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We propose a Stochastic MPC (SMPC) approach for autonomous driving which incorporates multi-
modal, interaction-aware predictions of surrounding vehicles. For each mode, vehicle motion pre-
dictions are obtained by a control model described using a basis of fixed features with unknown
weights. The proposed SMPC formulation finds optimal controls which serves two purposes: 1)
reducing conservatism of the SMPC by optimizing over parameterized control laws and 2) predic-
tion and estimation of feature weights used in interaction-aware modeling using Kalman filtering.
The proposed approach is demonstrated on a longitudinal control example, with uncertainties in
predictions of the autonomous and surrounding vehicles.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Autonomous driving technologies have seen a surge in
popularity over the last decade, with the potential to im-
prove flow of traffic, safety and fuel efficiency [1]. While
existing technology is gradually being introduced into
traffic, the absence of V2V communication makes safe
motion planning for autonomous agents a challenge. The
difficulty arises because of the variability of possible be-
haviors of the surrounding agents. To address this, works
like [2, 3] build prediction models for the surrounding
agents with multiple modes (discrete decisions for dis-
tinct maneuvers), which may also incorporate interac-
tions with the autonomous agent.

The focus of this work is to use these multi-modal,
interaction-aware predictions of the surrounding agents
(called Target Vehicles (TVs)) in a Model Predictive
Control (MPC) [4] framework for the autonomous agent
(called Ego Vehicle (EV)). We use Stochastic MPC
(SMPC) for addressing uncertainties in EV and TVs pre-
dictions by using probabilistic collision avoidance, and
state and actuation constraints. The TVs’ predictions for
each mode are obtained using a driver/control model with
a basis of known features1 multiplied by unknown, time-
varying weights (e.g., such a model can be obtained by
regression [5]).

2. RELATED WORK

There is a large body of work focusing on SMPC
for autonomous driving applications, e.g., autonomous
lane change [6], cruise control[7], and platooning[8].
A typical SMPC algorithm involves solving a chance-
constrained finite horizon optimal control problem in a

1E.g., features for a longitudinal control driver model may consist
of safety distance from its lead car and/or the distance to a stop sign.

receding horizon fashion [9]. The prevailing approaches
([10]) for autonomous driving solve the SMPC optimiza-
tion problem to find a single sequence of control values
to satisfy the collision avoidance constraints for TVs’ tra-
jectory predictions of all the modes. This can be conser-
vative and feasible solutions for such SMPC may not ex-
ist, which is undesirable in practice if a backup planner is
unavailable.

We build on [11] to propose an SMPC scheme which
optimizes over a sequence of control laws. This allows
for different sequences of control values corresponding
to different realizations of the EV’s and TVs’ trajecto-
ries, thus enhancing feasibility of the SMPC optimization
problem. The SMPC also uses ideas from dual control
[12, 13] for prediction and estimation of the unknown,
feature weights (specific to TV drivers) corresponding to
each mode using Kalman filtering. We also maintain a
probability distribution over modes using Bayesian up-
dates, which allows prioritising performance for the more
probable modes.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 3 describes
the control problem and modelling assumptions. In sec-
tion 4, we detail our SMPC design for addressing the con-
trol problem and demonstrate our approach in simulation,
along with ablation studies in section 5.

3. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, we formalize our modeling assumptions
and present our SMPC design.
3.1. EV Prediction Model

The EV is modeled using a linear time-varying (LTV)
system with state xt, input ut and noise wt at time t,
given by eq. (1). The noise is normally distributed with
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mean 0, variance Σw and is i.i.d. for all t ≥ 0.

xt+1 = Atxt +But + wt (1a)

wt ∼ N (0,Σw) (1b)

The state space and system matrices depend on the rele-
vant application and chosen coordinate system.
3.2. TV Prediction Model

The TVs are jointly modeled in eq. (2) with all
TVs’ states given by ot, i.i.d. noise vt and interaction-
aware driver/control models given by a feature matrix
Φσ (xt, ot) for a particular mode σ ∈ {1, . . . , M}, mul-
tiplied by weights γt

ot+1 = Ātot + B̄tΦ
σ(xt, ot)γt + vt (2a)

vt ∼ N (0,Σv) (2b)

