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Abstract: This paper presents a concise overview of
sensitivity-based methods for solving large-scale optimiza-
tion problems in distributed fashion. The approach relies
on sensitivities and primal decomposition to achieve coor-
dination between the subsystems while requiring only local
computations with neighbor-to-neighbor communication.
We give a brief historical synopsis of its development and
apply it to both static and dynamic optimization prob-
lems. Furthermore, a real-time capable distributed model
predictive controller is proposed which is experimentally
validated on a coupled watertank system.
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Kurzfassung: Dieser Beitrag bietet einen kompak-
ten Überblick zu sensitivitätsbasierten Verfahren für die
verteilte Lösung hochdimensionaler Optimierungsprob-
leme. Das Schema nutzt Sensitivitäten und primale Dekom-
position, um die Koordination zwischen den Teilsystemen
sicherzustellen, wobei lediglich lokale Berechnungen sowie
die Kommunikation mit den jeweiligen Nachbarn erforder-
lich sind. Zusätzlich zu einer historischen Einordnung
wird sowohl die Anwendung auf statische als auch auf
dynamische Optimierungsprobleme betrachtet. Darüber
hinaus wird ein echtzeitfähiges verteiltes modellprädiktives
Regelungsverfahren vorgestellt, welches experimentell an
einem gekoppelten Wassertanksystem validiert wird.
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1 Introduction
Large-scale nonlinear programs (NLP) appear in many
modern engineering applications, ranging from statisti-
cal or machine learning with large amounts of data and
many features [1] to large-scale infrastructure systems
such as electrical power grids [2]. These problems are
typically high-dimensional, often constrained, and char-
acterized by structured couplings between subsystems or
features. Their size and complexity make centralized so-
lution approaches computationally demanding or even
infeasible, which has motivated the development of dis-
tributed optimization methods [3]. By decomposing the
central problem into smaller, parallelizable subproblems,
such methods enable local computation combined with
limited communication, offering scalability, flexibility, and
robustness advantages over centralized approaches.

A particularly challenging application domain of large-
scale optimization is nonlinear distributed model predic-
tive control (DMPC) [4] or distributed moving horizon
estimation (DMHE) [5]. Here, each subsystem solves a
local optimal control problem (OCP) subject to dynamics
and constraints, while considering neighboring subsystems
via coupling conditions. The resulting global OCP is non-
linear, constrained, potentially high-dimensional and must
be solved within a given sampling time. Distributed op-
timization techniques are well suited in this case as they
enable each subsystem to compute control inputs locally
while preferably communicating only with neighboring
subsystems. Compared to centralized model predictive
control (MPC), this leads to better scalability and ro-
bustness. If cooperative approaches are pursued, the same
control quality and stability properties as in MPC may
be achieved [6].

Consequently, a broad variety of approaches with dif-
ferent application areas in mind have been developed. Com-
mon methods for constrained convex problems include the
alternating direction method of multipliers (ADMM) [1],
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dual decomposition [7], distributed projected gradient
descent [8] or non-smooth Newton-type schemes [9]. Non-
convex problems are significantly more challenging. A
straightforward approach for distributed non-convex op-
timization is to distribute the internal computations of
classical nonlinear optimization methods. This procedure
has resulted in many bi-level algorithms such as using
ADMM to solve the quadratic programs arising in sequen-
tial quadratic programming (SQP) [10], distributing the
Newton step in interior point methods via ADMM [11],
or exploiting the locally convex structure of augmented
Lagrangian functions to apply dual decomposition [12].
Another research avenue concerns combining SQP and
ADMM resulting in the augmented Lagrangian direction
inexact Newton (ALADIN) method [13].

The focus of this work is on a recently devel-
oped sensitivity-based distributed programming (SBDP)
method for distributed, non-convex optimization [14], [15].
The approach is fundamentally different from duality-
based approaches such as ADMM as it relies on primal
decomposition and the incorporation of so-called sensi-
tivities in the local problems. These sensitivities capture
the interaction between subsystems and allow for a coop-
erative solution of the centralized problem with formal
convergence guarantees. Its design avoids the overhead of
reformulating the original NLP as a generalized consen-
sus problem and instead iterates directly on the coupled
variables. As a result, the approach yields subproblems of
smaller dimension, reduces communication requirements,
and improves scalability. However, it requires careful han-
dling of coupled constraints. It should be emphasized that
we do not present any new theoretical results in this paper,
but aim at providing a concise and application-oriented
overview of SBDP.

The contribution of this paper is threefold: First, we
present a historical survey on the conceptual development
of the SBDP approach. Second, we provide a structured
overview of the SBDP method for the solution of graph-
structured problems ranging from its application to static
optimization over dynamic optimization to DMPC. Third,
we present novel experimental results of sensitivity-based
DMPC applied to a coupled water tank system which
demonstrates its practical performance and potential.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows.
Section 2 places SBDP into a historical context and high-
lights related work. Section 3 discusses the application of
SBDP to static optimization problems, while Section 4
extends the approach to dynamic optimization problems.
Section 5 introduces a real-time sensitivity-based DMPC
scheme. Section 6 presents both simulation and experi-
mental results, before Section 7 concludes the paper.

2 A brief history of sensitivity-
based distributed optimization

This section provides a brief historical and conceptual
overview of sensitivity-based distributed optimization. The
goal is to place SBDP into context of classical paramet-
ric programming and decomposition methods, identify
intermediary ideas ranging from interaction operators to
hierarchical modeling approaches, and contrast it with
other yet similar decomposition methods. The narrative
below is arranged in chronological order and emphasizes
the transition from conceptual ideas and related methods
to explicit, provably convergent algorithms for distributed
optimization.
The 1970-80s: Parametric programming and in-
teraction operators. Sensitivity-based decomposition
methods trace back to classical sensitivity analysis in
parametric programming [16] and hierarchical control of
multi-level systems [17]. Hereby, sensitivity analysis ex-
amines how an optimal solution of a parametric NLP
changes when problem parameters vary. The behavior of
the primal-dual solution of parametric NLPs with respect
to parameter perturbations was extensively studied in the
1970s. In particular, it is proven in [16] under standard
regularity conditions, i.e., linear independence constraint
qualification (LICQ), second-order sufficient conditions
(SOSC), and strict complementarity slackness (SCS), that
the primal-dual solution of an NLP varies smoothly w.r.t.
the parameters. This allows to apply the implicit function
theorem to the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) system to ob-
tain the local differentiability of the primal-dual solution
mapping and the optimal value function. This line of work
establishes the legitimacy of using first-order information
to approximate how one subsystem responds to changes
in variables of other subsystems and is the formal reason
why exchanging sensitivities may be used to approximate
coupling effects in distributed settings.

In parallel to these developments, hierarchical control
concepts and multilevel system theories were developed
that formalize interactions among subsystems [17], [18],
[19]. Mesarovic et al. stated that coordinated optimiza-
tion can be achieved in two different ways: Either modify
the model or modify the goal, i.e., the objective func-
tion [17]. The SBDP approach can be assigned to the
latter which are referred to as goal coordination meth-
ods. Specifically, the notion of goal-interaction operators
emerged as an early conceptual precursor to the sensi-
tivities later used in the SBDP approach. Mesarovic et
al. formulated a two-level hierarchical framework, where
each “infimal” subsystem has a local objective and receives
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inputs from a higher level “supremal” coordinator [18]. A
goal-interaction operator was defined to capture how the
aggregate performance of the system depends linearly on
each subsystem’s action [19]. Although this work did not
produce an explicit algorithm, it formalizes the idea that
local goals may be modified to account for interactions.

Furthermore, during the 1970-80s the decomposition
methods matured in optimization and process engineering
[20], [21], [22]. Classic decomposition techniques, such as
Benders decomposition, showed how to split large prob-
lems by separating complicating variables [23]. Hereby,
the subproblem feedback to the master is fundamentally
a sensitivity information used to form so-called Bender
cuts or prices. Benders decomposition shares mathemati-
cal and conceptual similarities with the sensitivity-based
approaches, i.e., they both use linear approximations of
subproblem influence, but they differ in where the lin-
earization is used and in their communication structure.
In systems engineering, sensitivities were found to be use-
ful to evaluate choices in design problems of complex,
internally coupled systems, predating multidisciplinary
design optimization [24].
The 1990s and 2000s: Alternative decomposition
approaches and hierarchical modelling. Further the-
oretical work in the context of parametric programming
generalized sensitivity analysis to degenerate and non-
regular problems [25], [26] and investigated the conditions
needed to retain the (directional) differentiability of the
optimal solution and value function [27].

In parallel to these developments, a distinct but
related distributed optimization scheme pursued proxi-
mal decomposition via alternating linearization [28], [29].
These methods combine proximal point regularization with
block-coordinate linearization, leading to algorithms where
each subproblem is solved approximately via a linearized
model, and convergence results were established with tech-
niques from proximal minimization. Conceptually, these
approaches share with sensitivity-based schemes the idea
of iteratively exchanging linearized coupling information
between subproblems.

