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Abstract

We present successive convexification, a real-time-capable solution method for nonconvex trajectory optimization, with
continuous-time constraint satisfaction and guaranteed convergence, that only requires first-order information. The proposed
framework combines several key methods to solve a large class of nonlinear optimal control problems: (i) exterior penalty-
based reformulation of the path constraints; (ii) generalized time-dilation; (iii) multiple-shooting discretization; (iv) ℓ1 exact
penalization of the nonconvex constraints; and v) the prox-linear method, a sequential convex programming (SCP) algorithm
for convex-composite minimization. The reformulation of the path constraints enables continuous-time constraint satisfaction
even on sparse discretization grids and obviates the need for mesh refinement heuristics. Through the prox-linear method,
we guarantee convergence of the solution method to stationary points of the penalized problem and guarantee that the con-
verged solutions that are feasible with respect to the discretized and control-parameterized optimal control problem are also
Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) points. Furthermore, we highlight the specialization of this property to global minimizers of con-
vex optimal control problems, wherein the reformulated path constraints cannot be represented by canonical cones, i.e., in the
form required by existing convex optimization solvers. In addition to theoretical analysis, we demonstrate the effectiveness
and real-time capability of the proposed framework with numerical examples based on popular optimal control applications:
dynamic obstacle avoidance and rocket landing.
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1 Introduction

Trajectory optimization forms an important part of
modern guidance, navigation, and control (GNC) sys-
tems, wherein, it is used to generate reference trajec-
tories for onboard use and also in offline design and
analysis. State-of-the-art trajectory optimization meth-
ods do not yet check all the boxes with regard to de-
sirable features: continuous-time feasibility, real-time
performance, convergence guarantees, and numerical
robustness [1]. Among these, continuous-time feasibil-
ity, which refers to the feasibility of the state trajectory
and the control input with respect to the system dy-
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c(x(t)) ≤ 0

inter-sample
violation

Fig. 1. Direct methods for trajectory optimization impose
path constraints (such as c(x(t)) ≤ 0) at finitely-many time
nodes (black dots), invariably leading to inter-sample vi-
olation (shaded region) in the state trajectory x obtained
through simulation of the dynamical system with the con-
trol input solution. The proposed framework mitigates this
phenomenon.

namics and path constraints, is especially challenging
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due to the infinite-dimensional nature of optimal con-
trol problems. However, continuous-time feasibility is
essential for meeting safety and performance require-
ments, which is a prerequisite for the deployment of
autonomous systems such as space exploration vehi-
cles, reusable rockets, dexterous robotic manipulators,
etc [2]. Aerospace applications, in particular, typically
prioritize feasibility and real-time performance over
optimality [3].

Trajectory optimization methods can be broadly classi-
fied into indirect and direct methods [4, Sec. 4.3]. Invok-
ing the maximum principle to solve optimal control
problems with general nonlinear dynamics subject to
path constraints is challenging. Such solution methods,
i.e., indirect methods, usually take an optimize-then-
discretize approach, and can only handle a restricted
class of problems. The solutions they generate, how-
ever, naturally ensure continuous-time feasibility [5,6].
Methods that take the discretize-then-optimize approach,
i.e., direct methods, on the other hand, are capable
of handling general optimal control problems and are
more reliable numerically (they are less sensitive to
initialization). Since discretization is a crucial step in
direct methods, the resulting solutions invariably suf-
fer from so-called inter-sample constraint violations [7]
(see Figure 1).

A majority of the existing direct methods, such as
MISER [8], DIRCOL [9], PSOPT [10], PROPT [11], and
GPOPS-II [12], transcribe optimal control problems
to nonlinear programs (NLP) and call standard NLP
solvers, such as SNOPT [13], IPOPT [14], and KNI-
TRO [15], which require second-order information,
lack convergence guarantees, and are unsuitable for
real-time, embedded applications. In contrast, soft-
ware such as acados [16] and ACADO [17] interface
with custom quadratic programming (QP), sequential
quadratic programming (SQP), and NLP solvers that
exploit the structure of the underlying problem. How-
ever, they neither guarantee convergence nor enforce
continuous-time constraint satisfaction.

Several direct methods either—(i) assume a discrete-
time formulation with path constraints imposed at
finitely-many time nodes, i.e., they disregard the
conversion of continuous-time problem descriptions
to discrete-time ones (e.g., TrajOpt [18], PANOC
[19,20], CALIPSO [21]); (ii) provide convergence guar-
antees by restricting the class of path constraints
[22,23,24,25,26,27]; or (iii) ensure continuous-time con-
straint satisfaction for a restricted class of dynamical
systems [28,29,30,7].

Sequential convex programming (SCP) algorithms for
trajectory optimization have received attention in
the recent years [31,2] as a competitive alternative to
sequential quadratic programming (SQP) and IPM-
based NLP algorithms, especially since SCP is a

multiplier-free method and does not require second-
order information. In trajectory optimization, com-
puting the second-order sensitivities of nonlinear
dynamics (which form a part of the Hessian of the
Lagrangian within SQP and IPM) is expensive [32].
Recent work has explored convergence guarantees
for SCP, in the context of both trajectory optimization
[26,33,34,35,36,37] and general nonconvex optimiza-
tion [38,39,40,41,42]. SCP-based trajectory optimiza-
tion methods, without theoretical guarantees, have
been applied to a wide range of robotics and aerospace
applications, with domain-specific heuristics that
ensure effective practical performance [18,43,44,45].
Widespread adoption of SCP for performance- and
safety-critical applications, however, will necessitate
the development of a general framework with rigor-
ous certification of its capabilities.

We propose successive convexification, an SCP-based,
real-time-capable solution method for nonconvex tra-
jectory optimization, with continuous-time feasibility
and guaranteed convergence. The proposed frame-
work combines several key methods to solve a large
class of nonlinear optimal control problems: (i) exterior
penalty-based reformulation of the path constraints;
(ii) generalized time-dilation; (iii) multiple-shooting
discretization; (iv) ℓ1 exact penalization of the non-
convex constraints; and (v) the prox-linear method, an
SCP algorithm for convex-composite minimization.

The reformulation of path constraints involves inte-
grating the continuous-time constraint violation using
a smooth exterior penalty, which is transformed into an
auxiliary dynamical system with boundary conditions.
The reformulation combined with multiple-shooting
discretization [46] enables continuous-time feasibility
even on sparse discretization grids, and obviates the
need for mesh refinement heuristics. While such con-
straint reformulations have appeared in the optimal
control literature since the 1960s [47,48,49] with spe-
cific choices of penalty functions [50,51], the full extent
of its capabilities for enabling SCP-based convergence-
guaranteed, continuous-time-feasible trajectory opti-
mization have not been explored, to the best of the au-
thors’ knowledge. We address the consequences of the
reformulation on a constraint qualification that is im-
portant in numerical optimization, and provide a rig-
orous quantification of the extent of continuous-time
constraint satisfaction.

Through the prox-linear method [42,52], we guaran-
tee convergence of the solution method to stationary
points of the ℓ1-penalized problem and guarantee that
the converged solutions that are feasible with respect
to the discretized and control-parameterized optimal
control problem are also Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT)
points. Furthermore, we highlight the specialization of
this property to global minimizers of convex optimal
control problems, wherein the reformulated path con-
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straints cannot be represented by canonical cones, i.e.,
in the form required by existing convex optimization
solvers.

In addition to theoretical analysis, we demonstrate the
effectiveness of the proposed framework with numer-
ical examples based on popular optimal control appli-
cations: two nonconvex problems—dynamic obstacle
avoidance and 6-DoF rocket landing, and one convex
problem—3-DoF rocket landing using lossless convex-
ification. We also demonstrate the real-time capability
of the proposed framework on the nonconvex exam-
ples considered, by executing C code generated using
SCVXGEN, an in-house-developed general-purpose real-
time trajectory optimization software with customized
code-generation support. The C codebase generated
by SCVXGEN uses the proposed framework to solve the
optimal control problem at hand.

Simplified implementations of the proposed frame-
work were recently demonstrated for specific appli-
cations, ranging from GPU-accelerated trajectory opti-
mization for six-degree-of-freedom (6-DoF) powered-
descent guidance [53] and nonlinear model predictive
control (NMPC) for obstacle avoidance [54], to tra-
jectory optimization for 6-DoF aircraft approach and
landing [55].

2 Problem Formulation

This section describes the transformation of a path-
constrained, free-final-time optimal control problem
to a fixed-final-time optimal control problem through
generalized time-dilation and constraint reformula-
tion. The constraint reformulation involves the con-
version of path constraints into a two-point boundary
value problem for an auxiliary dynamical system.

2.1 Notation

We adopt the following notation in the remainder of
the discussion. The set of real numbers is denoted by
R, the set of nonnegative real numbers by R+, the
set of real n × m matrices by Rn×m, and the set of
real n× 1 vectors by Rn. The concatenation of vectors
v ∈ Rn and u ∈ Rm is denoted by (v, u) ∈ Rn+m, the
concatenation of matrices A ∈ Rl×m and B ∈ Rl×n

by [A B] ∈ Rl×(m+n), the Cartesian product of sets C
and D by C × D, and the Kronecker product by ⊗.
The vector of ones in Rn is denoted by 1n, the iden-
tity matrix in Rn×n by In, and the matrix of zeros in
Rn×m by 0n×m. Whenever the subscript is omitted, the
size is inferred from context. For any scalar v, we de-
fine |v|+ = max{0, v}. The operations |□|+, |□|, □2

(and their compositions) apply elementwise for a vec-
tor. The Euclidean norm of a vector v is denoted by

∥v∥. The indicator function of a convex set D is de-
noted by ĨD (see [56, E.g. 3.1]), and its normal cone
at x by ND(x) [57, Def. 5.2.3]. The subdifferential of a
function f , evaluated at x, is a set denoted by ∂ f (x),
and its members are called subgradients. The gradi-
ent of a differentiable function g : Rn → Rl with re-
spect to z ∈ Rm, evaluated at x ∈ Rn, is denoted by
∇zg(x) ∈ Rn×m, where the elements of z can include a
subset or superset of the arguments of g (irrespective
of the order), and the subscript z is omitted if it coin-
cides with the list of arguments of g. The (sub)gradient
of a scalar-valued function at a point is defined to be
a row vector (for e.g., from R1×m). The (sub)gradient
of a vector-valued function is a matrix consisting of
the (sub)gradients of its scalar-valued elements along
the rows. In particular, the partial derivatives of func-
tion (u, v) 7→ h(u, v), evaluated at ū, v̄, are denoted
by ∇uh(ū, v̄), ∇vh(ū, v̄), respectively (with the argu-
ment inferred from context whenever omitted). Fur-
thermore, the notation d□(ς)

dς represents the derivative
with respect to a scalar variable.

2.2 Optimal Control Problem

We consider a class of free-final-time optimal control
problems for nonlinear dynamical systems with non-
convex constraints on the state and input, given by

minimize
x, u, tf

L(tf, x(tf)) (1a)

subject to
.
x(t) = f (t, x(t), u(t)) a.e. t ∈ [ti, tf] (1b)
g(t, x(t), u(t)) ≤ 0ng a.e. t ∈ [ti, tf] (1c)
h(t, x(t), u(t)) = 0nh a.e. t ∈ [ti, tf] (1d)
P(ti, x(ti), tf, x(tf)) ≤ 0nP (1e)
Q(ti, x(ti), tf, x(tf)) = 0nQ (1f)

where the derivative with respect to time t ∈ [ti, tf]

in (1b) is denoted by
.
□ = d□

dt . We assume that the
terminal state cost function L : R+ × Rnx → R, the
dynamics function f : R+ × Rnx × Rnu → Rnx , the
path constraint functions g : R+ ×Rnx ×Rnu → Rng ,
h : R+ ×Rnx ×Rnu → Rnh , and the boundary condi-
tion constraint functions P : R+ ×Rnx ×R+ ×Rnx →
RnP , Q : R+ ×Rnx ×R+ ×Rnx → RnQ , are continu-
ously differentiable. The inequality and equality con-
straints in (1c)-(1f) are interpreted elementwise. The
initial time ti ∈ R+ is fixed, while the final time tf ∈ R+

is a free (decision) variable. For simplicity, we omit pa-
rameters [2, Eq. 1] of the system dynamics and con-
straints in (1). With minimal modifications, the subse-
quent development can handle parameters as decision
variables as well. Note that the above problem can be
a nonconvex trajectory optimization problem due to: i)
nonlinear dynamics, i.e., f is a nonlinear function; ii)

3



final time being free; iii) nonlinear functions h and Q;
iv) nonconvex functions g and P.

