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Nonlinear Robust Optimization for Planning and Control

Arshiya Taj Abdul, Augustinos D. Saravanos and Evangelos A. Theodorou

Abstract— This paper presents a novel robust trajectory opti-
mization method for constrained nonlinear dynamical systems
subject to unknown bounded disturbances. In particular, we
seek optimal control policies that remain robustly feasible with
respect to all possible realizations of the disturbances within
prescribed uncertainty sets. To address this problem, we intro-
duce a bi-level optimization algorithm. The outer level employs
a trust-region successive convexification approach which relies
on linearizing the nonlinear dynamics and robust constraints.
The inner level involves solving the resulting linearized robust
optimization problems, for which we derive tractable convex
reformulations and present an Augmented Lagrangian method
for efficiently solving them. To further enhance the robustness
of our methodology on nonlinear systems, we also illustrate
that potential linearization errors can be effectively modeled
as unknown disturbances as well. Simulation results verify the
applicability of our approach in controlling nonlinear systems
in a robust manner under unknown disturbances. The promise
of effectively handling approximation errors in such successive
linearization schemes from a robust optimization perspective is
also highlighted.

I. INTRODUCTION

Safety-critical trajectory optimization problems arise in a
wide range of application domains, including autonomous
driving [1], [2], unmanned aerial vehicles [3]], [4]], multi-
agent systems [5]], [6]], and many other fields. Such systems
are often subject to complex nonlinear dynamics and under-
lying uncertainties, which pose major challenges in designing
algorithms that are both robust and computationally efficient.
Therefore, there is a great need for optimization frameworks
that can effectively handle nonlinear dynamics, guarantee
robust and safe operation under uncertainty, and maintain
computational tractability.

In most trajectory optimization approaches that explicitly
address uncertainty, this is typically achieved through model-
ing as stochastic noise. Conventional approaches that belong
in this category include LQG control [7]-[9], covariance
steering [10]-[14] and chance-constrained trajectory opti-
mization algorithms [[I5]—[18]]. Nevertheless, these methods
can only guarantee safety and constraint satisfaction in a
probabilistic sense. This limitation makes them often imprac-
tical for safety-critical applications that require robustness
guarantees under all possible uncertainty realizations.
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Another approach for characterizing uncertainty is through
unknown deterministic disturbances, modeled to lie inside
prescribed bounded sets. This approach facilitates the devel-
opment of trajectory optimization frameworks that guarantee
safety and feasibility for all realizations of disturbances
by optimizing for the worst-case scenario. This concept
originated from the field of robust control |19, [20], which
focuses on establishing stability and performance margins of
control systems under parametric or exogenous uncertainties
characterized as unknown deterministic disturbances [21]].

Despite the rising interest for achieving robust policies
under uncertainty, relatively few works address the chal-
lenges of nonlinear dynamics and constraints. One class of
related methods is min-max optimal control [22]], [23]], where
the uncertainty is characterized using an adversarial control
policy modeled to lie inside a bounded set. However, such
robust trajectory optimization methods fail to accommodate
state constraints, which are crucial for establishing robustness
in safety-critical applications. From a different point of view,
robust model predictive control (MPC) typically focuses
on linear systems [24], [25]. Tube-based methods are also
widely used, yet their main disadvantage is conservatism
due to decoupling the nominal control computation from the
disturbance rejection [26]. Consequently, there is a critical
need for developing optimization frameworks that effectively
address constrained nonlinear trajectory optimization prob-
lems under unknown disturbances.

Robust Optimization (RO) focuses on finding optimal
solutions that remain robust feasible under all possible un-
certainty realizations within some prescribed bounded sets
[201], [27]. As such problems are inherently intractable due to
the semi-infinite nature of the constraints, the main objective
of RO techniques is to derive tractable reformulations or
approximations. While there exists a rich amount of literature
on applying RO methodologies on convex conic optimization
problems [27], [28], extending these approaches to settings
involving nonlinear/non-convex constraints remains a signif-
icant challenge [29]. This difficulty has naturally limited
the applicability of RO in trajectory optimization, where
nonlinear dynamics and constraints are prevalent.