An important aspect in the historical development
of sensitivity-based decomposition methods originates in
chemical process systems engineering, where the emphasis
during the 1990s shifted toward creating structured and
hierarchical representations of complex process models
[30], [31], [32]. The goal at that time was not distributed
optimization as considered here, but the establishment
of systematic methodologies for modeling and decompo-
sition that would later provide the conceptual basis for
interaction-based coordination schemes. Central to this
effort was to model the process as modular units (e.g.,

reactors, separators, heat exchangers) interconnected via
material or energy flows which resembles the graph struc-
tured approach taken for example in DMPC.
The 2010s: Resurgence of interest in DMPC and
DMHE. Building on the ideas of goal-interaction oper-
ators and structured decomposition, the first practical
sensitivity-based distributed optimization schemes were
developed in the context of DMPC and DMHE in the
2010s. Scheu et al. proposed a distributed optimization al-
gorithm where each subsystem uses linearized information
of the neighboring dynamics and cost around the current
iterate to augment its own cost resulting in a cooperative
DMPC scheme [33], [34]. This sensitivity-based coordi-
nation iteratively updates the primal-dual variables by
solving local modified problems in a parallel Jacobi-like
fashion. Convergence conditions were established under
suitable assumptions for strictly convex, linear-quadratic
problems [33]. However, for nonlinear problems formal
convergence guarantees and efficient ways to compute
the sensitivities were still open questions [34]. An experi-
mental validation of the sensitivity-driven DMPC scheme
followed in [35], where the approach displayed competitive
performance compared to other methods in a benchmark
application to coupled water tanks.

Subsequently, the idea was also applied to DMHE
[36], [37], [38]. These works addressed problems how to
treat coupled constraints via an active set strategy [38],
always provide convergence guarantees for strongly cou-
pled systems by suitable algorithmic modifications [36]
and prove stability of the upper layer MHE scheme for a
fixed number of underlying optimizer iterations [36], [37].
However, the focus remained on linear systems.
The 2020s: Expansion to nonlinear, optimal con-
trol, and game-theoretic settings. More recently, the
sensitivity-based approach has been pushed beyond linear-
quadratic settings to general nonlinear and non-convex op-
timization problems [14], [15]. In particular, a sensitivity-
based approach is developed to solve generic NLPs with
only local computations and neighbor-to-neighbor com-
munication while providing local convergence guarantees.

Moreover, the method was extended from static opti-
mization problems to dynamic optimization problems [39],
[40], [41]. Here, it was shown that the required sensitivi-
ties can be computed efficiently and locally via standard
optimal control theory. An interesting observation was
that if the local subproblems are solved via gradient-based
schemes, the sensitivities are obtained for “free”, in the
sense that no additional computations are necessary.

Furthermore, the idea of enhancing game-theoretic
trajectory planning algorithms with sensitivity informa-
tion has gained traction in the last years. Specifically, a
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sensitivity-enhanced iterative best response method (SE-
IBR) was developed for autonomous racing and intersec-
tion scenarios which is deeply rooted in the ideas of the
aforementioned works [42], [43], [44], [45]. In [42] it is
proven that the converged iterates satisfy a Nash equi-
librium. Notably, the practical usefulness of SE-IBR has
been confirmed by simulation and experimental results.

In summary, the historical development of sensitivity-
based optimization shows a clear progression: from
parametric programming and goal-interaction operators,
through hierarchical modeling in process engineering, to
modern applications in distributed MPC or game-theoretic
control. Across these stages, the central idea remained the
same, namely to approximate and coordinate subsystem
interactions via sensitivity information. The next section
formalizes these ideas and provides explicit algorithms for
static and dynamic optimization problems.

3 Sensitivity-based distributed
static optimization

In this section, we discuss the SBDP method for solving
static optimization problems in distributed fashion. The
scheme relies on constructing local NLPs for each subsys-
tem augmented with the first-order sensitivity information
of neighboring subsystems and takes advantage that this
information is compactly represented by the directional
derivative of the Lagrangian of the neighboring NLPs w.r.t.
the subsystem’s own optimization variables. We discuss
different update rules for the primal-dual solution and
present the distributed optimization algorithm.

3.1 Problem statement

We consider NLPs which are structured over an undirected,
connected graph 𝒢 = (𝒱, ℰ), where the set of nodes 𝒱 =
{1, . . . , 𝑀} represents a collection of subsystems. In the
following these subsystems are referred to as agents. The
edge set ℰ ⊂ 𝒱 × 𝒱 encodes the interconnection structure
of the subsystems. The goal of the agents is to solve the
central NLP in a cooperative fashion

min
𝑥1,...,𝑥𝑀

∑︁
𝑖∈𝒱

𝑓𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝑥𝒩𝑖
) (1a)

s.t. 𝑔𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝑥𝒩𝑖
) = 0 , 𝑖 ∈ 𝒱 (1b)

ℎ𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝑥𝒩𝑖
) ≤ 0 , 𝑖 ∈ 𝒱 , (1c)

where 𝑥𝑖 ∈ R𝑛𝑖 is the local optimization vector. The
agents 𝑗 ∈ 𝒱 which are directly coupled with agent 𝑖 ∈ 𝒱

are collected in the set 𝒩𝑖 := {𝑗 ∈ 𝒱 | (𝑖, 𝑗) ∈ ℰ , 𝑖 ̸= 𝑗}.
These couplings arise via the neighboring optimization
variables 𝑥𝑗 ∈ R𝑛𝑗 through the objective (1a) or the
(in)equality constraints (1b) – (1c) and are summarized as
𝑥𝒩𝑖

:= [𝑥𝑗 ]𝑗∈𝒩𝑖
. Each agent minimizes a local objective

function 𝑓𝑖 : R𝑛𝑖 × R𝑛𝒩𝑖 → R subject to equality con-
straints 𝑔𝑖 : R𝑛𝑖 ×R𝑛𝒩𝑖 → R𝑛𝑔𝑖 and inequality constraints
ℎ𝑖 : R𝑛𝑖 ×R𝑛𝒩𝑖 → R𝑛ℎ𝑖 with 𝑛𝒩𝑖

:=
∑︀

𝑗∈𝒩𝑖
𝑛𝑗 . All func-

tions appearing in the central NLP (1) are assumed to be
sufficiently smooth.

We define the central Lagrangian of problem (1) as

𝐿(𝑥, 𝜆, 𝜇) :=
∑︁
𝑖∈𝒱

𝐿𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝜆𝑖, 𝜇𝑖, 𝑥𝒩𝑖
) (2)

with the local Lagrangians

𝐿𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝜆𝑖, 𝜇𝑖, 𝑥𝒩𝑖
)

:= 𝑓𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝑥𝒩𝑖
) + 𝜆⊤

𝑖 𝑔𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝑥𝒩𝑖
) + 𝜇⊤

𝑖 ℎ𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝑥𝒩𝑖
) (3)

for every 𝑖 ∈ 𝒱. The quantities 𝜆𝑖 ∈ R𝑛𝑔𝑖 and 𝜇𝑖 ∈ R𝑛ℎ𝑖

are the Lagrange multipliers associated with the con-
straints (1b) – (1c), respectively. The centralized deci-
sion variable is 𝑥 = [𝑥𝑖]𝑖∈𝒱 ∈ R𝑛, with stacked multi-
pliers 𝜆 = [𝜆𝑖]𝑖∈𝒱 ∈ R𝑛𝑔 and 𝜇 = [𝜇𝑖]𝑖∈𝒱 ∈ R𝑛ℎ . To-
gether, they form the primal-dual solution vector 𝑝 :=
[𝑥⊤, 𝜆⊤, 𝜇⊤]⊤ ∈ R𝑝, of NLP (1) with total dimension
𝑝 = 𝑛+𝑛𝑔+𝑛ℎ. For large-scale systems with many decision
variables 𝑛 ≫ 𝑛𝑖, the centralized NLP (1) quickly becomes
intractable and is more efficiently solved in distributed
manner. We therefore focus on its solution only via local
computations and neighbor-to-neighbor communication.

3.2 Local problems, sensitivities and
primal-dual update

The structure of NLP (1) is taken into account by con-
structing decoupled, local NLPs in terms of a local search
direction 𝑠𝑖 ∈ R𝑛𝑖 for each 𝑖 ∈ 𝒱 which are subsequently
solved in each iteration 𝑞 = 0, 1, . . . of the SBDP method

min
𝑠𝑖

𝑓𝑞
𝑖 (𝑠𝑖) (4a)

s.t. 𝑔𝑞
𝑖 (𝑠𝑖) = 0 (4b)

ℎ̄
𝑞
𝑖 (𝑠𝑖) ≤ 0 (4c)

with the modified cost functions 𝑓𝑖 : R𝑛𝑖 → R, defined as

𝑓𝑞
𝑖 (𝑠𝑖) := 𝑓𝑖(𝑥𝑞

𝑖 + 𝑠𝑖, 𝑥𝑞
𝒩𝑖

) + 𝜌

2‖𝑠𝑖‖2+
∑︁

𝑗∈𝒩𝑖

∇⊤
𝑥𝑖

𝐿𝑞
𝑗𝑠𝑖 (5)

and the local equality and inequality constraints

𝑔𝑞
𝑖 (𝑠𝑖) := 𝑔𝑖(𝑥

𝑞
𝑖 +𝑠𝑖, 𝑥𝑞

𝒩𝑖
), ℎ̄

𝑞
𝑖 (𝑠𝑖) := ℎ𝑖(𝑥𝑞

𝑖 +𝑠𝑖, 𝑥𝑞
𝒩𝑖

) (6)
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which depend explicitly on the search direction 𝑠𝑖. The
implicit dependency of (5) – (6) on the neighboring primal
and dual variables is captured by the superscript 𝑞 which
indicates that these functions change in each iteration.
The objective (5) consists of three distinct parts. The first
term represents the agent’s local objective in direction
𝑠𝑖. The second is a quadratic regularization term 𝜌

