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An efficient algorithm for solving linear

equality-constrained LQR problems
João Sousa-Pinto, Dominique Orban

Abstract—We present a new algorithm for solving linear-
quadratic regulator (LQR) problems with linear equality con-
straints, also known as constrained LQR (CLQR) problems.

Our method’s sequential runtime is linear in the number of
stages and constraints, and its parallel runtime is logarithmic in
the number of stages.

The main technical contribution of this paper is the deriva-
tion of parallelizable techniques for eliminating the linear
equality constraints while preserving the standard positive
(semi-)definiteness requirements of LQR problems.

Index Terms—Optimal Control, Trajectory Optimization, Par-
allel Algorithms, Linear Algebra, Functional Programming

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Constrained LQR

Linear-quadratic regulator problems with stagewise linear

equality constraints, which we will henceforth refer to as

constrained LQR problems, are optimization problems of the

form

min
x0,u0...,xN

N−1
∑

i=0

(

1

2
xT
i Qixi +

1

2
uT
i Riui + xT

i Miui

+ qTi xi + rTi ui

)

+
1

2
xT
NQNxN + qTNxN

s.t. x0 = s0 and ENxN + eN = 0 and

∀i ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1}

xi+1 = Aixi +Biui + ci

Cixi +Diui + di = 0

Eixi + ei = 0.
(1)

The matrices Ri are all required to be positive definite.

Moreover, Qi −MiR
−1
i MT

i is always required to be positive

semi-definite; equivalently,

(

Qi Mi

MT
i Ri

)

is required to be

positive semi-definite. Without loss of generality, we assume

that all Ri and Qi are symmetric.

Note that these regularity conditions ensure that, even in the

unconstrained case, a minimum does indeed exist.

The variables xi are referred to as the states, and the vari-

ables ui are referred to as the controls. The number of stages is

represented as N . The constraints xi+1 = Aixi+Biui+ci are
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called the dynamics. All remaining equality constraints may

or not be present at each stage.

We use ni and mi to represent the state and control

dimensions at stage i respectively. We use n and m to denote

the maximum values of the different ni and mi respectively.

We use si to denote the number of rows of Ei (i.e. the number

of state-only equality constraints at stage i) and ti to denote

the number of rows of Ci (i.e. the number of mixed state-

and-control equality constraints at stage i). We also use s to

represent the total number of state-only equality constraints

(i.e. the sum of all si) and t to represent the total number of

mixed state-and-control equality constraints (i.e. the sum of

all ti).

B. Background

Discrete-time optimal control problems are ubiquitous in the

fields of robotics, motion planning, and control theory, often

being solved at high frequencies as part of real-time systems.

A key requirement for a solution mechanism to be practical

is that it should depend only linearly on the number of stages

of the problem (i.e. its planning horizon).

In the case of unconstrained problems, this is typically

achieved by either resorting to domain-specific optimization

algorithms (such as DDP [1]), or by exploring the sparsity

structure of the Newton-KKT system to reduce it to an

equivalent LQR problem (as in Stagewise Newton [2] or

Primal-Dual iLQR [3]).

When there are constraints present, these are typically

handled via either an interior point method (IPM), an aug-

mented Lagrangian (AL) method, or a sequential quadratic

programming method (SQP).

When an AL method is chosen, the resulting LQR subprob-

lem will be unconstrained. However, this comes at the cost of

losing local superlinear convergence. When an IPM method

is used, the resulting LQR subproblem will be constrained

only when equality constraints are present (as described in [4]

and [5]). When an SQP method is chosen, the resulting

LQR subproblem will inherit the linearized constraints of

the original subproblem (both equality and inequality); when

inequality constraints are present, and as opposed to AL and

IPM methods, this subproblem needs to be solved iteratively,

and the subsubproblems are constrained LQR problems.

Clearly, constrained LQR problems are of paramount prac-

tical importance.

C. Related Work

The first algorithm for solving constrained LQR problems

with runtime linear in the number of stages was introduced
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in [6]. Prior to that, [7] had presented a method with runtime

linear in the number of mixed state-and-control constraints but

cubic in the number of state-only constraints.

