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Abstract—Roll-to-roll (R2R) manufacturing demands precise
tension and velocity control under strict operational constraints.
Model predictive control requires gradient computation, while
sampling-based methods such as MPPI struggle with hard
constraint satisfaction. This paper presents an adaptive trajec-
tory bundle method that achieves rigorous constraint handling
through derivative-free sequential convex programming. The
approach approximates nonlinear dynamics and costs via inter-
polated sample bundles, with adaptive trust regions and penalty
parameters ensuring robust convergence without manual tuning.
Simulations on a six-zone R2R system demonstrate tracking
accuracy comparable to gradient-based MPC with superior
constraint satisfaction over sampling-based alternatives.

Index Terms—Trajectory bundle method, roll-to-roll manufac-
turing, derivative-free optimization, constrained control, adaptive
sequential convex programming

I. INTRODUCTION

Roll-to-roll (R2R) manufacturing processes are essential
for high-throughput production of flexible electronics, pho-
tovoltaics, functional films, and advanced materials. These
systems transport continuous web material through sequential
processing zones, where precise tension and velocity regula-
tion are critical to product quality. Excessive tension causes
web breakage, while insufficient tension leads to wrinkling
and defects. The control challenge is compounded by strong
coupling between adjacent zones, time-varying parameters due
to changing roll radii, and strict operational constraints on
tensions, velocities, and actuator rates.

Traditional control approaches face fundamental limitations.
Model Predictive Control (MPC), while capable of handling
constraints, requires accurate gradient information and suf-
fers from computational burden in high-dimensional settings.
Sampling-based methods like Model Predictive Path Integral
(MPPI) control avoid gradient computation but struggle with
hard constraint satisfaction. This motivates the need for a
framework combining constraint handling with derivative-free
optimization.

A. Related Work

Classical R2R control relies on PID, LQR, and MPC vari-
ants to regulate web tension and transport speed. Foundational
modeling established tension/velocity decoupling strategies
[1], while industrial studies refined adaptive PI/PID imple-
mentations for operating-point drift [2], [3]. Recent work
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emphasizes advanced control methods [4], [5] and physics-
consistent tension models [6], [7]. Manufacturing surveys
underline the role of monitoring and feedback design in
achieving system robustness [8], [9]. Data-driven approaches
report robust constrained tension regulation [10] and Al-
assisted tension estimation [11], [12], with reviews pointing
to hybrid controllers as a promising direction [13].

Despite these advances, classical methods require extensive
tuning and provide limited guarantees under coupled nonlin-
ear dynamics. Advanced MPC formulations demand gradient
computation and careful initialization, with computational re-
quirements becoming prohibitive for systems with many zones
or long prediction horizons.

MPPI control is inherently unconstrained, typically relying
on soft-constraint penalties [14], [15]. Methods to enforce
hard constraints include CBF-based shields [15], though these
can be myopic [16]. Safe-by-construction approaches such as
GS-MPPI embed composite CBFs into dynamics [16], while
MPPI-DBaS augments states with discrete barrier states [17].
DualGuard-MPPI integrates Hamilton-Jacobi reachability for
provable safety [18]. Other approaches improve sample effi-
ciency using learned surrogates (BC-MPPI) [19], specialized
samplers [20], [21], or clustering algorithms to address mul-
timodality [14].

While these MPPI variants succeed in robotics, they face
limitations for R2R manufacturing. The single-shooting for-
mulation makes long-horizon planning unstable for coupled
multi-zone dynamics, and existing constraint mechanisms ei-
ther provide soft guarantees, require additional filtering layers,
or demand specialized model structures.

Recently, the Trajectory Bundle Method (TBM) introduced
a derivative-free optimal control paradigm based on sequential
convex programming [22]. Instead of Taylor-series approxima-
tions, TBM uses interpolated bundles of sampled trajectories
to approximate cost, dynamics, and constraint functions.

B. Contributions

This paper develops an adaptive trajectory bundle method
for constrained R2R control. The main contributions are:

1) We derive the complete mathematical formulation ap-
plying TBM to R2R tension-velocity dynamics, including
physics-based cost functions, operational constraints, and
asymmetric risk handling for over/under-tensioning. The over-
all workflow of Algorithm 1 is illustrated in Figure 1.

2) We introduce adaptive trust region management and
penalty scheduling that automatically adjust based on con-
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Fig. 1. Flowchart of the Adaptive Trajectory Bundle Method.
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3) We establish convergence guarantees for the adaptive
TBM, proving that the algorithm achieves feasibility in finite
iterations and converges to stationary points of the constrained
R2R control problem.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Sec-
tion II derives R2R system dynamics. Section III presents the
adaptive TBM theoretical framework. Section IV establishes
convergence guarantees. Section V provides simulation results.
Section VI concludes the paper.