The contribution of this paper is a novel robust trajectory
optimization methodology which extends RO for constrained
nonlinear dynamical systems under unknown disturbances. In
particular, we present a bi-level optimization framework. The
outer level consists of a sequential convexification scheme
which linearizes the dynamics and constraints. At the inner
level, we address the resulting linearized RO problems by
deriving tractable convex reformulations and solving them
using an Augmented Lagrangian (AL) method. Furthermore,



we also highlight the ability of our framework to model
potential linearization errors as disturbances for further en-
hancing its robustness on nonlinear systems. We showcase
the efficacy and robustness of the proposed methodology
through simulation experiments. We also analyze the impact
of linearization error on the constraint violation highlighting
the effectiveness of modeling through a RO perspective.
Organization of the Paper: We begin by introducing the
problem statement addressed in this work in Section[II] Next,
we present the successive linearization scheme in Section
followed by a methodology for solving the inner robust op-
timization problems in Section In Section [V} we provide
the complete algorithm for our robust nonlinear trajectory
optimization framework. We then extend the framework to
incorporate linearization error as uncertainty in Section
The efficiency of the proposed frameworks is illustrated
through simulation experiments in Section Section [VIII
concludes our paper and provides future research directions.
Notations: We represent the space of symmetric positive
definite (semidefinite) matrices with dimension n as S} T
(S;}). The 2-norm of a vector z is denoted with |||, while
the Frobenius norm of a matrix X is given by ||X|| . Further,
a weighted 2-norm of a vector = defined for a Q € S/ as
v&TQx is denoted by ||x||q. The indicator function of a
set X, Zx is defined as Z(x) = {0 if z € X or o0 if
x ¢ X}. With [a,b], we denote the integer set {[a,b] N Z}.

II. PROBLEM STATEMENT

Consider the following discrete-time nonlinear dynamics

Tp41 =f(ack,uk)+dk, ke [O,T—l]], (1)
o =Ty + Cio7 )

where o, € R™ is the state, u € R™ is the control input,
f : R"™ x R™ — R" is the known dynamics function
and T is the time horizon. The terms d; € R™* represent
unknown disturbances which are formally defined below. In
addition, the initial state xy consists of a known part Ty, as
well as an unknown part dy.

In this work, we characterize the uncertainty to be lying
in a bounded ellipsoidal set. This is quite common in most
robust control applications, where ellipsoidal sets are used to
model exogenous uncertainty [30]]. Further, ellipsoidal sets
can form a basis to address other more complex uncertainty
sets [31]). Considering ¢ = [do; dy; - - - ; dr_1], we define the
uncertainty set

Ulr]={¢| Iz eR™, T eRT): ( =Tz, 278z <7},

where ¢ € RT+Yns T e RIT+Dnaxn: "and § € S+
Note that the positive definiteness of the matrix S ensures
that the uncertainty set is bounded. We also highlight that
our methodology can be extended for other common types
of uncertainty sets such as ellitopes, polytopes, etc. [20].

Our system is also subject to the following robust state
and control constraints

g(z; ¢)

<0, V¢eUlr], 3)
h(u;¢) <0,

v¢ e Ulr], “4)

where @ = [xo;@1;...;27], w = [Up;u1;...;UT—1), g :
R(T+Dne 5 R and h : RT™ — R™ . We emphasize
that we seek for solutions that satisfy the above constraints
for all possible realizations of the disturbances ¢ within the
uncertainty set U[7]. In particular, we seek affine control
policies of the following form

up = Uy + Kpdp_1, @)

where u; € R™ are feed-forward controls and K €
R™ "= are feedback gains. By convention, we set d_; =
dy. We will now introduce the robust trajectory optimization
problem addressed in this work.

