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Abstract— As robot capabilities increase, quadratic
programming (QP)-based controllers must account for a
similarly increasing number of constraints to ensure safe,
reliable operation. Yet, with each added constraint, this
introduces more chances of momentary conflict: in which case,
a QP solver that returns an “infeasible” status leaves the
controller with nothing to execute. To address this, we introduce
ElastiQP, a modified dual active-set QP solver that relaxes every
inequality constraint with an exact, per-constraint ℓ1 penalty
while keeping equality constraints (dynamics) hard. Notably,
ElastiQP does so by folding the slack variables into the solver
analytically, maintaining a constant size of the condensed
linear system. On a suite of robot control benchmarks,
ElastiQP achieves microsecond-level performance, matching or
outperforming leading modern solvers on feasible problems.
On infeasible problems, ElastiQP handles these gracefully,
confining violations to strictly the conflicting inequality terms,
returning a usable solution up to 40x faster than the best
alternative solvers. ElastiQP is available as an open-source
C++ header-only library, with Python and JAX interfaces, at
https://github.com/StanfordASL/elastiqp.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quadratic programs (QPs) are a central part of model-
based robot control, including whole-body control [1], safety
filters [2]–[4], hierarchical control [5], legged locomotion [6],
and inverse kinematic and dynamic methods more generally.
Broadly speaking, QP-based controllers can be divided into
two main categories: small, dense problems for real-time
(single-timestep, high-frequency) control, and larger, more
structured problems that consider a predictive horizon (e.g.,
model predictive control (MPC)). For real-time control, the
target rate for such controllers is typically 1 kHz, to stabilize
high-frequency dynamic modes. This necessitates a solver
which can reliably deliver a solution in (ideally well under)
1 ms, for problems on the order of tens of decision variables.

The constraints in these QPs typically encode dynamics
terms (equalities), or limits, tasks, and safety margins
(usually, inequalities). For complex robots and environments,
these constraints can easily number in the hundreds, often
introducing edge cases where these are instantaneously
inconsistent, particularly under unexpected disturbances.
In this case, a solver that returns “infeasible” leaves the
robot with no control to execute, a potentially dangerous
state. Ideally, even in the case of conflict, the controller will
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Fig. 1: Elastic QPs are at the core of hardware deployments of online safety
filters and controllers, including on drones, manipulators [3], and humanoids
[4]. In each case, elasticity resolves momentary conflict between constraints
(safety, actuator limits, and tasks) in a minimally-conservative manner,
allowing the robot to operate reliably near its dynamic limits. ElastiQP
now accelerates these same problems, for high-frequency deployment on
even the most challenging highly-constrained and high-DoF systems.

always return a minimally-violating, best-effort command
within the time budget.

A formulation well-suited to this setting is an elastic QP:
each constraint is relaxed with an exact ℓ1 penalty on viola-
tion (the “elastic mode” of SNOPT [7]). When the problem is
feasible, and if elastic penalty terms are sufficiently high, the
elastic solution is exactly the hard solution. Thus, for the ma-
jority of timesteps when no conflict occurs, the added relia-
bility of the elastic structure costs nothing to the optimal con-
trol. When conflict does occur, the ℓ1 structure encourages
sparsity in the constraint violation, restricting the relaxation
to only the terms in conflict. Conversely, an ℓ2 relaxation
spreads constraint violation across terms which were never
in conflict, leading to undesired tradeoffs in these edge cases.

Remark: For robot control, we are interested in a specific
type of elastic mode, where we allow for both hard equality
constraints, and elastic inequality constraints. Dynamics
constraints are posed as equalities, and these are always
physically consistent with each other, and meaningless
if relaxed (for instance, a solution where torques and
accelerations are incompatible). If equalities are possibly-
inconsistent, non-dynamics terms, these can always be made
elastic via opposing elastic inequalities.

In general, the only way to pose an elastic QP to a general-
purpose solver is to add a slack variable per constraint
and solve over the expanded decision vector. With large
numbers of constraints, the factorization cost is dominated
by the slack variables, rather than the original decision
variables, leading to difficulty meeting the 1 ms time budget
for control. This is the case for ProxQP [8], PIQP [9], and
DAQP [10], three of the leading solvers for problems at this
scale. Alternatively, ProxQP and DAQP each offer a “closest
feasible” or “soft” mode in the case of primal infeasibility,
but these solve for the (undesirable) minimum ℓ2 shift in the
constraints, require first detecting infeasibility, and cannot
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individually weight relaxation on a per-constraint basis.
ProxQP and PIQP’s sparse backends can also exploit the
(considerable) sparsity that per-constraint slack variables
introduces, but sparse backends are primarily designed for
large-scale problems, and perform poorly in this small-scale
high-frequency setting. qpax [11, 12] performs competitively
here: its elastic mode introduced a trick for slack variable
elimination in interior point methods, which inspired this
work. However, this elastic mode does not support equality
constraints or warm-starting, its speed falls short of 1 kHz
rates on humanoid-scale problems, and it tends to fail to
achieve tight tolerance on even moderately ill-conditioned
problems. FlexQP [13] adopts a similar ℓ1 relaxation on both
inequality and equality constraints, within an OSQP-style
ADMM method [14]. This work targets hyperparameter
learning and batched solves on GPU at loose tolerances,
rather than tight, warm-started solves at control rates. FlexQP
also converges at first-order rates, and iterates over the slacks
and duals, rather than eliminating these in closed form.