II. ROLL-TO-ROLL SYSTEM DYNAMICS

Consider a R2R manufacturing line with N motorized
rollers indexed by 7 € {1,...,N}, with continuous web
material spanning between consecutive rollers. We assume:
(1) passive rollers are omitted; (2) web tension 7 is spatially
uniform between adjacent rollers; (3) no slippage occurs,
giving v; = w;R;; and (4) the web exhibits linear elastic
behavior with Young’s modulus E and cross-sectional area
A.

The tension dynamics in section ¢ follow from mass con-
servation:

dT;, FEA 1
T Z(vz —vi1) + E(Ti—lyi—l = Tivi), (1)
where L; is the span length and boundary conditions T =
Tny1 = 0 apply. The roller velocity dynamics result from
torque balance:
dv; R? fi R; dw;
= (Tiy1 = Th) = Zvi+ —ui +bi—, (2
a = g, T —T) = qeid e bings @)
where J; is roller inertia, f; is viscous friction, w; is motor
torque, and w; is a Brownian motion capturing stochastic
disturbances.
For trajectory optimization, we discretize (1)—(2) using
Euler-Maruyama integration with sampling period At. Define
state x; = [Th,...,Tn,v1,... ,UN]T € R?N and control

ug = [ug,...,un]’ € RM. The deterministic propagation

map used for bundle construction is:
F(zy,u) 2 2 + (f(2) + Guy) At (3)

where f : R?2V — R2V encodes the drift terms from (1)—(2)
and G € R2V*N maps control inputs to velocity states.

III. ADAPTIVE TRAJECTORY BUNDLE METHOD:
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

This section develops the adaptive trajectory bundle method
for R2R manufacturing control. We first review derivative-free
function approximation via trajectory bundles, then formulate
the convex subproblem, and finally introduce adaptive mecha-
nisms for trust region and penalty management that eliminate
manual tuning.

A. Notation and Preliminaries

Let N denote the number of motorized rollers and H
the prediction horizon. The state dimension is n, = 2N
(tensions and velocities) and control dimension is n, = N
(motor torques). A trajectory over horizon H is denoted
z = {(wvk,ux)}_, where x;, € R™ and u, € R™. We
endow the trajectory space with the norm:

H

> (el + lluxl|?). @

k=1

121l =

The probability simplex is denoted A™~! = {a € R™ :
Yo o =1,0; >0}, and B(z,A) = {2/ : |2/ — z|| < A}
is the closed ball of radius A centered at z. The operator
[]= : R™ — RZ, is defined by [v]- = max(0, —v) applied

element-wise, extracting the negative part so that [c]—- > 0
indicates constraint violation when ¢ > 0 is required.

B. Derivative-Free Function Approximation via Bundles

The trajectory bundle method approximates nonlinear func-
tions through interpolation of sampled values rather than
Taylor series expansion. This approach requires only function
evaluations, making it suitable for systems where analyti-
cal gradients are expensive or unavailable [23]. The bundle
method terminology originates from nonsmooth convex opti-
mization [24], [25], where function values and subgradients
are collected into “bundles” to construct piecewise-linear
approximations. The trajectory bundle method [22] adapts
this philosophy to trajectory optimization using function value
interpolation rather than subgradient cutting planes.

1) Bundle Interpolation: Consider an arbitrary function p :
R® — R’. Given a reference point § € R® and a sampling
radius A > 0, we collect m evaluation points {yi,...,ym} C
B(g,A) and compute p; = p(y;) for each sample. These are
arranged into matrices:

Wy = [yl ym] € Raxmv Wp = [pl
&)

The bundle approximation represents candidate solutions as
convex combinations of samples [23]:

y=Wya, ply)=Wya, acA™ (6)

P ] Ebem
m .
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This construction is exact when p is affine. Importantly,
restricting « to the simplex automatically confines solutions
to conv({y1,...,ym}) C B(g,A), providing an implicit trust
region.

2) Multiple-Shooting Trajectory Representation: For trajec-
tory optimization over horizon H, we employ a multiple-
shooting discretization [26], [27], treating states at discrete
time points as independent variables linked through dynamics
constraints. At each time index k € {1,..., H}, we sample m
candidate state-control pairs around the current iterate (Zy, uy)
and evaluate:

W = [xgk) ng)] € R=Xm 7
Wik = ugk) ugs)} € R™wX™, (8)
W =[PP, u®) Fa), o) e R, ©)
Wk = 7'k(x§k),ugk)) rk(:cgf),u,(ﬁ))} e R ™,
' (10)
W(gk) — _Ck(l(lk)’ugk)) ck(xgi),ugé))} c RncXm’
Y

where F' is the discrete-time dynamics map (3), 7y is the
stage cost residual, and ¢; captures operational constraints at
step k. Here ¢, = (Chard,ksC1k,---,Csk) decomposes into
hard constraints (state/input bounds) and J classes of soft
constraints. We denote the corresponding bundle matrices as
W(f,];)ard and WL(IE) fory=1,...,J.