2 ‖𝑠𝑖‖2,
where 𝜌 ≥ 0 is a suitable penalty parameter. The third
is the sensitivity term which is defined as the directional
derivative of neighboring agents’ local Lagrangians (3) and
accounts for the first-order influence of a step in direction
𝑠𝑖 on the neighboring objectives. It is given by the gradient
of 𝐿𝑗(·) w.r.t. 𝑥𝑖 evaluated at iteration 𝑞, i.e.,

∇𝑥𝑖𝐿
𝑞
𝑗 := ∇𝑥𝑖𝐿𝑗(𝑥𝑞

𝑗 , 𝜆𝑞
𝑗 , 𝜇𝑞

𝑗 , 𝑥𝑞
𝒩𝑗

) , (7)

in direction of 𝑠𝑖. Formally, the sensitivity corresponds to
the directional derivative of the optimal value function of
a neighboring nonlinear program, when 𝑥𝒩𝑗

are regarded
as parameters. This establishes a direct connection to clas-
sical sensitivity analysis in parametric programming [16].
The required gradient (7) is computed as

∇𝑥𝑖𝐿𝑗(𝑥𝑗 , 𝜆𝑗 , 𝜇𝑗 , 𝑥𝒩𝑗
) = ∇𝑥𝑖𝑓𝑗(𝑥𝑗 , 𝑥𝒩𝑗

)
+ ∇⊤

𝑥𝑖
𝑔𝑗(𝑥𝑗 , 𝑥𝒩𝑗

)𝜆𝑗 + ∇⊤
𝑥𝑖

ℎ𝑗(𝑥𝑗 , 𝑥𝒩𝑗
)𝜇𝑗 , (8)

where 𝜆𝑗 and 𝜇𝑗 are the Lagrange multipliers of neighbor
𝑗 ∈ 𝒩𝑖. However, calculating this gradient may require
variables from second-order neighbors, which are not ac-
cessible in a typical neighbor-to-neighbor communication
network. Therefore, each agent 𝑖 ∈ 𝒱 computes the “mir-
roring” gradient ∇𝑥𝑗 𝐿𝑞

𝑖 and sends it to the respective
neighbors 𝑗 ∈ 𝒩𝑖. The actual decoupling of (5) – (6) is
achieved in a primal decomposition fashion by treating
the neighboring variables as fixed at the current iteration.

After solving the local NLP (4), each agent updates its
local component 𝑝𝑖 ∈ R𝑝𝑖 , 𝑝𝑖 = 𝑛𝑖+𝑛𝑔𝑖 +𝑛ℎ𝑖

of the central
primal-dual vector 𝑝. To this end, different updates are
proposed [14], [15], [33]. Let 𝑦𝑖 := [𝑠⊤

𝑖 , 𝜈⊤
𝑖 , 𝜅⊤

𝑖 ]⊤ ∈ R𝑝𝑖

be the primal-dual solution of (4) and

𝐿̄𝑞
𝑖 (𝑦𝑖) = 𝑓𝑞

𝑖 (𝑠𝑖) + 𝜈⊤
𝑖 𝑔𝑞

𝑖 (𝑠𝑖) + 𝜅⊤
𝑖 ℎ̄

𝑞
𝑖 (𝑠𝑖) (9)

the Lagrangian of the local NLPs (4) at some iteration 𝑞,
where 𝜈𝑖 ∈ R𝑛𝑔𝑖 and 𝜅𝑖 ∈ R𝑛ℎ𝑖 are the local Lagrange
multipliers for the constraints (4b) – (4c), respectively.

The straightforward approach taken in [33], [14] is to
perform the following Newton-like update

𝑥𝑞+1
𝑖 = 𝑥𝑞

𝑖 + 𝑠𝑞
𝑖 , 𝜆𝑞+1

𝑖 = 𝜈𝑞
𝑖 , 𝜇𝑞+1

𝑖 = 𝜅𝑞
𝑖 (10)

for each agent 𝑖 ∈ 𝒱. However, it is shown in [14] that
the convergence of this update scheme depends on the

coupling strength between subsystems and that the SBDP
method might diverge for strongly coupled subsystems
since the local steps may be too large to result in a global
contraction. A natural extension is to introduce a step
size 𝛼 > 0 which dampens the updates and prevents large
local steps. This modification results in the update law

𝑥𝑞+1
𝑖 = 𝑥𝑞

𝑖 + 𝛼𝑠𝑞
𝑖 (11a)

for the primal variable and the update laws

𝜆𝑞+1
𝑖 =𝜆𝑞

𝑖 +𝛼(𝜈𝑞
𝑖 − 𝜆𝑞

𝑖 ) , 𝜇𝑞+1
𝑖 =𝜇𝑞

𝑖 +𝛼(𝜅𝑞
𝑖 − 𝜇𝑞

𝑖 ) (11b)

for the dual variables. This adaption already guarantees
convergence for a broad class of NLPs (1). In particular it
can be shown [15] that the step size 𝛼 can always be chosen
sufficiently small such that the iteration defined by (11)
converges locally if the central NLP is only coupled via the
costs and is decoupled in the constraints. However, if we
allow for coupled constraints in (1), a more sophisticated
update scheme is necessary to ensure convergence. To this
end, it is proposed in [15] that each agent 𝑖 ∈ 𝒱 updates
its primal and dual variables as follows

𝑝𝑞+1
𝑖 = 𝑝𝑞

𝑖 + 𝛼𝑃 𝑞
𝑖 (𝑦𝑞

𝑖 )(𝑦𝑞
𝑖 − 𝑑𝑖(𝑝𝑞

𝑖 )) (12)

with offset 𝑑𝑖(𝑝𝑖) := [0⊤, 𝜆⊤
𝑖 , 𝜇⊤

𝑖 ]⊤ and the matrix-valued
function 𝑃 𝑞

𝑖 : R𝑝𝑖 → R𝑝𝑖×𝑝𝑖 given as

𝑃 𝑞
𝑖 (𝑦𝑖)=

⎡⎣ ∇2
𝑠𝑖𝑠𝑖

𝐿̄𝑞
𝑖 (𝑦𝑖) ∇⊤

𝑠𝑖
𝑔𝑞

𝑖 (𝑠𝑖) ∇⊤
𝑠𝑖

ℎ̄
𝑞
𝑖 (𝑠𝑖)

−𝛽∇𝑠𝑖𝑔
𝑞
𝑖 (𝑠𝑖) 0 0

−𝛽𝐾𝑖∇𝑠𝑖 ℎ̄
𝑞
𝑖 (𝑠𝑖) 0 −𝛽𝐻̄

𝑞
𝑖 (𝑠𝑖)

⎤⎦ (13)

for each 𝑖 ∈ 𝒱. The parameter 𝛽 > 0 describes an addi-
tional step size for the dual updates, the matrix 𝐾𝑖 :=
diag([𝜅1,𝑖, . . . , 𝜅𝑛ℎ𝑖

,𝑖]) is a diagonal matrix consisting of
each 𝜅𝑘,𝑖 in 𝜅𝑖, 𝑘 ∈ N[1,𝑛ℎ𝑖

], while 𝐻̄
𝑞
𝑖 (𝑠𝑖) = diag(ℎ̄𝑞

𝑖 (𝑠𝑖))
is a diagonal matrix consisting of all local inequalities (4c).
Hereby, N[1,𝑛ℎ𝑖

] denotes the integer set from 1 to 𝑛ℎ𝑖
. The

matrix 𝑃 𝑞
𝑖 (𝑦𝑖) defines a structured linear transformation

that alters the linearized algorithm to enforce convergence.

3.3 Distributed optimization algorithm

The algorithm in (10) is referred to as SBDP [14], while
its transformed update variant (12) is denoted as SBDP+
[15]. Both are summarized in Algorithm 1 as they only
differ in the choice of the update laws (10) – (12). The
method requires a bi-directional, neighbor-to-neighbor
communication network with the same graph structure 𝒢
as in the coupling structure of NLP (1). In Step 1, each
agent computes the partial derivative ∇𝑥𝑗 𝐿𝑞

𝑖 and shares
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Algorithm 1 SBDP(+) for solving NLP (1)
0: Initialize 𝑝0

𝑖 ; Choose tuning parameters 𝛼, 𝛽, 𝜌; send 𝑥0
𝑖 to

all neighbors 𝑗 ∈ 𝒩𝑖; set 𝑞 → 0
1: Compute the mirroring gradient to (21) for all 𝑗 ∈ 𝒩𝑖 as

∇𝑥𝑗 𝐿𝑞
𝑖 = ∇𝑥𝑗 𝐿𝑖(𝑥𝑞

𝑖 , 𝜆𝑞
𝑖 , 𝜇𝑞

𝑖 , 𝑥𝑞
𝒩𝑖

) (14)

2: Send ∇𝑥𝑗 𝐿𝑞
𝑖 to the respective neighbor 𝑗 ∈ 𝒩𝑖.

