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Abstract

In this paper, an asymptotic stability proof for a class of methods for inexact nonlinear model predictive control is presented.
General Q-linearly convergent online optimization methods are considered and an asymptotic stability result is derived for
the setting where a limited number of iterations of the optimizer are carried out per sampling time. Under the assumption of
Lipschitz continuity of the solution, we explicitly construct a Lyapunov function for the combined system-optimizer dynamics,
which shows that asymptotic stability can be obtained if the sampling time is sufficiently short. The results constitute an
extension to existing attractivity results which hold in the simplified setting where inequality constraints are either not present
or inactive in the region of attraction considered. Moreover, with respect to the established results on robust asymptotic
stability of suboptimal model predictive control, we develop a framework that takes into account the optimizer’s dynamics
and does not require decrease of the objective function across iterates. By extending these results, the gap between theory
and practice of the standard real-time iteration strategy is bridged and asymptotic stability for a broader class of methods is

guaranteed.
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1 Introduction

Nonlinear model predictive control (NMPC) is an ad-
vanced control technique that requires the solution of a
series of nonlinear programs in order to evaluate an im-
plicit control policy. Due to the potentially prohibitive
computational burden associated with such computa-
tions, efficient methods for the solution of the underly-
ing optimization problems are of crucial importance. For
this reason, NMPC was first proposed and applied to sys-
tems with slow dynamics such as chemical processes in
the 70s (see, e.g., [13]). The interest drawn in both indus-
try and academia has driven in the past decades a quick
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progress in both algorithms and software implementa-
tions. At the same time, the computational power avail-
able on embedded control units has drastically increased
leading to NMPC gradually becoming a viable solution
for applications with much shorter sampling times (see,

e.g., [18]).

In order to mitigate the computational requirements,
many applications with high sampling rates rely on ap-
proximate feedback policies. Among other approaches,
the real-time iteration (RTI) strategy proposed in [4]
exploits a single iteration of a sequential quadratic pro-
gramming (SQP) algorithm in order to compute an ap-
proximate solution of the current instance of the nonlin-
ear parametric optimization problem. By using this so-
lution to warmstart the SQP algorithm at the next sam-
pling time, it is possible to track an optimal solution and
eventually converge to it, as the system is steered to a
steady state [6]. Attractivity proofs for the RTT strategy
in slightly different settings, and under the assumption
that inequality constraints are either absent or inactive
in a neighborhood of the equilibrium, are presented in
[5] and [6]. In the same spirit, similar algorithms that
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rely on a limited number of iterations are present in the
literature. In [8], a general framework that covers meth-
ods with linear contraction in the objective function val-
ues is analyzed and an asymptotic stability proof is pro-
vided. The recent work in [11] addresses a more general
setting where an SQP algorithm is used. A proof of lo-
cal input-to-state stability is provided based on the as-
sumption that a sufficiently high number of iterations is
carried out per sampling time. In the convex setting, the
works in [7] and [16] introduce stability results for re-
laxed barrier anytime methods and real-time projected
gradient methods, respectively. Finally, the works in [15],
[12] and, [1] analyze conditions under which suboptimal
NMPC is stabilizing given that a feasible warmstart is
available.

All of the above mentioned methods make use of a com-
mon idea. A limited number or, in the limit, a single it-
eration of an optimization algorithm are carried out in
order to “track” the parametric optimal solution while
reducing the computational footprint of the method. We
will refer to these methods as real-time methods in order
to make an explicit semantic connection with the well
known RTI strategy [4].

Loosely speaking, the main challenge present in real-
time approaches lies in the fact that the dynamics of
the system and the ones of the optimizer interact with
each other in a non-trivial way, as visualized in Figure
1. Although a formal definition of the system-optimizer
dynamics requires the introduction of several concepts
that we delay to Section 2, loosely speaking, for a given
state x and an approximate solution z, the system is
controlled using the control u = M,, .z as feedback law
and, and after the sampling time 7', it is steered to x4 =
W(T; x, My, »2). Analogously, the optimizer generates a
new approximate solution zy = @(Y(T;z, M, .2), z).
We will refer to these coupled dynamics, with state £ =
(z,2), as &4 = O(T; &), which will be formally defined
in Definition 12.

1.1  Contribution and Outline

In this paper, we regard general real-time methods and
establish asymptotic stability of the closed-loop system-
optimizer dynamics £, = ®(T;€). We assume that the
ezxact solution to the underlying optimal control prob-
lems yields an asymptotically stable closed-loop system
and that the iterates of the real-time method contract
Q-linearly. Moreover, we assume that the primal-dual
solution to the underlying parametric nonconvex pro-
gram is Lipschitz continuous. Under these assumptions
and the additional assumption that the sampling time T
of the closed-loop is sufficiently short, we show asymp-
totic stability of the system-optimizer dynamics by con-
structing a Lyapunov function for £, = ®(T’;€) and the
equilibrium ¢ = 0 in a neighborhood of £ = 0.

2y =Ty, My 2)

zy = p(WU(Ti2, My .2),2) |«

Fig. 1. Coupled system-optimizer dynamics: when a limited
number of iterations of the optimization algorithm are car-
ried out in order to obtain an approximate solution that is
then used to control the system, the system’s and the opti-
mizer’s dynamics interact with one another.

In the setting of [15], [12], and [1], no regularity assump-
tions are required for the optimal solution and optimal
value function, which are even allowed to be discontin-
uous. However, a decrease in the objective function is
required in order for the optimizer’s iterates to be ac-
cepted. This condition is in general difficult to satisfy
given that commonly used numerical methods do not
generate feasible iterates and, for this reason, it is not
easy to enforce decrease in the objective function. Al-
though robust stability could still be guaranteed by shift-
ing the warmstart (cf. [1]), the improved iterates might
be rejected unnecessarily. Moreover, the optimizer’s dy-
namics are completely neglected. With respect to [15],
[12], and [1], we propose in this work an analysis that, al-
though requires stronger assumptions on the properties
of the optimal solution, incorporates knowledge on the
optimizer’s dynamics and does not require a decreasing
cost.