The algorithm introduced in [8] also has a worst-case

runtime linear in the number of stages, but performs only

an approximate solution, although requiring weaker positive

(semi-)definiteness requirements.

II. RESULTS

We present a new parallelizable algorithm for efficiently

solving constrained LQR problems.

Our method consists of the following steps:

1) Reduce to an instance where the Di matrices have full

row rank.

2) Reduce to an instance where the Di are of the form
(

Gi I
)

or simply I .

3) Eliminate the Cixi + Diui + di = 0 constraints (also

eliminates some of the control variables).

4) Eliminate stage i+ 1 whenever Bi = 0.

5) Reduce to an instance where the Ei matrices have full

row rank.

6) Reduce to an instance where the Ei are of the form
(

Fi I
)

or simply I .

7) Eliminate the Eixi+ ei = 0 constraints (also eliminates

some state variables).

8) Eliminate stage i+ 1 whenever Bi = 0 (again).

9) Solve the resulting unconstrained LQR problem.

10) Retrieve the eliminated state and control variables.

All steps of this reduction can be performed in constant

parallel runtime with respect to the number of stages, apart

from item 4 and item 8, which can be completed in parallel

runtime logarithmic in the number of stages.

After this process, we will either have declared infeasibility,

or constructed an unconstrained LQR problem whose solution

can be traced back to the solution of the original constrained

problem.

Note that only the sequential runtimes of item 1 and item 5

depend on s and t, as the number of mixed state-and-control

and state-only constraints at each stage will be upper bounded

by mi and ni respectively afterwards. However, none of the

parallel runtimes depend on s or t.

Moreover, note that item 7 may add new mixed state-and-

control linear equality constraints (as many as the number

of eliminated state variables), forcing us to restart from the

first step on the reduced problem (which will have fewer state

variables).

Note that item 4 and item 8 can safely be skipped in the

sequential version of our algorithm, provided the reductions

are applied in decreasing order of stages. This step aims to

ensure that the sequence of reductions listed above never has

to be run more than n+1 times when each stage is processed

in parallel. Without it, the presence of a final-state constraint

could cause N + 1 steps to be required. This would happen,

for example, if all Bi are zero and all Ai are invertible.

A. Reduction to full row rank Di

Whenever one of the Di matrices does not have full row

rank, we can pick a non-zero vector v such that vTDi = 0 and

replace any of the constraints in Cixi +Diui + di = 0 corre-

sponding to an index with a non-zero value in v with a new

constraint in Eixi + ei = 0, specifically vT (Cixi + di) = 0;

this can be iteratively repeated until the Di is either empty or

has full row rank. This can be achieved in sequential runtime

O(tim
2
i (mi + ni)), as only the first mi + 1 rows of Ci need

to be considered at each iteration to find such a vector v. This

can also be achieved in parallel runtime O(log2 mi), given

that each set of mi+1 rows can be processed in parallel, and

that k × k linear systems can be solved in O(log2 k) parallel

runtime, as shown in [10].

B. Reduction Di =
(

Gi I
)

or Di = I

If Di is a square matrix, and given that it has full row

rank, it must also be invertible. Therefore, we can left-multiply

Cixi +Diui + di = 0 by D−1
i to get (D−1

i Ci)xi + Imi
ui +

(D−1
i di) = 0.

In this case, it suffices to take:

C′

i = D−1
i Ci

D′

i = Imi

d′i = D−1
i di

(2)

The remaining components of the problem are left unmod-

ified.

If Di is not a square matrix, since each Di has full row

rank, and given that row and column ranks must match (due

to the fundamental theorem of linear algebra), we can find

invertible matrices Li and permutation matrices Pi such that

LiDiP
−1
i =

(

Gi Iki

)

, where ki is number of rows of Di.

Left-multiplying Cixi +Diui + di = 0 by Li, we get:

Cixi +Diui + di = 0 ⇔

(LiCi)xi + (LiDiP
−1
i )(Piui) + (Lidi) = 0.