Problem 1 (Robust Trajectory Optimization Problem). Find
the optimal control policy {uy, Ky }}_) such that
T—1
min > wpRbay, + |REK |3
fo bz k= (©)
s.1. Tpy1 = f(ack.,uk) + dp,
g(®;¢) <0, h(u;¢) <0,

o = Zo + do,

V¢ e Ulr].

The above problem is especially challenging because of
the following inherent difficulties. First, Problem E] is not
tractable at its current form as it is subject to an infinite
amount of constraints. The robust constraints are the con-
straints that need to be satisfied for all possible realizations
of the uncertainty ¢ lying in the defined uncertainty set
U|[r]. The second difficulty stems from the nonlinearity in
the dynamics and the constraints which do not allow for
the direct application of standard robust optimization (RO)
techniques to convert the problem into a tractable form.
The following sections present a methodology that integrates
robust optimization, successive linearization and operator
splitting through the Alternating Direction Method of Mul-
tipliers [32]] towards effectively addressing these challenges.

III. SUCCESSIVE LINEARIZATION APPROACH

We start with introducing a successive linearization
scheme for addressing the nonlinearities in Problem [I] Let
us define the disturbance-free states j; whose dynamics are
obtained through simply setting ¢ = 0, i.e.,

Tyl = f(iﬁk, ’L_Lk), ke [[0, T — 1]] @)
Then, the disturbance component wg of the state is given by

w% =Xy — Ty. ®)

1) Dynamics Linearization: To construct a successive lin-
earization scheme, we consider linearizing the dynamics @
around a nominal trajectory {&y, ﬁk}g;ol, whose dynamics
are given by

ke[o,T—1], 9
(10)

Zpy1 = [(@g, Ur),
.’%0 = Zy.
Thus, we obtain the following linearized dynamics

X1 — Tpp1 = Ap(xp — Tx) + Br(up — ag) +di (11)



with Ay € R %"= and By € R"=*" given as

Ay = Vo f(@h, up)|z,=ar,

U =U

B = Vuf(wkauk:)’mk:u::k-
Uk =UL

Next, we define the deviations d&, = & — &, dur =
@y, — Uy, such that using (3)), (8), we can rewrite (T1)) as

SFpi1 + TRy = A (6, + )
+ By (0ug + Kpdi—1) + dy,

or in a more compact form as

6z + xd = Fodg + Fu(du + K¢&) 4+ Foxd + Fo¢  (13)

12)

where z¢ = [zd;...;2%], 02 = [6%0;...;07], 60 =
(6405 ... ;00r—1), K = bdiag({K}1_,) and the matrices
Fo, F,, and Fy are defined in Appendix [A] Finally, given

that 6&¢ = 0 and =3 = dy, we can further simplify (T3) to
=F,(6u+K() +Fc(¢ (14)

where the matrix F¢ is also defined in Appendix [A]

2) Robust Constraints Linearization: Subsequently, we
also linearize the robust constraints. Note that linear con-
straints, e.g. control box constraints, can be directly incor-
porated. Without loss of generality, we limit our exposition
to the state constraints g(a; ¢) < 0. In particular, we obtain
the linearized robust constraint

g(&) + Vog(2)(62 + =) <0,

around the nominal trajectory {&y, ﬁk};‘::_ol. By combining
the linearized dynamics (12) with (I5), we arrive to the
equivalent constraint

g™ (64,K;¢) <0,

o + xd

V¢ e U], 15)

V¢ e U], (16)

where
glin = g(i:) + Vzg(i) (Fu((S’fL + KC) + FCC)

3) Successive Linearization Scheme: Based on the pre-
vious linearizations, we propose an iterative scheme which
solves the following problem in place of Problem [I]

a7

Problem 2 (Linearized Problem). Find the optimal decision
variables 6u, K such that

5111“1% Qu(01) + Qr(K)

st. g™0u,K;¢) <0, V¢eUlr], (18a)

HFU(S'&HQ < Trusts (18b)

where Qu((s'l:l/) = ;‘: Ol(uk + dag)TRE (4, + ay),
Ok (K) = 315y IREK 3.