Notice that attractivity proofs for the real-time iteration
strategy are derived in [5] and [6] for a simplified setting
where inequality constraints are not present or inactive
in the entire region of attraction of the closed-loop sys-
tem. In this sense, the present paper extends the results
in [6] and [5] to a more general setting where active-
set changes are allowed within the region of attraction.
Moreover, asymptotic stability, rather than attractivity,
is proved.

Finally, with respect to [11], we analyze how the behav-
ior of the system-optimizer dynamics is affected by the
sampling time, rather than by the number of optimizer’s
iterations carried out. Additionally, we explicitly con-
struct a Lyapunov function for the system-optimizer dy-
namics.

1.2 Notation

Throughout the paper we denote the Euclidean norm
and the ¢; norm by || - || and || - ||1, respectively. We will
sometimes write || - |2 explicitly, to denote the Euclidean



norm, when it improves clarity in the derivations. All
vectors are column vectors and we denote the concate-
nation of two vectors by

(2,y) = H . (1)
Yy

We denote the derivative (gradient) of any function by
Vi(z) = %(m)T and the Euclidean ball of radius r
centered at = as B(z,r) := {y : ||z —y| < r}. We
use RT™ (RZ) to denote the space of strictly positive
matrices (vectors) (i.e., the space of matrices (vectors)
whose elements are real and strictly positive). With a
slight abuse of notation we will sometimes write v > 0,
to indicate that all the components of the vector v are
strictly positive. Analogously, we write RZ*" (RZ) to
denote the space of matrices (vectors) whose elements
are nonnegative and use v > 0 to indicate that all the
components of the vector v are nonnegative. We denote
a vector whose components are all equal to 1 as 1 and the
identity matrix as I. Finally, we denote the Minkowski
sum C = {c:c=a+b,a € A,b € B} of two sets A and
BasC=A®B.

2 System and Optimizer Dynamics

In this section, we will define the nominal dynamics that
the system and optimizer state obey independently from
each other. The nominal dynamics of the closed-loop
system are assumed to be such that a Lyapunov func-
tion can be constructed if the exact solution to the un-
derlying discretized optimal control problem is used as
feedback law. Similarly, we will assume that certain con-
traction properties hold for the iterates generated by the
optimizer if the parameter describing the current state
of the system is held fixed.

2.1 System and optimizer dynamics

In order to study the interaction between the system to
be controlled and the optimizer, we will first formally
define their dynamics and describe the assumptions re-
quired for the stability analysis proposed.

2.1.1 System dynamics

The system under control obeys the following sampled-
feedback closed-loop dynamics:

Definition 1 (System dynamics) Let the following
differential equation describe the dynamics of the system
controlled using a constant input ug:

dip

E(t;xo,uo) = ¢(9(t; w0, uo), o), 2)

(05 0, uo) = To.

Here, 9 : RxR™ x R™ — R™= describes the trajectories
of the system, xy denotes the state of the system at a
given sampling instant and ug the corresponding constant
input. We will refer to the strictly positive parameterT >
0 as the sampling time associated with the corresponding
discrete-time system

Tnext — d)(T, xZ, u) (3)

We will assume that a slightly tailored type of Lyapunov
function is available for the closed-loop system controlled
with a specific policy.

Assumption 2 Let @ : R" — R", and let V : R" —
R be a continuous function. Let V be a strictly positive
constant and define

Xy i={z:V(z) <V} (4)

Assume that there exist positive constants ay, as,as, Ty,
and q € [1,00) such that, for any x € Xy and any T <
Ty, the following hold:

ar||z]|” < V(z)
V((T;x,u(x))) — V(z)

Notice that Assumption 2, for a fixed T" boils down to the
standard assumption for exponential asymptotic stabil-
ity (see, e.g., Theorem 2.21 in [13]). Moreover, the de-
pendency on T in (5b) can be justified, for example, by
assuming that a continuous-time Lyapunov function V,
exists such that £V (z(t)) < —al|z||?, for some positive
constant ¢ and that V is a sufficiently good approxima-
tion. Moreover, we make the following assumption which
establishes additional regularity properties of the Lya-
punov function.

Assumption 3 Assume that Vi s Lipschitz continu-
ous over Xy, i.e., there exists a constant i > 0 such that

V(@) = V(z)a| < plla” — =, (6)
Ve, o' € Xy

Remark 4 Notice that a sufficient condition for As-
sumption 3 to hold is that V is Lipschitz continuous over

Xy and that Vi is Lipschitz continuous at x = 0. These
conditions are satisfied, for example, by Lyapunov func-
tions which are twice continuously differentiable at the
origin if ¢ = 2 or simply Lipschitz continuous at the ori-

ginifqg=1.

The following proposition provides asymptotic stability
of the closed-loop system obtained using the feedback
policy .



Proposition 5 (Lyapunov stability) Let Assump-
tion 2 hold. Then, for any T < Ty, the origin is an
exponentially asymptotically stable equilibrium with
region of attraction Xy for the closed-loop system
Tnext = w(Ta l‘,a(ﬂf))

PROOF. Due to Assumption 2, the function V is a
valid Lyapunov function for the closed-loop dynamics for
any T <Tj. O

The Lyapunov function defined in Assumption 2 guar-
antees that, if the ideal policy @ is employed, the result-
ing closed-loop system is (exponentially) asymptotically
stable. In the following, we define the dynamics of the
optimizer used to numerically compute approximations
of @(x) for a given state x.

2.1.2  Optimizer dynamics

We will assume that we dispose of a numerical method
that defines what we will call the optimizer (or more
generally a solver) that, for a given x, can compute a
vector Z(z) from which we can compute u(x) through a
linear map.