The mode σ and weights γt are unknown, although the
feature matrices Φj(xt, ot) are known ∀j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}.
The weights also evolve dynamically as

γt+1 = γt + nt (3a)

nt ∼ N (0,Σn). (3b)

The probability of mode j at time t is denoted as pjt , and
obtained in a Bayesian fashion [14] using measurements
(xt, ot, xt−1, ut−1, ot−1) as

pjt =
P [(xt, ot)|(xt−1, ut−1, ot−1), σ = j]pjt−1∑M
i=1 P [(xt, ot)|(xt−1, ut−1, ot−1), σ = i]pit−1

(4)

with the initialization pj0 = 1
M
, ∀j ∈ {1, . . . ,M}, and

likelihood P [(xt, ot)|(xt−1, ut−1, ot−1), σ = i] given by
the probability density function (pdf) of the random vari-
able (xt, ot)|{(xt−1, ut−1, ot−1), σ = i}.
3.3. Constraints

The traffic rules, speed, actuation constraints are given
by chance constraints P [(xt+1, ut) 6∈ XU t] ≤ ε, and
the collision avoidance chance constraints are given by
P [(xt, ot) 6∈ Ct] ≤ ε for some given risk level ε > 0, where

XU t ={(x, u) : f i>x,tx+ f i>u,tu ≤ f it ,∀i = 1, .., nxu}

Ct ={(x, o) : gi>x,tx+ gi>o,to ≤ git, ∀i = 1, .., nc}.

3.4. SMPC Algorithm
The SMPC optimization problem is given as follows

min
θt

M∑
j=1

pjt · E[

t+N−1∑
k=t

ct(x
j
k+1|t, u

j
k|t)] (5a)

s.t. xjk+1|t = Akx
j
k|t +Bku

j
k|t + wk|t, (5b)

ojk+1|t = Āko
j
k|t + B̄kΦj(xjk|t, o

j
k|t)γ

j
k|t + vk|t, (5c)

γjk+1|t = γjk|t + nk|t, (5d)

ujk|t = πθk|t(x
j
t|t, .., x

j
k|t, o

j
t|t, .., o

j
k|t), (5e)

P
[(
xjk+1|t, u

j
k|t

)
6∈ XUk

]
≤ ε (5f)

P
[(
xjk+1|t, o

j
k+1|t

)
6∈ Ck+1

]
≤ ε (5g)

xjt|t = xt, o
j
t|t = ot, (5h)

γjt|t ∼ N (γ̂jt|t,Σ
j
t|t) (5i)

∀j = 1, ..,M, ∀k = t, .., t+N − 1

where ct(·) is the stage cost, notation qjk|t denotes the
prediction of quantity q for time k and mode j, at
time t. Problem (5) is solved to find the optimal de-
cision variables θ∗t = (θ∗t|t, .., θ

∗
t+N−1|t) parameterizing

the control laws in (5e). The control at time t is ut =

πθ∗
t|t

(xt, ot) and (5) is solved again at time t + 1. Since
the mode σ in (2b) is unobservable, the predictions for
all modes (in (5b),(5c)) are initialized using the observed
xt, ot (via (5h)), and the control laws πθk|t (·) are mode-
agnostic. Problem (5) also requires initial distributions of
the weights in (5i) which are obtained using the Kalman
Filter (KF) for (3), with (2) being the observation model.

The goal is to design πθk|t (·), ∀k = t, .., t + N − 1,
such that solving (5) is computationally tractable. The
control laws in (5e) offer greater flexibility for satisfy-
ing (5f),(5g) than using a single sequence of controls
πθk|t (·) ≡ θk|t (which are independent of different EV,
TV trajectory realizations). To further reduce conser-
vatism, the control laws must also serve a dual role of
predicting and estimating the distributions of γjk|t us-
ing EV, TV trajectory realizations xjt|t, .., x

j
k|t, o

j
t|t, .., o

j
k|t

along the prediction horizon.