C. Constrained Bundle Subproblem

Using the bundle matrices, we formulate a convex approx-
imation of the nonlinear trajectory optimization problem. At
iteration ¢, the subproblem is:

H H-1

minimize I; WP Q™3 + pue ]; (lskllx + [lwrlr)

J H-1
+> e > ldiglh
k=1

j=1
W}Jk)a(k) _ Wékﬂ)a(kﬂ) + s,
W a® 4wy >0,
wha® pdp >0, j=1,...,J
a® e A1 k=1, H,
sk € R™, wy >0, di; >0,

subject to

(12)
where s, € R™= are slack variables for dynamics defects
(unconstrained in sign), wy, € RY%" are non-negative slack
variables for hard inequality constraints (state/input bounds),
and dy; € RY, are non-negative slack variables for soft
constraint class j € {1,...,.J}. The penalty parameter i, >
0 penalizes dynamics and hard constraint violations, while
vj,e > 0 penalizes soft constraint violations in class j. The
use of ¢ norms for exact penalty functions follows classical
approaches in constrained optimization [28], [29].
Problem (12) is a convex optimization problem: the ob-
jective combines a convex quadratic term with convex /¢

penalties, all constraints are linear, and the feasible region is
a Cartesian product of simplices and non-negative orthants.
After solving (12), the candidate trajectory is recovered via:

R O OE

£ ( L ult = R g,

k=1,... H.
(13)

Remark 1 (Relationship to Original TBM). The formulation
(12) extends the original trajectory bundle method [22] in two
key aspects:

(i) Multiple Penalty Classes: The original TBM uses a
single penalty parameter | for all constraints. We introduce
constraint classes indexed by j € {1,...,J} with separate
penalties v;, enabling asymmetric treatment of different vi-
olation types. For R2R systems, this is critical for safety:
over-tension (web breakage risk) is penalized more heavily
(7+ = 100) than under-tension (wrinkling, v— = 10).

(ii) Adaptive Penalty Scheduling: While the original TBM
uses fixed penalties, we allow iy and ;¢ to adapt based
on observed constraint violations, eliminating the need for
manual penalty tuning (see Section III-D below).

D. Adaptive Mechanisms

The original TBM [22] uses fixed penalty parameters
throughout optimization. While effective, this requires manual
tuning and lacks convergence guarantees. We introduce adap-
tive mechanisms for trust region and penalty management that
automatically adjust based on constraint satisfaction metrics.
Classical trust region methods adapt A based on the ratio of
actual to predicted objective reduction [30]. Our adaptation
rules instead use constraint violation metrics, following the
philosophy of [22] while introducing separate penalty classes
for asymmetric constraint treatment.

1) Constraint Violation Metrics: We define separate viola-
tion metrics for each constraint type:

Definition 1 (Constraint Violation Metrics). Given optimal
slack variables (s*,w*,{d}}) from subproblem (12) at itera-
tion {:

L

Viyn = k:ir,l_%);[,l HSZHOOv (14)

Vhara = _max[wiloo, (15)
H—

vE=>"lldi il G=1,...,J (16)

F
Il

1

2) Trust Region Adaptation: The trust region radius A* > 0
controls the locality of the bundle approximation. We adapt it
based on constraint satisfaction:

: ¢ e 0 ¢
min(BexpA®, Amax) if Viyn < Tfeas and vy, 4 < Treass

A = max(BeonAl, Apin)  if uﬁyn > Tyiol OF Viq > Tviol,
Af otherwise,

(17)
where Bexp > 1 is the expansion factor, Bcon < 1 is the
contraction factor, and Ay, Apax bound the trust region
radius. The thresholds satisfy 0 < €feas < Treas < Tviol, Where
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Algorithm 1 Adaptive Trajectory Bundle Method
Require: Initial trajectory 20 =

{(«2,ud)}L |, parameters

(A% 1% ~°)
Ensure: Converged trajectory z*

1: £+ 0

2: while not converged do

3. Sample: Generate V* = {yi,...,yn} C B(z AY)
with 2¢ € Y*

4: Build Bundles: Evaluate
Wi Wi W Wi W for k=1,...,H

5: Solve Subproblem: Compute (a*, s*,w*, {d}}) from
(12)

6: Recover TraJectory 2T —
{ (W(k) W(k) )}H

7: Compute Vlolatlons Viyn  maxy |85l Viara <

maxy, |[wjlloo, v§ < 34 ||dk]||1
Adapt Trust Region: Update A“*! via (17)
: Adapt Penalties: Update "' via (18) and v vi
(19)
10 Check Convergence: If v, < €fas and vy, 4 <
€feas and [|z¢71 — 2| < e,: break
11: {+—(+1
12: end while
13: return z‘+1

€feas 18 the convergence tolerance, Ti,s triggers trust region
expansion, and Tyjo) triggers contraction and penalty increase.