A. Statement of Contributions

We present ElastiQP, an always-feasible QP solver for
constrained robot control. ElastiQP is a modified dual
active-set method, designed for hard equality constraints,
ℓ1 elastic inequality constraints, and strong warm-starting
performance across the repetitive structure of control loops.
Notably, ElastiQP solves these problems through an exact
elimination of the elastic slacks, significantly reducing the
computational cost of solving an ℓ1-relaxed QP as compared
to carrying these as decision variables. In dual active-set
methods, this reduces to a simple [0,w] box constraint on the
dual variables, with a corresponding update to the working-
set solve to account for the saturated terms. We also provide
an open-source, header-only C++/Eigen implementation
of ElastiQP, along with Python and JAX interfaces, at
https://github.com/StanfordASL/elastiqp.

B. Paper Organization

In Section II, we define the elastic QP and its key
properties. Section III then introduces the elastic solver,
and characterizes the differences from traditional active-set
methods. In Section IV, we then study where conflicts arise
in robotics problems, and how the solution to an elastic QP is
well-suited to balance conflicts. Additionally, we extensively
benchmark ElastiQP against other leading solvers on
relevant feasible and infeasible robotics scenarios, and in
Section V, on a broader suite of challenging problems.

II. THE ELASTIC QUADRATIC PROGRAM

ElastiQP solves the elastic QP

min
x,t

1
2x

⊤Qx+q⊤x+w⊤t

s.t. Ax=b

Gx−t≤h
t≥0

(1)

with decision variable x ∈ Rn, elastic slacks t ∈ Rp, cost
data Q ∈ Sn+, q ∈Rn, hard equality constraints A ∈Rm×n,

b∈Rm, elastic inequality constraints G∈Rp×n, h∈Rp, and
penalty weights w∈Rp

>0. At any x, the inner minimization
over t ≥ 0 is solved by ti = max(0, [Gx− h]i), so (1) is
equivalent to the exact ℓ1 penalty formulation

min
x

1
2x

⊤Qx+q⊤x+
∑

iwimax(0,[Gx−h]i)

s.t. Ax=b
(2)

and t recovers the per-row constraint violations. Due to the
elastic slacks, the inequality constraints can never cause
infeasibility, and the problem (1) is feasible if and only if
Ax=b is consistent.

Introducing multipliers y∈Rm for Ax= b, and zt,z∈Rp

for t≥ 0 and Gx−t≤h respectively, stationarity in t gives
w−zt−z=0, and yields two key properties [7, 15]:

1) Bounded multipliers. At any optimum, 0 ≤ z ≤ w
elementwise, with zt = w− z. The bound is the dual
expression of the ℓ1 penalty: swapping the infinite
wall of a hard constraint for a ramp of slope wi clips
the corresponding multiplier from [0,∞) to [0,wi].

2) Exactness. If the hard-constrained QP (with t ≡ 0
enforced) is feasible with an optimal inequality
multiplier z⋆ satisfying z⋆i < wi for all i, then
every solution of (1) has t = 0 and its x solves the
hard-constrained QP [15, Thm. 17.3].

Exactness is what distinguishes this relaxation from generic
soft constraints, which trade constraint satisfaction against
the objective on every solve. When elastic constraints are
compatible (and when the penalties w are set greater than
the optimal duals z), the relaxation has no impact on the
optimal solution, and activates only under conflict.

A. Relaxation: Why ℓ1 and not ℓ2

When constraints do conflict, ℓ1 and ℓ2 relaxations differ
considerably in how violations are distributed. The ℓ1
penalty is exact, with a sparse violation structure: only the
constraints that cannot be jointly satisfied are relaxed, while
all other constraints hold exactly. Whereas, a quadratic ℓ2
penalty is inexact and diffuse, spreading small violations
across many constraints, even those that were not in conflict
in the first place. Even on feasible problems, an ℓ2 relaxation
can lead to small constraint violations, as the cost to violate
these vanishes at zero.