(3)

Letting vi = Piui, we can reformulate the terms appearing

in the problem to be written as a function of vi instead of ui.

uT
i Riui = (Piui)

T ((P−1
i )TRiP

−1
i )(Piui)

= vTi ((P
−1
i )TRiP

−1
i )vi

(4)

rTi ui = rTi P
−1
i (Piui) = ((P−1

i )T ri)
T vi (5)

xT
i Miui = xT

i (MiP
−1
i )(Piui) = xT

i (MiP
−1
i )vi (6)

xi+1 = Aixi +Biui + ci

= Aixi + (BiP
−1
i )(Piui) + ci

= Aixi + (BiP
−1
i )(vi) + ci

(7)



3

Therefore, it suffices to take

R′

i = (P−1
i )TRiP

−1
i

Q′

i = Qi

M ′

i = MiP
−1
i

A′

i = Ai

B′

i = BiP
−1
i

q′i = qi

r′i = (P−1
i )T ri

c′i = ci

E′

i = Ei

e′i = ei

C′

i = LiCi

D′

i = LiDiP
−1
i =

(

Gi Iki

)

d′i = Lidi.

(8)

C. Eliminating Cixi +Diui + di = 0

Due to prior reductions, there are two cases to consider:

if Di is a square matrix, then Di = Im; otherwise, Di =
(

Gi Im
)

.

If Di = Im, Cixi +Diui + di = 0 ⇔ ui = −Cixi − di.

We can use this to eliminate the ui variables. Let’s see how

this affects the problem formulation:

uT
i Riui = (−(Cixi + di))

TRi(−(Cixi + di))

= xT
i (C

T
i RiCi)xi + 2(CT

i Ridi)
Txi + dTi Ridi

(9)

xT
i Miui = xT

i Mi(−(Cixi + di))

= xT
i (−MiCi)xi − (Midi)

Txi

(10)

rTi ui = −rTi (Cixi + di) = −(CT
i ri)

Txi − rTi di (11)

xi+1 = Aixi +Biui + ci

= Aixi −Bi(Cixi + di) + ci

= (Ai −BiCi)xi + (ci −Bidi)

(12)

We can then take

R′

i = I

Q′

i = Qi + CT
i RiCi −MiCi

M ′

i = 0

A′

i = Ai −BiCi

B′

i = 0

q′i = qi + 2CT
i Ridi −Midi − CT

i ri

r′i = 0

c′i = ci −Bidi

E′

i = Ei

e′i = ei.

(13)

Noting that

Q′

i =
(

I −CT
i

)

(

Qi Mi

MT
i Ri

)(

I

−Ci

)

, (14)

the positive (semi-)definiteness requirements are clearly pre-

served.

If Di is not a square matrix, due to prior reductions, we

know that Di =
(

Gi Iki

)

, where ki denotes the number

of rows of Di. In this case, Cixi + Diui + di = 0 ⇔
((ui)j)

mi

j=ki+1 = −Cixi −Gi((ui)j)
ki

j=1 − di.

Letting vi = ((ui)j)
ki

j=1, we can eliminate the ((ui)j)
mi

j=ki+1

variables together with the Cixi +Diui + di = 0 constraints

by re-writing the problem in terms of the vi instead of the ui.

Writing Ri as

(

R
(1)
i R

(2)
i

(R
(2)
i )T R

(3)
i

)

, where R
(1)
i has ki rows

and ki columns, it holds that

uT
i Riui = (((ui)j)

ki

j=1)
TR

(1)
i ((ui)j)

ki

j=1

+ 2(((ui)j)
ki

j=1)
TR

(2)
i (ui)

mi

i=ki+1

+ ((ui)
mi

i=ki+1)
TR

(3)
i (ui)

mi

i=ki+1.

(15)

Note that

(((ui)j)
ki

j=1)
TR

(1)
i ((ui)j)

ki

j=1 = vTi R
(1)
i vi. (16)

Moreover,

2(((ui)j)
ki

j=1)
TR

(2)
i (ui)

mi

i=ki+1

=2vTi R
(2)
i (−Cixi −Givi − di)

=− 2vTi (R
(2)
i Gi)vi − 2xT

i (C
T
i R

(2)
i )vi − 2dTi vi.

(17)

Also,

(((ui)j)
mi

j=ki+1)
TR

(3)
i (ui)

mi

i=ki+1

=(−Cixi −Givi − di)
TR

(3)
i (−Cixi −Givi − di)

=xT
i (C

T
i R

(3)
i Ci)xi + vTi (G

T
i R

(3)
i Gi)vi + 2xT

i (C
T
i R

(3)
i Gi)vi

+2(CT
i R

(3)
i di)

Txi + 2(GT
i R

(3)
i di)

T vi + dTi R
(3)
i di.