4. SMPC FOR MULTI-MODAL, INTERACTION-
AWARE PREDICTIONS

The details of our SMPC design are as follows.
4.1. Linearized Predictions

Linearization of (5c): The nonlinear term
Φj(xjk|t, o

j
k|t)γ

j
k|t in (5c) is linearized about

(x̄jk+1|t−1, ō
j
k+1|t−1γ̂

j
t|t) using the previous solution

of (5), given as

x̄jk+1|t−1 = Akx̄
j
k|t−1 +Bkū

j
k|t−1,

ōjk+1|t−1 = Ākō
j
k|t−1 + B̄kΦj(x̄jk|t−1, ō

j
k|t−1)γ̂jt|t,

ūjk|t−1 = πθ∗
k|t−1

(xt−1, .., x̄
j
k|t, ot−1, .., ō

j
k|t−1),

x̄jt|t−1 = xt, ō
j
t|t−1 = ot.

The linearized term is denoted as B̄kΦj(x
j
k|t, o

j
k|t)γ

j
k|t ≈

Gjk|tγ
j
k|t + P jk|tx

j
k|t +Qjk|to

j
k|t + ljk|t, where the coefficient

matrices are given by

Gjk|t = B̄kΦj(x̄jk+1|t−1, ō
j
k+1|t−1),

[P jk|t Q
j
k|t] = B̄k

nγ∑
i=1

∇Φji (x̄
j
k+1|t−1, ō

j
k+1|t−1)[γ̂jt|t]i,

ljk|t = −B̄k(P jk|tx̄
j
k+1|t−1 +Qjk|tō

j
k+1|t−1),

using notation Φj(x, o) = [Φj1(x, o) .. Φjnγ (x, o)].
Prediction and Estimation of Weights: Let

γ̃jk|t denote the random variable γjk|t conditioned on
xjt|t, .., x

j
k|t, o

j
t|t, .., o

j
k|t, with γ̃jt|t = γjt|t. Given a

prior distribution γ̃jk−1|t ∼ N (γ̂jk−1|t,Σ
j
k−1|t), we com-

pute the posterior distribution using the measurements
(xjk−1|t, o

j
k−1|t, o

j
k|t) and (5c) to construct a measurement

model for γ̃jk−1|t as

yjk|t := ojk|t − (Āk−1 +Qjk−1|t)o
j
k−1|t − P

j
k−1|tx

j
k−1|t − l

j
k−1|t,

yjk|t = Gjk−1|tγ
j
k−1|t + vk−1|t, (6)
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where we have used the TVs’ state measurements and

linearised dynamics to define the output in the first equa-
tion. The distribution of γ̃jk|t is obtained from the “up-
date” step of the KF (with (5d) as the dynamics model
and (6) as the measurement model) to give

γ̃jk|t = (I −Kj
k|tG

j
k−1|t)γ̃

j
k−1|t +Kj

k|ty
j
k|t + nk|t (7)

where Kj
k|t = Σjk−1|tG

j>
k−1|t(Σv +Gjk−1|tΣ

j
k−1|tG

j>
k−1|t)

−1

is the Kalman gain. The mean and covariance are given
by

γ̂jk|t = (I −Kj
k|tG

j
k−1|t)γ̂

j
k−1|t +Kj

k|ty
j
k|t

Σjk|t = (I −Kj
k|tG

j
k−1|t)Σ

j
k−1|t + Σn. (8)

In terms of the initial distribution in (5i), (7) can be alter-
natively expressed as

γ̃jk|t =

k∏
i=t+1

W j
i|t(γ̂

j
t|t + njt) +

k∑
i=t+1

k−1∏
l=i

W j
l|t(K

j
i|ty

j
i|t + ni|t)

(9)
where njt ∼ N (0,Σjt|t) and W j

k|t = I−Kj
k|tG

j
k−1|t. The

initial distribution (5i) is also similarly obtained by KF
from the TVs’ state measurements ot, ot−1.