We assume that the control input u : [ti, tf] → Rnu is
a piecewise continuous function. Since f is continuously
differentiable, this ensures the existence and unique-
ness of an absolutely continuous function x : [ti, tf]→
Rnx , the state trajectory, which satisfies (1b) almost ev-
erywhere and the following integral equation

x(t) = xi +
∫ t

ti

f (γ, x(γ), u(γ))dγ

where x(ti) = xi is the initial state. Note that existence
and uniqueness of the state trajectory can be ensured
with weaker assumptions; we refer the reader to [58,
Sec. 3.3.1] and [59, Sec. II.3] for detailed discussions. We
also require the following boundedness assumption
based on Gronwall’s Lemma [60, Chap. 4, Prop. 1.4].

Assumption 1 For any compact U ⊂ Rnu and tf > ti ≥
0, there exist positive ϑ and ϱ such that ∥ f (t, x, u)∥ ≤
ϑ∥x∥+ ϱ for all (t, x, u) ∈ [ti, tf]×Rnx ×U.

Note that Assumption 1 may not always hold. Con-
sider f (t, x, u) = x2. For any positive ϑ and ϱ, when
x becomes sufficiently large, Assumption 1 is invalid.
Nonetheless, for physical systems, one can define a
compact set X ⊂ Rnx , containing all physically mean-
ingful states. Any state not contained in X can be re-
garded as infeasible. Consequently, we create a modi-
fied dynamics function so that it satisfies Assumption
1 and is consistent with the original dynamics function
on X. To be precise, for any open set W containing X,
there exists a smooth function ω : Rnx → R such that
ω(x) = 1 for all x ∈ X and the support of ω is com-
pact and contained in W, as shown in [61, Thm. 8.18].
Therefore, we can replace function f in (1b) with ω f ,
which is compactly supported in Rnx , ensuring As-
sumption 1. Note that the inclusion of ω is only for the
purpose of proofs of results discussed in subsequent
sections; it is not necessary in a practical implementa-
tion.

The optimal control problem (1) is posed in the Mayer
form [58, Sec. 3.3.2], without loss of generality. The
original problem could be provided in the Bolza or
Lagrange forms where the objective function contains
the integral of a continuously differentiable running
cost function Lr : R+ ×Rnx ×Rnu → R, given by

∫ tf

ti

Lr(t, x(t), u(t))dt

which is well-defined when x is a state trajectory and
u is the corresponding piecewise continuous control
input. The Mayer form is obtained from the Lagrange

and Bolza forms by equivalently reformulating the in-
tegral of Lr as a new dynamical system

.
l(t) = Lr(t, x(t), u(t)) (2)

and adding l(tf) as a terminal state cost to the objective
function, along with specifying the initial condition
l(ti) = 0.

We propose an SCP and multiple-shooting based solu-
tion method [46] (which only requires first-order infor-
mation). The gradient of the integral of Lr can be com-
puted through the first-order sensitivities [62, Sec. 4.2]
of dynamical system (2)—a qualitatively similar effort
to linearizing (1b). Therefore, converting to the Mayer
form is beneficial for consolidating majority of the ef-
fort of gradient computation in one place, which is effi-
cient for numerical implementations. Furthermore, the
integral of running cost function can be either convex
or nonconvex. In the convex case, however, the inte-
gral often cannot be reformulated as a canonical conic
constraint with the help of additional slack variables
(see Section 5.1 for further details). Moreover, a con-
vex running cost function in a free-final-time problem
will become nonconvex after conversion to a fixed-
final-time problem via the time-dilation technique de-
scribed in Section 2.4. In the subsequent development,
unless stated otherwise, we assume that the dynamical
system (1b), the terminal state cost function L, and the
boundary condition (1f) already encode any desired
running cost terms.

2.3 Constraint Reformulation

To reformulate path constraints (1c) and (1d), we con-
sider continuous exterior penalty functions

qi : R+ ×Rnx ×Rnu → R+, i = 1, . . . , ng (3a)

qi(z)
{

= 0 if z ≤ 0
> 0 otherwise

(3b)

pj : R+ ×Rnx ×Rnu → R+, j = 1, . . . , nh (3c)

pj(z)
{

= 0 if z = 0
> 0 otherwise

(3d)

and the penalty function Λ : R+ ×Rnx ×Rnu → R+

Λ(t, x, u) =
ng

∑
i=1

qi(gi(t, x, u)) +
nh

∑
j=1

pj(hj(t, x, u)) (4)

Note that gi, i = 1, . . . , ng, and hj, j = 1, . . . , nh, de-
note the scalar-valued elements of functions g and
h, respectively. It is straightforward to show that
t 7→ Λ(t, x(t), u(t)) is piecewise continuous over [ti, tf]
when x is a state trajectory and u is the corresponding
piecewise continuous control input.
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Lemma 2 Path constraints (1c) and (1d) are satisfied by
x(t) and u(t) a.e. t ∈ [ti, tf] iff

∫ tf

ti

Λ(t, x(t), u(t))dt = 0 (5)

Proof: For each t ∈ [ti, tf], Λ(t, x(t), u(t)) is nonneg-
ative since qi(gi(t, x(t), u(t))) and pj(hj(t, x(t), u(t)))
are nonnegative. Since t 7→ Λ(t, x(t), u(t)) is piece-
wise continuous, (5) holds iff Λ(t, x(t), u(t)) = 0 a.e.
t ∈ [ti, tf].
Then, qi(gi(t, x(t), u(t))) = 0 and pj(hj(t, x(t), u(t))) =
0 a.e. t ∈ [ti, tf], which is equivalent to gi(t, x(t), u(t)) ≤
0 and hj(t, x(t), u(t)) = 0 a.e. t ∈ [ti, tf].

Next, we augment the system dynamics with an ad-
ditional state to accumulate the constraint violations,
and impose periodic boundary conditions on it to en-
sure continuous-time constraint satisfaction.

Corollary 3 The differential-algebraic system

.
x(t) = f (t, x(t), u(t)) (6a)
g(t, x(t), u(t)) ≤ 0 (6b)
h(t, x(t), u(t)) = 0 (6c)

is satisfied by x and u a.e. in [ti, tf] iff x and u solve the
boundary value problem on [ti, tf]

.
x(t) = f (t, x(t), u(t)) (7a)
.
y(t) = Λ(t, x(t), u(t)) (7b)
y(0) = y(tf) (7c)

Proof: Suppose that x and u satisfy (1b), (1c), and (1d)
almost everywhere in [ti, tf]. Since t 7→ Λ(t, x(t), u(t))
is piecewise continuous over [ti, tf], there exists a
unique state trajectory y : [ti, tf] → R which satisfies
(7b) almost everywhere in [ti, tf] with initial condition
y(ti) = 0. Then, y(tf) = 0 iff (5) holds. Therefore, from
Lemma (2), the path constraints (1c) and (1d) are sat-
isfied almost everywhere in [ti, tf].
For the other direction, we let x, y, and u be the solu-
tion to (7). Then, (7c) implies that (5) holds. We obtain
the desired result from Lemma 2.

Remark 4 Since a gradient-based solution method will be
adopted, the exterior penalty functions qi and pj, for i =
1, . . . , ng and j = 1, . . . , nh, must be continuously differen-
tiable in order to compute first-order sensitivities [62, Sec.
4.2] of (7b). For e.g.,

qi(z) = |z|2+, pj(z) = z2 (8)

for any z ∈ R, are valid choices. Then, Λ can be compactly
written as

Λ(t, x, u) = 1⊤ng |g(t, x, u)|2+ + 1⊤nh
h(t, x, u)2 (9)

for any t ∈ R, x ∈ Rnx , and u ∈ Rnu .

Remark 5 The partial derivatives of Λ are given by

∇□Λ =
ng

∑
i=1
∇qi∇□gi +

ng

∑
i=1
∇pj∇□hj (10)

where □ = t, x, and u. A consequence of the continuous
differentiability of qi and pj, and their construction in (3),
is that their derivatives in (10) are zero wherever gi ≤ 0
and hj = 0.

Remark 6 The penalty function Λ can be defined more
generally as a vector-valued function of the form

Λ(t, x, u) = M

[
q(g(t, x, u))

p(h(t, x, u))

]
(11)

for any t ∈ R+, x ∈ Rnx , and u ∈ Rnu , where matrix
M ∈ Rny×(ng+nh), which we refer to as the mixing matrix,
has nonnegative entries, and functions q : Rng → Rng and
p : Rnh → Rnh are defined as

q((z1
g, . . . , z

ng
g )) = (q1(z1

g), . . . , qng(z
ng
g )) (12a)

p((z1
h, . . . , znh

h )) = (p1(z1
h), . . . , pnh(z

nh
h )) (12b)

for any zi
g ∈ R and zj

h ∈ R, with i = 1, . . . , ng and
j = 1, . . . , nh. The mixing matrix has at most ng + nh rows,
at most one positive entry per column, and exactly ng + nh
positive entries in total. We obtain (4) and a scalar-valued
state y in (7b) by choosing M = 1⊤ng+nh

. In general, choos-
ing (11) will lead to a vector-valued state y ∈ Rny for quan-
tifying the total constraint violation. While (4) is suitable
for most cases, choosing (11) for certain applications can be
numerically more reliable. In the remainder of the discus-
sion, we adopt the definition in (4). However, the results
also apply to the general representation in (11).

2.4 Generalized Time-Dilation

Time-dilation is a transformation technique for posing
a free-final-time optimal control problem as an equiv-
alent fixed-final-time problem [44, Sec. III.A.1]. Let x
be a state trajectory for (1b) over [ti, tf] obtained with
control input u and some initial condition. We de-
fine a strictly increasing, continuously differentiable
mapping t : [0, 1] → R+, with boundary conditions
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t(0) = ti, t(1) = tf, and treat the derivative of the map

s(τ) =
dt(τ)

dτ
=
◦
t(τ)

for τ ∈ [0, 1], as an additional control input, which we
refer to as the dilation factor. Note that the derivative

with respective τ ∈ [0, 1] is denoted by
◦
□ = d□

dτ . Pre-
viously, dilation factors were either treated as a single
parameter decision variable (as in [44, Sec. III.A.1]) or
multiple discrete parameter decision variables (as in
[63, Sec. 2.1]). The approach proposed herein general-
izes it by treating dilation factor as a continuous-time
control input. We note that this approach bears resem-
blance to the time-scaling transformation proposed in
[64,65]. Further, we treat t as an additional state, and
define functions ũ and x̃ as

ũ(τ) =
(
u(t(τ)), s(τ)

)
∈ Rnu+1 (13a)

x̃(τ) =
(

x(t(τ)), y(t(τ)), t(τ)
)
∈ Rnx+2 (13b)

for τ ∈ [0, 1]. Then, using chain-rule, we obtain

◦
x̃(τ) =


.
x(t)
.
y(t)

1

 dt(τ)
dτ

= F(x̃(τ), ũ(τ)) (14)

for τ ∈ [0, 1], where

F(x̃(τ), ũ(τ)) =


f (t(τ), x(t(τ)), u(t(τ)))

Λ(t(τ), x(t(τ)), u(t(τ)))

1

s(τ) (15)

We refer to (14) as the augmented system, with augmented
state x̃, and augmented control input ũ.

In the subsequent development, we define nx̃ = nx + 2
and use matrices xE , yE , and tE to select the first nx
elements (x), the penultimate element (y), and the last
element (t), respectively, of x̃. Similarly, matrices uE
and sE select the first nu elements (u) and the last ele-
ment (s), respectively, of ũ. Note that generalized time-
dilation transforms non-autonomous dynamical sys-
tems into equivalently autonomous ones (without ex-
plicit dependence on time) by increasing the dimen-
sions of the state and control input. If the final time is
fixed in (1), then the generalized time-dilation step can
be skipped. Henceforth, we drop the qualifier “gener-
alized” for brevity.

Remark 7 When the system dynamics and constraint func-
tions in (1) are time-varying, we use time-dilation to aug-
ment the system with an extra state and control input. How-
ever, when the system and constraint descriptions are time-
invariant, it suffices to augment only the control input.