The trust region constraint (I8B) with ryg € RT is
added to ensure the boundedness of the linearized problem.
The solution of Problem 2] would provide a new nominal
trajectory {mk,uk}k o around which we perform a new
linearization, and so on - as described in the next section.
Nevertheless, we still cannot solve the above problem due to
two prominent issues. The first is computational intractability
due to the constraint (T6), while the second one is temporary
infeasibilities that might arise in the linearized problems.

IV. INNER CONSTRAINED ROBUST OPTIMIZATION
A. Tractable Reformulation of Robust Optimization Problem

In this section, we transform Problem [2]into tractable form.
We start by splitting the constraint (I6) through introducing
a slack variable p = [p1;...;pn,] € R™, which leads to the
following set of constraints

g™ (64, p) == g(&) + V,.g9(2)F,60 +p <0, (19)
g‘"‘ 2(K,p;¢) == V,g(2)(F.K+Fc)¢
<p, V¢ eU[r]. (20)

Note that only the constraint (20) now depends on the
uncertainty ¢, and thus remains intractable. We transform
it into a tractable form by first reformulating it as

Zax V.9(2)(F.K+F)¢ < p,

which implies that the constraint needs to be satisfied for the
worst-case scenario. Next, by using the first-order optimality
conditions [33]], we obtain for each j € [1,n,],

V. FK+F
Jnax, g;(@)"( +Fe)¢

= (1) ?ITT(F.K + F¢)"Vag;(@)lls-+,

using which, the constraint (ZI) can be equivalently given
by the following set of tractable constraints

95 (K,p) <0, j € [1,ng],

2L

(22)

(23)
with

95 (K, p) = ()2 |TT(F.K + F¢) " Vag; (&) s+ — pj.

Thus, Problem [2] is equivalent to the following convex
tractable reformulation.

Problem 3 (Tractable Linearized Problem). Find the optimal
decision variables 64, K, p such that
min

soin Qs (6u) + Ak (K)

st g™(6a,p) <0,
97" (K,p) <0, j € [1,ny],
[Fuott]l2 < T
B. ADMM for Solving Constrained Robust Optimization

Subsequently, we present a method for solving Problem
based on the Alternating Direction Method of Multipliers
(ADMM). ADMM is an AL approach for solving convex
optimization problems of the form

Hy(y) +Hy(y)

min _
yeY,yey

st. Py+ Qy =0, 24)
where H, and H; are closed, proper, and convex functions
[32]. This framework solves the problem in a distributed
manner with respect to the variables y and y (typically
referred to as ADMM blocks). However, we are using this
algorithm due to its key feature of infeasibility detection [34],
[35]. Under certain mild assumptions, if the cost function
‘H, and H are convex quadratic and the matrix [P, Q] has
full rank, then the ADMM converges to a solution, lying in



the set {(y,9) : y € Y,§ € Y}, that has the minimum
Euclidean distance to the set {(y,¥) : Py + Qg = b} [33].
Thus, we can employ ADMM to inexactly solve Problem

To achieve this, we need to first transform Problem [3to the
form (24). For that, we would rewrite the set of constraints
(23) using the slack variable p € R™s as the following
equivalent constraints

9;7“(K,p) <0,
p=D.

(25)
(26)

J € [1,ng4],

Thus, Problem [3] can be equivalently expressed in the fol-
lowing form.

Problem 4 (Tractable Linearized Problem - ADMM form).
Find the optimal decision variables du, K, p,p such that
Hy (0w, p) + Hs (K, p)

st. p=p

with Hp (64, p) = Ip+Qa(0w), Hp(K, p) = L+ Qk (K),
where P represents the feasible region for the set of con-
straints (I8D), (I9), and P represents the feasible region for
the constraint (23).