3: Solve the local NLP (4) to (local) optimality

(𝑠𝑞
𝑖 , 𝜈𝑞

𝑖 , 𝜅𝑞
𝑖 ) = arg min

𝑠𝑖

𝑓𝑞
𝑖 (𝑠𝑖) (15a)

s.t. 𝑔𝑞
𝑖 (𝑠𝑖) = 0 (15b)

ℎ̄
𝑞
𝑖 (𝑠𝑖) ≤ 0 (15c)

4: For SBDP, update 𝑝𝑞+1
𝑖 with (10); For SBDP+, update 𝑝𝑞+1

𝑖

either with (11) or (12).
5: Send 𝑥𝑞+1

𝑖 to all neighbors 𝑗 ∈ 𝒩𝑖.
6: Stop if a suitable convergence criterion is met. Otherwise,

return to line 1 with 𝑞 ← 𝑞 + 1.

this quantity with the respective neighbors 𝑗 ∈ 𝒩𝑖 for
the evaluation of the local cost function (4a). Afterward,
each agent solves the NLP (4) in parallel to obtain the
local primal-dual solution 𝑦𝑞

𝑖 . The new central primal-dual
solution 𝑝𝑞+1

𝑖 is obtained via one of the updates (10) –
(12) in Step 4, before the primal variable 𝑥𝑞+1

𝑖 is sent. A
stopping criterion is ‖𝑝𝑞+1

𝑖 − 𝑝𝑞
𝑖 ‖∞ ≤ 𝜖 with tolerance

𝜖 > 0. Convergence of SBDP(+) is investigated in [14] and
[15], respectively, and summarized in the next theorems.
Theorem 1 (Convergence of SBDP). Suppose that that
LICQ, SOSC, and SCS are satisfied for both problems (1)
and (4) and that the generalized diagonal dominance condi-
tion, as specified in [14], holds. Then, the iterates generated
by the update law (10) converge locally to the KKT-point of
NLP (1) at least linearly. Moreover, quadratic convergence
can be achieved depending on the problem structure.
Theorem 2 (Convergence of SBDP+). Suppose that the
Hessian of the Lagrangian (2) at the optimal solution is
positive definite, and that LICQ and SCS are satisfied for
both problems (1) and (4). Then, the iterates generated
by the update law (12) converge locally to the KKT-point
of NLP (1) at a linear rate, provided that the step size 𝛼

is sufficiently small and the penalty parameter 𝜌 is suffi-
ciently large.

4 Sensitivity-based distributed
dynamic optimization

In the context of DMPC, SBDP is used to solve the central
OCP in distributed fashion at each sampling step. While
it is possible to directly consider discrete-time systems

for which the MPC optimization problem takes the form
of (1), we will adopt a continuous-time perspective. This
viewpoint preserves structural properties in the sense of a
“first optimize then discretize” approach which is exploited,
for instance, by an efficient (gradient-based) solution of
the subproblems or for the sensitivity calculation.

4.1 Problem statement

In this setting, each agent 𝑖 ∈ 𝒱 is governed by the non-
linear, continuous-time system dynamics

𝑥̇𝑖(𝑡) = 𝑓 𝑖(𝑥𝑖(𝑡), 𝑢𝑖(𝑡), 𝑥𝒩𝑖
(𝑡)) , ∀𝑡 > 0 (16)

with the states 𝑥𝑖(𝑡) ∈ R𝑛𝑥𝑖 , controls 𝑢𝑖(𝑡) ∈ R𝑛𝑢𝑖 , initial
conditions 𝑥𝑖(0) = 𝑥𝑖,0 and functions 𝑓 𝑖 : R𝑛𝑥𝑖 × R𝑛𝑢𝑖 ×
R𝑛𝑥𝒩𝑖 → R𝑛𝑥𝑖 . To avoid confusion with optimization
variables, state variables are consistently denoted with
their explicit time argument, i.e., 𝑥𝑖(𝑡). Similar to (1), the
agents solve the central OCP

min
𝑢̄(·)

∑︁
𝑖∈𝒱

𝐽𝑖(𝑢̄𝑖(·); 𝑥̄𝒩𝑖
(·), 𝑥𝑖,0) (17a)

s.t. ˙̄𝑥𝑖(𝜏) = 𝑓 𝑖(𝑥̄𝑖(𝜏), 𝑢̄𝑖(𝜏), 𝑥̄𝒩𝑖
(𝜏)) , 𝑖 ∈ 𝒱 (17b)

𝑥̄𝑖(0) = 𝑥𝑖,0 , 𝑖 ∈ 𝒱 (17c)
𝑢̄𝑖(𝜏) ∈ U𝑖 , 𝜏 ∈ [0, 𝑇 ] , 𝑖 ∈ 𝒱 , (17d)

where each input is constrained to the compact set U𝑖 ⊂
R𝑛𝑢𝑖 via the constraint (17d) and 𝑢̄(𝜏) = [𝑢̄𝑖(𝜏)]𝑖∈𝒱 . The
bar notation indicates optimization variables depending
on the optimization time 𝜏 ∈ [0, 𝑇 ] in contrast to system
variables. The local cost functionals (17a) are chosen as

𝐽𝑖(𝑢̄𝑖(·); 𝑥̄𝒩𝑖
(·), 𝑥𝑖,0)

= 𝑉𝑖(𝑥̄𝑖(𝑇 )) +
∫︁ 𝑇

0
𝑙𝑖(𝑥̄𝑖(𝜏), 𝑢̄𝑖(𝜏), 𝑥̄𝒩𝑖

(𝜏)) d𝜏 (18)

with prediction horizon 𝑇 > 0, integral cost 𝑙𝑖 : R𝑛𝑥𝑖 ×
R𝑛𝑢𝑖 ×R𝑛𝑥𝒩𝑖 → R≥0 and terminal cost 𝑉𝑖 : R𝑛𝑥𝑖 → R≥0,
𝑖 ∈ 𝒱 . The coupling between agents appears via the neigh-
boring states 𝑥𝑗(𝑡) in the dynamics (16) and the integral
cost (18). All functions in OCP (17) are supposed to be suf-
ficiently smooth and we assume the existence and unique-
ness of the respective solution 𝑥𝑖(·; 𝑢𝑖(·), 𝑥𝒩𝑖

(·), 𝑥𝑖,0) of
(16) such that the cost functional in (18) is regarded as
being dependent on the control trajectory 𝑢̄𝑖(·), external
trajectories 𝑥̄𝒩𝑖

(·) and initial condition 𝑥𝑖,0.

4.2 Local problems and sensitivities

Similar to the parametric cased discussed before, modi-
fied local OCPs are constructed which are solved at each
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iteration 𝑞 = 0, 1, . . . . Specifically, they are given as

min
𝑢̄𝑖(·)

𝐽𝑞
𝑖 (𝑢̄𝑖(·); 𝑥𝑖,0) := 𝐽𝑖(𝑢̄𝑖(·), 𝑥̄𝑞

𝒩𝑖
(·), 𝑥𝑖,0)

+
∑︁

𝑗∈𝒩𝑖

𝛿𝐽𝑗(𝑢̄𝑞
𝑗(·); 𝑥̄𝑞

𝒩𝑗
(·), 𝑥𝑗,0)(𝛿𝑥̄𝑖(·)) (19a)

s.t. ˙̄𝑥𝑖(𝜏) = 𝑓 𝑖(𝑥̄𝑖(𝜏), 𝑢̄𝑖(𝜏), 𝑥̄𝑞
𝒩𝑖

(𝜏)) (19b)

𝑥̄𝑖(0) = 𝑥𝑖,0 (19c)
𝑢̄𝑖(𝜏) ∈ U𝑖 , 𝜏 ∈ [0, 𝑇 ] (19d)

The cost 𝐽𝑞
𝑖 (𝑢̄𝑖(·); 𝑥𝑖,0) represents the modified local cost

functional which is augmented by the sensitivities of the
neighboring agents. In this continuous-time context, the
sensitivity term appearing in the modified local cost func-
tion (19a), i.e., 𝛿𝐽𝑗(𝑢̄𝑞

𝑗 (·); 𝑥̄𝑞
𝒩𝑗

(·), 𝑥𝑗,0)(𝛿𝑥̄𝑖(·)), is defined
as the Gâteaux derivative of the neighboring agents’ ex-
tended cost functional w.r.t. the agent states 𝑥̄𝑖(𝜏) in
direction 𝛿𝑥̄𝑖(𝜏) = 𝑥̄𝑖(𝜏) − 𝑥̄𝑞

𝑖 (𝜏). It is computed as [41]

𝛿𝐽𝑗(𝑢̄𝑗(·), 𝑥̄𝒩𝑗
(·))(𝛿𝑥̄𝑖(·)) =

∫︁ 𝑇

0
(𝑔𝑗𝑖(𝜏))⊤𝛿𝑥̄𝑖(𝜏) d𝜏 , (20)

where 𝑔𝑗𝑖(𝜏) ∈ R𝑛𝑥𝑖 , 𝜏 ∈ [0, 𝑇 ] may be interpreted as the
time-dependent gradient

𝑔𝑗𝑖(𝜏) =∇𝑥𝑖 𝑙𝑗(𝑥̄𝑗(𝜏), 𝑢̄𝑗(𝜏), 𝑥̄𝒩𝑗
(𝜏))

+ (∇𝑥̄𝑖𝑓 𝑗(𝑥̄𝑗(𝜏), 𝑢̄𝑗(𝜏), 𝑥̄𝒩𝑗
(𝜏))⊤𝜆̄𝑗(𝜏) (21)

of the cost functional 𝐽𝑗(·), 𝑗 ∈ 𝒩𝑖, w.r.t. the states 𝑥̄𝑖(𝜏),
𝑖 ∈ 𝒱. Hereby, 𝜆𝑗(𝜏) ∈ R𝑛𝑥𝑗 denotes the adjoint state
of the neighbors associated with the dynamics (19b). It
may be computed locally in each iteration 𝑞 via backward
integration of the adjoint dynamics

˙̄𝜆𝑖(𝜏) = −∇𝑥𝑖𝐻
𝑞
𝑖 (𝑥̄𝑖(𝜏), 𝑢̄𝑖(𝜏), 𝜆̄𝑖(𝜏)) (22)

with the terminal condition 𝜆̄𝑖(𝑇 ) = ∇𝑥𝑖𝑉𝑖(𝑥̄𝑖(𝑇 )) and
the local Hamiltonian associated with the local OCP (19)

𝐻𝑞
𝑖 (𝑥𝑖, 𝑢𝑖, 𝜆𝑖) = 𝑙𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝑢𝑖, 𝑥𝑞

𝒩𝑖
) + 𝜆⊤

𝑖 𝑓 𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝑢𝑖, 𝑥𝑞
𝒩𝑖

)

+
∑︁

𝑗∈𝒩𝑖

(𝑔𝑞
𝑗𝑖)

⊤(𝑥𝑖 − 𝑥𝑞
𝑖 ) , (23)

where the implicit dependency of (23) on the neighboring
states 𝑥𝑗(𝜏) and gradients 𝑔𝑗𝑖(𝜏) is captured by the su-
perscript 𝑞. Furthermore, we use the short-hand notation
𝑔𝑞

𝑗𝑖(𝜏) to denote the gradient evaluated at iteration 𝑞. The
dynamics (16) and integral costs in (18) are decoupled by
treating the neighboring trajectories 𝑥̄𝑗(·) as fixed at the
current iteration 𝑞.