2.5 Reformulated Optimal Control Problem

Subjecting (1) to constraint reformulation and time-
dilation results in the following optimal control prob-
lem

minimize
x̃, ũ

L̃(x̃(1)) (16a)

subject to
◦
x̃(τ) = F(x̃(τ), ũ(τ)) a.e. τ ∈ [0, 1] (16b)
sE ũ(τ) > 0 τ ∈ [0, 1] (16c)
yE (x̃(1)− x̃(0)) = 0 (16d)
P̃(x̃(0), x̃(1)) ≤ 0 (16e)
Q̃(ti, x̃(0), x̃(1)) = 0 (16f)

where,

L̃(x̃) = L(tE x̃, xE x̃) (17a)

P̃(x̃, x̃′) = P(tE x̃, xE x̃, tE x̃′, xE x̃′) (17b)

Q̃(ti, x̃, x̃′) =

[
Q(ti, xE x̃, tE x̃′, xE x̃′)

tE x̃− ti

]
(17c)

for any x̃, x̃′ ∈ Rnx̃ . Since time is treated as a state vari-
able, its initial condition needs to be specified through
Q̃. This is not needed in (1) because (constant) ti is
explicitly passed to functions P and Q. Furthermore,
positivity of the dilation factor is ensured using (16c).
Observe that, as a consequence of the constraint refor-
mulation, the continuous-time constraints on the state
and control input are not explicitly imposed in (16);
they are instead embedded within the augmented sys-
tem in (16b) and boundary condition (16d).

3 Parameterization and Discretization

This section describes the transformation of the
(infinite-dimensional) reformulated optimal control
problem (16) into a (finite-dimensional) nonconvex
optimization problem through parameterization of the
augmented control input, and discretization of (16b)
over the interval [0, 1]. In addition, we introduce a
relaxation to the constraint reformulation step after
discretization to ensure favorable properties from an
optimization viewpoint, and analyze the consequences
of the relaxation.

We parameterize the augmented control input with
finite-dimensional vectors via ν̃ : [0, 1]→ Rnũ , defined
as

ν̃(τ) =

(
Γu(τ)⊗

[
Inu

01×nu

])
U +

[
0nu×Ns

Γs(τ)

]
S (18)
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for τ ∈ [0, 1], where

Γ□ =
[
Γ1
□ . . . ΓN□

□

]
(19)

Each element in (19), Γk
□ : [0, 1] → R, is a polynomial

basis function, for k = 1, . . . , N□ and □ = u, s. Vectors
U ∈ Rnu Nu and S ∈ RNs , which are the decision vari-
ables, are coefficients parameterizing the control input
and dilation factor. The support of each of the basis
functions in Γu and Γs can be pairwise disjoint and
strictly contained in [0, 1].

ν̃(τ) =
(
(Γu(τ)⊗ Inu)U, Γs(τ)S

)
(20)

Remark 8 The parameterization (18) for the augmented
control input is general enough to subsume several control
input parameterizations used in practice, such as zero- and
first-order-hold, and pseudospectral polynomials in orthog-
onal collocation (see Appendix B). We distinguish between
the parameterizations for the control input and dilation fac-
tor because the former is allowed to have a general polyno-
mial parameterization as long as U is elementwise bounded,
whereas, the latter must be constrained to be bounded and
positive due to (16c). Such a requirement should be straight-
forward to handle with convex constraints on S.

After parameterizing the augmented control input, we
discretize (16b) via its integral form over a finite grid
of size N in [0, 1], denoted by 0 = τ1 < . . . < τN = 1.
We treat the augmented states x̃k at the node points τk
also as decision variables, and denote them compactly
as

X̃ = (x̃1, . . . , x̃N) ∈ Rnx̃ N

Next, we define Fk : Rnx̃ ×Rnx̃ ×Rnu Nu ×RNs → Rnx̃

(x̃k+1, x̃k, U, S) 7→ (21)

x̃k+1 − x̃k −
∫ τk+1

τk

F
(

x̃k(τ), ν̃(τ)
)
dτ

for k = 1, . . . , N− 1, where the augmented state trajec-
tory x̃k satisfies (16b) almost everywhere on [τk, τk+1]
with augmented control input ν̃, and initial condi-
tion x̃k. Then, the discretization of (16b), together with
(16d), yields the constraints

Fk(x̃k+1, x̃k, U, S) = 0 (22a)
yE (x̃k+1 − x̃k) = 0 (22b)

for k = 1, . . . , N − 1. The discretization in (22a), com-
monly referred to as multiple-shooting, is exact because
there is no approximation involved in switching to
the integral representation of the differential equation
(16b), and it is numerically more stable compared to
its precursor, single-shooting [5, Sec. VI.A.3].

Definition 9 (Continuous-Time Feasibility) The
triplet X̃, U, and S is said to be continuous-time feasible if
it satisfies (22).

A continuous-time feasible triplet: X̃, U, and S corre-
sponds to an augmented state trajectory generated by
integration of (16b) over [0, 1] with augmented con-
trol input ν̃ and initial condition x̃1, such that it passes
through the node values x̃k at τk, for k = 2, . . . , N. Fur-
thermore, due to (22b), the resulting state trajectory
and control input satisfy the path constraints almost
everywhere in [ti, tf].

Continuous-time feasibility is a crucial metric for as-
sessing the quality of solutions computed by direct
methods. They solve for finite-dimensional quantities
(such as X̃, Ũ, and S) which parameterize the control
input, and at times, even the state trajectory. In par-
ticular, direct collocation methods [6] approximate the
state trajectory with a basis of polynomials (for e.g. or-
thogonal collocation methods [66,67]). They match the
derivative of the polynomial approximant to the right-
hand-side of (1b), and impose the path constraints at
finitely-many nodes. As a result, such methods cannot
guarantee that the computed solution is continuous-
time feasible, necessitating computationally intensive
heuristics such as mesh refinement [4, Sec. 4.7]. On
the other hand, the proposed framework leverages
multiple-shooting and constraint reformulation to
provide continuous-time feasible solutions, which is a
key distinction compared to existing direct methods
[1, Sec. 2.4.1], [68, Table 1.1].

3.1 Constraint Qualification and Relaxation

An issue with directly imposing (22) is that it vio-
lates linear independence constraint qualification (LICQ)
[69, Def. 12.4]. For each point in Rnx̃ N ×Rnu Nu ×RNs ,
we can determine the active set [69, Def. 12.1] corre-
sponding to the constraints in (22). LICQ is said to
hold at a point if the gradients of the constraints in
the corresponding active set are linearly independent.
The following result shows that LICQ is violated at all
points feasible with respect to (22).

Lemma 10 If X̃, U, and S are feasible with respect to (22a)
and (22b), then for k = 1, . . . , N − 1

yE∇x̃k+1 Fk(x̃k+1, x̃k, U, S) = [01×nx 1 0] (23a)
yE∇x̃k Fk(x̃k+1, x̃k, U, S) = [01×nx − 1 0] (23b)
yE∇U Fk(x̃k+1, x̃k, U, S) = 01×nu Nu (23c)
yE∇SFk(x̃k+1, x̃k, U, S) = 01×Ns (23d)

Proof: Suppose X̃, U, and S satisfy (22a) and (22b).
For each k = 1, . . . , N − 1, let x̃k be the augmented
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state trajectory on [τk, τk+1] with augmented control
input ν̃ and initial condition x̃k. Then, due to Lemma
2, path constraints (1c) and (1d) are satisfied almost
everywhere on the time interval [tE x̃k, tE x̃k+1]. Recall
that F defined in (15) is continuously differentiable and
that ν̃ is piecewise continuous. This implies that

τ 7→ ∇x̃F(x̃k(τ), ν̃(τ)), τ 7→ ∇ũF(x̃k(τ), ν̃(τ))

are piecewise continuous functions. Therefore, they are
integrable and the partial derivatives of Fk are well-
defined. Elements of the penultimate row of ∇x̃F and
∇ũF (i.e., the partial derivatives of Λ), are zero a.e. on
[τk, τk+1] when evaluated on x̃k and ν̃. This is because
all elements of this row contain factors of the deriva-
tives of qi or pj, which are zeros due to Remark 5.
Hence, only the partial derivatives of Fk with respect
to x̃k and x̃k+1 contain nonzero elements in that row,
as shown in (23a) and (23b).

Using Lemma 10, for any X̃, U, and S satisfying (22a)
and (22b), the gradient of the left-hand-side of (22b),
and the penultimate row of the gradient of Fk (shown
in (23)) are identical. Hence, all feasible solutions of an
optimization problem having both (22a) and (22b) as
constraints will not satisfy LICQ. The proposed frame-
work relies on the classical exact penalization result to
determine KKT points of (24) [69, Thm. 17.4], which
are related to local minimizers when LICQ holds [69,
Thm. 12.1]. So, we remedy the pathological scenario
due to (22) by relaxing (22b) to an inequality with a
positive constant ϵ.

Then, (16) transforms under augmented control input
parameterization (18) and discretization (22) as follows

minimize
X̃, U, S

L̃(x̃N) (24a)

subject to Fk(x̃k+1, x̃k, U, S) = 0 (24b)
yE (x̃k+1 − x̃k) ≤ ϵ (24c)
k = 1, . . . , N − 1
U ∈ U , S ∈ S (24d)
P̃(x̃1, x̃N) ≤ 0, Q̃(ti, x̃1, x̃N) = 0 (24e)

where U ⊂ Rnu Nu and S ⊂ RNs are compact convex
sets.

Remark 11 If X̃, U, and S satisfy (24b) and (24c), then
LICQ will not be trivially violated by the active set as-
sociated with (24c) and the penultimate row of (24b). If
(24c) holds with strict inequality, for all k = 1, . . . , N − 1,
then the result follows immediately. However, if for some
k = 1, . . . , N − 1, (24c) holds with equality, then∫ τk+1

τk

sE ν̃(τ)Λ
(tE x̃(τ), xE x̃k(τ), uE ν̃(τ)

)
dτ = ϵ (25)

where x̃k is the augmented state trajectory with augmented
control input ν̃ and initial condition x̃k. Due to piecewise
continuity of the integrand in (25) with respect to τ ∈
[τk, τk+1], it implies that there exists an interval Ik ⊂
[τk, τk+1] where the integrand of (25) is positive, i.e., some
of the path constraints are violated on the segments of x̃k

and ν̃ corresponding to interval Ik. Therefore, unlike the
case in Lemma 10, the partial derivatives of Λ evaluated on
those segments of x̃k and ν̃ will not be trivially zero.

Remark 12 Besides addressing the LICQ issue, relaxation
(24c) is essential for enabling exact penalization—a key step
in the proposed framework. The combination of (22a) and
(22b) is equivalent to the following constraint for each k =
1, . . . , N − 1

yE (x̃k+1 − x̃k − Fk(x̃k+1, x̃k, U, S)) = 0 (26)

Exact penalization of (26) involves penalizing the left-hand-
side of (26) using a nonsmooth exterior penalty function
(such as pj). However, the effect of exterior penalty is sup-
pressed due to the positivity and continuous differentiability
of Λ, which destroys the exactness of the penalty term (see
discussion in [69, p. 513]). In other words, it may not be
possible to recover a solution that is feasible with respect to
(26) using a finite weight for the penalty term.

Remark 13 Set U ensures that the control input lies in a
compact convex set. Whenever the choice of parameteriza-
tion permits (e.g., with zero- or first-order-hold), the con-
vex control constraints in (1c) and (1d) could be captured
with U , i.e., via imposing convex control constraints only
at the node points (inter-sample constraint satisfaction is
guaranteed); otherwise, U will encode elementwise bounds
on U. Set S ensures that the dilation factor is positive and
bounded. Besides handling convex control constraints di-
rectly, requiring the augmented control input to lie in a
compact set via (24d) is necessary for deriving a pointwise
constraint violation bound, given the ϵ-relaxation in (24c).

3.2 Gradient of Discretized Dynamics

A key step in any gradient-based solution method for
(24) is to compute the partial derivatives of Fk. We
adopt the so-called variational method [65, Sec. 3.2],
[62, Sec. 4.2], also referred to as inverse-free exact dis-
cretization [63, Sec. 2.3].