To solve Problem (4| using ADMM, we start with formu-
lating the AL as follows

+AT(p—p) + Slp—Bl3,

min
6a,K,p,p

27)

where A € R"s is the dual variable for the constraint p = p
and p > 0 is the penalty parameter. We consider the variables
{K,p} as the first block, and {du,p} as the second block
of ADMM. Each ADMM iteration - indexed with [;, - would
then involve the following sequential steps:

i) {K,p}'n = arlggr}in L,({6a, p}'n1 K, p; Ain—1)
ii) {54, p}in = arég:;in £, (6, p, {K, p}'n; A1)
i) X = argmax E:( (56, K. 5} \)
The above updates can finally be rewritten as follows

{Kﬂ;}lm = argrr}in QK(K) + Ali"_lT(plm—l _ 13)

K.p
+ gllzol‘"‘1 -p|3  (28a)
s.t. g;}’ac(K,ﬁ) <0, je[l,ng],
{64, p}in = arégmin Q4 (66) + Al =1T(p — jiin)
u,p
+ gllp -3 (28b)

st. g™ (0h,p) <0, |Fudtlz < s,

)\li“ — Alinfl + p(pliu _ I’ilin). (28C)

Algorithm 1 Nonlinear Robust Trajectory Optimization

Input: Uncertainty set parameters S, 7, Iy
Initialization: 4, p, A\, P, P, Twust, @ € [0.5,1), 8 > 1,
71,725 Tmins Pmax € R*
1: while not converged do

2:  Set the nominal trajectory (&,4) :

3: Ty = To,

4 fork=0toT —1do

5 1 = f(Tr, Ur)

6: end for

7. Solve the Problem 3| linearized around (&, 4):

8: if ||p — pll2 < ¢, then

9: Solve Problem 3| + du, K.

10: p=0p

11:  else

12: Inexactly solve Problem [] using the Algorithm
i, K, A\, p, p

13:  end if

14 =10+ du
15:  if ||0€]|2 < €s and p = p then

16: break

17:  end if

8 i 8@l > mp - ll> then

19: reduce Tiyse: Teust = MIN( AT ryst, Tmin)
20:  else if |[0w]2 < n:2lp — p|l2 then

21: Increase p: p = max(8p, Pmax)

22:  end if

23: end while
Output: u, K

Algorithm 2 Inner ADMM Loop
Input: X\, p, p, p
1: Initialize A’ =X, p° =p, p* =p
2: for [, =1 to L™ do

max

3. Sequentially solve (28a)), (28b), and

4 if ||pln — pln|ls < ¢, then
5: break

6: end if

7: end for

8 0t = duln, K = Kin

9. p=plr, p=p'n, A=A

Output: éu, K, p,p, A

V. FINAL ALGORITHM

In this section, we combine the above techniques to present
the complete version of the bi-level optimization framework
in Algorithm [I] First, the nominal control =, penalty pa-
rameter p, dual variable A, and slack variables p and p
need to be initialized. In each outer iteration, we linearize
Problem [I| around the nominal trajectory {a?:k,ﬂk}fz_ol to
obtain Problem 3] Nevertheless, as discussed earlier, Problem
[ can be infeasible. Thus, for the initial outer iterations,
Problem [] (an equivalent version of Problem [3) is inexactly
solved using ADMM as disclosed in Algorithm This

involves sequentially solving ([28a), (28b), and (28c) for a



set number of ADMM iterations L . This approach is
continued until the residual |p — p||2 falls below a set
threshold ¢, > 0. Once this happens, in each outer iteration,
Problem [3 is directly solved to obtain éu, K. Further, in
each outer iteration, the trust region radius ry,y and the
penalty parameter p are updated using the parameters « and
B respectively, based on the residuals ||§@||2 and ||p — P||2.
The algorithm is terminated when the following convergence
criteria are fulfilled

|6@s < ez and p = p (29)

where €; > 0 is a set threshold.