Consider, for instance, a robot controller where the
inequality terms encode both task and actuator limits. If the
robot is operating at high speeds, a task constraint may be
inconsistent with actuator limits (the robot cannot physically
produce a torque that satisfies the task). In this setting, the
desirable behavior is for only the task to be relaxed. With
an ℓ1 structure, setting the per-constraint penalty values wi

according to the desired relaxation hierarchy wtask<wactuator
provides exactly this outcome. We further discuss and
quantify the difference between an ℓ2-relaxed baseline in
Section IV-D, and provide a visual example of constraint
conflict in Fig. 2.

https://github.com/StanfordASL/elastiqp


Walls hard, obstacle soft Walls soft, obstacle hard

Robot trajectory Obstacle trajectory Right wall z/t Top wall z/t Obstacle z/t

Fig. 2: When conflict between constraints is inevitable, what solution should be returned? Consider a 2D double-integrator robot which has been
backed into a corner, with a dynamic obstacle moving towards it. Inherently, this leads to a conflict between three safety constraints: stay within the
two boundaries of the workspace, and avoid collision with moving obstacle. In edge cases like this, we would prefer a solver which returns a reasonable
balance between conflicts, rather than returning an infeasible status. Here, the balance can be set via the magnitude of the penalty terms, w. For
wwall > wobs (left), the optimal action is to accept collision with the obstacle while avoiding the walls, whereas for wwall < wobs, the robot accepts
violating the workspace boundary to avoid collision with the dynamic obstacle. In either case, when conflict occurs, the optimal dual z for the relaxed
constraint reaches its corresponding cap w, allowing the elastic slack t to grow when the conflict is active.

B. Equality constraints: Hard versus elastic

ElastiQP considers elastic inequalities with hard
equalities, specifically to match the typical structure of
robot control QPs. In these problems, equality terms typically
encode dynamics and are consistent by construction, so the
hardness assumption here retains the persistent feasibility
benefits of the elastic inequalities. An alternative structure
would be to similarly relax the dynamics equalities, encoding
them as elastic rows with large penalties. However, this
introduces additional concerns, the main being that the
guarantee that the returned control is dynamically consistent
is lost, despite these constraints never being the sole source
of conflict. In our experiments, we find that by keeping
these constraints hard, even when inequalities are in conflict,
these terms hold to tight tolerance (Table IV).

If, however, equality terms correspond to softer tasks
which may be relaxed in the case of inconsistency, ElastiQP
does support elastic equalities, via pairs of opposing elastic
inequality constraints β ≤ a⊤x ≤ β with corresponding
penalty terms wE . In general, this structure should be
reserved only for the case where equalities may be soft, due
to the additional cost imposed by adding two inequalities
for every equality.

III. THE ELASTIC CONDENSATION

Before noting the adjustments required to make a
reliable elastic solver, consider first a hard-constrained QP
(equivalent to (1) with the elastic slacks t fixed at 0):

min
x

1
2x

⊤Qx+q⊤x

s.t. Ax=b

Gx≤h
(3)

A general-purpose QP solver which targets this problem
structure can always solve the elastic problem (1) by
appending the elastic slacks t to the primal variables x as a
new, expanded decision vector. This creates a problem with
n+p unknowns and 2p inequality constraints, leading to the
most expensive part of the solver (factorizations) similarly
growing as p increases. In robot control, p is typically

several times n, and as such, adding elasticity in this
expanded form significantly increases computational cost.

ElastiQP instead condenses the problem: t is eliminated
analytically, maintaining a constant n×n factorization size
and strong solver performance even as p ≫ n. Critically,
we find that this condensation strategy is not unique to any
one solver method: similar condensation strategies can be
efficiently implemented across the three main families of
QP solvers (interior point (IPM), augmented Lagrangian
(ALM), and active set methods (ASM)).

In short, the relationship between condensation strategies
across solver families stems from Property 1: in each case,
the inequality multipliers z are restricted to [0,w] as opposed
to [0,∞). Whereas each hard-constrained solver (implicitly
or explicitly) classifies an inequality as inactive or active, a
condensed elastic solver introduces a new state, saturated.

TABLE I: INEQUALITY STATES FOR ELASTIC QPS

State Multiplier Inequality

Inactive zi=0 Satisfied, [Gx−h]i<0, ti=0
Active 0<zi<wi Tight, [Gx−h]i=0, ti=0
Saturated zi=wi Violated, ti=[Gx−h]i>0

Saturation is the only state where the elastic slacks t are
nonzero: the constraint is violated, resulting in a cost of wi

per unit of violation (see: (2)).
If, then, an efficient elastic condensation can be posed for

each solver family, which of IPM/ALM/ASM is best-suited
to the robot control domain? We find that active-set methods
consistently outperform IPM and ALM for these problems,
and as such, in the following subsection, we focus our
discussion on the elastic condensation strategy for ASMs.
However, we include the condensations for IPMs and ALMs
in the Appendix, sections A and B: these strategies form
the basis of our ElastiQP-IPM and ElastiQP-PDAL variants,
which we evaluate in Section IV.

A. Preliminaries: Active-Set Methods

At the solution of (3), some inequality constraints are tight
(holding with equality), and the rest are inactive. If the set of
tight constraints, the active set, were known in advance, the



inequalities could be dropped or converted to equalities, and
the QP would reduce to an equality-constrained QP: one fast
linear solve. An active-set method [15] searches for this set.
These methods maintain a working set, W (an estimate of
the active set), solve the equality-constrained QP in which
the constraints in W hold with equality, and use the result to
revise W . A constraint is added to W when the current iterate
violates it, and removed when its multiplier is negative.