Let ¯̃X = ( ¯̃x1, . . . , ¯̃xN), Ū, and S̄ denote a reference so-
lution, and let ¯̃ν denote the corresponding parameter-
ization using (18). For each k = 1, . . . , N − 1, consider
the following initial value problem over [τk, τk+1]

◦
Φk

x̃(τ) = A(τ)Φk
x̃(τ) (27a)

◦
Φk

u(τ) = A(τ)Φk
u(τ) + Γu(τ)⊗ B(τ) (27b)

◦
Φk

s(τ) = A(τ)Φk
s(τ) + Γs(τ)⊗ C(τ) (27c)
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Φk
x̃(τk) = Inx̃ (27d)

Φk
u(τk) = 0nx̃×nu Nu (27e)

Φk
s(τk) = 0nx̃×Ns (27f)

where Φk
x̃(τ) ∈ Rnx̃×nx̃ , Φk

u(τ) ∈ Rnx̃×nu Nu , and
Φk

s(τ) ∈ Rnx̃×Ns , for τ ∈ [τk, τk+1]. The partial deriva-
tives of F evaluated on the augmented state trajectory
¯̃xk for (16b) over [τk, τk+1], with augmented control in-
put ¯̃ν and initial condition ¯̃xk, are compactly denoted
with A(τ) ∈ Rnx̃×nx̃ , B(τ) ∈ Rnx̃×nu , and C(τ) ∈ Rnx̃ ,
i.e.,

A(τ) = ∇x̃F
(

¯̃xk(τ), ¯̃ν(τ)
)

(28a)

B(τ) = ∇ũF
(

¯̃xk(τ), ¯̃ν(τ)
)uE⊤ (28b)

C(τ) = ∇ũF
(

¯̃xk(τ), ¯̃ν(τ)
)sE⊤ (28c)

for τ ∈ [τk, τk+1]. Then, the partial derivatives of Fk
with respect to x̃k, U, and S (denoted by Ak, Bk, and
Ck) evaluated at the reference solution are related to
the terminal value of the solution to (27) as follows

Ak = Φk
x̃(τk+1) = −∇x̃k Fk( ¯̃xk+1, ¯̃xk, Ū, S̄) (29a)

Bk = Φk
u(τk+1) = −∇U Fk( ¯̃xk+1, ¯̃xk, Ū, S̄) (29b)

Ck = Φk
s(τk+1) = −∇SFk( ¯̃xk+1, ¯̃xk, Ū, S̄) (29c)

Finally, the linearization of Fk is given by the mapping

(x̃k+1, x̃k, U, S) 7→ x̃k+1 − ¯̃xk(τk+1) (30)
− Ak(x̃k − ¯̃xk)− Bk(U − Ū)− Ck(S− S̄)

Note that arbitrarily chosen ¯̃X, Ū, and S̄ are, in general,
not continuous-time feasible, i.e., ¯̃xk(τk+1) ̸= ¯̃xk+1, for
k = 1, . . . , N − 1. We refer to [70, Sec. II] and [63, Sec
2.3] for further insights and related methods for dis-
cretization and linearization of nonlinear dynamics.

3.3 Pointwise Constraint Violation Bound

Given a solution for (24), we can obtain the state tra-
jectory x, control input u, and final time tf. In addition,
we can construct a time grid t1 < . . . < tN , satisfying
t1 = ti and tN = tf. Node tk is the time instant corre-
sponding to τk, for k = 1, . . . , N. The length of inter-
val [tk, tk+1] is denoted by ∆tk, for k = 1, . . . , N − 1,
and ∆tmin denotes a lower bound for the lengths of
the N − 1 intervals. Then we can establish an upper
bound for the pointwise violation of the path con-
straints when (24c) is satisfied for a specified ϵ > 0,
and with the choice of exterior penalties (8).

Theorem 14 For any i = 1, . . . , ng, j = 1, . . . , nh, and

k = 1, . . . , N − 1, there exist ωgi and ωhj
such that

□(t, x(t), u(t)) ≤ δ□(ϵ) = (4ϵω□)
1
3 (31)

whenever ϵ in (24c) satisfies

ϵ ≤ ω2
□

∆t3
min
4

(32)

for t ∈ [tk, tk+1] and □ = gi, hj.

Proof: See Appendix A.

While the analysis in Appendix A assumes (8), other
valid exterior penalty functions can be handled in a
similar manner. Further, note that the bound in (31)
is consistent because δ□(ϵ) is strictly monotonic for
ϵ ∈ R+ and δ□(ϵ)→ 0 as ϵ→ 0, where □ = gi, hj. We
can use these bounds to select an ϵ that is numerically
significant yet physically insignificant for the underly-
ing dynamical system and constraints.

Remark 15 The pointwise bound for the inequality path
constraints specifies the amount of constraint tightening
required for the solutions obtained with relaxation (24c) to
satisfy the constraints with no pointwise violation. More
precisely,

∫ tk+1

tk

|gi(t, x(t), u(t)) + δgi (ϵ)|
2
+dt ≤ ϵ

=⇒ gi(t, x(t), u(t)) ≤ 0 ∀ t ∈ [tk, tk+1]

We cannot, however, specify such a tightening for the equal-
ity constraints that ensures pointwise satisfaction. We can
only control the extent of pointwise violation using (A.4).
Specialized techniques such as the one proposed in [71] could
be explored as a future direction.

Remark 16 The estimate of ωgi and ωhj
can be con-

servative whenever it is challenging to tightly bound
f (t, x(t), u(t)). As a result, the bound in (31) can become
conservative. In such cases, a solution to (24) can be itera-
tively refined until the pointwise violations are within a de-
sired tolerance. We can successively solve (24) by reducing
ϵ by a constant factor and warm-starting with the previous
solution. This refinement process will terminate since δ□ is
strictly monotonic and consistent (i.e., limϵ→0 δ□(ϵ) = 0).

The key distinction between the approach in Remark
16 and the mesh refinement techniques for alleviating
inter-sample constraint violation [72,73,74] is that the
former does not add more node points to the dis-
cretization grid, i.e., N remains fixed. The proposed
framework can achieve continuous-time constraint
satisfaction (up to a tolerance ϵ) on a sparse discretiza-
tion grid. Most direct methods verify the extent of
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inter-sample constraint violation a posteriori, i.e., af-
ter solving the trajectory optimization problem for a
chosen discretization grid. In contrast, the proposed
framework specifies the extent of allowable inter-
sample constraint violation within the optimization
problem.

4 Prox-Linear Method for Numerical Optimization

We propose a solution method which applies an SCP
algorithm called the prox-linear method [40,42] to an
unconstrained minimization obtained from transform-
ing (24) via ℓ1 exact penalization of (24b) and (24e) [69,
Eq. 17.22].

4.1 Exact Penalization

We can construct an unconstrained minimization
problem from the constrained problem (24) by penal-
izing the constraints. The penalty terms have weights
as tunable hyperparameters in the unconstrained
problem. The penalty functions are said to be exact
whenever, for a finite penalty weight, the station-
ary points and local minimizers of the unconstrained
problem can capture the KKT points and local min-
imizers of the constrained problem. A widely-used
example of such penalty functions, which are typi-
cally nonsmooth, are the ℓ1 penalty functions [69, Eq.
17.22]. Quadratic penalty functions, in contrast, are
not exact, i.e., the penalty weight must tend to infin-
ity in order to obtain the first-order optimal points of
the constrained problem. Clearly, adopting an exact
penalization of constraints is practical for designing
a numerical solution method since the solution to a
single unconstrained problem can deliver a solution
to the original constrained problem without needing
to solve a sequence of problems where penalty weight
is arbitrarily increased.

Standard results on exact penalization [75,76,77], [69,
Chap. 17] for general constrained optimization ap-
peared close to three decades ago, and are widely
used. However, they don’t directly apply for the pro-
posed formulation since the construction of (24) is
atypical, in that it possesses convex constraints: (24c),
(24d) (represented with convex sets), and nonconvex
constraints: (24b), (24e) (represented with functions).
While transforming (24) into an unconstrained mini-
mization, we wish to subject only the nonconvex con-
straints to exact penalization, while using indicator
functions to represent the convex constraints, so that
they can be directly parsed without approximations
to a conic optimization solver iteratively called within
the prox-linear method. The standard exact penalty
results cannot be directly applied to this hybrid case.
To the best of authors’ knowledge, an exposition on
the modifications necessary to handle the hybrid case

is not available in the literature. For completeness and
clarity, this section presents the exact penalty results
with required modifications along with the proofs.

Given γ > 0, function Θ : Rnz → R is defined as

Θγ(z) = L̃(x̃N) + ĨZ (z) (33)

+ γ1⊤|P̃(x̃1, x̃N)|+ + γ∥Q̃(ti, x̃1, x̃N)∥1

+ γ
N−1

∑
k=1
∥Fk(x̃k+1, x̃k, U, S)∥1

where nz = nx̃ N + nuNu + Ns, z = (X̃, U, S), X̃ =
(x̃1, . . . , x̃N), and Z = X̃ × U × S is a closed convex
set with

X̃ =

{
(x̃1, . . . , x̃N)

∈ Rnx̃ N

∣∣∣∣∣ yE (x̃k+1 − x̃k) ≤ ϵ,

x̃k ∈ Rnx̃ , k = 1, . . . , N − 1

}

The ℓ1-penalization of constraints (24b) and (24e) in-
volves penalty functions □ 7→ |□|+ and □ 7→ ∥□∥1,
respectively.

Our goal then is to compute a local minimizer of Θγ
where the penalty terms are zero. We start by seeking
a stationary point of Θγ, since local minimizers are sta-
tionary points. Determining stationary points is a rel-
atively simpler task than directly attempting to solve
the nonconvex problem (24). We can rewrite the in-
dicator function for Z as explicit convex constraints 1

while computing a stationary point of Θγ via SCP. A
stationary point z⋆ satisfies 0 ∈ ∂Θγ(z⋆), i.e., there ex-
ists µ ∈ Rnz and λ ∈ Rnλ denoted by

λ = (λP̃
1 , . . . , λP̃

nP
, λQ̃

1 , . . . , λQ̃
nQ+1, . . . (34)

λF1
1 , . . . , λ

FN−1
nx̃ )

with nλ = nP + nQ + nx̃(N − 1) + 1, such that

λP̃
i ∈ ∂|P̃i(x̃⋆1 , x̃⋆N)|+, i = 1, . . . , nP

λQ̃
i ∈ ∂

∣∣Q̃i(ti, x̃⋆1 , x̃⋆N)
∣∣ , i = 1, . . . , nQ + 1

λ
Fk
i ∈ ∂

∣∣Fki(x̃⋆k+1, x̃⋆k , U⋆, S⋆)
∣∣ , k = 1, . . . , N − 1

i = 1, . . . , nx̃

01×nz = ∇zL (x̃⋆N) + µ⊤ (35)

1 Commonly encountered convex sets such as polytope,
ball, box, second-order cone, halfspace, hyperplane etc. can
be directly represented in conic optimization solvers, such as
ECOS [78] and MOSEK [79], as the intersections of canonical
cones: zero cone, nonnegative orthant, second-order cone,
and the cone of positive semidefinite matrices.
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Feasible
set of (24)

Stationary
points of

Θγ

KKT
points of (24)

Strict local
minimizers

of (24)

Fig. 2. Exact penalization ensures that, for a large enough
finite γ, all stationary points of Θγ that are feasible with
respect to (24) are KKT points of (24). Furthermore, all strict
local minimizers of (24) are stationary points of Θγ for a
large enough γ.

+ γ
nP

∑
i=1

λP̃
i ∇z P̃i (x̃⋆1 , x̃⋆N)

+ γ

nQ+1

∑
i=1

λQ̃
i ∇zQ̃i(ti, x̃⋆1 , x̃⋆N)

+ γ
N−1

∑
k=1

nx̃

∑
i=1

λ
Fk
i ∇zFki(x̃⋆k+1, x̃⋆k , U⋆, S⋆)

where z⋆ = (X̃⋆, U⋆, S⋆) with X̃⋆ = (x̃⋆1 , . . . , x̃⋆N).
The scalar-valued functions P̃i, Q̃i, and Fki are ele-
ments of P̃, Q̃, and Fk, respectively, indexed by i.
The gradients of P̃i, Q̃i, and Fki are with respect to
z = (x̃1, . . . , x̃N , U, S). The convex subdifferential of
□ 7→ |□|+ and □ 7→ |□| are

∂|w|+ =


{1} w > 0

[0, 1] w = 0

{0} w < 0

(36a)

∂|w| =


{1} w > 0

[−1, 1] w = 0

{−1} w < 0

(36b)

for any w ∈ R. We refer the reader to [52, Sec. 3.2] and
the references therein, for the definition and properties
of the subdifferential of a nonconvex function.