The rationale is as follows: when violations are small (below
Tteas), the bundle approximation is accurate over a larger
region, justifying trust region expansion; when violations are
large (above T7yi01), the approximation is poor, so reducing
A forces samples closer to z‘ for better local accuracy;
when violations are moderate (between Tee,s and 7yio1), the
current sampling is appropriate and the trust region radius is
maintained.

3) Penalty Adaptation: Penalty parameters increase when
violations persist above thresholds. This finite stabilization
property is standard for geometrically increasing penalty se-
quences [31]. Since p penalizes both dynamics and hard
constraint violations in the subproblem (12), we increase u
when either type of violation exceeds its threshold:

+1 min(p“uz, ,Ufmax) if Vﬁyn > Tyiol O Vﬁard > Tviol,
o= ut otherwise.

(18)
Similarly, soft constraint penalties increase when their re-

spective violations exceed thresholds:

: L e L
Hl:{mm(pmmm) IR T

73 ’yj‘f otherwise,

19)

where p,,p, > 1 are increase factors, and o1, 7; are
violation thresholds.

Algorithm 1 provides the complete specification.

IV. CONVERGENCE ANALYSIS

This section establishes convergence guarantees for Al-
gorithm 1. We prove that the adaptive mechanisms drive
constraint violations to zero and the algorithm converges to
stationary points of the penalized objective, which coincide
with stationary points of the original constrained R2R control
problem under sufficient penalty magnitudes. The proof struc-
ture follows classical trust region convergence theory [30],
adapted to the penalty formulation and always-accept strategy
of [22].

We first define the penalized objective function that under-
lies the convergence analysis.

Definition 2 (Penalized Objective). For trajectory
z = {(zg,ur) YL, and  penalty — parameters
() = (yy1,5 - -+, 7vg), define:
buqy(z Z 171 (2, ug) I3
+u Z @kt — F(n, u)llx
k=1
Ho1 (20)
+ 1) Nenara k(e ur)l- 1
k=1
J  H-1
+> v > lesw(ar, ) -,
j=1 k=1
where [v]— = max(0, —v) is applied element-wise, extracting

constraint violations.

Assumption 1 (Lipschitz Continuity). The stage cost residual
7k R™ xR™ — R"", dynamics map F' : R"= xR™ — R"=,
and constraint functions cy, : R"» x R™+ — R™e are Lipschitz
continuous with constants L,, Lr, and L. respectively.

Assumption 2 (Bounded Level Sets). For any fixed penalties
(1, ) with 1t < pimax and v; < ¥j max, the level set

ﬁ(uﬁ) = {Z : ¢u,"/(2) < ¢u,'y(zo)}

is compact. Furthermore, the cost residuals are bounded on
this level set: ||ri(xg, ug)|| < R for all z € L(u,~) and all
k.

2D

Assumption 3 (Controlled Sampling). At each iteration ¥, the
sampling procedure generates ' = {yi,... ,ym} satisfying:
(i) yi € B(z',AY) for all i € {1,...,m}; (ii) z2* € V¥, ie,
the current iterate is included; and (iii) when At > 0, sam-
ples provide sufficient directional coverage to detect descent
directions.

Assumption 4 (Sufficient Trust Region Contraction). The
minimum trust region radius Ay, is chosen small enough
such that for any trajectory z in the level set L(fimax,Ymax )
if the bundle approximation is constructed with radius Ay,
then the approximation error satisfies CLyAmin < €feas,
where C' is the constant from Lemma 3 and €gons is the
convergence tolerance.
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Definition 3 (Local Stationarity). A trajectory z* is stationary
for ¢, ~ if for all sufficiently small A > 0 and any sample
set Y C B(z*,A) with z* € ), solving the subproblem (12)
yields:
lim ||zt — 2*|| =0, (22)
A—=0

where zT = W_a* is the recovered trajectory.

Remark 2. This definition captures the practical notion that
no local convex combination of nearby samples improves
the objective. It is the appropriate stationarity concept for
derivative-free optimization [23].

Lemma 1 (Lipschitz Constant). Under Assumptions I and
2, the penalized objective ¢, ~ is Lipschitz continuous on
L(p,y) with constant:

J
)chfyja

j=1
(23)
where R is the bound on cost residuals from Assumption 2.

Lg(p,y) = 2HRL,+(H-1)p(1+Lp+L.)+(H—

Proof. The proof follows from standard Lipschitz composition
rules; see, e.g., [23, Chapter 1]. The ¢; norm and [-]_ operator
are Lipschitz with constant 1. For the cost term, using || a||? —
180121 = [(lall + [BID1 - Hall = 1511 < (lall + [8])lla - b] and
the bound ||rg|| < R:

7k, w1 = 7w (@, wi) 1] < 2Rllre(wn, un) — ra(ag, u) |
< 2RL,||(zk, ur) —
24)
Summing over k =1,..., H gives the first term 2H RL,.
For the dynamics penalty term pul||xgr1 — F(zk, ug)||1:
ki1 — F(@r,ue) = @00 — F(ah, up)lh]
< N@rt1 = @hgr) — (Fa, we) — Flag,up))llh - (25)