(18)

Writing Mi as
(

M
(1)
i M

(2)
i

)

, (19)

where M
(1)
i has ki columns, it holds that

xT
i Miui = xT

i M
(1)
i ((ui)j)

ki

j=1 + xT
i M

(2)
i ((ui)j)

mi

j=ki+1

=xT
i M

(1)
i vi + xT

i M
(2)
i (−Cixi −Givi − di)

=xT
i (M

(1)
i −M

(2)
i Gi)vi − xT

i (M
(2)
i Ci)xi − (M

(2)
i di)

Txi.
(20)

Also, writing ri as

(

r
(1)
i

r
(2)
i

)

, where r
(1)
i has ki rows, we get

rTi ui = (r
(1)
i )T ((ui)j)

ki

j=1 + (r
(2)
i )T ((ui)j)

mi

j=ki+1

=(r
(1)
i )T vi + (r

(2)
i )T (−Cixi −Givi − di)

=− (CT
i r

(2)
i )Txi + (r

(1)
i −GT

i r
(2)
i )T vi − dTi r

(2)
i .

(21)

Similarly, writing Bi as
(

B
(1)
i B

(2)
i

)

, where B
(1)
i has ki

columns, we get
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xi+1 = Aixi +Biui + ci

= Aixi +B
(1)
i ((ui)j)

ki

j=1 +B
(2)
i ((ui)j)

mi

j=ki+1 + ci

= Aixi +B
(1)
i vi +B

(2)
i (−Cixi − Fivi − di) + ci

= (Ai −B
(2)
i Ci)xi + (B

(1)
i −B

(2)
i Fi)vi + (ci −B

(2)
i di).
(22)

Finally, we can take

R′

i = R
(1)
i +GT

i R
(3)
i Gi − 2R

(2)
i Gi

Q′

i = Qi + CT
i R

(3)
i Ci − 2M

(2)
i Ci

M ′

i = M
(1)
i −M

(2)
i Gi − CT

i R
(2)
i + CT

i R
(3)
i Gi

A′

i = Ai −B
(2)
i Ci

B′

i = B
(1)
i −B

(2)
i Fi

q′i = CT
i R

(3)
i di −M

(2)
i di − CT

i R
(2)
i

r′i = di +GT
i R

(3)
i di + r

(1)
i −GT

i r
(2)
i

c′i = ci −B
(2)
i di

E′

i = Ei

e′i = ei.

(23)

Note that

R′

i =
(

I −GT
i

)

(

R
(1)
i R

(2)
i

(R
(2)
i )T R

(3)
i

)

(

I

−Gi

)

, (24)

so clearly the R′

i matrices are positive definite, as the Ri

matrices are positive definite.

Moreover,

(

Q′

i M ′

i

(M ′

i)
T R′

i

)

=

(

I 0 −CT
i

0 I −GT
i

)







Qi M
(1)
i M

(2)
i

(M
(1)
i )T R

(1)
i R

(2)
i

(M
(2)
i )T (R

(2)
i )T R

(3)
i











I 0
0 I

−Ci −Gi





(25)

These are also positive semi-definite.

D. Eliminate stage i+ 1 whenever Bi = 0

In the sequential version of our algorithm, this step can

safely be skipped.

We will compute all maximal stage intervals [i, j] for which

∀k ∈ [i, j], Bk = 0, and eliminate the corresponding stages

[i+ 1, j + 1].
The first part can easily be parallelized: with O(N3)

workers (O(N) per (i, j) pair), we can independently check

whether:

• ∀k ∈ [i, j], Bk = 0,

• i = 0 ∨Bi−1 6= 0,

• j = N ∨Bj+1 6= 0.

In order to eliminate a stage interval [i+1, j+1], we need to

compute all products Ai, Ai+1Ai, . . . , Aj+1 . . . Ai. This can

be done in O(logN logn) using an associative scan [11],

noting that the product of two k×k matrix has parallel runtime

complexity O(log k), as each of the k2 dot products can be

computed independently, again using an associative scan.