This method has good properties for robot control,
particularly when considering warm-starting. Because each
iteration changes W by one row, the factorization can
be updated rather than fully recomputed, and the cost of
a solve is proportional to the number of changes to the
working set. When warm-starting from a previous solution
in consecutive timesteps, the active set is generally quite
stable, and the iteration count for the warm solve is only
the number of constraints whose status (active/inactive) has
changed. In control, this is often zero or one. Conversely,
this same property can lead to long iteration times on a
cold-start, where the number of updates to W is as large as
the number of initial active constraints.

A primal active-set method [15] maintains a primal-
feasible iterate, which requires a feasible starting point, and
iteratively adds a constraint to W when a step would other-
wise violate it. A dual active-set method [10, 16] maintains a
dual-feasible iterate instead, satisfying primal feasibility only
at termination. Compared to primal methods, a dual ASM
does not require a primal-feasible starting point, so when
warm starting, the previous working set and multipliers can
be reused without first restoring feasibility under the new
data. Standard dual methods do require Q≻0 so that x can
be eliminated in closed-form, but this can be resolved with
proximal point iterations to handle the semidefinite case [17].

Dual ASMs operate on the dual problem,

max
λ=[y;z]

− 1
2

∥∥M⊤λ
∥∥2−d⊤λ

s.t. z≥0
(4)

Here, we introduce the following intermediate terms: C=
[A;G] and c=[b;h] are the stacked constraint terms, R is a
Cholesky factor of Q (upper triangular with R⊤R=Q), λ=
[y;z] are the multipliers, and we have M=CR−1, v=R−⊤q
and d= c+Mv, similarly to [10]. A solution to the primal
problem (3) can be recovered from the dual optimum as

x(λ)=−R−1(M⊤λ+v) (5)

Though (4) is itself a QP, the constraints (z≥0) are simple
to handle for an active-set method.

A subproblem of a dual ASM restricts (4) to W: this fixes
λi=0 for i /∈W , so that M⊤λ=M⊤

WλW and d⊤λ=d⊤WλW
(denoting MW , dW , and λW as the rows of M , d, and λ
indexed by W). This yields an unconstrained problem

max
λW

− 1
2

∥∥M⊤
WλW

∥∥2−d⊤WλW (6)

whose maximizer is the solution of the linear system(
MWM⊤

W
)
λW =−dW (7)

A full iteration of the dual ASM is, therefore:
1) Compute the multipliers λ⋆W that maximize the dual

over the working set, from (7).
2) If moving from the current multipliers to λ⋆W would

push one of them negative, stop at the first to reach
zero, remove that index from W , and go back to step 1.

3) Otherwise accept λ⋆W , evaluate the constraints at
x(λ⋆), and add the most violated row to W . If none
is violated, that point is optimal.

In the hard-constrained case, if the dual is unbounded,
the primal is infeasible.

B. An Elastic Condensation for Dual Active-Set Methods

An efficient implementation of the ℓ1-relaxed elastic form
for dual ASMs is a single change to the dual problem (4):
in addition to the non-negativity bound on the inequality
multipliers z, we simply add an upper bound at the penalty
values, w. (4) then becomes

max
λ=[y;z]

− 1
2

∥∥M⊤λ
∥∥2−d⊤λ

s.t. 0≤z≤w
(8)

directly following from Property 1 (bounded multipliers).
To solve (8), this requires very small changes to the

iteration, mainly, that we introduce a saturated set S
containing the inequality constraint indices where λi = wi.
With this, the unconstrained problem of (6) then becomes

max
λW

− 1
2

∥∥M⊤
WλW+M⊤

S wS
∥∥2−d⊤WλW (9)

whose maximizer is the solution of the elastic linear system,(
MWM⊤

W
)
λW =−dW−MWM⊤

S wS (10)

An iteration of the elastic dual ASM is very similar to
the non-elastic case:

1) Compute the multipliers λ⋆W that maximize the dual
over the working set, from (10).

2) If moving from the current multipliers to λ⋆W would
push one of them out of the [0,wi] box, stop at the
first to reach the bound, remove that index from W ,
add it to S if it reached wi, and go back to step 1.

3) Otherwise accept λ⋆W and evaluate the constraints
at x(λ⋆). An index outside W is wrong if the
corresponding constraint is inactive but violated, or
saturated but strictly satisfied; add the constraint index
that is wrong by the largest amount to W . If no index
is wrong, that point is optimal.

In short, in step 1 we replace (7) with (10), and in steps
2 and 3 we account for the saturated set S and the box
bounds in the working set update.

In the elastic case, the dual can only become unbounded
through the equality multipliers y, and thus the elastic dual
ASM will always return a solution whenever the equality
constraints are consistent (as they are in robot dynamics).

Hence, given the natural incorporation of elasticity into
dual ASMs, and the strong performance of DAQP [10] on
feasible robot problems, we build ElastiQP’s core solver



TABLE II: ROBOT CONTROL PROBLEM STRUCTURES
(n VARIABLES, m EQUALITIES, p INEQUALITIES).