Consolidated TV Model: Denote õjk+1|t

as the random variable ojk+1|t conditioned on
xjt|t, .., x

j
k|t, o

j
t|t, .., o

j
k|t, which is given by

õjk+1|t = (Āk +Qjk|t)o
j
k|t + P jk|tx

j
k|t +Gjk|tγ̃

j
k|t + ljk|t + vk|t

Using (9) and defining a new random variable zjk|t, as

zjk|t = vk|t +Gjk|t(

k∏
i=t+1

W j
i|tn

j
t +

k∑
i=t+1

k−1∏
l=i

W j
l|tni|t),

(10)
we can replace (5c) and (5d) by the following consoli-

dated model

õjk+1|t = (Āk +Qjk|t)o
j
k|t + P jk|tx

j
k|t +Gjk|tγ̂

j
k|t + zjk|t + ljk|t

γ̂jk|t =

k∏
i=t+1

W j
i|tγ̂

j
t|t +

k∑
i=t+1

k−1∏
l=i

W j
l|tK

j
i|ty

j
i|t. (11)

Note that zjk|t serves as the “effective” process noise for
TV prediction model, which can be measured using mea-
surements of ot, xt, .., ojk|t, x

j
k|t, o

j
k+1|t. In contrast, see

that vk|t can’t be measured using (5c) because γjk|t is un-
known. This observation will be important for designing
the control laws πθk|t (·), ∀k = t, .., t+N − 1.

Stacked Predictions: Let xjt = [xt, .., x
j
t+N|t]

(similarly for õjt ), õjt = [õjt+1|t, .., õ
j
t+N|t], ujt =

[ujt|t, .., u
j
t+N−1|t] (similarly for wt,nt, γ̂

j
t ,γ

j
t , z

j
t , l

j
t ). The

stacked state predictions for the EV can be expressed as
a function of the current state xt and stacked inputs ujt as

xjt = Atxt + Btu
j
t + Etwt. (12)

For the TVs, the stacked,conditioned predictions õjt are
given by

õjt = Ãj
to
j
t + P̃j

tx
j
t + G̃j

t γ̂
j
t + zjt + ljt ,

ojt = Āj
tot + Pj

tx
j
t + Gj

tγ
j
t + Fjt(vt + ljt).

Using γjt = Gγ̂t|t + Γnjt (from (5d),(5i)) and γ̂jt =

Γj,γt γ̂t|t + Γj,xt xjt + Γj,ot ojt + Γj,lt ljt (from (6), (11)) where
njt = [njt ,nt], the stacked, conditioned predictions õjt are
explicitly given as

õjt = ¯̄Aj,o
t ot + ¯̄Aj,x

t xt + ¯̄Bj
tu

j
t + ¯̄Gj

t γ̂t|t + ¯̄Fj,nt njt + zjt

+ ¯̄Fj,vt vt + ¯̄Fj,wt wt + ¯̄Ljt . (13)

We defer the various matrix definitions to the appendix.
4.2. Control Law Parameterization

We use the affine disturbance feedback parameteriza-
tion for our control law,

πθk|t(xt, .., x
j
k|t, ot, .., o

j
k|t) = hk|t +

k−1∑
i=t

Mw
i,k|twi|t +Mz

i,k|tz
j
i|t

(14)

which is a function of the past process noise re-
alizations wt|t, zjt|t, .., wk−1|t, z

j
k−1|t, with mode-agnostic

parameters θk|t = (hk|t, {Mw
i,k|t,M

z
i,k|t}k−1

i=t ) (see [15]
for equivalence of disturbance feedback and state feed-
back). For an intuitive explanation of the equivalence,
notice that each wi|t can be measured from consecu-
tive EV state measurements xji|t, x

j
i+1|t using (5b) and

each zji|t can be measured from ot, xt, .., o
j
i|t, x

j
i|t, o

j
i+1|t

using (11). Conversely, given the process noise sequence
wt|t, z

j
t|t, .., wk−1|t, z

j
k−1|t, the EV and TV state trajecto-

ries ot, xt, .., ojk|t, x
j
k|t are completely determined. Thus,

there exists an invertible transformation T (·) such that
ot, xt, .., o

j
k|t, x

j
k|t = T (wt|t, z

j
t|t, .., wk−1|t, z

j
k−1|t).