Next, we need the following lemma about the normal
cone of a convex set.

Lemma 17 Suppose that z⋆ ∈ Rn, convex set C = {z ∈
Rn | Ω̌i(z) ≤ 0, i = 1, . . . , NC} is defined with continu-
ously differentiable convex functions Ω̌i : Rn → R, and
convex set D = {z ∈ Rn | a⊤j z + bj = 0, j = 1, . . . , ND}
is defined with vectors aj ∈ Rn and scalars bj ∈ R. Assume
that 1) the collection of vectors ∇Ω̌i(z⋆), for i ∈ IC(z⋆),
and aj, for j = 1, . . . , ND are linearly independent, where

IC(z⋆) = {i | Ω̌i(z⋆) = 0} is an index set, and 2) the in-
tersection of D and the interior of C is nonempty. Then, we
have

NC(z⋆) =
{

∑
i∈IC

λi∇Ω̌i(z⋆)⊤
∣∣∣∣∣ λi ∈ R+

}
(37a)

ND(z⋆) =
{

ND

∑
j=1

λjaj

∣∣∣∣∣ λj ∈ R

}
(37b)

NC∩D(z⋆) = NC(z⋆) +ND(z⋆) (37c)

where the set addition in (37c) is a Minkowski sum.

Proof: The construction of NC(z⋆) and ND(z⋆) follow
directly from [80, Thm. 10.39, Cor. 10.44, Thm. 10.45],
and the expression for NC∩D(z⋆) is derived from [81,
E.g. 3.5] and [80, Thm. 4.10], where we use the fact that
∂ Ĩ□(z) = N□(z) for any z ∈ Rn, where □ = C, D.

Remark 18 Given a convex optimization problem with a
feasible set described by C ∩D in Lemma 17, the correspond-
ing assumptions are regularity conditions similar to LICQ
and strong Slater’s assumption [57, Def. 2.3.1], which are
typically needed for a well-posed convex optimization prob-
lem. We require the assumptions in Lemma 17 on convex set
Z since the SCP approach will involve a sequence of convex
problems with Z as the feasible set.

Then, we have the following result relating the station-
ary points of (33) and KKT points of (24).

Theorem 19 Assume that Z and z⋆ satisfy the assump-
tions of Lemma 17. If z⋆ is a stationary point of Θγ and is
feasible with respect to (24), then z⋆ is a KKT point of (24).
Conversely, if z⋆ is a KKT point of (24) and γ is sufficiently
large, then z⋆ is also a stationary point of Θγ.

Proof: Suppose that z⋆ is feasible with respect to (24),
where z⋆ = (X̃⋆, U⋆, S⋆) with X̃⋆ = (x̃⋆1 , . . . , x̃⋆N). Note
that z⋆ is a KKT point of (24) if and only if there exists
µ ∈ NZ (z⋆) (using Lemma 17) and λ = (λ1, . . . , λnλ

) ∈
Rnλ such that

∇zL (x̃⋆N) + µ⊤ + λ⊤



∇z P̃(x̃⋆1 , x̃⋆N)

∇zQ̃(ti, x̃⋆1 , x̃⋆N)

∇zF1(x̃⋆2 , x̃⋆1 , U⋆, S⋆)
...

∇zFN−1(x̃⋆N , x̃⋆N−1, U⋆, S⋆)


= 01×nz (38)

and
λi P̃i(x̃⋆1 , x̃⋆N) = 0 (39)

for i = 1, . . . , nP. Similar to (35), the gradients of P̃, Q̃,
and Fk in (38) are with respect to z = (x̃1, . . . , x̃N , U, S).
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If z⋆ is a stationary point of Θγ, then there exists µ ∈
NZ (z⋆) and λ̂ = (λ̂1, . . . , λ̂nλ

) ∈ Rnλ such that (38)
holds, where

1
γ

λ̂ ∈ ∂|P̃1|+ × . . .× ∂|P̃nP |+ × ∂|Q̃1| × . . . (40)

× ∂|Q̃nQ+1| × ∂|F11| × . . .× ∂|F(N−1)nx̃
|

The arguments of P̃i, Q̃i, and Fki, which are elements
of z⋆, are omitted in (40) for brevity. Observe that λ̂
satisfies (39) due to the feasibility of z⋆ for (24) and
due to the definition of ∂|□|+ in (36). Therefore, z⋆ is
a KKT point of (24).

Conversely, if z⋆ is a KKT point of (24), then there
exists µ ∈ NZ (z⋆) and λ = (λ1, . . . , λnλ

) such that
(38) and (39) hold. Note that z⋆ is feasible with re-
spect to (24) and suppose that γ > ∥λ∥∞. Then,
we obtain λnP+i/γ ∈ ∂|Q̃i(ti, x̃⋆1 , x̃⋆N)| = [−1, 1],
for i = 1, . . . , nQ + 1, and λnP+nQ+nx̃(k−1)+i+2/γ ∈
∂|Fki(x̃⋆k+1, x̃⋆k , U⋆, S⋆)| = [−1, 1], for k = 1, . . . , N − 1,
i = 1, . . . , nx̃. Furthermore, for i = 1, . . . , nP, we
have the following. If P̃i(x̃⋆1 , x̃⋆N) < 0, then λi/γ ∈
∂|P̃i(x̃⋆1 , x̃⋆N)|+ = {0}. Alternatively, if P̃i(x̃⋆1 , x̃⋆N) = 0,
then 0 ≤ λi ≤ γ, i.e., λi/γ ∈ ∂|P̃i(x̃⋆1 , x̃⋆N)|+ = [0, 1].

Therefore, due to (38) and (40), z⋆ is a stationary point
of Θγ for a large enough γ.

Next we relate the local minimizers of (24) to the sta-
tionary points and local minimizers of Θγ.

Theorem 20 Suppose LICQ holds at z⋆ and it is a strict
local minimizer of (24). Then, there exists γ̄ > 0 such that
for all γ ≥ γ̄, z⋆ is a local minimizer of Θγ. Moreover, there
exist constants γ̃ > 0 and σ̃ > 0 such that, for all γ ≥ γ̃,
if z is a stationary point of Θγ satisfying ∥z − z⋆∥ ≤ σ̃,
then z is feasible with respect to (24).

Proof: Consider a modification of Θγ, denoted by
Θ̃γ, where convex constraints due to Z are also ℓ1-
penalized instead of using the indicator function. The
first statement follows from Theorem 4.4 in [75] if we
first replace Θγ with Θ̃γ, and note that Θ̃γ(z) ≤ Θγ(z)
with equality iff z ∈ Z . The last statement follows from
Propositions 3.1 and 3.3 in [76].

Stronger versions of the exact penalization results also
exist. For instance, it can be shown under certain as-
sumptions that, given a local minimizer of (24), there
exists a neighborhood around it where the stationary
points of Θγ are also local minimizers of (24). We refer
the reader to [77] for further details.

4.2 Prox-Linear Method

We use the prox-linear method [42, Sec. 5] developed
for convex-composite minimization to compute sta-
tionary points of Θγ. The prox-linear method is appli-
cable when Θγ can be fit into the following template

Θγ(z) = J(z) + H(G(z)) (41)

where J is a proper closed convex function, H is an α-
Lipschitz continuous convex function, and G is poten-
tially nonconvex and continuously differentiable with
a β-Lipschitz continuous gradient.

The prox-linear method finds a stationary point z⋆ of
Θγ by iteratively minimizing a convex approximation
for Θγ given by

Θρ
γ(z; zk) = J(z) + H

(
G(zk) +∇G(zk)(z− zk)

)
(42)

+
1

2ρ
∥z− zk∥2

where zk is the current iterate, with k ≥ 1, and ρ de-
termines the proximal term weight. The nonconvex
term H(G(z)) is convexified by linearizing G at zk.
We denote the unique minimizer [56, Sec. 9.1.2] of the
strongly convex function z 7→ Θρ

γ(z; zk) as zk+1. The
iterative minimization of Θρ

γ amounts to solving a se-
quence of convex subproblems, which is numerically
very efficient and reliable. The convergence of this it-
erative approach is quantified using the prox-gradient
mapping

Gρ(z) =
1
ρ

(
z− argmin

z′
Θρ

γ(z′; z)
)

This is because Gρ(z) = 0 iff z is a stationary point of
Θγ [52, Sec. 3.3]. Observe that Θγ defined in (33) fits
the template of (41): the terminal cost function L̃ and
the exact penalties for P̃, Q̃, and Fk are represented
by the composition H ◦ G, and the indicator function
ĨZ is represented by J. More precisely, for any z =
(x̃1, . . . , x̃N , U, S) ∈ Rnz , we choose

J(z) = ĨZ (z) (43a)

H(ζ) = ζ L̃ + 1⊤|ζ P̃|+ + ∥(ζQ̃, ζF)∥1 (43b)

G(z) =
(

L̃(x̃N), γP̃(x̃1, x̃N), γQ̃(ti, x̃1, x̃N), (43c)

F1(x̃2, x̃1, U, S), . . . , FN−1(x̃N , x̃N−1, U, S)
)

where ζ = (ζ L̃, ζ P̃, ζQ̃, ζF) with ζ L̃ ∈ R, ζ P̃ ∈ RnP , ζQ̃ ∈
RnQ+1, and ζF ∈ Rnx̃(N−1). While minimizing (42), we
translate ĨZ into explicit convex conic constraints that
can be handled by convex optimization solvers such
as ECOS [78], MOSEK [79], and PIPG [82].
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Lemma 21 Under Assumption 1, the gradients of L̃, P̃, Q̃,
and Fk are bounded on on Z .

Proof: Functions L̃, P̃, Q̃, and Fk are continuously dif-
ferentiable. The domain of Θγ is Z . From Assumption
1 and [60, Chap. 4, Prop. 1.4], state trajectories gener-
ated with a bounded control input and dilation factor
(due to (24d)) are bounded. Boundedness of the dila-
tion factor also ensures that tf is bounded. Then, there
exists a constant, β, that bounds the norm of the gra-
dients of L̃, P̃, Q̃, and Fk on Z .

Optimal Control
Problem

Constraint Reformulation
& Time Dilation

Parameterization,
Discretization,

& ℓ1 Penalization

Initialization

1st

Iteration?
Convexification

Converged? Solve Convex
Subproblem

Update
Hyperparameters

Solution

No

Yes

Yes No

Fig. 3. The proposed framework. The blocks show the con-
struction of (24) and (33), the blocks show the components
of the prox-linear method, and the block demarcates the
iterative part of the algorithm.

Figure 3 shows the complete solution method that we
propose, and Algorithm 1 describes the prox-linear
method. The inputs to the algorithm are the maximum
number of iterations, kmax, the termination tolerance,
ε, and the proximal term weight, ρ. Note that the “Con-
vexification” block in Figure 3 constructs the subprob-
lem based on (42), which forms a convex approxima-
tion of the composition H ◦ G. Since the convex ap-
proximation is non-affine based on our choice of H, we
call this step “Convexification” rather than “Lineariza-
tion”. Furthermore, this step computes the gradient of
the discretized dynamics (22a), as described in Section
3.2.

Algorithm 1 Prox-linear Method

Require: kmax, ε, ρ
Initialize: z1

k← 1
while k ≤ kmax and

∥∥Gρ(z1)
∥∥ > ε do

zk+1 ← argmin
z

Θρ
γ(z; zk)

k← k + 1
end while

Ensure: zk

We have the following result about the monotonic de-
crease of Θγ for a sufficiently small ρ.

Theorem 22 (Lemma 5.1 of [42]) At iteration k of Algo-
rithm 1, the following holds

Θγ(zk) ≥ Θγ(zk+1) +
ρ

2
(2− αβρ)∥Gρ(zk)∥2

Therefore, Θγ(zk) is monotonically decreasing if ρ ≤ 1
αβ .

The magnitude of Gρ(zk) is both a practical and rigor-
ous measurement for assessing whether zk is close to
a stationary point (see [42, Thm. 5.3] for details). We
then have the following finite-stop corollary.