Scenario Robot x n m p

arm-osc 6-DoF arm τ 6 0 24
biman-ik Two 6-DoF arms, rigid grasp [q̇1;q̇2] 12 6 48
hum-wbc 28-DoF humanoid, 2 foot contacts [q̈;f ] 46 18 132

methods using DAQP as our primary reference. In the
following section, we evaluate this choice against not only
DAQP, but also equivalent strategies and solvers within
the IPM and ALM families, to exhaustively validate and
identify the best method for elastic robot control.

IV. RESULTS: ROBOT CONTROL

ElastiQP is designed with constrained robot control
in mind, and as such, this is primary focus area for our
experiments. We consider three representative robotics
applications of increasing difficulty (Table II): task-space
inverse dynamics of a single 6-degree-of-freedom (DoF)
arm (arm-osc), differential inverse kinematics of a 12-DoF
bimanual system (biman-ik), and whole-body control of a
28-DoF humanoid robot (hum-wbc). Together, these span
the range of typical problem sizes and structures seen in
short-horizon robot control.

A. Problem Setup

Of the three problems, the simplest is the task-space
inverse dynamics of a single 6-DoF arm. Here, we solve for
the joint torques to achieve a given end-effector acceleration,
with upper/lower limits on the joint velocities and torques.
Next, we consider bimanual differential inverse kinematics
with two 6-DoF arms, with an equality constraint between
the end-effector motions mimicking a rigid grasp constraint,
and upper/lower limits on the joint positions and velocities.
This more than doubles the problem size compared to
the single arm, and adds hard equality constraints to
better evaluate the mixed hard/elastic setting. Our most
challenging setting is humanoid whole-body control: for a
28-DoF humanoid robot with a floating root, we optimize
over the generalized accelerations q̈ and the contact
wrenches f for each foot, assuming planar double-support
contact. The equality constraints enforce the underactuated
dynamics and contacts, and the inequalities handle the
upper/lower limits on the joint velocities and torques, as
well as the linearized wrench cones for the feet.

Offline, for each problem, we pre-solve a 500-timestep
closed-loop trajectory using Pinocchio [18] for the
kinematics and dynamics terms, and cache the resulting
QP matrices at each timestep. Then, during benchmarking,
we replay the cached QP sequence, allowing us to isolate
the timing of the QP solve from the kinematics and
dynamics computation, while maintaining a representative
slowly-drifting control-loop setting. We also set the actuator
limits such that for each problem, approximately 50% of
the timesteps are constrained at the optimum, to ensure that
both unconstrained and constrained states are represented
in the timing. When constructing the infeasible timesteps,

we take the feasible QP and tighten a single inequality
constraint past what is admissible from the other constraints
– this also allows us to clearly observe if a solution violated
more than the one necessary constraint.

B. Evaluation

For comparison, we evaluate ElastiQP against three lead-
ing solvers for the small, dense problem setting: DAQP [10],
PIQP [9] and ProxQP [8], as well as qpax [11, 12], which
implements an efficient condensed elastic mode similar to
ElastiQP. Additionally, to properly evaluate “which family of
solvers is best-suited to elastic robot control problems?”, we
compare ElastiQP’s active set method against our own elastic
PDAL and IPM variants (further detailed in the Appendix).

Across each of these solvers, we also consider five
different formulations of the problem. Elastic indicates an
ℓ1-relaxed inequality constraint structure with analytical
condensation of the elastic slack variables: the main strategy
of ElastiQP and of qpax’s elastic form. Hard solves the
standard hard-constrained problem, with no additional
protection against infeasibility. Slack indicates an expanded
ℓ1-relaxed form where both x and t are stacked into the
decision vector, for persistent feasibility even when solved
with a hard-constrained routine. Closest refers to ProxQP’s
closest-feasible mode, an ℓ2-relaxed problem form similar to
DAQP’s soft form. Finally, sparse indicates solving the ex-
panded ℓ1 form with a sparse matrix backend (to potentially
take advantage of the sparsity of elastic slacks). For solvers
that support warm-starting (ElastiQP, DAQP, and ProxQP),
we report timing values for both cold and warm solves.

All results were recorded on a laptop with an Intel Core
Ultra 7 258V CPU, and (for C++ solvers) compiled with
gcc 13.3 and -O3 optimization. Note that compiling with
-march=native tends to give an additional ∼ 1.5×
performance gain on larger-scale problems, so the reported
numbers are conservative. qpax is a purely JAX/Python
library, and values reflect the JIT-compiled CPU performance
using a recent JAX version (0.11.0), and double precision.

C. Feasible Control Loops

From Table III, ElastiQP demonstrates extremely fast
(microsecond-level) performance on both feasible and
infeasible domains, with even cold-started solves on the
hardest infeasible problems (hum-wbc) falling comfortably
below the 1 ms target required for 1 kHz control. Warm-
starting reliably delivers an additional 2-4x in performance
improvement on larger-scale problems, making ElastiQP
the most reliable, always-feasible method for delivering
high-frequency solves on challenging control problems.