Any state-only equality constraints associated with stages

[i+1, j+1] get transformed into state-only equality constraints

associated with stage i:

E′

i =









Ei

Ei+1Ai

· · ·
Ej+1Aj · · ·Ai









e′i =













ei
Ei+1ci + ei+1

· · ·

Ej+1(
j
∑

k=i

(
j
∏

l=k+1

AT
l )

T ck) + ej+1













(26)

The post-stage-elimination dynamics become:

xj+2 = Aj+1xj+1 +Bj+1uj+1 + cj+1

= Aj+1Aj · · ·Aixi +Bj+1uj+1 +

j+1
∑

k=i

(

j+1
∏

l=k+1

AT
l )

T ck.

(27)

We will also need to account for all cost terms involving

xi+1, . . . , xj+1. Noting that the ui, . . . , uj don’t participate in

the dynamics, the following lemma will be useful.

Lemma 1. Let f(x, u) = 1
2x

TQx + xTMu + 1
2u

TRu +
qTx + rTu and g(x) = min

u
f(x, u). Then g(x) = 1

2x
T (Q −

MR−1MT )x+(q−MR−1r)T x− 1
2r

TR−1r, corresponding

to u = −R−1(r +MTx).

Therefore,

Q′

i = (

j
∏

k=i

AT
k )Qj+1(

j
∏

k=i

AT
k )

T

+

j
∑

k=i

(
k−1
∏

l=i

AT
l )(Qk −MkR

−1
k MT

k )(
k−1
∏

l=i

AT
l )

T

q′i = (

j
∏

k=i

AT
k )qj+1

+

j
∑

k=i

(
k−1
∏

l=i

AT
l )(qk −MkR

−1
k rk +Qk

k−1
∑

p=i

(
k−1
∏

l=p+1

AT
l )

T cp)

M ′

i = (

j
∏

k=i

AT
k )Mj+1

r′i = rj+1 +MT
j+1

j
∑

k=i

(

j
∏

l=k+1

AT
l )

T ck).

(28)

E. Reduction to full row rank Ei

Similarly, whenever one of the Ei matrices does not have

full row rank, we can pick a non-zero vector v such that

vTEi = 0; if vT ei 6= 0, the problem is guaranteed to be

infeasible, as Eixi + ei = 0 admits no solutions; otherwise,

we can remove any of the constraints in Eixi + ei = 0
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corresponding to an index with a non-zero value. This process

can be repeated until Ei has full row rank or infeasibility has

been established. This can be achieved in sequential runtime

O((si + ti)n
3
i ), as only the first ni +1 rows of Ei need to be

considered at each iteration to find such a vector v. This can

also be achieved in parallel runtime O(log2 ni), given that each

set of ni+1 rows can be processed in parallel, and that k×k

linear systems can be solved in O(log2 k) parallel runtime, as

shown in [10].

F. Reduction to Ei =
(

Fi I
)

or Ei = I

If Ei is a square matrix, simply left-multiplying Eixi+ei =
0 by E−1

i achieves the intended reduction, and no more work

is required.

Otherwise, since each Ei has full row rank, and given that

row and column ranks must match (due to the fundamental

theorem of linear algebra), we can find invertible matrices Li

and permutation matrices Pi such that LiEiP
−1
i =

(

Fi Iki

)

,

where ki is number of rows of Ei.

Letting yi = Pixi, we can reformulate our LQR problem

in terms of the yi instead.

xi+1 = Aixi +Biui + ci

⇔ Pi+1xi+1 = (Pi+1AiP
−1
i )(Pixi) + (Pi+1Bi)ui + Pi+1ci

⇔ yi+1 = (Pi+1AiP
−1
i )yi + (Pi+1Bi)ui + Pi+1ci

(29)

xT
i Qixi = (Pixi)

T ((P−1
i )TQiP

−1
i )(Pixi)

= yTi ((P
−1
i )TQiP

−1
i )yi

(30)

qTi xi = ((P−1
i )T qi)

T (Pixi) = ((P−1
i )T qi)

T yi (31)

xT
i Miui = (Pixi)

T ((P−1
i )TMi)(ui)