Corollary 23 Suppose Θγ is bounded below by Θ⋆
γ and

ρ ≤ 1
αβ . For a given tolerance ε, prox-linear method achieves

∥Gρ(zk)∥2 < ε for k ≤
2αβ(Θγ(z1)−Θ⋆

γ)

ε

Remark 24 In practice, β can be computed by either im-
plementing a line-search as described in [42, Alg. 1] or
by adopting the adaptive weight update strategy in [41,
Alg. 2.2], where the equivalence between the trust-region
and prox-linear methods is also discussed. The “Update
Hyperparameters” block in Figure 3 represents the use of
such update techniques. The implementation of the prox-
linear method can be further enhanced using the acceleration
scheme described in [52, Sec. 7].

Note that the upper bound for ρ in Theorem 22 is a suf-
ficient condition for convergence to a stationary point.
In general, if the prox-linear method converges with
arbitrary user-specified weights ρ and γ, then the con-
verged solution is guaranteed to be a stationary point,
due to [42, Thm. 5.3].

Remark 25 The prox-linear method is susceptible to the
crawling phenomenon exhibited by SCP algorithms [83],
wherein the iterates make vanishingly small progress to-
wards a stationary point when they are not close to one. This
phenomenon can happen when γ is chosen to be very large,
which decreases the upper bound on ρ for ensuring mono-
tonic decrease of Θγ. Then, the lower bound 1

2αβ∥G 1
αβ
(zk)∥

for Θγ(zk)−Θγ(zk+1) becomes very small even if G 1
αβ
(zk)

is not small. The crawling phenomenon can be remedied by
scaling the decision variables and the constraint functions
so that their orders of magnitude are similar.

Remark 26 The penalized trust region (PTR) SCP algo-
rithm in [44,84] solves a sequence convex subproblems sim-
ilar to the ones generated by the prox-linear method. The
PTR algorithm also implements a class of time-dilation, dis-
cretization, and parameterization operations to the optimal
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control problem (1), albeit in an order that is different from
what we propose. The resulting sequence of convex subprob-
lems that PTR solves can fit within the template of (41)
after minor modifications. The weights of the proximal and
exact penalty terms are heuristically selected to obtain good
convergence behavior.

In summary, the proposed framework based on the
prox-linear method globally converges to a stationary
point of Θγ (Theorem 22), and if the stationary point
is feasible with respect to (24), then it is a KKT point
(Theorem 19). Furthermore, each strict local minimizer
of (24) with LICQ satisfied is a local minimizer of Θγ
for a large-enough finite γ (Theorem 20).

5 Exploiting Convexity

Next we consider optimal control problem (1) where
both initial and final times ti, tf are fixed, the terminal
cost function L is convex in the terminal state, the dy-
namical system (1b) is a linear nonhomogeneous ordi-
nary differential equation, represented by

.
x(t) = A(t)x(t) + B(t)u(t) + w(t) (44)

for t ∈ [ti, tf], and the constraint functions in (1c), (1d),
(1e), and (1f) are jointly convex in all arguments (ex-
cept time). In particular, constraint functions h and Q
are affine in state and control input. Furthermore, we
deviate from the Mayer form by explicitly specifying a
running cost term in the objective with a continuously
differentiable function Y : R+ ×Rnx ×Rnu → R that
is jointly convex in the state and control input. Embed-
ding the running cost into the dynamics, as mentioned
in Section 2.2, would turn the dynamical system non-
linear and hence destroy the convexity of the optimal
control problem.The resulting optimal control problem
is now in the Bolza form [58, Sec. 3.3.2].

To obtain a finite-dimensional optimization problem
similar to (24), we first parameterize the control input
and discretize (44). Time-dilation is not necessary in
the fixed-final-time setting, and constraint reformula-
tion is postponed to the end with a minor modification
to exploit convexity of the constraints. We apply pa-
rameterization (18) directly to the control input in the
time domain, i.e., ν(t) = (Γu(t)⊗ Inu)U, for t ∈ [ti, tf].
To discretize (44), we form a grid of size N in [ti, tf] de-
noted by ti = t1 < . . . < tN = tf, and treat the states xk
at node points tk as decision variables. Then, for each
k = 1, . . . , N − 1, we exactly discretize (44) via the in-
tegral form into

xk(t) = Φx(t, tk)xk + Φu(t, tk)U + ϕ(t, tk) (45)

for t ∈ [tk, tk+1], where state trajectory xk generated
with control input ν and initial condition xk satisfy

(44) a.e. t ∈ [tk, tk+1]. Moreover, t 7→ Φx(t, tk), t 7→
Φu(t, tk), and t 7→ ϕ(t, tk) are computed as the solution
to an initial value problem 2 similar to (27), and we
denote their terminal values as Ak = Φx(tk+1, tk), Bk =
Φu(tk+1, tk), and wk = ϕ(tk+1, tk).

Next, the path constraints (1c) and (1d) are reformu-
lated as follows. For each k = 1, . . . , N − 1, define
g̃k : R+ ×Rnx ×Rnu Nu → Rng and h̃k : R+ ×Rnx ×
Rnu Nu → Rnh by substituting in the control parame-
terization and the discretized form (45) into g and h

□̃k(t, xk, U) = (46)
□
(
t, Φx(t, tk)xk+Φu(t, tk)U+ϕ(t, tk), ν(t)

)
where □ = g, h. Note that each scalar-valued element
of g̃k and h̃k is jointly convex in xk and U. Then, for
each k = 1, . . . , N − 1, we obtain

g̃k(t, xk, U) ≤ 0, h̃k(t, xk, U) = 0 ∀ t ∈ [tk, tk+1] (47a)
⇐⇒ ξk(xk, U) ≤ 0 (47b)

where ξk : Rnx ×Rnu Nu → R+ is defined as

ξk(xk, U) =
∫ tk+1

tk

1⊤|g̃k(t, xk, U)|2+ + 1⊤ h̃k(t, xk, U)2dt

Similar to (24c), we need to relax (47b) with ϵ > 0 in
order to facilitate exact penalization.

Lemma 27 ξk is a convex function.

Proof: Observe that □ 7→ max{0,□}2 is a convex, non-
decreasing function. Then, the composition 1⊤|g̃k|2+ is
a convex function [56, Sec. 3.2.4]. Furthermore, 1⊤ h̃2

k is
a sum of convex quadratics of its arguments since h̃k
is an affine function.

For each k = 1, . . . , N − 1, the running cost over
[tk, tk+1] can be compactly expressed with function
Yk : Rnx ×Rnu Nu → R by substituting in the control
parameterization and the discretized form (45) as

Yk(xk, U) =
∫ tk+1

tk

Y(t, xk(t), ν(t))dt (48)

where xk is a state trajectory for (44) over [tk, tk+1],
generated with control input ν and initial condition xk.

Finally, we obtain the convex optimal control problem
subject to parameterization, discretization, and refor-
mulation (47b) of path constraints with ϵ-relaxation.

2 Note that, unlike in (27), superscript “k” is absent from Φx,
Φu, and ϕ since they are independent of the state trajectory
xk.
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minimize
X,U

L(tf, xN) +
N−1

∑
k=1

Yk(xk, U) (49a)

subject to xk+1 = Akxk + BkU + wk (49b)
ξk(xk, U) ≤ ϵ (49c)
k = 1, . . . , N − 1
U ∈ U (49d)
P(ti, x1, tf, xN) ≤ 0 (49e)
Q(ti, x1, tf, xN) = 0 (49f)

where X = (x1, . . . , xN) ∈ Rnx N and the compact con-
vex set U plays a role similar to that in Remark 13.

Although ξk(xk, U) ≤ ϵ is a convex constraint, we do
not possess any structural or geometric information
needed to classify it as a conic constraint of the form
ÂX + B̂U + ĉ ∈ K, where K is a Cartesian product
of canonical convex cones: zero cone, nonnegative or-
thant, second-order cone, cone of positive semidefinite
matrices etc. In fact, we only have access to first-order
oracles for Yk and ξk that provide the function value
and its gradient at a query point. As a consequence, we
cannot directly use existing conic optimization solvers
[78,85,79] to solve (49).

We adopt the prox-linear method after exactly penaliz-
ing (49c), since it is compatible with the first-order ora-
cles for Yk and ξk. Convexity of (24) guarantees global
convergence to the set of minimizers.

Besides incorporating the ϵ-relaxation in (49c) to fa-
cilitate exact penalization, we also assume that repre-
sentation (49b)-(49f) for the feasible set of (49) satisfies
the strong Slater’s assumption [57, Def. 2.3.1]. This as-
sumption is necessary and sufficient for the set of La-
grange multipliers associated with a minimizer of (49)
to be nonempty, compact, and convex [57, Thm. 2.3.2].

5.1 Exact Penalization & Prox-Linear Method

Similar to (33), for a given γ > 0, consider the convex
function Θγ : Rnx N+nu Nu → R defined by

Θγ(z) = L(xN) +
N−1

∑
k=1

Yk(xk, U) (50)

+ ĨZ (z) + γ
N−1

∑
k=1
|ξk(xk, U)− ϵ|+

where z = (X, U) and Z = X × U with

X =


X ∈ Rnx N

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

X = (x1, . . . , xN), xk ∈ Rnx

xk+1 = Akxk + BkU + wk
1 ≤ k ≤ N − 1
P(ti, x1, tf, xN) = 0
Q(ti, x1, tf, xN) ≤ 0


(51)

is the convex set encoding all state constraints except
for (49c), which is subject to ℓ1 penalization. Note that
when ϵ = 0 in (50), i.e., when (47b) is not subject to re-
laxation, then its penalization is not exact since leads
to a quadratic penalty on the violation of path con-
straints.

Lemma 28 Under Assumption 1, the gradients of Yk and
ξk are bounded on Z .

Proof: The domain of Θγ is Z . Similar to Lemma 21,
we can again invoke Assumption 1 and [60, Chap. 4,
Prop. 1.4] to infer that a bounded control input param-
eterization (due to (49d)) generates bounded state tra-
jectories over the time interval [ti, tf]. Then, there exists
a constant, β, that bounds the norm of the gradients of
Yk and ξk on Z .

Due to the convexity of (49), we can invoke a stronger
exact penalization result than those in Section 5.1.

Theorem 29 Suppose strong Slater’s assumption holds for
the constraints in (49). The set of stationary points of (50)
coincides with the set of minimizers of (49) when γ is larger
than the largest magnitude Lagrange multiplier associated
with the minimizers of (49).

Proof: The result follows from [57, Cor. 3.2.3, Thm.
3.2.4]. Note that strong Slater’s assumption ensures
that strong duality holds.

Theorem 30 Suppose strong Slater’s assumption holds for
the constraints in (49) and ρ ≤ 1

αβ . Then, Algorithm 1
globally converges arbitrarily close to a solution of (49) in
a finite number of iterations.

Proof: The monotonic decrease of (50) guaranteed by
Theorem 22 when ρ ≤ 1

αβ , together with Corollary
23 and [42, Thm. 5.3], implies that Algorithm 1 will
get arbitrarily close to a stationary point in a finite
number of iterations. Since stationary points of (50) are
identical to the minimizers of (49), due to Theorem 29,
we have that Algorithm 1 will get arbitrarily close to
a minimizer of (49) in a finite number of iterations.

Even though prox-linear method will globally con-
verge to a minimizer of (49), providing a good initial
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point z1 will dramatically improve its practical conver-
gence behavior. A solution to the closely related con-
vex optimization problem where all path constraints
are explicitly imposed as conic constraints at finitely-
many time nodes will serve as a good initialization.
Computing such a solution is very efficient in practice
with existing convex solvers.

6 Numerical Results

We provide a numerical demonstration of the pro-
posed framework with three examples: dynamic ob-
stacle avoidance, six-degree-of-freedom (6-DoF) rocket
landing, and three-degree-of-freedom (3-DoF) rocket
landing with lossless convexification. The first two ex-
amples are nonconvex problems while the third one is
convex. Appendices C through E describe the problem
formulation (in the form of (1)) and the algorithm pa-
rameters for each of the examples. The results in this
section are generated with code in the following repos-
itory

github.com/UW-ACL/successive-convexification

For all examples considered, the convex subproblems
of prox-linear method are QPs, which are solved using
PIPG [82]. We also demonstrate the real-time capabil-
ity of the proposed framework by using a C codebase
generated by SCVXGEN, a general-purpose SCP-based
trajectory optimization software with customized code
generation, in tandem with ECOS [78].