In the strictly-feasible setting, DAQP is the fastest
method for solving these problems, with ElastiQP following
closely behind. Active set methods (such as DAQP or
ElastiQP) perform very strongly in this setting on both
cold and warm starts – there are relatively few constraints
active at the optimum (fast cold starts) and the active
set is relatively stable across timesteps (fast warm starts).
The additional handing for elasticity costs only a few



TABLE III: AVERAGE SOLVE TIMES IN µs (COLD/WARM) FOR FEASIBLE AND INFEASIBLE CONTROL LOOPS (ϵABS =10−6)

Feasible control loops Infeasible control loops

Solver Family Form arm-osc biman-ik hum-wbc arm-osc biman-ik hum-wbc

ElastiQP ASM ℓ1 1.3 / 1.3 4.0 / 3.7 52 / 45 2.1 / 1.3 5.9 / 3.9 178 / 54
ElastiQP-PDAL ALM ℓ1 2.7 / 1.8 7.0 / 5.7 115 / 55 7.2 / 3.4 40 / 19 463 / 116
ElastiQP-IPM IPM ℓ1 18 45 932 16 50 947
DAQP ASM hard 0.5 / 0.4 3.0 / 2.9 44 / 43 ✗ (1.2 / 1.2) ✗ (3.3 / 3.4) ✗ (76 / 76)
DAQP-soft ASM ℓ2 0.5 / 0.4 3.3 / 3.3 55 / 52 1.7 / 0.9 4.3 / 3.6 104 / 57
DAQP-slack ASM ℓ1 23 / 15 154 / 100 3249 / 2066 24 / 14 169 / 117 4175 / 2329
ProxQP ALM hard 11 / 8.0 25 / 25 180 / 79 ✗ (20 / 8268) ✗ (53 / 15062) ✗ (799 / 96137)
ProxQP-closest ALM ℓ2 13 29 263 74187† 2521† 36512†
ProxQP-slack ALM ℓ1 235 / 21 1343 / 88 30783 / 1224 180 / 24 1506 / 121 34445 / 2587
ProxQP-sparse ALM ℓ1 215 / 18 919 / 45 25800 / 454 198 / 57 1169 / 77 29242 / 1024
PIQP IPM hard 17 44 552 ✗ (77) ✗ (253) ✗ (1421)
PIQP-slack IPM ℓ1 94 408 8839 77 453 8289
PIQP-sparse IPM ℓ1 47 147 4756† 42 164 4368
qpax∗ IPM hard 63 148 659 ✗ (848) ✗ (3189) ✗ (13403)
qpax-elastic∗ IPM ℓ1 105 160 1602 95 542† 16215†

✗ No usable solution at any timestep; times reported are the average time to termination.
† Convergence or certification failures occurred on some but not all timesteps.
∗ qpax struggles to converge at ϵabs =10−6. For these tests only, we run at qpax’s (looser) default tolerance of ϵabs =10−5.

TABLE IV: VIOLATION STRUCTURE FOR INEQUALITY AND EQUALITY
CONSTRAINTS ON INFEASIBLE CONTROLS (HUM-WBC)

Solver Violated Rows ∥[Gx−h]+∥1 ∥Ax−b∥∞
ElastiQP (ℓ1) 1 2.51 10−8

DAQP-soft (ℓ2) 28 147 10−11

ProxQP-closest (ℓ2) 29 3.10 0.2

microseconds at these problem scales; an acceptable trade
for the reliability of an always-feasible method. The PDAL
variants (ProxQP, ElastiQP-PDAL) also exhibit good warm-
started performance, but fall behind the active-set variants,
particularly on the smaller-scale problems.

Compared to the expanded slack form of DAQP, we
can clearly see the benefits of ElastiQP’s condensation (an
improvement of over 40x). For ElastiQP’s PDAL and IPM
variants, the condensation improves performance by 10x
and 20x, respectively, with this gap increasing to over 250x
when looking at cold-started PDAL. ElastiQP is also 30-80x
faster than qpax, our main elastic-condensed baseline.

D. Infeasible Control Loops

In the infeasible setting, ElastiQP dramatically
outperforms all alternative solvers and strategies for posing
the relaxed problem. As expected, standard hard-constrained
solvers (DAQP, PIQP, ProxQP, and qpax’s hard form) fail
to solve an infeasible problem, and we note that reporting
infeasibility can sometimes take a (dangerously) long time.
Consider a warm-started controller, using ProxQP: if even
a single timestep is momentarily infeasible, it could take
upwards of 93 milliseconds to report infeasibility and
manage this, compared to the nominal 1 millisecond budget.

ProxQP’s ℓ2-relaxed “closest-feasible” mode does report a
solution, but not in a reasonable amount of time for control.
Additionally, this ℓ2 mode exhibits the undesirable relaxation
structure, as discussed in Section II-A and seen in Table IV.
This mode results in small violations to 29 constraints when
only 1 was in conflict, and no longer holds the equality

constraints to tight tolerances, whereas all other ℓ1-based
methods successfully achieve a minimally-relaxed problem.
DAQP’s soft ℓ2 returns a solution much faster than ProxQP’s
closest-feasible mode, and keeps equalities consistent, but at
the cost of significantly higher ℓ1 violation than necessary.