(@, )|

This contributes (1 + Lg) per time step. Similar analysis for
constraint terms yields the stated bound. O

< rgr — @pyqlh + Ll (zr, ur) —

Lemma 2 (Penalty Stabilization). Under Algorithm 1, there
exists K* < oo such that i = fi and ’yf =7, forall { > K*,
where:

o< () 5 b ()] o

Proof. Penalties increase geometrically by factors p, or p, >
1 in the Adapt Penalties step when violations exceed thresh-
olds, and are capped at fimax, Vj,max- Each penalty reaches its
maximum after at most [log,(max/init)] increases. This finite
stabilization property is standard for geometrically increasing
penalty sequences; cf. [31, Section 17.2]. O

Lemma 3 (Bundle Approximation Accuracy). Let z+ =
W.a* be the recovered trajectory from subproblem (12). Un-
der Assumptions 1-3, the subproblem objective approximates
the penalized objective with error:

|Gt 4o (21) = Jawn(a®, 8%, w* {d5})| < CLyA',  (27)

for some constant C' > 0 depending only on problem dimen-
sions, where Js,1, denotes the subproblem objective.

Proof. This bound follows from standard interpolation error
analysis in derivative-free optimization [23, Chapter 10]. The
subproblem approximates the cost via ), HWﬁk)a(k)H2 ~
Sw llme(zy uf)||? with interpolation error O(A?) by Lip-
schitz continuity. Slack variables bound exact violations:
oy — Faf,ud)l < llsill + 0(AY) since w¥a®)
approximates F(x},u;) with error O(Af). Comblnmg these
approximations yields the stated bound. O

Lemma 4 (Descent Property). At each iteration ¢, the algo-
rithm satisfies:

qﬁuzﬁe (ZZJrl) < qﬁuzﬁe (ZZ) + CL¢AZ.

Proof. The bounded increase property follows from the sub-
problem including the current iterate as a feasible point, a
standard technique in trust region methods [30]. Since z¢ € Y*
(Assumption 3(ii)), we can represent it with weights a; = 1
for the index where y; = 2* and a; = 0 otherwise. For this
choice of «, the dynamics constraint in (12) requires slack
s, = F(xf,uf,) — zf_ |, which equals the dynamics defect of
the current iterate. Similarly, wy, and dj ; equal the constraint
violations of z¢. Thus, the subproblem objective at this feasible
point equals:

Jsub(O/» Séa w@) {dﬁ}) =

(28)

P e (2Y) + O(AY), (29)

()., uj) || Where the O(A*) term accounts for bundle interpolation error

(Lemma 3).

Since the subproblem minimizes over all & € A™~! and
associated slacks:

Jsub(a*a S*a w*v {d;}) S Jsub(aev sév w€7 {dﬁ})

30
< Bue e (2) +O(AY). G0

By Lemma 3, ¢, e(z71) < Joup(a®, 5%, w*, {d}}) +
C’L¢A£, which yields the result. OJ
Lemma 5 (Feasibility Improvement). Suppose ¢ > K*
(penalties have stabilized at ji,7) and either ngn > Tyiol
or Vf, .4 > Tviol- Then the penalized objective satisfies:

na(21) < Gy (2), (31)

provided the trust region A* is small enough that the approx-
imation error C’Ld,Aé < [ATviol-

Proof. This feasibility improvement property is classical for
exact penalty methods; see [31, Theorem 17.3]. When viola-
tions exceed Tyio), the trust region contracts via (17), forcing
samples closer to the current iterate. The subproblem finds a
trajectory 2’1 that reduces violations while maintaining or
improving cost, since the ¢; penalty terms in (12) drive the
optimizer to reduce ||s||1 and ||wg]|1.

Since the current iterate z¢ is feasible for the subproblem

(Lemma 4), and the subproblem minimizes, we have:
Joun(a®, 8%, w* {d7}) < Jaw(al, s wh {dS}).  (32)

When yﬁyn > Tyiol OF Vﬁard > Tyiol, the penalty contribution
from violations is at least fi7yio. The subproblem actively
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minimizes this term, guaranteeing a reduction of at least
HTviol — CL¢AZ > 0 in the true penalized objective when
CL¢A£ < UTvyiol. L]

Lemma 6 (Trust Region Contraction Effect). Under Assump-
tion 4, when A* = A, the subproblem slacks satisfy:

HSZHOO < Tfeas, ”w;;”oo < Tieas, Jfor all k, (33)

provided z* is in the level set L(fimax,Ymax)-

Proof. The argument follows the classical trust region strategy
that sufficiently small trust regions yield accurate models [30,
Chapter 6]. When AY = A, all samples including 2¢ lie
within a ball of radius A;, where the bundle approximation
has error O(Apin). The subproblem’s ¢; penalty terms ac-
tively minimize slack variables. Since the optimizer can choose
any convex combination of samples, and by Assumption 4
the approximation error satisfies CLyAmin < €feas < Tfeass
the optimal slacks satisfy [|s}||cc < CLyAmin < Tieas and
similarly [|w}]|co < Treas- O