4.3 Distributed optimal control algorithm

The decoupled nature of the local OCPs (19) is exploited
by their parallel solution at the agent level, see Algo-
rithm 2. As in Algorithm 1, each iteration consists of two

Algorithm 2 SBDP for solving OCP (17)

0: Initialize 𝑥0
𝑖 (𝜏) = 𝑥𝑖,0, 𝜆̄

0
𝑖 (𝜏) = ∇𝑥𝑖 𝑉𝑖(𝑥𝑖,0), 𝜏 ∈ [0, 𝑇 ]; set

𝑥𝑖,0; send 𝑥0
𝑖 (·) to neighbors 𝑗 ∈ 𝒩𝑖; set 𝑞 → 0

1: Compute the mirroring gradient to (21) for all 𝑗 ∈ 𝒩𝑖 as

𝑔𝑞
𝑖𝑗(𝜏) = ∇𝑥𝑗 𝑙𝑖(𝑥𝑞

𝑖 (𝜏), 𝑢̄𝑞
𝑖 (𝜏), 𝑥𝑞

𝒩𝑖
(𝜏))

+ (∇𝑥𝑗 𝑓 𝑖(𝑥
𝑞
𝑖 (𝜏), 𝑢̄𝑞

𝑖 (𝜏), 𝑥𝑞
𝒩𝑖

(𝜏))⊤𝜆̄
𝑞
𝑖 (𝜏) . (24)

2: Send 𝑔𝑞
𝑖𝑗(·) to the respective neighbor 𝑗 ∈ 𝒩𝑖.

3: Compute the trajectories (𝑢̄𝑞+1
𝑖 (·), 𝑥𝑞+1

𝑖 (·), 𝜆̄
𝑞+1
𝑖 (·)) by solv-

ing the local OCP (19)

min
𝑢̄𝑖(·)

𝐽𝑞
𝑖 (𝑢̄𝑖(·); 𝑥𝑖,0) (25a)

s.t. ˙̄𝑥𝑖(𝜏) = 𝑓 𝑖(𝑥𝑖(𝜏), 𝑢̄𝑖(𝜏), 𝑥𝑞
𝒩𝑖

(𝜏)) (25b)

𝑥𝑖(0) = 𝑥𝑖,0 (25c)
𝑢̄𝑖(𝜏) ∈ U𝑖 , 𝜏 ∈ [0, 𝑇 ] . (25d)

4: Send the state trajectory 𝑥𝑞+1
𝑖 (·) to all neighbors 𝑗 ∈ 𝒩𝑖

5: Stop if a suitable convergence criterion is met. Otherwise,
return to line 1 with 𝑞 ← 𝑞 + 1.

computation steps, each followed by neighbor-to-neighbor
communication: first exchanging the “mirrored” gradient
trajectory (21), then broadcasting the current state tra-
jectory. At every iteration 𝑞, the local OCP (19) needs
to be solved, e.g., via a projected gradient method [46]
or with the fixed-point iteration in the next section [47].
Both approaches yield the adjoint state as a byproduct,
providing 𝜆𝑖(·) without extra cost. A practical stopping
criterion in DMPC is a fixed iteration limit. Convergence
of Algorithm 2 is analyzed in [40].
Theorem 3 (Convergence of Algorithm 2). Let X⊂R𝑛𝑥

be a compact set such that 𝑥0 = [𝑥𝑖,0]𝑖∈𝒱 ∈ X. Assume
that OCP (17) admits a unique solution and that both the
central and local optimal control laws are locally Lipschitz.
Then, there exists a sufficiently short prediction horizon
𝑇 such that Algorithm 2 converges linearly.
Similar to (11), the allowable horizon length can be in-
creased by damping the iterates [40].

4.4 Solution of the local problems via
fixed-point iterations

Generally, a suitable local solver is needed to compute
the solutions of (19) in each iteration 𝑞. However, for a
frequently appearing special case discussed below, the
structure of the optimality conditions of (19) can be ex-
ploited to simplify the solution process. For this purpose,
suppose the agent dynamics (16) are input-affine, i.e.,

𝑓 𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝑢𝑖, 𝑥𝒩𝑖
) = 𝑓0

𝑖 (𝑥𝑖, 𝑥𝒩𝑖
) + 𝐵𝑖(𝑥𝑖)𝑢𝑖 , (26)
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with control-independent functions 𝑓0
𝑖 : R𝑛𝑥𝑖 × R𝑛𝑥𝒩𝑖 →

R𝑛𝑥𝑖 and matrix functions 𝐵𝑖 : R𝑛𝑥𝑖 → R𝑛𝑥𝑖
×𝑛𝑢𝑖 . Fur-

thermore, the integral costs (18) are quadratic in 𝑢𝑖, i.e.,

𝑙𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝑢𝑖, 𝑥𝒩𝑖
) = 𝑙0𝑖 (𝑥𝑖, 𝑥𝒩𝑖

) + 1
2Δ𝑢⊤

𝑖 𝑅𝑖Δ𝑢𝑖 , (27)

with control-independent cost 𝑙0𝑖 : R𝑛𝑥𝑖 × R𝑛𝑥𝒩𝑖 → R≥0,
diagonal matrix 𝑅𝑖 ≻ 0, and Δ𝑢𝑖 = 𝑢𝑖 − 𝑢ref

𝑖 for some
reference 𝑢ref

𝑖 ∈ R𝑛𝑢𝑖 . The constraint set is given as
U𝑖 = [𝑢−

𝑖 , 𝑢+
𝑖 ] with lower bound 𝑢−

𝑖 and upper bound 𝑢+
𝑖 ,

respectively. Then, the resulting structure of the optimality
conditions of (19) allows for an efficient solution with the
fixed-point scheme presented in [47]. Specifically, the first-
order optimality conditions for each OCP (19) consist of
the canonical boundary value problem (BVP)

˙̄𝑥𝑖(𝜏)=𝑓 𝑖(𝑥̄𝑖(𝜏), 𝑢̄𝑖(𝜏), 𝑥̄𝑞
𝒩𝑖

(𝜏)), 𝑥̄𝑖(0)=𝑥𝑖,0 (28a)
˙̄𝜆𝑖(𝜏)=−∇𝑥𝑖𝐻

𝑞
𝑖 (𝑥̄𝑖(𝜏), 𝑢̄𝑖(𝜏), 𝜆̄𝑖(𝜏)), 𝜆̄𝑖(𝑇 )= 𝜆̄

𝑇
𝑖 (28b)

with terminal condition 𝜆̄
𝑇
𝑖 = ∇𝑥𝑖𝑉𝑖(𝑥̄𝑖(𝑇 )), and the

pointwise-in-time minimization of the local Hamilto-
nian (23) for all 𝜏 ∈ [0, 𝑇 ] w.r.t. the control, i.e.,

𝑢̄𝑖(𝜏) = arg min
𝑢𝑖∈[𝑢−

𝑖
, 𝑢+

𝑖
]
𝐻𝑞

𝑖 (𝑥̄𝑖(𝜏), 𝑢𝑖, 𝜆̄𝑖(𝜏)) . (29)

The problem (29) is strictly convex in 𝑢𝑖 and separable for
every element 𝑢𝑘,𝑖 in 𝑢𝑖, 𝑘 ∈ N[1,𝑛𝑢𝑖

]. Thus, the optimal
control 𝑢𝑘,𝑖 is computed via element-wise projection as

𝑢𝑘,𝑖 = 𝜑𝑘,𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝜆𝑖) :=

⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩
𝑢−

𝑘,𝑖 if 𝑢̃𝑘,𝑖 ≤ 𝑢−
𝑘,𝑖

𝑢+
𝑘,𝑖 if 𝑢̃𝑘,𝑖 ≥ 𝑢+

𝑘,𝑖

𝑢̃𝑘,𝑖 if 𝑢̃𝑘,𝑖 ∈ (𝑢−
𝑘,𝑖, 𝑢+

𝑘,𝑖)
(30)

with the (vector-valued) unconstrained minimizer

𝑢̃𝑖 = 𝑢ref
𝑖 − 𝑅−1

𝑖 𝐵⊤
𝑖 (𝑥𝑖)𝜆𝑖 , (31)

where the element-wise control functions (30) are summa-
rized as 𝜑𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝜆𝑖) := [𝜑𝑘,𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝜆𝑖)]𝑘∈N[1,𝑛𝑢𝑖

] . By inserting
(30) into the canonical equations (28), we obtain the fol-
lowing BVP

˙̄𝑥𝑖(𝜏) = 𝐹 𝑞
𝑖 (𝑥̄𝑖(𝜏), 𝜆̄𝑖(𝜏)) , 𝑥̄𝑖(0) = 𝑥𝑖,0 (32a)

˙̄𝜆𝑖(𝜏) = 𝐺𝑞
𝑖 (𝑥̄𝑖(𝜏), 𝜆̄𝑖(𝜏)) , 𝜆̄𝑖(𝑇 ) = 𝜆̄

𝑇
𝑖 (32b)

with the functions 𝐹 𝑞
𝑖 (𝑥𝑖, 𝜆𝑖) := 𝑓 𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝜑𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝜆𝑖), 𝑥𝑞

𝒩𝑖
)

and 𝐺𝑞
𝑖 (𝑥𝑖, 𝜆𝑖) := −∇𝑥𝑖𝐻

𝑞
𝑖 (𝑥𝑖, 𝜑𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝜆𝑖), 𝜆𝑖), where the

superscript captures the implicit dependency on external
trajectories at iteration 𝑞 of both functions.