The stacked control inputs are given by

ujt = ht + Mw
t wt + Mz

t z
j
t (15)

where the stacked control parameter matrices
ht,M

w
t ,M

z
t are defined in the appendix. Note that

these parameters will be the decision variables for our
SMPC, and thus optimized online.
4.3. Chance Constraint Reformulation

The chance constraints (5f),(5g) are reformulated us-
ing the following result from [16]:

P(a>x > b) ≤ ε, x ∼ N (µ,Σ)

⇔a>µ+ Q(1− ε)||
√

Σa||2 ≤ b

where Q(·) is the quantile function of N (0, 1). The
distributions of the stacked predictions xjt , õ

j
t (12), (13)

and control laws ujt (15) are determined by the random
variables wt,vt,n

j
t . Note that zjt = vt + Γj,zt njt , where

Γj,zt is defined in the appendix. Define constant matrices
Sxk , S

o
k, S

u
k such that Sxkxjt = xjk|t, S

o
kõ

j
t = õjk|t, S

u
kujt =

ujk|t, to recover predictions at the kth time step from
the stacked predictions (12), (13), (15). Then the state-
input chance constraints (5f), and the collision avoidance
chance constraints (5g) can be rewritten as
P((xj

k+1|t, u
j
k|t) 6∈ XUk) ≤ ε

⇔ P(f i>x,kx
j
k+1|t + f i>u,ku

j
k|t > f ik, ∀i = 1, .., nxu) ≤ ε

⇐ P(f i>x,kx
j
k+1|t + f i>u,ku

j
k|t > f ik) ≤

ε

nxu
, ∀i = 1, .., nxu

⇔ f i>x,kS
x
k+1(Atxt + Btht) + f i>u,tS

u
kht − f ik ≤ −Q(1−

ε

nxu
)×∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

√
Σ
j
t

(f i>x,kS
x
k+1(BtMw

t + Et) + f i>u,kS
u
kMw

t )>

(f i>x,kS
x
k+1BtMz

t + f i>u,kS
u
kMz

t )>

Γj,z>t (f i>x,kS
x
k+1BtMz

t + f i>u,kS
u
kMz

t )>


∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

,
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∀i = 1, .., nxu (16a)

P((xj
k|t, o

j
k|t) 6∈ Ck) ≤ ε

⇔ P(gi>x,kx
j
k|t + gi>o,ko

j
k|t > git, ∀i = 1, .., nc) ≤ ε

⇐ P(gi>x,kx
j
k|t + gi>o,ko

j
k|t > git) ≤

ε

nc
, ∀i = 1, .., nc

⇔ gi>x,kS
x
k (Atxt + Btht) + gi>o,kS

o
k( ¯̄Aj,o

t ot + ¯̄Aj,x
t xt

+ ¯̄Bj
tht + ¯̄Gj

t γ̂t|t + ¯̄Ljt )− g
i
k ≤ −Q(1−

ε

nc
)×∥∥∥∥∥∥∥

√
Σ
j
t

 (gi>x,kS
x
k (BtMw

t + Et) + gi>o,kS
o
k( ¯̄Bj

tM
w
t + ¯̄Fj,wt ))>

(gi>x,kS
x
kBtMz

t + gi>o,kS
o
k( ¯̄Bj

tM
z
t + I + ¯̄Fj,vt ))>

(gi>x,kS
x
kBtMz

tΓ
j,z
t + gi>o,kS

o
k(( ¯̄Bj

tM
z
t + I)Γj,zt + ¯̄Fj,nt ))>


∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

∀i = 1, .., nc (16b)

where Σj
t = blkdiag(Σw,Σv,Σ

j
t|t,Σn),Σw = IN ⊗ Σw

(similarly for Σv,Σn). Note that in the second step of
each reformulation, we use Boole’s inequality to obtain
individual chance constraints whose satisfaction imply
satisfaction of the original joint chance constraints. These
constraint reformulations are of the form Q(1− ε̃)‖Cθt +

d‖2 ≤ a>θt + b, where θt = (ht,M
w
t ,M

z
t ) are the con-

trol laws’ parameters and ε̃ =
ε

nxu
for (16a), ε̃ =

ε

nc
for

(16b). These are convex, second-order cone constraints
in the control laws’ parameters θt = (ht,M

w
t ,M

z
t ) when

ε ≤ min{nxu
2
, nc

2
} [17].