Remark 3 (Violation Metric Design). Definition I uses dif-
ferent norms for different constraint types: Vﬁyn and Vﬁard
take the maximum over time of the || - || norm (worst-case
violation at any time step), while v} uses 3, ||-||1 (cumulative
violation). This asymmetry reflects the design philosophy that
dynamics and hard constraints (state/input bounds) must be
satisfied uniformly at every time step, whereas soft constraints
may tolerate occasional small violations provided the cumula-
tive violation remains bounded. Consequently, thresholds Tyio
and 7; should be calibrated with this distinction in mind.

Theorem 1 (Convergence to Feasible Stationary Points).
Under Assumptions 14, suppose the penalty bounds satisfy
Hmax and 7Yjmax large enough such that the exact penalty
equivalence holds (i.e., constrained stationary points are also
stationary for the penalized problem when p > pimax and
Vi = Vj.max)- Then Algorithm 1 satisfies:
(1) Penalty Stabilization: There exists K* < oo such that
(14" = (,7) for all £> K*.
(ii) Feasibility Attainment: 1img o (vi,,, + Vo) = 0.
(iii) Trajectory Convergence: lim,_,, |2+ — 2| = 0.
(iv) Stationarity: Every accumulation point of {z'} is sta-
tionary for ¢y 5 in the sense of Definition 3, and hence
is a stationary point of the original constrained R2R
control problem.

Proof. Part (i): Immediate from Lemma 2.

Part (ii): For / > K*, denote ¢ = ¢ 5. Suppose violations
remain above Ty, infinitely often. Each time ngn > Tyiol OF
yﬁard > Tyiol, the trust region contracts via (17). After at most
[logs,. (Amin/A”)] contractions, A= ALy

Once A* = A, Lemma 6 (using Assumption 4) ensures
that subproblem slacks satisfy ||si|lcc < Treas < Tviol and
lwi]loo < Treas < Twiol. This contradicts the assumption that
violations remain above Ty;o].

Therefore, after finitely many iterations, violations drop
below T7i, and remain there. Once violations are below
Tviol, Lemma 4 ensures the penalized objective qg is non-
increasing (up to O(A’) error). Since ¢ includes penalty

terms /iy, (|[sk|l1 + ||wk||1), and ¢ is bounded below on the
compact level set (Assumption 2), the sequence _, (||sx |1 +
||wg||1) must converge to zero, implying yfiyn — 0 and
Vﬁard — 0.

Part (iii): We show trajectory convergence by contradiction.
Let ¢* = liminf,_,o ¢(2*), which exists since ¢ is bounded
below on the compact level set (Assumption 2).

Suppose [[z/T! — 2¢|| 4 0. Then there exists 6 > 0 and a
subsequence {/;} such that ||z%+1 — 2% || > § for all k.

At each such iteration, the subproblem found a solution
24 +1 significantly different from z%*. By Assumption 3(iii),
if a direction of improvement exists within radius A% the
sampling provides sufficient coverage to detect it. The fact that
the optimizer chose z‘**! with [|2%+1 — 26| > § implies
a reduction in the subproblem objective. This reduction can
come from either the quadratic cost term or the penalty terms
(constraint violations).

Once violations are below 7,5 (Part (ii)), the trust region
stabilizes or expands. With bounded A < A, .x, the approx-
imation errors are uniformly bounded: CL¢A€ < CLpAmax.

For the penalized objective, combining Lemma 3 with the
subproblem optimality:

G( ) < Taun (@, 5%, w*, {d]}) + CLg A

y (34)
< ¢(Z k) + 20L¢Amax.

Since ¢ is bounded below and the sequence {¢(z%)} can-
not decrease by more than O(A,.x) infinitely often while
maintaining ||2/T! — 2¢|| > &, we reach a contradiction. The
penalized objective would eventually need to decrease below
its infimum, which is impossible. Therefore, |21 —2z¢|| — 0.

Part (iv): By compactness (Assumption 2), {Zé}gz K~ has
accumulation points. Consider any accumulation point z*
along a subsequence z* — z*. By Part (iii), 2%+ — 2*
as well.

For any & > 0, eventually ||z
cases.

Case 1: Trust region bounded away from zero. If A% >
8" > 0 for some &', then samples Y’ C B(z*,d) provide
directional coverage (Assumption 3(iii)). Along the subse-
quence, |z%*! — 2% | — 0, meaning the subproblem cannot
find improving directions. By Definition 3, z* is stationary for
0.

Case 2: Trust region contracted to Ap;,. By Part (ii), 2tk
achieves uﬁ’;n < €feas and l/ﬁ’;rd < €feas, SO it is nearly feasible.
By Lemma 6, small perturbations within radius A ,;, yield no
improvement, again establishing stationarity.