The separation of the boundary conditions is exploited
in the numerical solution of the BVP (32) with the fixed-
point scheme in Algorithm 3. The scheme is easy to im-

Algorithm 3 Fixed-point iterations for solving (19)

Initialize 𝜆̄
0|𝑞
𝑖 (𝜏) = 𝜆̄

𝑞
𝑖 (𝜏); choose 𝑗max; set 𝑗 → 1

0: While 𝑗 ≤ 𝑗max do
1: Compute 𝑥

𝑗|𝑞
𝑖 (𝜏) via forward integration of

˙̄𝑥𝑗|𝑞
𝑖 (𝜏) = 𝐹 𝑞

𝑖 (𝑥𝑗|𝑞
𝑖 (𝜏), 𝜆̄

𝑗−1|𝑞
𝑖 (𝜏)) , 𝑥

𝑗|𝑞
𝑖 (0) = 𝑥𝑖,0 . (33)

2: Compute 𝜆
𝑗|𝑞
𝑖 (𝜏) via backward integration of

˙̄𝜆
𝑗|𝑞
𝑖 (𝜏) = 𝐺𝑞

𝑖 (𝑥𝑗|𝑞
𝑖 (𝜏), 𝜆̄

𝑗|𝑞
𝑖 (𝜏)) , 𝜆̄

𝑗|𝑘
𝑖 (𝑇 ) = 𝜆̄

𝑇
𝑖 (34)

with terminal condition 𝜆̄
𝑇
𝑖 = ∇𝑥𝑖 𝑉𝑖(𝑥𝑗|𝑞

𝑖 (𝑇 )).
3: Set 𝑗 ← 𝑗 + 1.
4: End While
5: Compute 𝑢̄𝑞+1

𝑖 (𝜏) = 𝜑𝑖(𝑥
𝑗max|𝑞
𝑖 (𝜏), 𝜆̄

𝑗max|𝑞
𝑖 (𝜏)), set 𝑥𝑞+1

𝑖 (𝜏) =
𝑥

𝑗max|𝑞
𝑖 (𝜏), 𝜆̄

𝑞+1
𝑖 (𝜏) = 𝜆̄

𝑗max|𝑞
𝑖 (𝜏), 𝜏 ∈ [0, 𝑇 ], and return to

Step 4 of Algorithm 2.

plement, since the fixed-point iteration merely consists of
the sequential forward and backward integration of (32a)
– (32b). The algorithm requires an initial guess for the
local adjoint state trajectory 𝜆𝑖(·) which is set in a warm
start fashion to the value of the corresponding previous
iterate from Algorithm 2. In a practical implementation,
a discretization of the time grid [0, 𝑇 ] is required for the
numerical integration. With regard to a real-time capable
DMPC scheme, integration methods with a fixed step size
are suitable, whereby the number of discretization points
affects the optimality, computation time and communi-
cation effort. Furthermore, the adjoint state trajectory
𝜆𝑖(·) is part of the solution and can be readily used in
the evaluation of the gradient (21). The convergence of
Algorithm 2 under inexact minimization of the local OCPs
(19) with Algorithm 3 is investigated in [41].
Theorem 4 (Convergence under Inexact Minimization).
Consider Algorithm 2 applied to a neighbor-affine form
[48] of the problem class specified by (26) – (27), where
the OCPs (19) are solved inexactly with a fixed number of
iterations 𝑗max of Algorithm 3. Under the assumptions of
Theorem 3, there exists a sufficiently short prediction hori-
zon 𝑇 (𝑗max) ensuring linear convergence of Algorithm 2.

5 Application to distributed model
predictive control

In this section, it is discussed how the distributed solution
of the central OCP (17) via Algorithm 2 is employed
in a real-time capable DMPC scheme. To this end, we
first briefly recap a central MPC scheme without terminal
constraints on which the distributed approach is based.
Then, the sensitivity-based DMPC scheme is presented.
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5.1 Central MPC scheme

A centralized MPC scheme for setpoint stabilization relies
on the repeated online solution of the central OCP (17) at
each sampling point 𝑡𝑘 = 𝑘Δ𝑡, 𝑘 ∈ N0 with the currently
measured (or estimated) system state 𝑥̄𝑖(0) = 𝑥𝑘

𝑖 = 𝑥𝑖(𝑡𝑘)
to control each subsystem (16) to a predefined reference
point (𝑥ref , 𝑢ref) with 𝑓(𝑥ref , 𝑢ref) = 0, 𝑓(·) = [𝑓 𝑖(·)]𝑖∈𝒱 .
Usually, MPC strategies assume that the optimal solution
of the OCP (17) is known at each 𝑡𝑘, such that the first
part of the optimal control 𝑢̄

*|𝑘
𝑖 (𝜏), 𝜏 ∈ [0, 𝑇 ], i.e.,

𝑢𝑖(𝑡𝑘 + 𝜏) = 𝑢̄
*|𝑘
𝑖 (𝜏) , 𝜏 ∈ [0, Δ𝑡) , 𝑖 ∈ 𝒱 (35)

is applied to each system (16). In the next sampling step
𝑡𝑘+1 = 𝑡𝑘 + Δ𝑡, the problem (17) is solved again with the
new initial value 𝑥𝑘+1

𝑖 . In the nominal case, the next sys-
tem state is given by the predicted value 𝑥𝑘+1

𝑖 = 𝑥̄
*|𝑘
𝑖 (Δ𝑡),

where 𝑥̄
*|𝑘
𝑖 (·; 𝑢̄

*|𝑘
𝑖 (·), 𝑥̄

*|𝑘
𝒩𝑖

(·), 𝑥𝑖,0) is the optimal state tra-
jectory in MPC step 𝑘. The OCP (17) is formulated
on purpose without terminal constraints to reduce the
computational burden and to possibly allow for the ef-
ficient solution of the local problems with Algorithm 3.
In order to formally guarantee the stability of an MPC
scheme without terminal constraints, additional require-
ments on the central OCP (17) are necessary. In most
cases, it is assumed that there exists a local feedback law
𝑢 = [𝑟𝑖(𝑥)]𝑖∈𝒱 ∈ U, U := U1 × · · · × U𝑀 and that the
terminal cost 𝑉 (𝑥) =

∑︀
𝑖∈𝒱 𝑉𝑖(𝑥𝑖) constitutes a local

control Lyapunov function (CLF) on a compact, invariant
set Ω𝛽 = {𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 | 𝑉 (𝑥) ≤ 𝛽} [49], [50], [51], [52]. Then,
asymptotic stability of the closed loop under the MPC
control law (35) can be shown for a certain domain of
attraction Γ ⊂ R𝑛, i.e., for all 𝑥0 ∈ Γ, the MPC controller
asymptotically stabilizes the reference point 𝑥ref of the
nominal system (16) [47], [51], [52].

5.2 Real-time DMPC approach

In order to use SBDP in the context of real-time DMPC,
only a fixed number of iterations 𝑞max of Algorithm 2 can
be performed per sampling step. Terminating the algo-
rithm after 𝑞max iterations yields the suboptimal control
𝑢̄

𝑞max|𝑘
𝑖 (𝜏), 𝜏 ∈ [0, 𝑇 ] of which the first part is applied to

the system (16), i.e.,

𝑢𝑖(𝑡𝑘 + 𝜏) = 𝑢̄
𝑞max|𝑘
𝑖 (𝜏) , 𝜏 ∈ [0, Δ𝑡) . (36)

In the next DMPC step, Algorithm 2 is re-initialized with
the state and adjoint state trajectories of the previous
DMPC step as a warm start. These trajectories can be

Algorithm 4 Real-time sensitivity-based DMPC

0: Initialize 𝑥
0|0
𝑖 (𝜏), 𝜆̄

0|0
𝑖 (𝜏), 𝜏 ∈ [0, 𝑇 ]; choose 𝑞max; set 𝑘 → 0

1: Obtain state measurement 𝑥𝑘
𝑖 = 𝑥𝑖(𝑡𝑘).