The second-best solver to ElastiQP in this setting is
ProxQP’s sparse backend, solving the expanded slack form,
but only when warm-started. Even still, this method is not
fast enough for reliable 1 kHz control on humanoid-scale
problems, and is around 20-40x slower than ElastiQP. The
other alternatives, ProxQP-slack and PIQP-slack, fall further
behind in speed.

qpax is unreliable at 10−6 precision, frequently failing
to converge on these problems. Even after reducing the
tolerance to 10−5, we still observe convergence failures
on the harder biman-ik and hum-wbc problems, when
constraint conflict appears. While qpax’s elastic backend
has previously demonstrated good performance on smaller,
single-arm problems (see [3]), it should not be relied on for
larger control problems that may be momentarily infeasible.

V. RESULTS: MAROS–MÉSZÁROS

While robot control is ElastiQP’s primary focus, the
Maros–Mészáros test set provides a complementary bench-
mark on poorly-scaled, challenging problems [19]. The test
set contains a wide range of problem sizes and sparsity, many
of which are out of scope for a solver targeted towards small,
dense problems. Despite this, we find it insightful to evaluate
ElastiQP on these problems, to identify any potential robust-
ness issues, to determine if the ℓ1 relaxation has led to notice-
able performance reduction, and to identify trends between
solver families (IPM, ALM, ASM). We divide our analysis
into two subsets: the n≤ 200 subset allows us to compare
performance on small-to-medium-sized ill-conditioned prob-
lems, while the n≤ 10,000 subset pushes the limits of our
dense solver. As these problems are known to be feasible, for
elastic solvers (ElastiQP, qpax), we set the penalties above
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Fig. 3: Maros–Mészáros performance profiles: 36-problem n≤200 subset (left) and 107-problem n≤10,000 subset (right), ϵabs =10−6. In settings well
outside of the robotics domain, ElastiQP is competitive with the best general-purpose solvers, in both speed and reliability, even on the ill-conditioned,
large, and sparse problems of this set.

the optimal dual required for the problem so that by exactness
(Property 2) the elastic and hard solutions coincide.

As seen in Figure. 3, we see that (as anticipated) ElastiQP
is not the best solver for these problems: DAQP wins on
the smaller-scale set, while PIQP comfortably wins at larger
scales. However, this test does reveal key properties of Elas-
tiQP: most importantly, that the elastic condensation does
not degrade the solver’s performance for general-purpose
problems. In both the small and large subsets, ElastiQP
performs comparably to the best solvers, and ElastiQP even
solves some problems that DAQP and ProxQP do not – for
instance, on the n≤200 subset, ProxQP reports a (premature)
infeasible status on the QRECIPE problem. The only base-
line that implements the condensed elastic form, qpax, trails
significantly behind ElastiQP in both speed and reliability.

VI. ADDITIONAL DESIGN NOTES

When working with ElastiQP (and ℓ1 relaxations more
broadly), the value of the elastic penalty, w, must be set
by the user prior to solving the problem. By exactness
(Property 2), if the problem is feasible and the penalty
is greater than the optimal dual of the hard-constrained
problem, then the hard solution will be recovered. This is
the desired behavior for control: on feasible timesteps, the
elastic relaxation should be effectively invisible. How then,
should w be set without a priori knowledge of the solution?

TABLE V: MAXIMUM DUALS FOR BENCHMARK PROBLEMS

Problem set % of set Examples ∥z∥∞
Robot control 100% arm-osc, biman-ik, hum-wbc ≤1.0
Maros–Mészáros 22% DUAL4, HS21, QAFIRO ≤1.0
Maros–Mészáros 50% CVXQP2 S, LOTSCHD ≤1e3
Maros–Mészáros 89% DUALC2, QRECIPE ≤1e6

In general, this will be problem-dependent, but the robot
control problems from our benchmarks (Section IV) typically
have very small duals, often ≤ 1 (Table V). Empirically,
we find that around w = 1e3 is a reasonable default for
control – striking a balance between being sufficiently high
to ensure there is no unnecessary relaxation, but not too
high that it interferes with the numerical conditioning of
the problem. Other problem domains may require higher
penalties: within the Maros subset from Section V, 50% of
the problems would be exact with a 1e3 penalty, 89% with

1e6, and the remainder requiring higher values. Very few
problems (e.g. QPCBOEI2) had an optimal dual above 1e8;
above this value is where conditioning becomes a concern.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have presented ElastiQP, a QP solver
designed for robot control, with the implicit reliability of
elastic, ℓ1-relaxed inequality constraints for times where
persistent feasibility of the controller cannot be guaranteed.
ElastiQP is intended for immediate integration into existing
controllers and safety layers for robotics, providing reliable,
fast solve times even when compute is limited, or when
high-DoF robots necessitate larger, highly-constrained QPs.
Initial work towards differentiability is in progress, with
GPU acceleration for batched QP solves as the next step.
In future work, we envision ElastiQP applied as a fast,
elastic inner solver for SQP pipelines, particularly for global
inverse kinematics and retargeting. The condensation can
also be expanded to a block-sparse form, for incorporating
elastic constraints into highly-structured MPC and trajectory
optimization problems.
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APPENDIX

In this appendix, we discuss how elasticity can be
incorporated into other families of solvers (IPM, ALM):
these alternative strategies were benchmarked in Section IV
to identify the best-suited solver for problems in robotics.