In both cases, z* is stationary for ¢. By the exact penalty

— 2*|| < ¢/2. Consider two

assumptiog, when [i = pmax and 7 = 7j max, Stationary
points of ¢ coincide with stationary points of the constrained
problem [31, Theorem 17.3]. O]

Remark 4 (Soft Constraint Violations). Theorem 1 proves
convergence of dynamics and hard constraint violations to
zero, but makes no claim about soft constraint violations Vf.
This is intentional: soft constraints are penalized but may
remain violated at the optimal trade-off between cost mini-
mization and constraint satisfaction. Similarly, Algorithm 1

checks convergence only for dynamics and hard constraints. If
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exact soft constraint satisfaction is required, the corresponding
vVj,max should be set large enough to ensure violations are
driven to zero, or the constraint should be reclassified as hard.

Remark 5 (Comparison to Classical Results). Theorem 1
provides convergence guarantees analogous to classical trust
region methods [30], but achieves them through adaptive
penalty growth and trust region management based on con-
straint violations rather than acceptance ratios. This sim-
plification maintains theoretical guarantees while improving
computational efficiency.

Corollary 1 (Finite-Time Feasibility). Under the conditions
of Theorem 1, Algorithm I achieves Vﬁyn < €feas and Vi, 4 <
€teas dfter finitely many iterations. Specifically, feasibility is
achieved within:

Kfeas < K* + KA (35)

iterations,  where

K* < Hng,l, (NmaX/NOﬂ +
ijl [log,,_ (7Vjmax/7])] bounds penalty stabilization and
Ka = [logg,. (Amin/ A%)] bounds trust region contractions.

Proof. Part (i) of Theorem 1 shows penalties stabilize within
K* iterations. Part (ii) shows that violations drop below 7y;c)
after at most Ko additional trust region contractions. Once

AY = A, Lemma 6 ensures violations are below Teas,
and the algorithm terminates when they fall below €fens <
Tteas- 0

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

A. Simulation Setup

The proposed Adaptive TBM was evaluated on a simulated
roll-to-roll system with N = 6 motorized rollers and coupled
web spans, representing a typical industrial functional film
processing line.

Reference roller velocities v[ (t) are computed from mass
conservation to ensure equilibrium:

 BEA-T; ((t)

via(t),  vp = wo(b),

where E denotes Young’s modulus, A the cross-sectional area,
and T;(t) the tension setpoint for span 4.

B. Implementation Details

The Adaptive TBM was implemented with prediction hori-
zon H = 15 steps (0.15s). Following the formulation in

Section III, at each timestep the controller constructs bundle
matrices and solves the convex subproblem (12):

H H-1
DWW a®E 1Y (llswlh + llwilh)
k=1

min

a,s,w,dE —
H-1 H-1

g Yo 1Tdf o > 1Td
k=1 k=1

subject to Wf(k)a(k) = Wk kD) 4 g,

Wi,];l)arda(k) +wi > 0,
Wt a®) +df >0,
(k) (k -
w,2a®) 4, >0,
o® e AmU =1, H,
37

where the cost residual bundles Wr(k) encode the quadratic
tracking objectives:

QY (wp — )
Rl/Q(uk —uy,)
S1/2 Ay,

rr(Th, ug) = (38)

The hard constraint bundles Wf.lfl)ard encode state and input

bounds (Zmin < Tk < Tmax, Umin < Uk < Umax ), While soft
constraint bundles WC@ and Wc(kj capture asymmetric tension
bounds (Tyet — 6~ < T(xx) < Trer + 67). The trajectory is
recovered via (13): x} = Wy~ k) up = Wk g (k)%

Asymmetric penalties v; = 100 and y_ = 10 prioritize
over-tension avoidance (breakage risk) over under-tension
(wrinkling), following the multiple penalty class extension in
Remark 1. State weights ) = diag(100/y, 10/ ) emphasize
tension regulation, while rate penalty S = 0.11 ensures smooth
actuation.

The implementation follows Algorithm 1 with three key
components:

a) Bundle Generation: At each time index k, m =
6N + 21 samples are generated via a hybrid strategy satis-
fying Assumption 3. A deterministic stencil of 6N samples
perturbs the nominal (Zy, @) by A along each coordinate
axis, ensuring sufficient directional coverage. An additional
20 stochastic samples drawn from N ((Zg, ), ) enhance
convex hull coverage. The current iterate is always included
in the sample set, as required by Assumption 3(ii).

b) Convex  Subproblem:  The bundle matrices
(Wék)7W,Ek),W;k), W,(k), Wék)) are constructed via (7)-
(11), transforming the nonlinear R2R control problem
into the convex subproblem (37) over simplex-constrained
interpolation weights o(*). As noted in Section III, the
subproblem is convex: the objective combines a convex
quadratic term with convex ¢; penalties, and all constraints
are linear over the Cartesian product of simplices and non-
negative orthants. The subproblem is solved using a standard
convex optimization solver in 10-15 ms per iteration.

c) Adaptive Trust Region and Penalties: Following Def-
inition 1, constraint violations are computed as ngn
maxy, ||s} |l and v{, 4 = maxy |w}||e. The trust region
adapts via (17) with expansion factor Bex, = 1.5, contraction
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factor Beon = 0.5, feasibility threshold Tgens = 10~%, and
violation threshold T, = 1072. Penalties adapt via (18)—
(19) with increase factor p,, = p, = 2.0. This enables robust
handling of aggressive transients without manual tuning, as
guaranteed by Theorem 1.