Note that it is possible that the above framework would
still not provide a completely robust solution for the actual
nonlinear system as it relies on linearization techniques
which might contain approximation errors. In the subsequent
section, we address this challenge by presenting an extension
of this framework which also models the linearization errors
through a RO point of view.

VI. LINEARIZATION ERROR AS UNCERTAINTY

In this section, we present an extension of the above
proposed framework to address the approximation errors
that arise in successive linearization schemes. Note that
Algorithm [I] ensures that a linearized trajectory given as

"=z +zt =z 4+ (F,K+F:)C (30)

satisfies all the constraints in the robust sense. However, this
might not ensure that the actual trajectory  would satisfy all
the constraints due to the linearization error ( i.e.,  — z'™).
This reveals the need for ensuring robustness even in the
presence of such linearization errors. For that, we interpret
the linearization error as an additional source of uncertainty,
such that we have the following instead of (14)

5 + x4

= F, (60 + KC) + 2° 31)

where ¢ € R(T+D7= s the linearization error defined as
x® = [xf; x7;. . .; x5, with each of its components xf, lying
in the following ellipsoidal uncertainty sets

EFrg) = {mf, e R™| 3(ef € R™, 7 €RT) : 32
(f, — ef) T Sk(xf — ef) < 7¢},

where S, SJF+ We incorporate this modification into
Algorlthm |I| by replacmg the set of constraints (23) with

lraC(K p) + vzg]( ) ¢ <0 V{:I}z S 5’“}{:0. (33)
Then, we have
V.g;(Z Z Va5 ( ()", (34)

using which, we can rewrite the constraint (33)) as follows

T

9;°(K,p) +Z max, Vaeogi(@) i <0.
k=0 "k €

(35)

(a) Trajectory with NTO (b) Trajectory with NRTO

Fig. 1. NTO vs. NRTO: Only 2 out of 1000 trajectory realizations obtained
using NTO satisfy all the constraints. While only 3 out of 1000 trajectory
realizations obtained using NRTO violate the constraints.

Let us now simplify maxge cer Vi, g; (z)Tx¢ by defining a
variable £} = xf — e such that we obtain
“\T ,.e
max V. g;(z) =
T z, 9j ( ) k

=V..9;(®) el + max Vzkgj(:i:)%;.

c T Sc e <
By using the first order optimality conditions, we get

Vo9 (@) & = (75) 2]V, g5(#) | sg) 1

(37
Using (36) and (37), we can then rewrite (33) as follows

95 (K,p) + g <0 (38)

max

»eT Qe ne e
TS eE <T]

where
T
~\T 1/2 A
57 = Y V5@ + ()95 (@)
k=0

The extension of Algorithm [T]for treating the linearization
error as uncertainty, can be given by replacing the constraints
(23) in Algorithm [I] with the constraints (38).

VII. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we demonstrate the effectiveness of the
proposed frameworks. Throughout this section, we refer to
Algorithm [T] without considering the linearization errors as
NRTO, and to the extension for handling linearization errors
as disclosed in Section [VIl as NRTO-LE. All simulations
were carried out in Matlab2022b [36] environment using
YALMIP [37] as the modeling software and MOSEK [3§]]
as the solver on a system with an Intel Corei9-13900K.

We initially consider a unicycle model with state [x; y; 6],
and control inputs [v;w], where (z,y) and 6 represent the
2D position and angle respectively, while v and w represent
the linear and angular velocities. The dynamics are provided
in Appendix [B| We consider a time horizon of T' = 30 with
a step size At = 0.01s, and the uncertainty set parameters
S = I, with T and uncertainty level 7 varying across the
cases. The matrix I' is randomly generated in each case with
each element I';; = unifrnd(—1,1).