4.4. Cost Definition
Estimation of Mode Probabilities: The trajectory

cost for each mode is weighted by the mode probability,
pjt , to prioritize minimizing the trajectory cost for more
likely modes. For estimating pjt using (4), the likelihood
functions are computed using the pdf which is obtained
using the consolidated TV model (11) as

P [(xt, ot)|(xt−1, ut−1, ot−1), σ = i]

= P [zit−1|t−1 = ot − Āt−1ot−1 − B̄t−1Φi(xt−1, ot−1)γ̂it−1|t−1]
(17)

where zit−1|t−1 ∼ N (0,Σv +Git−1|t−1Σit−1|t−1G
i>
t−1|t−1).

Stage Cost: We choose a convex, quadratic cost to
penalise deviations from a given reference, ct(x, u) =

(x − xref
t+1)>Cx(x − xref

t+1) + (u − uref
t )>Cu(u − uref

t ) for
positive definite Cx, Cu.

Expected Trajectory Cost per Mode: The expected
trajectory cost for mode j in (5a) can be calculated as

E[

t+N−1∑
k=t

c(xjk+1|t, u
j
k|t)]

= E[(xjt − xref
t )>Cx(xjt − xref

t ) + (ujt − uref
t )>Cu(ujt − uref

t )]

= h>t (B>t CxBt + Cu)ht

+ tr
(
(B>t CxBt + Cu)[Mw

t Mz
t Mz

tΓ
j,z
t ]Σj

t [M
w
t Mz

t Mz
tΓ

j,z
t ]>

+ (Atxt − xref
t )>Cx(Atxt − xref

t + 2Btht)

− 2uref>
t CuBtht + tr(CxEtΣwE>t ) (18)

where Cx = IN ⊗ Cx,Cu = IN ⊗ Cu, xref
t =

[xref
t+1, .., x

ref
t+N ],uref

t = [uref
t , .., u

ref
t+N−1] . Due to the

positive definiteness of Cx, Cu, the cost is convex
and quadratic in the control laws’ parameters θt =

(ht,M
w
t ,M

z
t ).

4.5. SMPC Optimization Problem
The SMPC optimization problem is given in batch

form, by explicitly substituting for the predictions
(5b),(11) and parameterised control laws (14), to yield

min
ht,M

w
t ,M

z
t

M∑
j=1

pjt · (Cost per mode, eq. (18))

s.t. State-input constraints, eq. (16a)

Collision avoidance constraints, eq. (16b)

∀j = 1, ..,M, ∀k = t, .., t+N − 1 (19)

The optimization problem (19) is a convex, second-
order cone programming problem that can be solved on-
line for the control input ut = h∗t|t.

5. SIMULATIONS

5.1. Problem Formulation for Longitudinal Control:
Consider the longitudinal control problem as depicted

in fig. 1, described by point-mass models with longitudi-
nal position, speed describing the states, acceleration as
the control input, for both the EV and TV respectively
denoted as xt = [st, vt], ut = at, ot = [sot , v

o
t ]. The sys-

tem matrices are time-invariant and obtained from Euler-
discretization as

At = Āt =

[
1 dt
0 0

]
, Bt = B̄t =

[
0
dt

]
.

Fig. 1: EV must stop for the pedestrian while keeping
safe distance from TV.

The TV control is assumed to have M = 2 modes with
nγ = 1 feature each, given by

Φ1(xt, ot) = k1s(sf − dsafe − sot ) + k1v(0− vot ) (20a)

Φ2(xt, ot) = k2s(st − dsafe − sot ) + k2v(vt − vot ) (20b)

where mode 1 is an EV-agnostic PD control to stop at
sf − dsafe, and mode 2 is a PD control to follow behind
the EV by dsafe. The car-following control for mode 2 is
adapted from [18], with constant headway dsafe. Thus,
the TV’s control law is given by

uo(xt, ot, γt, σ) =

{
γtΦ

1(xt, ot), if σ = 1

γtΦ
2(xt, ot), if σ = 2

,

where the mode σ, and the weight γt are unknown to the
EV, and thus need to be inferred online. The challenge
is that the EV must stop for the pedestrian, and reach the
stop fast enough to avoid the TV if σ = 1, but must slow
down smoothly to guide the TV to stop if σ = 2, to pre-
vent colliding with the TV.