The proximal term weight ρ is determined using a line
search and the exact penalty weight γ is determined by
gradually increasing it by factors of 10 (see the discus-
sion in [2, p. 78]). Unless otherwise specified, the initial
guess z1 for the prox-linear method consists of a linear
interpolation between the initial and final augmented
states, and a constant profile for the augmented control
input. The nodes of the discretization grid in [0, 1] for
free-final-time problems, and in [ti, tf] for fixed-final-
time problems, are uniformly spaced. To ensure reli-
able numerical performance, all decision variables and
constraint functions gi and hj are scaled [84, Sec. IV.C.2]
to similar orders of magnitude. We refer the reader to
[4, Sec. 4.8] for a discussion on the effects of scaling in
numerical optimal control.

We compare solutions from the proposed framework
with those from an implementation where path con-
straints are not reformulated (i.e., they are only im-
posed at the discretization nodes), which we refer to as
the node-only approach. We demonstrate that the pro-
posed framework can compute continuous-time feasi-
ble solutions on a sparse discretization grid without
mesh-refinement, and that the node-only approach is
susceptible to inter-sample constraint violation on the
same sparse grid. Handling sparse discretization grids
and eliminating mesh-refinement makes the proposed

framework amenable to real-time applications. More-
over, the resulting state trajectory can activate con-
straints between discretization time nodes, which is a
unique characteristic among other direct methods.

In the plots that follow, unless otherwise stated, we
adopt the following convention. Dots denote the solu-
tion from prox-linear method: black (•) for proposed
framework and blue (•) for node-only approach. Lines
denote the continuous-time control input and state tra-
jectory constructed using the solution from prox-linear
method: black (-) for proposed framework and blue (-
) for node-only approach. (We simulate/integrate (1b)
with the parameterized control input to obtain the state
trajectory.) Red lines (-) denote the constraint bounds.
Inter-sample violation in the solutions from the node-
only approach is highlighted with magnified inset.

6.1 Dynamic Obstacle Avoidance
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Fig. 4. Dynamic obstacle avoidance

We consider two scenarios: one where the obstacles
exhibit periodic motion and the other where they are
static. Figure 4a shows the magnitude of control in-
put (acceleration) in the case with dynamic obstacles
obtained with the proposed framework. An animation
of the corresponding position trajectory is provided in
the code repository. A solution from the node-only ap-
proach is not shown in Figure 4a, since it fails to pro-
vide a physically meaningful solution on the same dis-
cretization grid due to aliasing in the obstacle motion.
Due to the time variation in the obstacle positions, a
dense discretization grid is required with the node-
only approach. However, the number of distinct ob-
stacle avoidance constraints imposed in the node-only
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approach grows with the discretization grid size and
the number of obstacles, which is computationally ex-
pensive. On the other hand, the number of constraints
imposed in the proposed framework only depends on
the discretization grid size.

Figure 4b shows the percentage of violation in the ob-
stacle avoidance constraint by the simulated state tra-
jectories obtained for different values of the constraint
relaxation tolerance ϵ. As long as the constraint func-
tions are well-scaled, a state trajectory with physically
insignificant continuous-time constraint violation can
be obtained by picking ϵ to be several orders of magni-
tude greater than machine precision, which is essential
for reliable numerical performance. In practice, pick-
ing ϵ close to 10−4 ensures that the continuous-time
constraint violation does not exceed 1%.

To compare the proposed and the node-only ap-
proaches, we turn to the case of static obstacles: Figure
5a shows the position and Figure 5b shows the acceler-
ation magnitude. Note that the acceleration magnitude
in the solution from the node-only approach is smaller
than the lower bound (strictly smaller between the
discretization nodes). As a result, the terminal state
cost from the node-only approach, 5.06, is significantly
smaller than that from the proposed framework,
47.91—the node-only approach optimizes the cost at
the expense of inter-sample constraint violation.
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Fig. 6. 6-DoF rocket landing

6.2 6-DoF Rocket Landing

Figure 6a shows the position of the 6-DoF rocket along
with the attitude of its body-axis (in green) and the
thrust vector (as an orange-yellow plume). Figure 6b
shows the thrust magnitude and Figure 6c shows the
tilt of the body axis—both of which show inter-sample
violation with the node-only approach.

Similar to the obstacle avoidance example, the terminal
state cost with the node-only approach, 170.1 kg, is
smaller than that from the proposed framework, 180.5
kg.
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6.3 3-DoF Rocket Landing (Lossless Convexification)

This example demonstrates the application of the pro-
posed framework for solving a convex optimal con-
trol problem. The node-only approach, in this case,
amounts to solving a single convex problem where all
constraints are imposed via canonical convex cones in
a convex optimization solver; we use ECOS [78].

The solution from the node-only approach is used
to warm-start the proposed framework, which then
“cleans up” the inter-sample constraint violations.
As with the previous examples, we see that the tra-
jectory cost (in this case, fuel consumption) with the
node-only approach, 351 kg, is smaller than that from
the proposed framework, 352.4 kg. Figure 7a shows
the position of the point-mass rocket along with the
thrust vector (as an orange-yellow plume). The glides-
lope constraint shows inter-sample violation with the
node-only approach. Figure 7b confirms that loss-
less convexification holds for the solutions from both
methods—proposed on the left and node-only on the
right. The thrust lower bound constraint shows inter-
sample violation with the node-only approach, since
a zero-order-hold (ZOH) parameterization is used for
the mass-normalized thrust.

The node-only approach requires a dense discretiza-
tion grid to ensure validity of the lossless convexifica-

tion result [86], which was proven for the continuous-
time problem (prior to discretization). The proposed
framework, in contrast, provides a valid solution de-
spite using a sparse discretization grid. Future work
will examine whether the continuous-time lossless
convexification result can apply directly to (49).

6.4 Real-Time Performance

We provide real-time performance statistics for solving
the two nonconvex examples in Table 1. These results
were obtained by executing pure C code generated us-
ing the SCVXGEN software. The binary executables are
provided in the code repository.

Table 1
The mean solve-time and standard deviation (S.D.) over 1000
solves, along with the number of prox-linear iterations to conver-
gence (Iters.), for the C implementation.

Problem Solve-time S.D. Iters.
Obstacle avoidance 59.4 ms 1.4 ms 23
6-DoF rocket landing 42.5 ms 1.3 ms 14

We note that these solve-times are on the same
order-of-magnitude as the solve-times reported in
the literature for real-time powered-descent guidance
[87,88,89,63,90] and real-time quadrotor trajectory op-
timization [91,92,93,94], and thus demonstrate that the
proposed framework is amenable to online trajectory
optimization for onboard/embedded applications.

7 Conclusions

We propose a novel trajectory optimization method
that ensures continuous-time constraint satisfaction,
guarantees convergence, and is real-time capable.
The approach leverages an SCP algorithm called the
prox-linear method along with ℓ1 exact penalization.
When the optimal control problem is convex, we
show stronger convergence property of the prox-linear
method.

Future work will consider assumptions weaker than
LICQ for exact penalty to hold, with the goal of
developing a solution method that directly handles
(22b) without relaxation, and also releasing SCVXGEN,
the in-house-developed code-generation software for
general-purpose real-time trajectory optimization that
was used to generate pure C code for the examples
considered in the paper.
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Appendix

A Proof of Theorem 14

As a consequence of the relaxation in (24c), we wish to
bound |gi|+ and |hj| on the interval [tk, tk+1], for any
i = 1, . . . , ng and j = 1, . . . , nh.

Lemma 31 Time derivative of path constraint functions gi
and hj are bounded almost everywhere on the state trajectory
x and control input u.

Proof: Note that the augmented control input parame-
terization (18) is a piecewise polynomial, which is dif-
ferentiable almost everywhere in [0, 1]. Then, due to
(24d) and Remark 13, u(t) and s(τ) are bounded for
t ∈ [ti, tf], τ ∈ [0, 1], and

.
u(t) =

◦
u(t(τ))/s(τ) is well-

defined and bounded a.e. τ ∈ [0, 1]. The state trajectory
x is bounded due to Assumption 1. Further, ∆tk, for
k = 1, . . . , N − 1, is bounded. Consequently, f , ∇□gi,
and ∇□hj are bounded, where □ = t, x, and u. Then,
through the chain-rule

.
□ = ∇t□+∇x□

.
x +∇u□

.
u (A.1)

with □ = gi, hj, we infer that
.
gi and

.
hj are bounded

almost everywhere.

We denote the upper bounds on the absolute values

of
.
gi and

.
hj (which hold almost everywhere) with ωgi

and ωhj
, respectively.

When (24c) and the penultimate row of (24b) are sat-
isfied, for any k = 1, . . . , N − 1, we have that∫ τk+1

τk

s(τ) 1⊤|g(t(τ), x(t(τ)), u(t(τ)))|2+

+ s(τ) 1⊤h(t(τ), x(t(τ)), u(t(τ)))2 dτ ≤ ϵ

⇐⇒
∫ tk+1

tk

1⊤|g(t, x(t), u(t))|2++1⊤h(t, x(t), u(t))2 dt ≤ ϵ

=⇒
∫ tk+1

tk

|gi(t, x(t), u(t))|2+dt ≤ ϵ∫ tk+1

tk

hj(t, x(t), u(t))2dt ≤ ϵ

for any i = 1, . . . , ng and j = 1, . . . , nh, where we use
the change of variable t(τ) = tk +

∫ τ
τk

s(θ)dθ, for τ ∈
[τk, τk+1].

First, we examine the pointwise bound on hj. We de-
note hj(t, x(t), u(t)) compactly with hj[t], and let ĥj de-
note the maximum absolute value of hj within the in-
terval [tk, tk+1]. We assume, without loss of generality,

tk tmax tk+1

ĥ2
j hj[t]2

η(t)

(a) ĥj ≤ ∆tkωhj

tk tmax t′max tk+1

ĥ2
j hj[t]2

η(t)

(b) ĥj > ∆tkωhj

Fig. A.1. Approximation of the area under hj[t]2.

that ĥj is attained at tmax ∈ [tk, tk + 0.5∆tk]. Next, we
approximate the area under hj[t]2, for t ∈ [tk, tk+1], via
an auxiliary function η : [tmax, tk+1]→ R given by

η(t) = |ĥ2
j − 2ωhj

ĥj(t− tmax)|+

Note that, for t ∈ [tmax, tk+1], we have

hj[t]2 − ĥ2
j + 2ωhj

ĥj(t− tmax)

≥ hj[t]2 − ĥ2
j + 2ĥj(ĥj − hj[t])

= hj[t]2 + ĥ2
j − 2ĥjhj[t] = (hj[t]− ĥj)

2

≥ 0

Therefore, hj[t]2 − η(t) is positive for t > tmax and
hj[tmax]2 = η(tmax). If ĥj ≤ ∆tkωhj

, we have that
η(t′max) = 0, where t′max = tmax + 0.5∆tk. The area
under η(t), for t ∈ [tmax, tk+1], is triangular (Figure
A.1a). Then,

ϵ ≥
∫ tk+1

tk

hj[t]2dt ≥
∫ tk+1

tmax
η(t)dt (A.2a)

=
∫ tmax+

ĥj
2ωhj

tmax
ĥ2

j − 2ωhj
ĥj(t− tmax)dt (A.2b)

=
∫ ĥj

2ωhj

0
ĥ2

j − 2ωhj
ĥjθ dθ =

ĥ3
j

4ωhj

(A.2c)

Conversely, if ĥj > ∆tkωhj
, we have that η(t′max) > 0.

The area under η(t) within [tmax, t′max] is trapezoidal
(Figure A.1b). Then,

ϵ ≥
∫ tk+1

tk

hj[t]2dt ≥
∫ tk+1

tmax
η(t)dt (A.3a)

>
∫ tmax+

∆tk
2

tmax
ĥ2

j − 2ωhj
ĥj(t− tmax)dt (A.3b)

=
∫ ∆tk

2

0
ĥ2

j − 2ωhj
ĥjθ dθ (A.3c)
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= ĥ2
j

∆tk
2
−ωhj

ĥj
∆t2

k
4

> ĥ2
j

∆tk
4

> ω2
hj

∆t3
min
4

(A.3d)

where ∆tmin > 0 is the lower bound for ∆tk; it exists
because the dilation factor is positive and τk+1 − τk >

0, for k = 1, . . . , N − 1. Note that ĥj > ∆tkωhj
holds

only if

ϵ > ω2
hj

∆t3
min
4

This case can be ignored in practice since we are in-
terested in small ϵ which is physically insignificant.
Hence, from (A.2c), we have

ĥj ≤ δhj
(ϵ) = (4ϵωhj

)
1
3 if ϵ ≤ ω2

hj

∆t3
min
4

(A.4)

for j = 1, . . . , nh. We can similarly bound the maximum
value of gi, denoted by ĝi, by approximating the area
under |gi(t, x(t), u(t))|2+, for t ∈ [tk, tk+1], to obtain

ĝi ≤ δgi (ϵ) = (4ϵωgi )
1
3 if ϵ ≤ ω2

gi

∆t3
min
4

(A.5)

for i = 1, . . . , ng.