2: Initialize Algorithm 2 with 𝑥
0|𝑘
𝑖 (0) = 𝑥𝑘

𝑖 , 𝑥
0|𝑘
𝑖 (·) and

𝜆̄
0|𝑘
𝑖 (·), and perform 𝑞max iterations to obtain the trajec-

tories (𝑢̄𝑞max|𝑘
𝑖 (𝜏), 𝑥

𝑞max|𝑘
𝑖 (𝜏), 𝜆̄

𝑞max|𝑘
𝑖 (𝜏)), 𝜏 ∈ [0, 𝑇 ].

3: Apply 𝑢̄
𝑞max|𝑘
𝑖 (𝜏), 𝜏 ∈ [0, Δ𝑡) to the system (16).

4: Update 𝑥
0|𝑘+1
𝑖 (𝜏) = 𝑥

𝑞max|𝑘
𝑖 (𝜏), 𝜆̄

0|𝑘+1
𝑖 (𝜏) = 𝜆̄

𝑞max|𝑘
𝑖 (𝜏), 𝜏 ∈

[0, 𝑇 ], and go to Step 1 with 𝑘 ← 𝑘 + 1.

shifted by Δ𝑡, where the undefined part for 𝜏 ∈ (𝑇, 𝑇 +Δ𝑡]
may be obtained with the terminal control law 𝑟(𝑥(𝜏)).
The DMPC scheme is summarized in Algorithm 4.

In the first DMPC step 𝑘 = 0, an initial guess for the
state and adjoint state trajectories 𝑥̄

0|0
𝑖 (𝜏) and 𝜆̄

0|0
𝑖 (𝜏),

𝜏 ∈ [0, 𝑇 ] is needed for the initialization of Algorithm 2.
A possible way to determine these trajectories in a dis-
tributed fashion is by forward integration of

˙̄𝑥0|0
𝑖 (𝜏) = 𝑓 𝑖(𝑥̄

0|0
𝑖 (𝜏), 𝑢ref

𝑖 , 𝑥ref
𝒩𝑖

) (37)

with 𝑥
0|0
𝑖 (0) = 𝑥𝑖,0 and local references [𝑥ref

𝑖 ]𝑖∈𝒱 = 𝑥ref ,
[𝑢ref

𝑖 ]𝑖∈𝒱 = 𝑢ref , followed by a backward integration of

˙̄𝜆
0|0
𝑖 (𝜏) = −∇𝑥𝑖𝐻

0|0
𝑖 (𝑥̄0|0

𝑖 (𝜏), 𝑢ref
𝑖 , 𝜆̄

0|0
𝑖 (𝜏)) (38)

with the terminal condition 𝜆̄
0|0
𝑖 (𝑇 ) = ∇𝑥𝑖𝑉𝑖(𝑥̄0|0

𝑖 (𝑇 )).
Furthermore, we set 𝑥̄

0|0
𝒩𝑖

(𝜏) = [𝑥ref
𝑗 ]𝑗∈𝒩𝑖

and 𝑔
0|0
𝑗𝑖 (𝜏) = 0,

𝜏 ∈ [0, 𝑇 ], 𝑗 ∈ 𝒩𝑖 to resolve the implicit dependencies of
the Hamiltonian (23). Hereby, only the local state reference
values 𝑥ref

𝑖 need to be sent offline to the neighbors. In [41],
the stability properties of Algorithm 4 are investigated.
Theorem 5 (Real-time DMPC stability). Under the as-
sumptions that Algorithm 2 is convergent by a suitable
choice of the prediction horizon 𝑇 , the number of iterations
𝑞max is sufficiently large, and that the initial optimization
error is sufficiently small, the reference of the closed loop
system under the control law (36) is exponentially stable
and the optimization error decreases incrementally.

6 DMPC of a water tank system
To demonstrate the practical relevance of the real-time
sensitivity-based approach, the setpoint stabilization of a
coupled water tank system is considered. We first describe
the experimental setup and utilize Algorithm 1 to esti-
mate unknown model parameters in distributed fashion.
Then, the sensitivity-based DMPC controller is designed
to guarantee nominal stability and evaluated in numeric
simulations. Finally, experimental results of the sensitivity-
based DMPC controller for a setpoint change and different
disturbance scenarios are presented.
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tank 1 tank 2

valve A
valve B

valve C

𝑞1,in(𝑡) 𝑞2,in(𝑡)

𝑞1,out(𝑡)

𝑞12(𝑡)

𝑞2,out(𝑡)

ℎ1(𝑡) ℎ2(𝑡)

Fig. 1: Schematic diagram of the the coupled tank system.

6.1 Setup and parameter estimation

The coupled water tank setup consists of two intercon-
nected tanks, each subject to external inflows or out-
flows, see Figure 1. The nonlinear dynamics of each tank
𝑖 ∈ 𝒱 = {1, 2}, 𝒩𝑖 = 𝒱 ∖ {𝑖} follow from the mass balance
of inflows and outflows for a constant water density as

ℎ̇𝑖(𝑡) = 𝑞𝑖,in(𝑡)+𝑞𝑖,out(ℎ𝑖(𝑡))+
∑︁

𝑗∈𝒩𝑖

𝑞𝑖𝑗(ℎ𝑖(𝑡), ℎ𝑗(𝑡)) , (39)

where the water height ℎ𝑖(𝑡) = 𝑥𝑖(𝑡) ≥ 0 represents the
state of each agent and is measured by differential pressure
sensors. The individual functions 𝑞𝑖,in = 1

𝐴 𝑢𝑖, 𝑞𝑖,out(ℎ𝑖) =
𝑎𝑖
𝐴

√
2𝑔ℎ𝑖 and 𝑞𝑖𝑗(ℎ𝑖, ℎ𝑗) = 𝑎𝑖𝑗

𝐴 sign(ℎ𝑗 − ℎ𝑖)
√︀

2𝑔|ℎ𝑖 − ℎ𝑗 |
describe the inflow and outflow of each tank, respectively,
as well as the coupling flow between adjacent tanks. Here,
𝐴 is the base area of the tanks, 𝑎𝑖, 𝑎𝑖𝑗 are the effective
cross section areas of the outflow and coupling flow re-
spectively, and 𝑔 is the gravitational constant. Since the
coupling function is non-differentiable at ℎ𝑖 = ℎ𝑗 , its
derivative is approximated by a third-order polynomial
for |ℎ𝑖 − ℎ𝑗 | ≤ 0.5 cm. The volume flows 𝑢𝑖(𝑡), provided
by two pumps, act as an input for each tank and are
constrained to the interval [𝑢−

𝑖 , 𝑢+
𝑖 ]. The nominal configu-

ration of the coupled tank system which is also used as the
DMPC internal prediction model is: valve A closed, valve
B open and valve C open. The values of the effective cross
section areas are determined experimentally by steering
the nominal system to different equilibrium points and
computing 𝑎2, 𝑎12, and 𝑎21 via a least-square approach

min
𝑎

𝑓(𝑎) = ‖𝑀𝑎 − 𝑦‖2 (40a)

s.t. 𝑎12 = 𝑎21 (40b)
𝑎2, 𝑎12, 𝑎21 ≥ 0 (40c)

with regressor 𝑎 = [𝑎12, 𝑎2, 𝑎21]⊤, coefficient matrix 𝑀 ∈
R𝑚×𝑛 and observations 𝑦 ∈ R𝑚×1. Overall 𝑚 = 100
data points are recorded. The constraints (40b) – (40c)
arise from physical considerations. If we assign 𝑎12 with

0 25 5010−8

10−4

100

Iterations 𝑞

‖𝑎
𝑞

−
𝑎

* ‖

0 10 20

15

10

5

0

Iterations 𝑞

𝑓
(𝑎

𝑞
)

Fig. 2: Convergence the error (left) and value function (right) of
Algorithm 1 applied to the parameter estimation problem (40).

Symbol 𝐴 𝑎𝑖 𝑎𝑖𝑗 𝑔 𝑢−
𝑖 𝑢+

𝑖

Value 144 0.354 0.216 981 8.333 100

Unit cm2 cm2 cm2 cm
s2

cm3

s
cm3

s

Tab. 1: Parameter values of the coupled tank system.

its positivity constraints to agent 1 and 𝑎2, 𝑎21 with
the their positivity constraints together with the equality
constraint (40b) to agent 2, then problem (40) takes the
form of (1). Hence, Algorithm 1 may be applied to estimate
the parameter values from the measurement data. Hereby,
we additionally substitute the equality constraint (40b)
into the cost function of agent 2 to simplify its problem.
Figure 2 shows the convergence of Algorithm 1 with the
update rule (10) for an initial guess of 𝑎1 = 𝑎12 = 𝑎21 =
0 toward the centrally obtained solution 𝑎*. After 20
iterations the optimal value function evaluates to 𝑓(𝑎20) =
1.575 × 10−4 showing a successful distributed estimation
of the parameters. The resulting values of the effective
cross sections together with other relevant parameters are
summarized in Table 1.