Assumption 6 Assume that there exists a function Z :
Xy — R"= and a matriz M, . such that, for anyx € Xy,
the following holds:

a(z) = My, .Z(x). (7)

For simplicity of notation, we will assume further that
[My,z]| = 1.

Definition 7 (Optimizer dynamics) Let the follow-
ing discrete-time system describe the dynamics of the op-
timizer

4 = @(w(T§xaMu7ZZ)7Z)7 (8)
where p : R™ x R™ — R™ and z represents the state
of the optimizer.

Remark 8 Notice that the optimizer dynamics (8) make
use of the current approzimate solution z and a forward-
simulated state x4 = Y(T;x, M, .z). This setting corre-
sponds, for example, to the case where a real-time iter-
ation is carried out by solving a QP where the parame-
ter x4 = (T2, M, .2) is used as current state of the
system. This amounts to assuming that either a perfect
prediction x4 of the system’s state is available ahead of
time, or that instantaneous feedback can be delivered to
the system. In both cases, small perturbations introduced
by either model mismatch or feedback delay could be in-
troduced explicitly. This goes however beyond the scope
of the present work.

In order to leverage a certain type of contraction esti-
mates, we will make the two following assumptions.

Assumption 9 (Lipschitz continuity) Assume that
there exist positive constants 7, and o such that, for any
z € Xy and any ' € B(x,7y), the following holds

12(z") = 2(2)|| < |2’ — x| 9)
Moreover, we assume that Z(0) = 0.

Assumption 10 (Contraction) There exist positive
constants 7, > 0 and kR < 1 such that, for any x € Xy
and any z € B(zZ(x), 7,), the optimizer dynamics produce
z4 such that

Iz = 2(@)| < &z = 2(=)]]. (10)

The following lemma provides a way of quantifying the
perturbation to the nominal contraction (10) due to
changes in the value of x across iterations of the opti-
mizer.

Lemma 11 Let Assumptions 9 and 10 hold. Then there
exist strictly positive constantsr, < 7, andr, < 75 such
that, for any x in Xy, any z in B(z,r.), and any x’ in
B(x, 1), we have that

Iz = 2@")| < &llz = 2(@)l| + ok " — 2|l . (11)

PROOF. By choosing r, and r, such that they satisfy
0 <ry <fpand0 < r, <7, —org, any v in Xy,
any z € B(z,r,), and any ' € B(x,r,), we have that
Iz — z(z")|| < #.. Hence, we can apply the contraction
from Assumption 10 together with Lipschitz continuity
of Z from Assumption 9 in order to write

v — 2@ < llz— 2]
= i)z — 2(z) + 2(z) — 2(2')||
12
< #llz — =)l + #ll2(a) — 2y 1
< hlle = 2(2)|| + oz — 2|,
which concludes the proof. O

2.2 Discussion of fundamental assumptions

Notice that the setting formalized by Assumptions 6, 9,
and 10 does not require that V is the optimal value func-
tion of a discretized optimal control problem nor of an
optimization problem in general. We require instead that
it is a Lyapunov function with some additional proper-
ties according to Assumptions 2 and 3. Similarly, Z needs
not be the primal-dual solution to an optimization prob-
lem. We require instead that it is associated with the



policy @, i.e., for any « € Xy, u(x) = M, ,Z(x), that it is
Lipschitz continuous and that the optimizer (or “solver”
in general) can generate Q-linearly contracting iterates
that converge to z(z).

However, in order to make a more concrete connection
with a classical setting, in NMPC we can often assume
that V is the optimal value function of a discretized
version of a continuous-time optimal control problem.
In this case, we can refer to the resulting parametric
nonlinear program of the following form

N-1

min I(si,u;) + m(sy

ugy N ; (i) mlea)

s.t. sg —x =0, (13)
wd(si,ui)—sHl:O, iZO,.‘.,N—l,
W(Si,ui)go, iZO,...,N—l,
TN(SN) § 0,

where s; € R™ fori =0,..., N, and u; € R™, fori =
0,..., N —1, describe the predicted states and inputs of
the system to be controlled, respectively. The functions
[ :R" x R"™ — R and m : R™ — R describe the
stage and terminal cost, respectively, and g : R™s X
R™ — R" 7 : R"™ x R™ — R" and ny : R" —
R™=~ describe the dynamics of the system, the stage, and
terminal constraints, respectively.

The first-order optimality condition associated with (13)
can be represented by a generalized equation (see, e.g.,
[14)), i.e.,

0€ F(z,2) + Nk (2) (14)
where z € R™ denotes the primal-dual solution, F' :
R™: — R"™: is a vector-valued map and N : R® — R"=
is a set-valued map denoting the normal cone to a con-
vex set K C R™. Under proper regularity assumptions,
we can then obtain that a single-valued localization Z of
the solution map of the generalized equation must ex-
ist. Under the same assumptions, we can usually prove
Lipschitz continuity of Z and Q-linear contraction of, for
example, Newton-type iterations (cf. [9]), hence satis-
fying Assumptions 9 and 10. Notice that existence of a
Lipschitz continuous single-valued localization of the so-
lution map, does not require the solution map itself to
be single-valued or Lipschitz continuous.

Similarly, using the standard argumentation for NMPC
(see, e.g., [13]), we obtain that the feedback policy asso-
ciated with the global solution to the underlying nonlin-
ear programs is stabilizing and that the associated opti-
mal value function is a Lyapunov function. In this way,
Assumptions 2, 3, and 6 are satisfied. Note that, in this
context, an aspect that remains somewhat unresolved is
the fact that the standard argumentation for the stabil-
ity analysis of NMPC requires that the global optimal
solution is found by the optimizer. Hence, in order to be
able to identify V' with the optimal value function it is

necessary to assume that the single-valued localization
Z attains the global minimum for all x € Xy .

2.8 Combined system-optimizer dynamics

Proposition 5 and Lemma 11 provide key properties of
the system and optimizer dynamics, respectively. In this
section, we analyze the interaction between these two
dynamical systems and how these properties are affected
by such an interplay. To this end, let us define the fol-
lowing coupled system-optimizer dynamics.