First, we demonstrate the effectiveness of our robust
framework in Fig. [l We consider a non-robust variant of
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Fig. 2. Performance Comparison between NRTO and NRTO-LE:
Uncertainty level is set to 7 = 0.1. (a) and (b) correspond to the NRTO,
with 92.1% constraint satisfaction. (c) and (d) correspond to the NRTO-LE,
with 100% constraint satisfaction.

(d) Terminal State

the framework NRTO, referred to as NTO, wherein the
trajectory optimization problem is solved without accounting
for the disturbance ¢ (i.e., implementing NRTO with 7 = 0).
For NRTO, we consider a case with an uncertainty level
7 = 0.05. The task requires the unicycle to reach the target
position bounds (shown by the black box) while avoiding the
circular obstacle. Fig. [T] shows 1000 trajectory realizations
obtained using each framework NTO and NRTO. Fig. [Ta]
shows that using NTO, only a few reach the target position
bounds (green markers inside the bounds). Further, only
two realizations satisfy all the constraints (i.e., obstacle and
terminal state constraints). On the other hand, using NRTO,
as shown in Fig. [Tb] all the trajectory realizations avoid the
obstacle, and 99.7% of them reach the target position bounds.
Therefore, NRTO significantly improves constraint satisfac-
tion over its non-robust variant (NTO), thereby enhancing
the reliability of the system under uncertainty.

As observed earlier in Fig. [Tb] a few trajectory realiza-
tions obtained using NRTO still violate the terminal state
constraints, which is due to the linearization error. Since
the obstacle constraints involve concave functions - whose
linearizations yield more conservative constraints - the effect
of the linearization error is not that pronounced for these
constraints. However, the effect can be observed for the
terminal position constraints — and it could be further
amplified for models with stronger nonlinearities. In the
following, we analyze the effect of the linearization error
and highlight the effectiveness of NRTO-LE in guaranteeing
robustness. In Fig. 2] we consider a case with an uncertainty
level 7 = 0.1 and with the target position constraints as
shown. Fig. 24| and [2b] show the trajectory and terminal
state realizations obtained using NRTO, while Fig. and
[2d] show those obtained with NRTO-LE. Using NRTO only
yields 92.1% constraint satisfaction, with a few terminal
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Fig. 3. Uncertainty vs. Constraint Satisfaction: Comparison of per-
centage of constraint satisfaction over 1500 realizations using NRTO and
NRTO-LE. The constraint satisfaction decreases with increase in uncertainty
using the NRTO, while NRTO-LE provides 100% constraint satisfaction in
all the cases.
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Fig. 4. Performance Comparison between NRTO and NRTO-LE for
car model: Uncertainty level is set to 7 = 0.01. (a) and (b) correspond
to the NRTO, with 84.2% constraint satisfaction. (c) and (d) correspond to
the NRTO-LE, with 100% constraint satisfaction.

o

state realizations outside the target position bounds (red
markings). To address this, we characterize the linearization
error as disclosed in Section [VI| based on the trajectory
realizations obtained using NRTO. In particular, we construct
confidence ellipsoids from the aforementioned observed data
to define the linearization error uncertainty sets of the form
(33). Note that these linearization error uncertainty sets can
also be constructed using other more sophisticated methods
[39]. Fig. 2 and 2d| show that, using NRTO-LE, none of
the trajectory realizations violate the target position bounds,
highlighting the robustness of the proposed approach.

We further emphasize the effectiveness of NRTO-LE over
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Fig. 5. Complex scenario for unicycle with ten obstacles using NRTO-
LE: Uncertainty level is set to 7 = 0.05. 100% constraint satisfaction
considering 1500 trajectory realizations.