The sets describing the state-input constraints and col-
lision avoidance constraints are given as

XU t = {st+1 ≤ sf , 0 ≤ vt+1 ≤ vmax, amin ≤ at ≤ amax}
Ct = {st − sot ≥ dsafe}.

The cost is chosen to penalise deviations from the set-
point xref = [sf , 0], uref = 0 and the EV acceleration at is
obtained by solving (19).
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5.2. Simulation Results:

The various parameters used in our simulation are
given in Table 1. We demonstrate the performance of

Table 1: Parameters in SMPC simulations

dt = 0.1s vmax = 14ms−1

dsafe = 7m vmin = 0ms−1

sf = 50m amax = 3.5ms−2

N = 12 amin = −6ms−2

ε = 0.1 Cx = diag(50, 20)
Σw = diag(10−3, 10−2) Cu = 10
Σv = diag(10−2, 10−1) k1s = 1, k1v = 6

Σn = 0.5 k2s = 10−2, k1v = 1

the proposed SMPC design in closed-loop, for both σ =

1, σ = 2 scenarios. For each scenario, we initialise
the simulation with EV and TV states x0 = [0, 11],
o0 = [−9, 15], and weight estimates γ̂10|0 = γ̂20|0 = 0,
Σ1

0|0 = Σ2
0|0 = 1.

Fig. 2: The EV is able to stop (and also guide the TV
to stop for σ = 2) while satisfying constraints, tracking
the unknown weight γt and identifying the correct mode
σ with high probability.

Discussion:
Fig. 2 presents the simulation results for both scenar-

ios, side by side. In the longitudinal position plots, we
see that the EV’s longitudinal position remains outside
the pink unsafe band, i.e., st ≥ sot + dsafe, for both scenar-
ios. From the speed and acceleration plots, we also see
that EV is able to slow down to a stop at sf , while also
guiding the TV to stop at a safe distance in the scenario
σ = 2. In the fourth row, we see that the proposed esti-
mation strategy allows close tracking of the weight true
γt by γ̂jt , for the true mode j = σ. Finally, the last row
shows that the true mode σ was identified with high prob-
ability in both scenarios using the Bayesian updates.
5.3. Ablation Study:

We demonstrate the benefits of the including feedback
in predictions of the SMPC design (19) via ablation stud-
ies. The SMPC (19) is compared against two ablations:

1. a modified SMPC formulation (denoted by (19)\
KF) that just uses (5d) instead of KF for γt predic-
tions.

2. a modified SMPC formulation (denoted by (19)\π)
that just looks for an optimal sequence of control
values instead of control laws, i.e., ujt = ht.

For each approach, both σ = 1, σ = 2 scenarios are
simulated from 16 initial conditions chosen from the set:
x0 ∈ {[0±1]×[11±1]}, o0 ∈ {[−9±1]×[14±1]}. We deem
a control task as successful if the EV is able to stop at sf ,
with the TV stopping dsafe behind. We record the percent-
age of task success as (S%). We also record the percent-
age of feasibility of the SMPC optimization problems as
(F%). When infeasibility is encountered during the simu-
lation, the previous input is applied. Table 2 presents our
results for the SMPC approaches for each scenario.

Table 2: Ablation study for SMPC prediction approaches

Mode Metric SMPC
(19) (19)\ KF (19)\π

σ = 1
S% 100. 93.75 100.
F% 98.71 98.21 76.10

σ = 2
S% 87.5 56.25 0.
F% 95.30 93.38 8.33

Discussion:
We see that removal of feedback in the predictions re-

sults in deteriorated performance in terms of feasibility of
the SMPC optimization problem and task success, espe-
cially in the scenario when interaction is required ( σ = 2

in our example).