A. An Elastic Condensation for IPMs

Within the broad class of IPMs, PIQP [9] demonstrates
excellent performance across a wide range of problems
(including the small, dense problems of robot control), and
we focus on this solver when discussing IPMs. PIQP differs
from other IPMs in that it wraps the interior point iteration
in a proximal method of multipliers with primal and dual
proximal weights ρ,δ for regularization. Given this, PIQP’s
KKT matrix K can be written as

K=Q+ρI+ 1
δA

⊤A+G⊤diag(1/W )G (11)

with W = s/z+δ. Notably, the weight 1/Wi is large when
an inequality constraint is tight, and vanishes when the
constraint is inactive.

In the expanded (x, t) form of the elastic QP, each
inequality yields two constraint rows, one for Gx− t ≤ h
(with slack sin and multiplier zin) and another for t≥0 (with
slack st and multiplier zt). Here, we have weights 1/Win

and 1/Wt where Win=sin/zin+δ and Wt=st/zt+δ. The
penalty terms w appear in the optimality conditions only
through stationarity in t: w−zin−zt=0.

Noticing that t enters the Newton system only through
diagonal terms, dt can be eliminated exactly as ds and dz
were. This yields (11) with the weights diag(1/W ) replaced
with diag(Λ), where

Λi=
γi

Win,i
γi=

ρ+1/Wt,i

ρ+1/Wt,i+1/Win,i
∈(0,1) (12)

The factor 1/Win is the hard-constraint weight, and γi is
the elastic correction, which defines the saturated state:

• An active row has ti → 0 and γi ≈ 1: the row is
weighted exactly as a hard constraint.

• A saturated row has ti>0 and Λi→ρ/(1+ρWin,i)≈ρ:
the row drops out of K up to the proximal
regularization.

• An inactive row has 1/Win,i→0, and drops out of K
regardless of γi, as in the hard method.

With no regularization, ρ = δ = 0, and Λi reduces to
1/(sin/zin + st/zt)i, the same weight as qpax’s elastic
form [11].

B. An Elastic Condensation for ALMs

For primal-dual ALMs such as ProxQP [8], the elastic
condensation reduces down to a single modification:
everywhere a hard-constrained solver projects the multiplier
estimate onto z ≥ 0 with max(0, ·), the condensed form
replaces this with a clamp onto the box [0,w],

ẑi=clip[0,wi]

(
z̃i
)

(13)

with z̃(x) = zk+(Gx−h)/µin representing the unclamped
multiplier estimate at the kth step, and µin being the AL
penalty parameter for inequality constraints.

The AL penalty term for an inequality constraint therefore
becomes a Huber-like function: quadratic near the boundary
and then linear once the constraint is in conflict:

ψi(z̃i)=µin ·


0 z̃i≤0
1
2 z̃

2
i 0<z̃i<wi

wiz̃i− 1
2w

2
i z̃i≥wi

(14)

This function is C1 and piecewise quadratic, with kinks in
the gradient at z̃i=0 and z̃i=wi, so a semismooth Newton
method still applies. The only elastic consequences for
the Newton method are (1) handling saturated constraints,
whose multipliers are set to wi and are excluded from the
system, and (2) considering two breakpoints per constraint
in the exact line search rather than one.

These elastic changes to the inner loop are minimal, but
they change the meaning of the primal residuals, which has
downstream implications for the outer loop. In the always-
feasible elastic setting, the residuals measure “how far are
the multipliers from their final values”, rather than “how far
is x from feasibility”. 1/µin also acts as a dual step length,
and this must be sufficiently large to allow the multiplier zi
to reach its final value in a reasonable amount of iterations.
Under a standard bound-constrained Lagrangian (BCL)
schedule [15, 20], we observed occasional convergence
issues in the elastic PDAL outer loop, particularly when
warm-starting and immediately entering or departing regions
where constraints were in conflict (see: the jumps in the
optimal duals in Figure 2).

Resolving this problem required several updates to the
BCL µ schedule, but the most critical include (1) avoiding
cold-resets of µ, which can reset any progress made in
allowing zi to climb or descend towards its limits at 0 or
wi; and (2) when immediately entering or leaving conflict
regions, instead of shrinking µ by a fixed factor, jump



directly to the known target µ which is computable from the
inactive and saturated multiplier targets 0 or wi. For brevity,
we leave a full discussion of these (heuristic) strategies to
a future expanded paper.
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