NRTO by comparing their performance over increasing levels
of uncertainty and nonlinearity. In Fig. 3] we analyze the
effect of the uncertainty level 7 on the constraint satisfaction.
This analysis considers the same task as in Fig. |2| with the
same I' and target position bounds. It can be observed that
using NRTO, constraint satisfaction decreases with increas-
ing levels of uncertainty. In contrast, NRTO-LE leverages
the data obtained from the NRTO output and consistently
provides 100% constraint satisfaction. In Fig. 4l we consider
a more complex 2D car model with state [x;y;0;v] and
control inputs |w;a]. The state components (z,y) represent
the position of the midpoint of the back axle, 6 represents the
car’s orientation, and v represents the velocity of the front
wheels. The control components w and a represent the angle
and acceleration of the front wheels. The full dynamics are
provided in Appendix [B] We consider a time horizon 7" = 50
with a step size At = 0.03s. The designated task requires
the car to reach the target position bounds as shown in Fig. 4]
and the terminal angle O to be constrained within [—1, 1].
Fig. fa] and [@b] correspond to NRTO, and Fig. fic| and
correspond to NRTO-LE. In both cases, there is no violation
of the terminal angle constraint (i.e., 7 € [—1, 1]), yet, using
NRTO, a considerable amount of realizations end up outside
of the target position bounds — with only 84.2% of them
satisfying the constraints. On the other hand, the NRTO-LE
approach provided 100% constraint satisfaction.

Lastly, we demonstrate the effectiveness of NRTO-LE in
handling complex navigation tasks, as shown in Fig. [5] This
task involves a unicycle which is required to reach the target
position bounds while avoiding ten circular obstacles under
an uncertainty level of 7 = 0.05. Fig. [ illustrates that none
of the 1500 realizations violate any of the constraints.

VIII. CONCLUSION

We propose a novel, robust nonlinear trajectory optimiza-
tion framework capable of handling nonlinear and nonconvex

constraints. We leverage robust optimization (RO) techniques
by effectively integrating them with sequential linearization
schemes and an ADMM approach. Additionally, we effec-
tively address the linearization error arising in such schemes
by modeling it as a deterministic disturbance. Our NRTO-
LE framework demonstrates 100% constraint satisfaction in
all studied cases and maintains its effectiveness for more
complex scenarios.

In future work, we plan to extend the current framework
for nonlinear robust MPC under unknown disturbances to
handle dynamically evolving environments. We also aim
to explore distributed optimization approaches for scaling
our methodology to large-scale multi-agent systems [33].
Another promising direction would be investigating data-
driven frameworks for estimating the uncertainty sets [40],
[41] as well as for accelerating the underlying ADMM
method [42]], towards further enhancing the robustness and
scalability of the proposed approach.

APPENDIX
A. Linearized Dynamics matrices

The matrices Fy, F,,, F; and F are given as

Fo=1r ®(1,0; ®@20); 5 ®N,0)
[ 0 0 0
By 0 0
F, — | ®(21)Bg B, o |,
|®(N,1)By ®(N,2)B; By_1
) 0 0
I 0 0
F,— | 22,1 I 0|
| ®(N,1) ®(N,2) ... I

1
Fgq= [0 Fd] ) FC = I:F()aﬁd} )
where (I)(k‘l, kz) = AklflAkI,Q . Ak‘g for k1 > ko.
B. Simulation Dynamical models

Here, we provide the models used in our simulations.
a) Unicycle Model: The unicycle dynamics are

Tpt1 = Tk + vk cos(Ox) At,
Yk+1 = Yk =+ Vi Sln(gk)At,
Or+1 = O + wiAt.

b) Car model: For the 2D car, the distance between
the front and rear axles of car is ¢, = 0.75. The rolling
distances of the front and back wheels are C'}: = v At and

b = c£ cos(wg) + Clen + \/ 2, — (c£ cos(wg))?,

respectively. The dynamics are then given as

Tp4+1 = T + Cz cos(Or);  Yr+1 = Yk + c‘;i sin(),

f

c
Or+1 = 0y + arcsin (sin(wk.)k),
Clen

Vk+1 = Vg + apAt.
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