= yTi ((P
−1
i )TMi)ui

(32)

Eixi + ei = 0

⇔ (LiEiP
−1
i )(Pixi) + Liei = 0

⇔ (LiEiP
−1
i )yi + Liei = 0

(33)

Therefore, we can simply take

R′

i = Ri

Q′

i = (P−1
i )TQiP

−1
i

M ′

i = (P−1
i )TMi

A′

i = Pi+1AiP
−1
i

B′

i = Pi+1Bi

q′i = (P−1
i )T qi

r′i = ri

c′i = Pi+1ci

E′

i = LiEiP
−1
i =

(

Fi Iki

)

e′i = Liei.

(34)

G. Eliminating Eixi + ei = 0

As above, there are two cases to consider.

If Ei is square, due to prior reductions, we know that Ei =
I , and Eixi + ei = 0 can be eliminated together with the

state xi, as xi = −ei must hold. In this case, if i = 0, either

s0 = −E−1
i ei (in which case we can simply eliminate this

constraint) or the problem can be declared infeasible. If i > 0,

we can alter the dynamics constraint determining xi to become

xi = 0xi−1 +0ui−1 −E−1
i ei. We must ensure, however, that

the original dynamics are satisfied; as shown below, they get

replaced by a new mixed state-and-control constraint on i−1:

xi = Ai−1xi−1 +Bi−1ui−1 + ci−1

⇔− E−1
i ei = Ai−1xi−1 +Bi−1ui−1 + ci−1

⇔Ai−1xi−1 +Bi−1ui−1 + (Ci−1 + E−1
i ei) = 0

(35)

Note that this reduction required adding some new mixed

state-and-control linear equality constraints back into the

problem. This is not an issue, as the number of free state

variables (i.e. those that are influenced by previous states or

controls) was reduced, and the new mixed state-and-control

linear equality constraints can be eliminated using the method

of section II-B and section II-C.

If Ei is not a square matrix, due to prior reductions, we can

write Ei =
(

Fi Iki

)

, where ki denotes the number of rows

of Ei.

Eixi + ei = 0 ⇔
(

Fi I
)

xi + ei = 0

⇔ ((xi)j)
ni

j=ki+1 = −Fi((xi)j)
ki

j=1 − ei

⇔ xi =

(

Iki

−Fi

)

((xi)j)
ki

j=1 −

(

0
ei

)

(36)

We can use this to eliminate the variables ((xi)j)
ni

j=ki+1

together with the constraints Eixi+ei = 0, by plugging in this

substitution rule in the constrained LQR problem definition.

For convenience, we let yi = ((xi)j)
ki

j=1. Moreover, we let

Ai =

(

A
(1)
i A

(2)
i

A
(3)
i A

(4)
i

)

, Bi =

(

B
(1)
i

B
(2)
i

)

, ci =

(

c
(1)
i

c
(2)
i

)

, (37)

where A
(1)
i has ki columns and ki+1 rows, and both B

(1)
i and

c
(1)
i have ki+1 rows.

xi+1 = Aixi +Biui + ci

⇔

(

Iki+1

−Fi+1

)

yi+1 −

(

0
ei+1

)

= Ai(

(

Iki

−Fi

)

yi −

(

0
ei

)

)

+Biui + ci

⇔











yi+1 = (A
(1)
i −A

(2)
i Fi)yi +B

(1)
i ui + c

(1)
i

−Fi+1((A
(1)
i −A

(2)
i Fi)yi +B

(1)
i ui + c

(1)
i )− ei+1 =

(A
(3)
i −A

(4)
i Fi)yi −A

(4)
i ei + B

(2)
i ui + c

(2)
i

(38)

Note that the old dynamics constraints over the xi

got replaced by new dynamics constraints over the lower-

dimensional yi, but new mixed state-and-control linear equal-

ity constraints got added back in. This is not a problem, as

the number of state variables was reduced, and the new mixed
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state-and-control linear equality constraints can be eliminated

using the method of section II-B and section II-C.

xT
i Qixi = (

(

Iki

−Fi

)

yi −

(

0
ei

)

)TQi(

(

Iki

−Fi

)

yi −

(

0
ei

)

)

= yTi
(

Iki
−FT

i

)