6.2 DMPC design and evaluation

For the control task, we consider the stabilization of
the reference point 𝑥ref = [40 cm, 20 cm]⊤ and 𝑢ref =
[44.27 cm3

s , 27.24 cm3

s ]. To this end, we choose a quadratic
integral cost function

𝑙𝑖(𝑥𝑖, 𝑢𝑖, 𝑥𝒩𝑖
) = 𝑄𝑖Δ𝑥2

𝑖 + 𝑅𝑖Δ𝑢2
𝑖 (41)

with Δ𝑥𝑖 := 𝑥𝑖 − 𝑥ref
𝑖 , Δ𝑢𝑖 := 𝑢𝑖 − 𝑢ref

𝑖 , 𝑄𝑖 = 1 1
cm2 ,

and 𝑅𝑖 = 0.1 s2/cm6. We design a separable terminal
cost 𝑉𝑖(𝑥𝑖) = 𝑃𝑖Δ𝑥2

𝑖 , and terminal control law 𝑟𝑖(𝑥) =
−𝐾𝑖Δ𝑥𝑖 −

∑︀
𝑗∈𝒩𝑖

𝐾𝑖𝑗Δ𝑥𝑗 + 𝑢ref
𝑖 , via the LMI-based ap-

proach in [41] which results in 𝑃1 = 48.30 1
cm2 , 𝑃2 =

30.87 1
cm2 , 𝐾1 = 3.06, 𝐾2 = 1.97, 𝐾12 = 𝐾21 = 0, where

𝛾 = 1.075 in the notation of [41] is used. The terminal
region in which the constraints and the CLF inequality are
satisfied is computed numerically via a sampling-based ap-
proach and follows as Ω𝛽 = {𝑥 ∈ R2 | 𝑉 (𝑥) ≤ 6.334×103}
[50]. We set the prediction horizon to 𝑇 = 6 s and evalu-
ate the stabilization of the reference point from a given
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𝑞max 𝑗max 1 3 5

1 64.487 53.366 51.700
3 54.061 51.307 51.282
5 51.876 51.282 51.282

Tab. 2: Closed loop cost 𝐽𝑐𝑙 for different combinations of inner
(𝑗max) and outer iterations (𝑞max) of the DMPC approach. The
value obtained from the MPC simulation is 𝐽𝑐𝑙 = 51.282.

initial state 𝑥0. Rather than checking if the initial state
is within the theoretical region of attraction Γ given by
the (conservative) estimate in [51], [52], we numerically
compute Γ by checking if the predicted central terminal
state 𝑥̄*|𝑘(𝑇 ) = [𝑥*|𝑘

𝑖 (𝑇 )]𝑖∈𝒱 reaches the terminal region
in each MPC step 𝑘, i.e., 𝑥̄*|𝑘(𝑇 ) ∈ Ω𝛽 . For the stabiliza-
tion of 𝑥ref from the initial state 𝑥0 = [30 cm, 35 cm]⊤,
we have 𝑉 (𝑥̄*|𝑘(𝑇 )) ≤ 5.869 × 103 ≤ 𝛽 for all 𝑘 ∈ N0
which implies 𝑥̄*|𝑘(𝑇 ) ∈ Ω𝛽 and thus 𝑥0 ∈ Γ. Therefore,
the central, optimal MPC scheme is asymptotically stable
for this particular initial state and the real-time DMPC
stability considerations in [40] apply.

For the evaluation of the real-time sensitivity-based
controller, we implement Algorithm 2, where the local
OCPs (25) are solved with the fixed-point iteration scheme
of Algorithm 3, in C++ code with a Matlab Cmex-
interface. Algorithm 3 is applicable since the dynamics
(39), costs (41), and constraints are in the form as required
in Section 4.4. The sampling time is set to Δ𝑡 = 200 ms
and the prediction interval [0, 𝑇 ] is discretized into 30
equidistant subintervals. A Heun integration scheme is
used for the numerical integration of (33) – (34).

At first, we investigate how different combinations of
inner (𝑗max) and outer (𝑞max) iterations affect the con-
trol quality of the sensitivity-based DMPC controller. As
measure of the optimality, we inspect the closed loop cost

𝐽𝑐𝑙 = 1
𝑇sim

∑︁
𝑖∈𝒱

∫︁ 𝑇sim

0
𝑄𝑖Δ𝑥2

𝑖 (𝑡) + 𝑅𝑖Δ𝑢2
𝑖 (𝑡) d𝑡 (42)

which is calculated with the closed loop trajectories 𝑥𝑖(·)
and 𝑢𝑖(·) resulting from applying the DMPC control law
for a simulation time of 𝑇sim = 150 s. Table 2 shows the
value of 𝐽𝑐𝑙 for different combinations of 𝑞max and 𝑗max.
For 𝑞max, 𝑗max ≥ 3, the difference between distributed and
central control is less than 3 × 10−2, which illustrates that
already a very low number of inner and outer iterations
lead to a practically optimal MPC behavior. We set 𝑞max =
3 and 𝑗max = 5 for the following considerations.

Since the only computations performed locally are
the evaluation of the sensitivities in form of the gradi-
ents (21) and the forward/backward integration of the
canonical equations (32), the computational footprint at
the agent level is minimal. In fact, for 𝑞max = 3 and
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Fig. 3: Simulative comparison of the closed loop (D)MPC trajec-
tories of the multi-tank setup for 𝑞max = 3 and 𝑗max = 5.

𝑗max = 5, Algorithm 2 takes around 250 µs per agent on
an Intel Core i7 (2.80 GHz), excluding the communica-
tion overhead. Regarding the communication effort, 180
floats must be exchanged between the controllers at every
DMPC sampling step. Depending on the communication
protocol and infrastructure, this data transmission may
take up a substantial amount of the overall execution time
available in each sampling step [48], [53], [54]. However, for
this simulation the communication time is negligible since
Algorithm 2 is executed in a non-distributed environment.

Figure 3 shows the resulting closed loop trajectories
resulting from an optimal MPC scheme where the central
OCP (17) is solved to optimality at each sampling point
𝑡𝑘 and the sensitivity-based DMPC scheme described in
Algorithm 4. The MPC and DMPC control inputs exhibit
nearly no discrepancies, even at the crossing point of the
water levels ℎ1 and ℎ2 at approximately 5 s, where the
nonlinearity and the approximation of the derivative in
the model (39) becomes significant. This underscores that
the employed sensitivity-based DMPC approach is able
to achieve practically the same control performance as
the centralized scheme with a very limited computational
effort at the agent level.

6.3 Experimental results

In addition to the simulation study presented in the pre-
vious section, the applicability of the sensitivity-based
DMPC scheme is demonstrated via experiments on the
real multi-tank setup. To this end, Algorithm 4, in which
the local OCPs are solved with Algorithm 3, is imple-
mented on the corresponding dSPACE hardware via
Matlab/Simulink. Due to this hardware restriction, Al-
gorithm 4 is only executed in a pseudo-distributed fashion
in the sense that the data separability and an independent
execution of the computation steps are ensured, but no



12

20

30

40
ℎ1(𝑡)

ℎ2(𝑡)

ℎ1,ref

ℎ2,ref

ℎ
𝑖
[c

m
]

0 50 100 150
0

50

100

𝑢1(𝑡)

𝑢2(𝑡) 𝑢−
𝑖

𝑢+
𝑖

𝑡 [s]

𝑢
𝑖
[cm

3

s
]

Fig. 4: Experimental results of the sensitivity-based DMPC
scheme applied to the coupled water tank setup.

Valve A Valve B Valve C
Nominal closed open open
Scenario I. open open open
Scenario II. closed open closed
Scenario III. closed closed open

Tab. 3: Nominal configuration and different disturbance scenarios.

actual communication is realized. Hereby, all parameters
are set as in the simulation. The experimental results of
the DMPC controller, shown in Figure 4, exhibit good
agreement with the simulation results in Figure 3. This is
underpinned by the closed loop cost value of 𝐽cl = 54.633
which is about 6.5 % higher than the value from the simu-
lations. This difference is primarily attributed to nonlinear
pump effects which are unaccounted for.

From a practical viewpoint it is also of interest how the
sensitivity-based DMPC controller rejects disturbances.
To this end, we subject the multi-tank setup to three
different disturbance scenarios I. to III. which together
with the nominal configuration are summarized in Ta-
ble 3. Each scenario regards a different configuration of
the three valves A-C, see Figure 1. The corresponding
experimental results are depicted in Figure 5. Hereby, the
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Fig. 5: Experimental results of the sensitivity-based DMPC con-
troller for different disturbance scenarios specified in Table 3.

system is initially at the reference point (𝑥ref , 𝑢ref) before
the different disturbance scenarios I. to III. are applied
to the water tanks, where each valve is manually opened
for a duration of 10 s. After the system has settled at the
reference, the next scenario is started. The duration of
each of the scenarios I. to III. is indicated by the shaded
areas in Figure 5. Although the DMPC internal model
does not account for these disturbances, the distributed
controller is able to successfully reject them.

7 Conclusion
This paper discusses a sensitivity-based framework for
large-scale distributed optimization. By augmenting local
subproblems with first-order sensitivity information from
neighboring agents and a primal decomposition approach,
the method provides formal convergence guarantees to
the optimal solution while requiring only local computa-
tion and neighbor-to-neighbor communication. Different
update rules are introduced such as Newton-like steps
for fast progress, damped variants that have a stabilizing
effect, and the SBDP+ update scheme that provides local
convergence for all coupling structures.

The approach naturally extends to dynamic optimiza-
tion and distributed MPC, where local gradients can be
obtained efficiently via adjoint-based integration. Hereby,
the convergence is linked to the prediction horizon length.
The efficacy of the method is demonstrated with the real-
time DMPC of coupled water tanks with guaranteed stabil-
ity. The DMPC scheme achieved a similar control quality
as the central MPC with only a few SBDP iterations.

Regarding methodology, future work will address
global convergence guarantees, application to NLPs with
non-differentiable objectives and more detailed conver-
gence analyses in continuous-time. On the practical side,
learning-based approximation of the gradients, adaptive
step sizes and application to large scale machine learning
problems are of interest.
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