6. CONCLUSION

We have proposed a Stochastic MPC framework with
interaction-aware, multi-modal predictions of TVs given
by basis of known features multiplied by unknown, time-
varying weights. The proposed approach finds an opti-
mal sequence of EV and TV trajectory-dependent con-
trol laws given by the affine disturbance feedback param-
eterization, to 1) reduce conservatism in satisfaction of
chance-constraints and 2) use dual control for prediction,
and estimation of feature weights.

Appendix: Matrix Definitions for Stacked Predictions

Consider the following matrix functions:

MA({Ak}Nk=1) =

[
I A>1 . . . (

N∏
k=1

Ak)>
]>

,

MB({Ak, Bk}Nk=1) =


O . . . O
B1 . . . O
...

. . .
...

N−1∏
k=1

AkB1 . . . BN

 ,
MD({Ak}Nk=1) = blkdiag({Ak}Nk=1).

The matrices for defining the stacked predictions are
obtained using these matrix functions as follows

At =MA({Ak}t+N−1
k=t ),Bt =MB({Ak, Bk}t+N−1

k=t ),
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Et =MB({Ak, I}t+N−1

k=t )

Āj
t =MA({Āk +Qj

k|t}
t+N−1
k=t ),Pjt =MB({Āk +Qj

k|t, P
j
k|t}

t+N−1
k=t )

Gj
t =MB({Āk +Qj

k|t, G
j
k|t}

t+N−1
k=t ), F̄jt =MB({Āk +Qj

k|t, I}
t+N−1
k=t )

Ãj
t =MD({Āk +Qj

k|t}
t+N−1
k=t ), P̃jt =MD({P j

k|t}
t+N−1
k=t )

G̃j
t =MD({Gj

k|t}
t+N−1
k=t ),G =MA({I}t+N−1

k=t )

Γ = Unit lower triangular matrix

Γj,γt =MA({W j
k|t}

t+N−1
k=t+1 ),Γj,lt = −MB({W j

k|t,K
j
k|t}

t+N−1
k=t+1 )

Γj,xt = −MB({W j
k|t,K

j
k|t}

t+N−1
k=t+1 )× [MD({P j

k|t}
t+N−2
k=t ) O]

Γj,ot =MB({W j
k|t,K

j
k|t}

t+N−1
k=t+1 )×

(
− [MD({Āk +Qj

k|t}
t+N−2
k=t ) O]

+ [MB({O, I}t+N−1
k=t+1 )>O]

)
.

The matrices describing the predictions õjt explicitly are
given as

¯̄Aj,o
t = (Ãj

t + G̃j
tΓ

j,o
t )Āj

t ,

¯̄Aj,x
t = (Ãj

tP
j
t + P̃j

t + G̃j
t(Γ

j,x
t + Γj,ot Pj

t))At,

¯̄Bj
t = (P̃j

t + Ãj
tP

j
t + G̃j

t(Γ
j,o
t Pj

t + Γj,xt ))Bt,

¯̄Gj
t = G̃j

tΓ
j,γ
t + (G̃j

tΓ
j,o
t + Ãj

t)G
j
tG,

¯̄Fj,nt = (G̃j
tΓ

j,o
t + Ãj

t)G
j
tΓ,

¯̄Fj,vt = (G̃j
tΓ

j,o
t + Ãj

t)F
j
t ,

¯̄Fj,wt = (P̃j
t + Ãj

tP
j
t + G̃j

t(Γ
j,x
t + Γj,ot Pj

t))Et,

¯̄Ljt = (I + (G̃j
tΓ

j,o
t + Ãj

t)F
j
t + G̃j

tΓ
j,l
t )ljt .

For ujt , we have ht = [h>t|t, .., h
>
t+N−1|t]

> and Mw
t (simi-

larly for Mz
t ) given by

Mw
t =


O . . . . . . O

Mw
t,t+1|t O . . . O

...
. . .

. . . O
Mw
t,t+N−1|t . . . Mt+N−2,t+N−1|t O

 .
The matrix Γj,zt for defining zjt is given by

Γj,zt =MD({Gjk|t}
t+N−1
k=t )×


I . . . O

W j
t+1|t . . . O

...
. . .

...
t+N−1∏
k=t+1

W j
k|t . . . I


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