Definition 12 (System-optimizer dynamics) Let
the following discrete-time system describe the coupled
system-optimizer dynamics:

Ty = ¢(T, x, Mu,zz)a

24 = @((T; 2, M, -2), 2) (15)

or, in compact form

& = 0(T5¢), (16)
where £ == (x,z) and ® : R x R 1"z — Ratnz,

Our ultimate goal is to prove that, for a sufficiently short
sampling time 7T, the origin is a locally asymptotically
stable equilibrium for (16). In order to describe the in-
teraction between the two underlying subsystems, we
analyze how the Lyapunov decrease (5b) and the error
contraction (11) are affected.

2.3.1 FError contraction perturbation

In the following, we will specialize the result from Lemma
11 to the context where ||z’ — x| is determined by the
evolution of the system to be controlled under the effect
of the approximate policy. To this end, we make a general
assumption on the behavior of the closed-loop system
for a bounded value of the numerical error.

Assumption 13 (Lipschitz system dynamics)
Assume that ¢(0,0) = 0 and that positive finite
constants Ly, L, and p exist such that, for all
'z € Xy ®B(0,p), allv' = M, 2", w = M, .z, with
z',z € B(Z(x),r,), the following holds:

lp(z",u') =z, u)l| < Lo,alla’ ||+ Lou v/ —ul. (17)
The following propositions establish bounds on the rate
at which the state can change for given x and z.

Proposition 14 Let Assumption 138 hold. Then, there
exist a positive finite constant Ty > 0 such that for



alz € Xy, all z € B(Z(x),r,), and any T < Ty, the
following holds:

[o(T5 e, My,22) — ]| <

18
T Lyl + Ly (18)

|Mu7zzH)7

where Ly 5, = eLqWTlL@x and Ly, o = 6L¢*$T1L¢7u.
Moreover, for allz € Xy, allu' = M, .2, u = M, .z,
such that 2',z € B(zZ(x),r,), and any T < Ty, the fol-
lowing holds:

[O(T;2,0") = (Tsa,u)|| ST Ly ullu’ = ull. (19)
PROOF. See Appendix A. O

Proposition 15 Let Assumptions 9 and 13 hold. Then,
there exist positive finite constants 1,0, and To > 0,
such that for any v € Xy, any z € B(Z(x),r,), and any
T < T5, the following holds:

[O(T52,u) — x| <T - (nlafl +0llz — 2(x)[).  (20)
PROOF. Definen := Ly gz + Lyyo and 0 := Ly ,,.
Due to Proposition 14 we have that for any x € Xy, any
z € B(z(x),r.), and any T < T4, the following holds:
[0(T; 2, My,22) — 2| ST (Ly o2l + Lpul Mu,z2]) -
Hence, due to Assumption 9, we can write
[My 2| < ||Z2(@)] + [z = 2(@)]| < ollz]l + [z — 2(z)]
such that the following holds:

[9(Ts2,u) — || < T(Ly,a + Ly,uo) ||z

Tyl 2@, Y

Finally, defining To := min{Ty,T1} completes the proof.
O

Using the bound from Proposition 15 together with the
contraction from Lemma 11 we obtain the following per-
turbed contraction.

Proposition 16 Let Assumptions 2, 9, 10, and 13 hold.
Moreover, define

T4 := min { Lo r:(1 — %) ) }7 (22)

nri + 0r,” ok(0r, + nry

1
where ry; 1= (1> ‘.

Then, for any x, z such that x € Xy and ||z —z(z)|| < 7,
and any T < T3 := min{T%, Tx}, the following holds:

Iz = 2(z )| < &llz = 2(2) | + T[], (23)
where
k:=~k(14+T300) <1 and ~:=0kn. (24)

Moreover, we also have ||z — Z(z4)| < 7,

PROOF. Dueto Assumptions 2 and 183, given that ||z —
Z(@)|| < rpand T < T3 < Ty, we have ||zy — z|| < 1y for
all x € X5 if we additionally require that

Ty
< - 2
~ npry +0r,’ (25)

which provides the first term in the definition of Tj.

Hence, for ollT < T3, we can apply the contraction from
Lemma 11:

2 — 2@l < kllz — 2@)]| + ok s — 2l (26)

and applying the inequality from Proposition 15, we ob-
tain

24 — 2(z4)|| < &llz = 2(z)|| + Tl (27)
where

k:=Rk(14+T500) and ~:=0kn. (28)

From this last inequality we see that in order to guarantee
that ||z4 — Z(z4)|| < 7., we must impose that

z 1—k

< Ar(—m)’ (29)
ok(0r, +nry)

which provides the second term in the definition of Ty.

Finally, since, for any riy > 0, the following holds

1—&  r(1—#)
ok = oRk(Or, +nry)’

(30)

we have that k < 1 for any T < Tj. O

Proposition 16 shows that under suitable assumptions
and, in particular, for any T' < T3, we can guarantee that
the numerical error does not increase after one iteration
of the optimizer.

In the following, we will make similar considerations for
the behavior of V' (x) across iterations.



2.3.2  Lyapunov decrease perturbation

Let us analyze the impact of the approximate feedback
policy M, .z on the nominal Lyapunov contraction.
Throughout the rest of the section, for the sake of no-
tational simplicity, we will make use of the following
shorthand:

Vi(Tix,2) = V((T;x, M, .2)) (31)

to denote the value taken by the optimal cost at the state
reached applying the suboptimal control action M, .z
starting from . Similarly, we introduce

E(z,2) = ||z — Z(z)] (32)
and

Ei(Tiz,z):=

| (T2, My 22, 2) — Z((Ts 2, M) )

to denote the numerical error attained at the “current”
and at the next iteration of the optimizer, respectively,
where the error is computed with respect to the exact
solution associated with the “current” and next state of
the system.