B Control Input Parameterization

Let U = (u1, . . . , uNu) with uk ∈ Rnu , for k = 1, . . . , Nu.
Then, according to (18), the control input is given by

u(τ) =
Nu

∑
k=1

Γk
u(τ)uk (B.1)

for τ ∈ [0, 1].

B.1 First-Order-Hold

Choose Nu = N and define

Γ1
u(τ) =


τ2 − τ

τ2 − τ1
if τ ∈ [τ1, τ2]

0 otherwise

Γk
u(τ) =



τ − τk−1
τk − τk−1

if τ ∈ [τk−1, τk]

τk+1 − τ

τk+1 − τk
if τ ∈ [τk, τk+1]

0 otherwise

k = 2, . . . , N − 1

ΓN
u (τ) =


τ − τN−1

τN − τN−1
if τ ∈ [τN−1, τN ]

0 otherwise

In other words,

u(τ) =
(

τk+1 − τ

τk+1 − τk

)
uk +

(
τ − τk

τk+1 − τk

)
uk+1 (B.2)

whenever τ ∈ [τk, τk+1] for some k = 1, . . . , N − 1.
Note that Γk

u(τj) = δjk is the Kronecker delta, for k, j =
1, . . . , N. As a result, u(τk) = uk, for k = 1 . . . , N.

B.2 Pseudospectral Methods

In pseudospectral methods, the control input is param-
eterized with a basis of orthogonal polynomials, i.e.,

Γk
u(τ) =

Nu

∏
j=1
j ̸=k

2τ − 1− ηj

ηk − ηj
(B.3)

is the Lagrange interpolating polynomial [95, Sec. 2.5]
of degree Nu − 1, where ηk ∈ [−1, 1], for k = 1, . . . , Nu,
are related to the roots of orthogonal polynomials (such
as members of the Jacobi family [95, Sec. 10.3]). For
e.g., choosing ηk to be the roots of the polynomial

η 7→ (1− η2)
dTNu−1(η)

dη
(B.4)

would correspond to Chebyshev-Gauss-Lobatto (CGL)
collocation [70, Sec. D.1], where TM : [−1, 1] → R
defined by η 7→ cos(M arccos(η)) is the Chebyshev
polynomial of degree M [95, Def. 3.3.1]. The choice of

basis functions (B.3) ensures that Γk
u
( ηj+1

2
)
= δjk, for

each k, j = 1, . . . , Nu. As a result, u
( ηk+1

2
)
= uk, for

k = 1, . . . , Nu.

C Dynamic Obstacle Avoidance

We consider a two-dimensional free-final-time path
planning problem. The dynamical system describing
the vehicle comprises of position r ∈ R2, velocity v ∈
R2, cumulative cost p̌ ∈ R, and acceleration input
u ∈ R2. The state x ∈ R5, augmented state x̃ ∈ R7,
and augmented control input ũ ∈ R3 are given by

x = (r, v, p̌) (C.1a)
x̃ = (x, y, t) (C.1b)
ũ = (u, s) (C.1c)

We choose a first-order-hold (see Appendix B.1) pa-
rameterization for the augmented control input.
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The augmented system is given by

◦
x̃ =



v

u− cd∥v∥v
∥u∥2

1⊤|g(t, x, u)|2+
1


s (C.2)

where cd ∈ R+ is the drag coefficient. The vehicle is
subject to the following inequality path constraints:
avoidance of n = 10 moving elliptical obstacles, speed
upper bound, and acceleration upper- and lower
bounds, which are encoded in the path constraint
function g as follows

g(t, x, u) =



1− ∥Ȟ1(r− q̌1(t))∥2

...

1− ∥Ȟn(r− q̌n(t))∥2

∥v∥2 − v2
max

∥u∥2 − u2
max

u2
min − ∥u∥2


(C.3)

The shape matrix and center of the ith obstacle at time
t are Ȟi and q̌i(t), respectively, for i = 1, . . . , n. A sinu-
soidal motion is prescribed for the centers of the ob-
stacles, i.e.,

q̌i(t) = (ψi + δψi sin (θit +∠ψi) , 0) (C.4)

with amplitude δψi, phase angle ∠ψi, and frequency θi,
about the nominal center ψi. The speed upper bound
and the acceleration upper- and lower bounds are vmax,
umax, and umin, respectively. The boundary conditions
are specified through function Q as follows

Q(ti, x(ti), tf, x(tf)) =



r(ti)− ri

v(ti)− vi

p̌(ti)

r(tf)− rf

v(tf)− vf


(C.5)

where ri and vi are the initial position and velocity, re-
spectively, and rf and vf are the final position and ve-
locity, respectively. We set the terminal state cost func-
tion to L(tf, x(tf)) = p̌(tf). Constraint functions h and
P are not utilized in this example.

Table C.1 shows the parameter values chosen for the
system and the algorithm to generate the results in Sec-

tion 6.1. In addition, we choose the following param-
eter values for the sinusoidal motion given by (C.4)

ψ =

[
34 −32 42 −24 34 −32 42 −24 34 −32

20 20 10 10 0 0 −10 −10 −20 −20

]
δψ = (10) 11×n

∠ψ =
π

2

[
1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1

]
θ =

( π

20

)
11×n

where □i is the ith column of □, for □ = ψ, δψ,∠ψ, θ.
The scenario with static obstacles in Section 6.1 is gen-
erated by setting δψ = 01×n.

Table C.1

Parameter Value

cd 0.01 m−1

ri, rf (0,−28), (0, 28) m
vi, vf (0.1, 0), (0.1, 0) m s−1

vmax 6 m s−1

umin, umax 0.5, 6 m s−2

Hi, i = 1, . . . , n
[

0 0.45
0.03 0

]
ti 0 s
ϵ 10−5

U ,S {u ∈ R2 | ∥u∥∞ ≤ umax}, [1, 60]
N 10
γ 6.67× 103

ρ 1.5× 10−3

D 6-DoF Rocket Landing

We consider a free-final-time 6-DoF lunar landing sce-
nario based on the formulation given in [44], and adopt
the notation therein. The state x ∈ R14, control input
u ∈ R3, augmented state x̃ ∈ R15, and augmented
control input ũ ∈ R4 are given by

x = (m, rI , vI , qB←I , ωB) (D.1a)
u = TB (D.1b)
x̃ = (x, y) (D.1c)
ũ = (TB , s) (D.1d)

We choose a first-order-hold (see Appendix B.1) pa-
rameterization for the augmented control input.
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The augmented dynamical system is given by

◦
x̃ =



−α̌∥TB∥
vI

1
m CI←B(qB←I )TB + gI

1
2 Ω(ωB)qB←I

J−1
B (rT,B × TB −ωB × JBωB)

1⊤|g(t, x, u)|+


s (D.2)

The path constraint function g is given by

g(t, x, u) =



mdry −m

∥ cot γgsHγrI∥2 − (e⊤1 rI )2

−e⊤1 rI
∥vI∥2 − v2

max

∥2HθqB←I∥2 − (cos θmax − 1)2

∥ωB∥2 −ω2
max

∥ cos δmaxTB∥2 − (e⊤1 TB)2

−e⊤1 TB
∥TB∥2 − T2

max

T2
min − ∥TB∥2



(D.3)

where the second-order-cone constraints on rI and TB
are equivalently reformulated to quadratic forms to
ensure continuous differentiability [96, Sec. 3.2.4]. The
boundary conditions are specified through function Q
as follows

Q(ti, x(ti), tf, x(tf)) =



m(ti)−mwet

rI (ti)− ri

vI (ti)− vi

ωB(ti)

rI (tf)− rf

vI (tf)− vf

qB←I (tf)− qid

ωB(tf)


(D.4)

where ri and vi are the initial position and velocity, re-
spectively, rf and vf are the final position and velocity,
respectively, and qid is the unit quaternion. The termi-
nal state cost function is set to L(tf, x(tf)) = −m(tf).
Constraint functions h and P are not utilized in this
example.

Table D.1 shows the parameter values chosen for the
system and the algorithm to generate the results in

Section 6.2. The definitions of Hγ and Hθ are taken
from [44].

Table D.1

Parameter Value
α̌ 4.53× 10−4 s m−1

gI (−1.61, 0, 0) m s−2

rT,B (−0.25, 0, 0) m
JB diag(19150, 13600, 13600) kg m2

mdry, mwet 2100, 3250 kg
ri, rf (433, 0, 250), (10, 0,−30) m
vi, vf (10, 0,−30), (−1, 0, 0) m s−1

γgs 85◦

vmax 50 m s−1

θmax 60◦

ωmax 10◦ s−1

δmax 45◦

ti 0 s
Tmin, Tmax 5000, 22000 N
ϵ 10−4

U , S {u ∈ R3 | ∥u∥∞ ≤ Tmax}, [1, 60]
N 5
γ 2× 103

ρ 2.5× 10−3

E 3-DoF Rocket Landing

We consider a convex, fixed-final-time Mars landing
scenario based on the dynamical system and con-
straints in [97,89]. The state x ∈ R7 and control input
u ∈ R4 are given by

x = (r, v, z) (E.1)
u = (Ť, σ̌) (E.2)

where m = exp z is the vehicle mass, T = mŤ is the
thrust vector, and σ̌ is an auxiliary control input (slack
variable) introduced as a part of the lossless convexifi-
cation procedure. We choose a zero-order-hold param-
eterization for the control input.

We consider the following linear dynamical system

.
x =


v

Ť + (0, 0,−gm)

−α̌σ̌

 (E.3)

=


03×3 I3 03×1

03×7

01×7


︸ ︷︷ ︸

A

x +


03×4

I3 03×1

01×3 −α̌


︸ ︷︷ ︸

B

u +


05×1

−gm

0


︸ ︷︷ ︸

w
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The path constraint function g is given by

g(t, x, u) = (E.4)

∥ cot γgsE12r∥2 − (e⊤3 r)2

−(e⊤3 r)

∥v∥2 − v2
max

z− z1(t)

−z + max{log mdry, z0(t)}
−e⊤3 Ť + σ̌ cos θmax

∥Ť∥2 − σ̌2

−σ̌

µmin(t)
(

1− (z− z0(t)) + 1
2 (z− z0(t))2

)
− σ̌

−µmax(t)(1− (z− z0(t))) + σ̌


where E12 = [I2 02×1], e3 = (0, 0, 1), and

z0(t) = log(mwet − α̌Tmaxt) (E.5a)
z1(t) = log(mwet − α̌Tmint) (E.5b)

µmin(t) = Tmin exp(−z0(t)) (E.5c)
µmax(t) = Tmax exp(−z0(t)) (E.5d)

Lossless convexification holds if ∥T(t)∥ = σ(t) =
m(t)σ̌(t) a.e. t ∈ [ti, tf]. The boundary conditions are
specified through function Q as follows

Q(ti, x(ti), tf, x(tf)) =



r(ti)− ri

v(ti)− vi

z(ti)− log mwet

r(tf)− rf

v(tf)− vf


(E.6)

where ri and vi are the initial position and velocity,
respectively, and rf and vf are the final position and
velocity, respectively. The terminal state cost function
is set to L(tf, x(tf)) = −z(tf). The running cost function
Y, and constraint functions h and P, are not utilized in
this example.

Table E.1 shows the parameter values chosen for the
system and the algorithm to generate the results in
Section 6.3.

Table E.1

Parameter Value
α̌ 4.53× 10−4 s m−1

gm 3.71 m s−2

ri, rf (2000, 0, 1500), (0, 0, 0) m
vi, vf (80, 30,−75), (0, 0, 0) m s−1

mdry, mwet 1505, 1905 kg
γgs 84◦

vmax 139 m s−1

θmax 40◦

Tmin, Tmax 4971.6, 13258 N
[ti, tf] [0, 84] s
ϵ 10−5

U {u ∈ R4 | ∥u∥∞ ≤ Tmax}
N 8
γ 6.67× 103

ρ 1.5× 10−3
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