C. Tension Step Tracking

This test evaluates tracking of a tension step change while
maintaining regulation in coupled zones. Webs 1, 2, 4, 5,
and 6 hold constant references of 28, 36, 40, 24, and 32N,
respectively. Web 3 undergoes a step from 20N to 44N at
t = 0.5, with unwinding velocity fixed at 0.01 m/s.

Fig. 2a shows the tension response. The Adaptive TBM
tracks the 24N step in Web 3 with rise time comparable
to MPC while effectively rejecting coupling disturbances in
downstream webs (14—1%), where MPPI-based methods ex-
hibit sustained oscillations. Fig. 2b confirms that TBM gen-
erates smooth torque commands, avoiding the high-frequency
chatter observed in MPPI responses.

--- Reference —— MPPI T8M
MPC MPPIsL1  —— Adaptive TBM MPC

--= Reference —— MPPI TBM
—— Adaptive TBM

MPPI+L1

Ti(N)
u1 (N)

T2(N)
uz (N)
°

A%%??ﬁ

T3 (N)
us (N)

Ta(N)
g (N)

Ts (N)

ug (N)

Time (s)

(b) Control inputs.

Time (s)

(a) Tension response.

Fig. 2. Step tracking performance comparison.

D. Velocity Setpoint Change

This test evaluates tension regulation during a velocity
transient. All webs maintain reference tension of 30 N while
unwinding velocity increases from 0.01m/s to 0.10m/s at
t=0.5s.

Fig. 3a shows that while all controllers experience transient
tension drops due to acceleration, Adaptive TBM stabilizes
downstream tensions (14—1g) faster than MPPI-based base-
lines. Fig. 3b confirms smooth torque generation similar to
MPC.

Table I summarizes the tension RMSE across both test
scenarios. Adaptive TBM achieves the lowest RMSE in both
cases, outperforming gradient-based MPC by 4.3% in tension
tracking and 11.1% in velocity transient regulation, while
maintaining smooth actuation without derivative computation.

E. Convergence Comparison

Figure 4 compares the convergence behavior of TBM and
Adaptive TBM. The adaptive variant reduces peak transient

--- Reference —— MPPI
— MPC

— TBM
—— Adaptive TBM

--- Reference —— MPPI
— MPC —— MPPI+L1

— TBM

MPPI+LA —— Adaptive TBM

50.0

T1(N)

uz (N)

T2(N)
uz (N)

T3(N)
us (N)

Ta(N)
ug (N)

Ts(N)

us (N)

Te (N)
ug (N)
8
°

100

]
(T 170 10T

i 2 3 4 5
Time (s)

(b) Control inputs.

Time (s)

(a) Tension response.

Fig. 3. Velocity change performance comparison.

TABLE I
TENSION RMSE COMPARISON (N)

Method Tension Step  Velocity Change
MPC 1.384 0.879
MPPI 1.419 0.868
MPPI+L1 1.372 0.815
TBM 1.387 0.824
Adaptive TBM 1.324 0.781

error by 7.4% (3.15 N vs 3.4 N) in tension step tracking, as
the trust region mechanism constrains step sizes during large
disturbances. Additionally, Adaptive TBM converges approx-
imately 50 iterations faster, benefiting from trust region ex-
pansion during refinement. Both methods achieve comparable
steady-state accuracy (1.4 N and 0.8 N for the two scenarios),
demonstrating that the adaptive mechanisms improve transient
response without sacrificing final performance.

N --=-- TBM (Tension step tracking)

\ —— Adaptive TBM (Tension step tracking)

\ ---- TBM (Velocity setpoint change)

—— Adaptive TBM (Velocity setpoint change)

[
)

o

Tension RMSE (N)

o

o
2

=4
o

Iteration

Fig. 4. Convergence comparison between TBM and Adaptive TBM.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper developed an adaptive trajectory bundle method
for R2R manufacturing control. The proposed framework com-
bines the derivative-free simplicity of sampling-based meth-
ods with the constraint-handling rigor of sequential convex
programming. Adaptive trust region and penalty mechanisms
eliminate manual tuning while ensuring robust convergence.
Simulation results on a six-zone R2R system demonstrate
tracking accuracy comparable to gradient-based MPC and
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superior disturbance rejection over MPPI baselines. The ap-
proach offers a practical solution for industrial web handling
where analytical gradients are unavailable or computationally
prohibitive.
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