Proposition 17 Let Assumptions 2, 3, 6, 9, 10, and 13
hold. Then, there exists a finite positive constant p such
that, for any z € B(z(z),r.), any x € Xy, and any
T < Ty, the following holds:

V+(T; Z, Z) < (1 - T(_Z)V(:C) + T,uE(x, Z)a (34)

where a := 43,
as

PROOEF. Assumption 2 implies that, for any x € Xy
and any T < Ty the following holds:

V((T;2, My 22(2))) < V() — Tas|lz||?
SV@) -T2V (3)
=(1-Ta)V(x).

Due to Assumption 3, for any «',x € Xy, we can write

and defining Ly =2 %[L we obtain

V(@) = V()| < Lyl2" - z|. (36)

Together with Proposition 14, this implies that, for any
z € B(z(x),r,), any x € Xy, and any T < Ty, we can
write:

V(T 2, My,.2)) = V(T 2, My, .2(2)))
< |V(T; 3, My22)) = V(T 2, My,22(x)))]
S LVH'(/)(T, Zz, Mu,zz) - ’L/)(Tv Z, Mu,zz(x))”
S TLyuLy|z = z(2)],
which implies

Vi(Tiz,2) < (1—-Ta)V(x)+TpE(x,z), (37)
where (1 := Ly Ly 4. O
Using Proposition 17 we can formulate Lemma 19 below

which establishes positive invariance of the following set
for the system-optimizer dynamics (15).

Definition 18 (Invariant set) Define the following
set:

Y= {(z,2) e R™1" . V(z) <V, |z — 2(2)|| < 7.},
where

T, = min{rz,av}. (38)
"

Lemma 19 (Invariance of X)) Let Assumptions 2, 3,
6, 9, 10, and 13 hold. Define

T = 20 (39)

Then, for any &€ € ¥ and any T < Ty := min{Ty, T3},
it holds that &4 € X. Moreover, the following coupled
inequalities hold:

1
where ¥ == 7v/af .

PROOF. Given that E(z,z) <7, <r, andxz € Xy,
we can apply the contraction from Proposition 17, such
that

V+ (T; €, Z) < (1 - TC—L)V(‘T) + TNE(‘I’ Z)a (41)

holds. Moreover, due to the definition of 7, in (38), we



have that Vi (T;z,2) <V since

Vi(T;x,2) < (1 —Ta)V(zx) + TuE(x,2)
< (1 —-Ta)V + Tus,
_ aV 42
§(1—T&)V+Tuﬂ (42)
W
<V.

This implies that x4 is in Xy. Similarly, due to the fact
that that E(x,z) < 7, <r, and x € Xy, we can apply
the result from Proposition 15, which shows that

Iz = 2@ Il < &llz = 2(@)[| + TAflzl]  (43)

and

24 — 2(z4 )l <72 (44)
must hold. Using Assumption 2 in Equation (43), we
obtain

2+ — 2@ )|l < wllz = 2@)]| + T4 (V(@)7 . (45)

Moreover, due to (39), we have that ||z4 — Z(z4)|| < 7,
forany T < Ty. O

Lemma 19 provides invariance of ¥ for the system-
optimizer dynamics as well as a compact description of
the interaction between the two underlying subsystems.
In principle, we could study the behavior of the coupled
contraction estimate by looking at the “worst-case”
dynamics associated with (40):

vy = (1 =Ta)v + Tpe,
L (46)
e+ =THva + Ke.

However, these dynamics are not Lipschitz continuous
at the origin (v,e) = (0,0) for ¢ > 1 and are for this
reason non-trivial to analyze.

Nonetheless, we can reformulate (46) such that standard
tools can be used to obtain important information about
the behavior of the Vi (T;x,2) and E,(T;x,z) under
the combined contraction established in Lemma 19 and
ultimately establish asymptotic stability of the system-
optimizer dynamics.

3 Asymptotic stability of the system-optimizer
dynamics

In the following, we derive the main asymptotic stability
result, which relies on a reformulation of the worst-case
dynamics (46).

Proposition 20 Let Assumptions 2, 3, 6, 9, 10, and 13
hold. Moreover, let ji = L¢,ueT1L¢>wﬂ. Then, for any

EeXand anyT < Ty, we have 4 € X and the following
holds:

1

ViTiz,2)s <(1-Ta
E (T;z,z) <THV(z )é + kE(zx, z).

PROOF. The fact that 4 € X is a direct consequence
of Lemma 19. Moreover, due to Assumption 3, the fol-
lowing holds, for any x € Xy :

V((T; 2, M, .2))5 < V(T 2, M, .2(z))

1
q
+ Al (T, My 22) — (T @, My, 2(2)) |
and, using the nominal Lyapunov contraction and Propo-
sition 15, we obtain, for any € € X, that

V((T; 2, M,,.2))7 < (1-Ta)sV(z)7 +Tjl|z— 2(z)],

where fi := Ly et o i, O

Unlike (46), the worst-case dynamics associated with
(47) are not only Lipschitz continuous, but can also be
cast as a linear positive system. We define the following
dynamical system based on (47).

Definition 21 (Auxiliary dynamics) We will refer
to the linear time-invariant discrete-time dynamical
system
vy =(1- Td)%y + T'fie,
e+ = TV + Ke,
with states v, € € R, as auxiliary dynamics. Due to the
definitions of k, i, and 4 and Assumption 2, (48) is a
positive system [10].

(48)

Remark 22 Given the definition of the auzxiliary dy-
namics in Definition 21, for any & € X, if V(x )% =vand
E(z,z) =€, then V. (T; x, z)1 <vy and B4 (T;x,2) <
€+. For this reason, mtuztwely, we can study the stabzlzty
of the auxiliary dynamics and infer stability properties of
the combined system-optimizer dynamics. This concept
will be later formalized with the explicit construction of
a Lyapunov function for the system-optimizer dynamics
in Theorem 25.