Qi

(

Iki

−Fi

)

y

− 2(
(

Iki
−FT

i

)

Qi

(

0
ei

)

)T yi

+
(

0 eTi
)

Qi

(

0
ei

)

(39)

qTi xi = qTi (

(

Iki

−Fi

)

yi −

(

0
ei

)

)

= (
(

Iki
−FT

i

)

qi)
T yi − qTi

(

0
ei

) (40)

xT
i Miui = (

(

Iki

−Fi

)

yi −

(

0
ei

)

)TMiui

= yTi
(

Iki
−FT

i

)

Miui − (MT
i

(

0 eTi
)

)Tui

(41)

Therefore, we can take

R′

i = Ri

Q′

i =
(

Iki
−FT

i

)

Qi

(

Iki

−Fi

)

M ′

i =
(

Iki
−FT

i

)

Mi

A′

i = A
(1)
i −A

(2)
i Fi

B′

i = B
(1)
i

q′i =
(

Iki
−FT

i

)

(qi − 2Qi

(

0
ei

)

)

r′i = ri −MT
i

(

0 eTi
)

c′i = c
(1)
i

C′

i = A
(3)
i −A

(4)
i Fi + Fi+1(A

(1)
i −A

(2)
i Fi)

D′

i = B
(2)
i + Fi+1B

(1)
i

d′i = c
(2)
i −A

(4)
i ei + Fi+1c

(1)
i + ei+1.

(42)

Note that

(

Q′

i M ′

i

(M ′

i)
T R′

i

)

=

((

Iki
−FT

i

)

0
0 I

)(

Qi Mi

MT
i Ri

)





(

Iki

−Fi

)

0

0 I





(43)

Therefore, the required positive (semi-)definiteness proper-

ties are preserved.

H. Solving the LQR problem

After the reductions described above have been completed,

we are left with an unconstrained LQR problem.

An algorithm for efficiently solving such problems in

O(logm + logn logN) parallel runtime is already known;

see [3] and [9].

I. Retrieve the eliminated state and control variables

In the reductions presented above, whenever variables were

eliminated, rules for recovering the eliminated variables were

presented. Similarly, whenever a change of variables occurred,

the original variables can be recovered by a simple permutation

of the new ones. The cumulative transformations from the

latest variables to the original ones can always be expressed as

stagewise affine functions, and are therefore easy to compose.

J. Computational Complexity

The sequential runtime of the full method is straightforward.

Based on prior discussions, we can upper bound it by O((s+
t+N)max(m,n)3).

The parallel runtime is also easy to characterize, once we

bound the number of iterations required for eliminating all

linear equality constraints.

Theorem 2. After n+ 1 iterations of our parallel algorithm,

all linear equality constraints will have been eliminated.

Proof. To establish this result, we will analyze what may

happen to the state-only equality constraints associated with

a single stage, and show that they get fully eliminated after

2(n+ 1) iterations.

The elimination of the state-only constraints at a certain

stage may result in n new mixed state-and-control constraints

being added to the previous stage. Given that we ensure

that the matrix Bi at that previous stage is nonzero, at least

one of the n new mixed state-and-control constraints will be

eliminated in the next iteration, and at most n−1 mixed state-

and-control constraints will be propagated back in the next

iteration. After n+1 steps, no more constraints get propagated

back.

Therefore, combining this with prior discussions around

the complexity of each step, the parallel runtime of

the entire method is upper bounded by O(log n logN +
n log2 max(m,n)).

III. CONCLUSION

We introduced the first efficient parallel algorithm for solv-

ing constrained LQR problems.

This was achieved by deriving techniques for eliminating

the linear equality constraints present in the original prob-

lem, while preserving the standard positive (semi-)definiteness

requirements. These techniques relied exclusively on simple

linear-algebra decompositions.

Once the constraints are eliminated, we resort to well-

established parallel algorithms for solving the resulting un-

constrained LQR problem, and recover the original variables

by book-keeping and inverting the sequence of variable elim-

inations or changes.

The method we introduced unlocks substantial speedups

in solving nonlinear constrained discrete-time optimal control

problems, as typical solution mechanisms rely on solving

constrained LQR problems as a key subroutine.
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