 + yA0

2
,

yA1 − yA0
h

=
pA,1 + pA,0

2
,

pi,1 − pi,0
h

= −pj,0 + pj,1
2

∂ρ̃jA
∂qi

yA1 + yA0
2

,

pA,1 − pA,0

h
= −pj,0 + pj,1

2
ρ̃jA.

where ρ̃iA = ρiA(
q0+q1

2 ) and ∂ρ̃j
A

∂qi =
∂ρj

A

∂qi (
q0+q1

2 ). The result-
ing numerical scheme is by construction on D. However,
in the following experiments we will test to what extent
the sequence of configuration variables qk = (xk, yk, θk)
is preserving a discrete version of the constraints to check
if the discrete velocities are compatible with them. For that
matter, we will test the preservation of the function

ϕd(qk, qk+1) = (xk+1 − xk) sin

(
θk+1 + θk

2

)
− (yk+1 − yk) cos

(
θk+1 + θk

2

)
.

(9)

D. Numerical results

The numerical simulation has the initial conditions
(x0, y0, θ0, z

1
0 , z

2
0 , px,0, py,0, pθ,0, p1,0, p2,0) set to

(1, 1, π, 0.05, 0.05, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0) and ran for a time span
of 20 units of time with a fixed time step of h = 0.005.
The constants m, J and b were set to 1.

We have compared five different algorithms: two integra-
tors based on Proposition 2 using the retraction map RD,d of
the form above; a second-order explicit Runge-Kutta method;
a fourth-order explicit Runge-Kutta method; and, finally, a
fourth-order symplectic Runge-Kutta method.

The first integrator is based on the midpoint discretization
map, i.e., the map obtained by setting δ = 1/2. The second
one is the composition of the initial point discretization map,
obtained by setting δ = 0 with the final point discretization
map, obtained by setting δ = 1. Indeed, as pointed out in [4],

the composition of different discretization maps holds higher-
order symplectic numerical integrators. This particular choice
coincides with the well-known Störmer-Verlet method for
Hamiltonian systems.

One of the advantages of symplectic integrators is the
excellent energy preservation and, as a by-product, a good
qualitative behavior during the integration over long periods
of time. However, as mentioned in the report [10], in optimal
control problems the time span of integration is usually
relatively short and it is natural to question the importance
of symplectic integrators in this setting.

In Figure 3, we compare the preservation of the discrete
constraint ϕd in Equation (9) using the two Runge-Kutta
methods and the retraction based method with δ = 1/2. We
first observe that the constraint preservation is even better
than the higher-order Runge-Kutta at the chosen time-step
h = 0.005.

Fig. 3: Plot of the discrete constraint function ϕd as the
number of iterations increases. The plot depicts standard
second and fourth-order Runge-Kutta methods, against the
retraction integrator with δ = 1/2.

If we zoom in and compare the behavior of the two
symplectic integrators, i.e., the retraction-based method with
δ = 1/2 and the Störmer-Verlet method, the constraint
preservation in the latter is even more spectacular (see Figure
4)

Fig. 4: Plot of the discrete constraint function ϕd as the
number of iterations increases. The plot depicts the two
(symplectic) integrators based on retractions.



Despite the excellent constraint preservation, the main
factor for the preservation of the Hamiltonian function seems
to be the order of the method. In Figure 5, we can see that the
energy is much better preserved by the higher-order Runge-
Kutta method than by the (symplectic) retraction integrator.

Fig. 5: Plot of the Hamiltonian function (energy) as the
number of iterations increases. The plot depicts a symplectic
fourth order method against a standard fourth-order Runge-
Kutta method.

If the symplectic method is of fourth-order, such as the one
in Figure 6, then the energy performance of the symplectic
method is slightly better than the non-symplectic.

Fig. 6: Plot of the Hamiltonian function (energy) as the
number of iterations increases. The plot depicts a symplectic
fourth order method against a standard fourth-order Runge-
Kutta method.

However, the precise reason why the symplectic methods
are not preserving the Hamiltonian function much better
than the non-symplectic methods deserves further study.
Our best hypothesis is that the maximum time-step for
which backward error analysis guarantees that the modified
Hamiltonian is preserved must be unreasonably small (see
[13]), given that we have experimented with time steps of
the order of h ≈ 10−5 and the behavior persists. For larger
time steps, the most important attribute controlling the error
in the Hamiltonian function seems to be the order of the
numerical scheme.

VII. CONCLUSIONS & FURTHER APPLICATIONS

In this paper, we have designed geometric integrators for
optimal control problems of fully-actuated nonholonomic
systems that preserve symplecticity of PMP equations and
exactly preserve the nonholonomic constraints. Our method
also opens the door to study control problems for under-
actuated nonholonomic problems and to explore methods
preserving the symmetry of the initial system.
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