‘We exploit properties of positive systems in order to con-
struct an explicit linear Lyapunov function for the aux-
iliary dynamics which can be rewritten in the compact
form
wy = Aw, (49)
where
(1-Ta)s Th
T K

A, = , (50)

and w := (v, €). We will make use of the following result
adapted from [10].



Theorem 23 (Stability of positive systems) A
positive discrete-time linear system of the form

wy = Aw, (51)

where A € Rgé” and w € RY, is asymptotically stable
if there exist a strictly positive vector w € RZ%, and a
strictly positive constant d such that

max [(AT —Dw]; < —d. (52)
i=1,...,n
Moreover, the linear function Vi(w) := @' w is a Lya-

punov function for (51) in RL, and the following holds:

Vi(wy) = Vi(w) < =d - [|wl. (53)
PROOF. See Appendiz B. o

Theorem 24 The positive discrete-time linear system
(49) is asymptotically stable if and only if the following
condition is satisfied:

T204 — (1—k)(1— (1—Ta)i) <0,  (54)
which holds for any sufficiently small sampling time T <
Ts := w Moreover, the function Vi(w) = 0w,
where

1 1a
W= , with fp:==-—, 55
K L e

is a Lyapunov function for (48) in RQZO.

PROOF. In order to prove that W' w is a Lyapunov
function for (48) it suffices to apply Theorem 23. The
system of inequalities

—1+(1-Ta)i +T4B <0,

Ti+(k—1)p <0, (56)
8>0
admits a solution if
1
il 1-(1-Ta)«
T _—
- <fB< T3 (57)

This condition can always be satisfied for a sufficiently
smallT. In fact, it is easy to show that the limits for T —
0 of the upper and lower bounds on 3 are 0 and % >0,
respectively, such that, by continuity, there must exist a
strictly positive constant Ts such that (54) is satisfied for
any T < Ty. However, in order to make [ independent

1.0
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Fig. 2. Trajectories of the auxiliary dynamics (48) for differ-
ent initial conditions (k = 0.4, @ = 0.5, 4 = 0.2, 4 = 0.1) -
T = 1.0 (top) and T'= 0.4 (bottom). The black vector de-
scribes the direction defined by w as in Theorem 24, while
the shaded area defines the cone that contains all the vectors
that would satisfy (56), i.e., all the vectors w that define a

valid Lyapunov function V;(w) = " w.

of T, we note that, due to convexity, 1 — (1 — Td)% > %T
for any T > 0. Using this lower bound we can simplify
the upper bound in (57) as

T @ _1-(1-Ta)s
g -0 1-0-Ta)r (58)
T ¢y Ty
Choosing [ to be half of this upper bound, i.e., B := %qi
we obtain that (57) is satisfied for any T < Ty := ﬁ(lﬂ_”) ,
which concludes the proof. O

Theorem 24 shows that (exponential) asymptotic stabil-
ity of the auxiliary dynamics holds under the condition
that the sampling time T satisfies inequality (54) for
given fi, a, ¥, and k. Figure 2 illustrates the meaning of
Theorem 24 by showing the trajectories of the auxiliary
system in a phase plot for fixed values of the parameters
i, a, K, and 7, two different values of the sampling time
T and for different initial conditions. In the following,



we establish the main result of the section by exploiting
the Lyapunov decrease established in Theorem 24 for
the auxiliary dynamics to construct a Lyapunov func-
tion for the combined system-optimizer dynamics (16).

Theorem 25 Let Assumptions 2, 3, 6, 9, 10, and 13
hold. Then, for any T < min{Ty,T5}, the origin is an
exponentially asymptotically stable equilibrium with re-
gion of attraction X2 for the combined system-optimizer
dynamics (16). In particular, the function

Vso(§) = W’ (59)

Iz — 2(z)]]

where W is defined according to Theorem 24, is a Lya-
punov function in % for the system (16) and the origin

(z,2)=¢=0.

PROOF. We can derive an upper bound for Vi, (§) as
follows:

Vao(€) = V()7 + Bz — ()
< adlell + Bllz — 2(@)|
< ﬂﬂHﬂwﬂ+H(MD
< (af +oB)llz] + Bl (60)
< max{a + 8,8} - (| + |12])

<y ([|zlls +[[2]1) = w2 - [I€]l1
< wav/ng +n - €]

In order to derive a lower bound, we proceed as follows.
Using the reverse triangle inequality and Lipschitz con-
tinuity of Z(x), we obtain

Veol&) = V()7 + B(|2]| — o)
> af ||z + B(lz] - ollz)  (61)
(a? — o)l + Bll=|I-

1
If af — Bo > 0, then we can readily compute a lower
bound:

Vio(€) > (af — Bo)llzl| + B]|2]

>%v¥%ﬂwr+£;2h

(62)
> min{ \/750 \ﬁ}(”x”l + |121l1)
s el

If instead af
bound

— Bo < 0, we define the auziliary lower

N 1

Veol, 2) := af ||z]| + ]|z — z(2)]. (63)

Since Vao(€) > Vio(x, 2), if we can show that Vio(z, 2)

can be lower bounded by a properly constructed function

of z, we can use this function to lower bound Vi, (§) too.

To this end, we first observe that, since we assumed that
1

— Bo <0, for any & such that ||z| < X||z||, we have
that

Vol 2) > (af — Bo)||zl| + B]l2]

1
> min  (af — Bo)|z| + Bl =]
ws.t. |z <Lz (64)
1
aq
> Lz,
g

where, for the minimization, we have used the fact that

1
the objective (ai — Bo)||x|| + B|z| is monotonically non-
increasing in ||x|| such that the minimum is attained at
the boundary of the interval for ||z|| = L||z||. Similarly,

for any @ such that ||z]| > L||z||, we can use the fact that

;
~ 1
Vol 2) = af [l2]| + Bz — 2(2)]| > af 2] > *lll I

Hence, we can conclude that

1

Veo(§) 2 Veo(, 2) = *HZH (65)

for any x. Summing this last inequality and Vi (€) >
1

af ||z, we obtain

1

1
ay ai
Viol®) 2 Lz + L 2|

l l
A

>
2y/na 20\/n
; 1
> min a1
- 2,/ ' 20./n
=:1,2

> w12 €]

(66)

}wﬂh+WM)

Together with (62), we can define

~ w
Wy = ~1,17
wi,2,

and conclude that Vo (§) > wy - ||€]|. Finally, the Lya-
punov decrease can be derived. For given x and z, let

1
Zf af - BO’ > O, (67)
otherwise,



e=FE(z,2) andv = V(a:)% Then the following holds.

1
Veo(&4) =V (T 2,2)7 + BEL(T; 2, 2)
Remark 22
<vi+ Pey

Theorem 23 ~
<v+pe—d-[[(velh

=V(2)7 + BE(z,2) —d- |[(v,¢)|h
—Vio(&) —d- (V(2)7 + ||z — 2(2)]),

(68)

where we have used the ¢1 norm due to the intermedi-
ate result in the proof of Theorem 23. Let AV, (§) =

—d- (V(:L‘)% +||z—Z(x)]||) denote the Lyapunov decrease.
Using the same procedure used to derive the lower bound

1
or Vo we can show that, if a! —o > 0, we can write
) ] 1 )

AV () < —d- <<a% ~o)lall + ||z||)

o=

—o 1

< _cz.mm{“ ﬁz}uxnl +112lh)

Ny

=103,1

< —wz1 - [[€].

1
FElse, if ay — o <0, we can obtain the following bound:

1

AVao(e) = ~d- (V@) + 2 = 2@)])) <~ e,

L1
Summing this last inequality and AVyo(§) < —daf ||z]|,
we obtain

~ 1
da? 1
AV. < -
Vio(©) < =258 (Jol + 141

. 1

< B0 (L g e

< T el + ol
cZaf . 1 1

< — 5 mln{m,o\/@}(nﬂ?”l"‘”"f”l)

=03 2
< —w30 - [I€])-
We define

1
11}3 = {11)371, Zf af —0 > 0, (69)

W32, otherwise,

and conclude that AV, (§) < —w3 - ||€||. Hence, we can
define the Koo functions cse1(||€]l) = w1 - ||E|| and
aso 2(|[El) = W2 - [|€]| and the positive definite function
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Fig. 3. Illustrative example adapted from [3] - closed-loop
state trajectories obtained using the approximate feedback
policy computed with a single iteration of a Gauss-Newton
real-time algorithm.

aso,3(/[€]]) == ws - [|€]], such that

aso,1 ([[€]1)

Vao(§) < aso2([[€]])
‘/;,o(£+) - O(

)< —owa(lel), 0

<
Vs

i.e., Vio(€) is a Lyapunov function in X for the system-
optimizer dynamics £ = ®(T;€) and the equilibrium
£=0, forany T < min{Ty,T5}. O

Theorem 25 shows that, for a sufficiently short sam-
pling time T, the system-optimizer dynamics in (15) are
asymptotically exponentially stable and that Vg, is a
Lyapunov function in X. We observe that the obtained
Lyapunov function is a positive linear combination of
the ideal NMPC Lyapunov function V' and the error
Iz — Z(z)|| (which in turn is a Lyapunov function for
the error dynamics). Loosely speaking, depending on the
value of 8, V, gives more “importance” to either V' (for
small values of 3) or ||z — Z(x)]|| (for large values of 3).

In the next section, in order to illustrate Theorem 25,
we use a variant of the classical example from [3].

4 Illustrative example

We regard an optimal control problem of the form in
(13) and define the continuous-time dynamics as

zo +u(p+ (1 — p)z2)

P - 41— p)aa)

(71)
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Fig. 4. Hlustrative example adapted from [3] - although the
numerical error and the value function do not necessarily
decrease monotonically over time, the Lyapunov function
for the combined system-optimizer dynamics Vi, (€) does de-
crease.

In order to compute an LQR-based terminal cost, the
linearized dynamics are defined as

=9
Ac = 50(0,0),

. 0¢
BC T au(ovo)v

(72)
and discretized using exact discretization with piece-
wise constant parametrization of the control trajecto-
ries:

T4

A:=exp(ATy), B:= (/ exp (ACT)dT> B.,
7=0
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where Ty denotes the discretization time. We compute
the solution P to the discrete-time algebraic Riccati
equation

P=ATPA— (ATPB)(R+B"PB)"(BTPA) +Q,

where @ = 0.1 - I and R = 0.1 such that the cost
functionals can be defined as
L(z,u) := 2 Qx+u'Ru,

m(x) =z Pz, (73)

and we impose simple bounds on the input —2 < u < 2.

We set the prediction horizon Tt = 0.3 and discretize the
resulting continuous-time optimal control problem using
direct multiple shooting with N = 5 shooting nodes. The
Euler discretization is used for the cost integral and ex-
plicit RK4 is used to discretize the dynamics. In order to
solve the resulting discretized optimal control problem,
we use the standard RTT approach, with Gauss-Newton
iterations and a fixed Levenberg-Marquardt-type term.
A single SQP iteration per sampling time is carried out.

In order to compute an estimate for the constants in-
volved in the definition of the Lyapunov function in The-
orem 25, we regard six different initial conditions, and
control the system using the feedback policy associated
with the exact solution to the discretized optimal con-
trol problem. For every state x in the obtained trajecto-
ries, we evaluate the optimal cost V' (z) and the primal-
dual optimal solution z(z). With these values, we can
estimate the constants a1, as, a3 in Assumption 2, the
constant i in Assumption 3 and the constant ¢ in The-
orem 11. Moreover, for any state visited, we carry out a
limited number of iterations of the optimizer in order to
estimate the contraction rate 4. Choosing the sampling
time T' = 0.0012, we obtain the estimates kK = 0.882,a =
1.157,4 = 70.23, and i = 0.360, such that the parame-
ter involved in the definition of the Lyapunov function
for the combined system-optimizer dynamics takes the
value § = 0.0041 and we have T = 0.037 > T. All
the computations were carried out using CasADi [2] and
its interface to Ipopt [17] and the code for the illustra-
tive example is made available at https://github. com/
zanellia/nmpc_system_optimizer_lyapunov.

Figure 3 shows the state trajectories obtained controlling
the system using the approximate feedback law starting
from the selected initial conditions. Figure 4 shows the
behavior of ||z—z(z)|], V(z) and Vi, (€) over time through
the compact metrics

= e = 2]
=T i


https://github.com/zanellia/nmpc_system_optimizer_lyapunov
https://github.com/zanellia/nmpc_system_optimizer_lyapunov

Vso(g-‘r) — Vso(g)

T '
In particular, Figure 4 shows that, although the numeri-
cal error ||z — Z(z)|| and the value function does not nec-
essarily decrease over time, the constructed Lyapunov
function Vi, (€) does decrease.

Ay, = (76)

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we presented a novel asymptotic stabil-
ity results for inexact MPC relying on a limited num-
ber of iterations of an optimization algorithm. A class of
optimization methods with Q-linearly convergent iter-
ates has been regarded and, under the assumption that
the ideal feedback law is stabilizing, we constructed a
Lyapunov function for the system-optimizer dynamics.
These results extend the attractivity proofs present in
the literature which rely instead on the assumption that
inequality constraints are either absent or inactive in the
attraction region considered. Moreover, with respect to
more general results on suboptimal MPC (cf. [15], [12],
[1]), we analyzed the coupled system and optimizer dy-
namics and proved its asymptotic stability.

Future research will investigate how to relax the require-
ments of Lipschitz continuity of the solution localization
Z and of Q-linear convergence.
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A Proof of Proposition 3.2.16

In the following, we will use the shorthand v = M,, .z.
First, notice that

Yt z,u) = x—i—/o o(W(T;z,u),u)dr, (A.1)

and that, due to continuity of ¥ (¢; x,u) with respect to
t, for all z € Xy and all z € B(z(z),r,), there exists
a T’ > 0, such that, for all t < T”, we have (t;z,u) €
Xy @ B(0, p).

Using (A.1) and Assumption 13, we obtain that, for any
x € Xy, all z € B(zZ(x),r,) and all T < T”, the following



holds:

[(T5 2, u) — || = H /OT ((T32,u),u) dTH
=< /OT o (75 2, u), u)|| dr

T
= [ lotwtria.n. 0 - 0.0 ar
0
and, using the fact that ¢(0,0) = 0,

[4(T; 2, u) — |

T
< / (Lo |0(s 2 w)]| + L allul) dr
T
— [ Loalwtriz ) + o = ol + Lol ar
OT
< / (L1052, 0) — 2l + Lo allull + L olla]) dr

T
= [ Loulvtriz.w —slar
0
DLl + Lo z]).

We can then apply the integral form of Gronwall’s
Lemma in order to obtain

1(Ts 2, 0) = al| < Tebo =T (Lg ullull + L olx])

for any x € Xy and all z € B(Z(x),r,). Similarly,
in order to prove the second inequality, we first no-
tice that there must exist a T > 0 such that, for all
x € Xy, for all u = M, ,z and all v/ = M, .2’ such
that 2,2’ € B(z(x),r,) and for all ¢ < T, we have
Ytz u), Yt x,u') € Xy @ B(0, p). Hence, for any x €
Xy and all 2,2 € B(Z(z),r,) and all T < T” we can
proceed as follows:

(T ') — (T 2, 0)|
T
< / lb(w(rs 2, o), ) — (b s 2, ), )| dr
T
- / S ), o) — Sap(rs ), )
L o(b(ra ), u) — g, o)) dr
< / |6 ), o) — Sap(rs ), )
0
T
+ / 16w (rs 2, ), ) — P(b(rs o), )| dr
<Lyl — ul

T
+/ Lo zltb(;2,u") = (75 2,u)|| dr
0
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and, applying Groonwall’s Lemma, we obtain

[9(T; 2,u') = (Ts 2, u) | < TLgue o= [0 — ul].

Finally, we pick T} := min{T",7"} and define L, , :=
ebosTi Ly and Ly, o = eFe=T1 L, ., such that

[0(Ts2,u) — 2| <T - (Lyolle] + Lyaullul)  (A-2)

and
[9(T;2,u") = p(Ts 2, u) || < TLypulu’ —ul.

for any = € Xy, all z,2" € B(zZ(z),r,) and any T < T7.
O

B Proof of Theorem 3.2.25

It suffices to show that V;(w) is a Lyapunov function for
(51) in RY,. Define tmin ==  min [w]; and Wmax =

i=1,...,n

[ ];. The following inequalities hold:

.....

w > uA)min . ]-Tw = 'uA}min ' Hw”l > uA)min . ||U}||2

Tw < Wmax * 1w

< Wmax - [|1|2]|w][2

S \/Ewmax : ||’UJH2,
which show that there exist oo functions oy 1 (|jw]|) :=
Win - [Jw]| and oy 2(J|w]]) = v/ Wmax - ||w]| such that

ar(lwll) < Vi(w) < aga(flwl). (B.1)
Moreover, for any w > 0, we have that
Vi(wy) = Vi(w) =" Aw — " w
_ AT
IS (B2)

< —d-wly < —=d- Jwls.

Hence, there exists a positive definite and continuous
function oy 3(|jwl|) := d - ||w|| such that, for any w > 0,
the following holds

Vi(wy) = Vi(w) < —au 3([[wl]) (B.3)

and oy 3(0) = 0, which concludes the proof. O

Remark 26 Notice that the original Theorem in [10]
requires the existence of a strictly positive vector w > 0
such that

(A-Dw < 0. (B.4)
Although the condition used in Theorem 23 is equivalent
to one above, the resulting w can only be used to define a
Lyapunov function for the dual system wy = AT w.
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