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Abstract— Autonomous racing control is a challenging re-
search problem as vehicles are pushed to their limits of
handling to achieve an optimal lap time; therefore, vehicles
exhibit highly nonlinear and complex dynamics. Difficult-to-
model effects, such as drifting, aerodynamics, chassis weight
transfer, and suspension can lead to infeasible and suboptimal
trajectories. While offline planning allows optimizing a full
reference trajectory for the minimum lap time objective, such
modeling discrepancies are particularly detrimental when using
offline planning, as planning model errors compound with
controller modeling errors. Gaussian Process Regression (GPR)
can compensate for modeling errors. However, previous works
primarily focus on modeling error in real-time control without
consideration for how the model used in offline planning can
affect the overall performance. In this work, we propose a
double-GPR error compensation algorithm to reduce model
uncertainties; specifically, we compensate both the planner’s
model and controller’s model with two respective GPR-based
error compensation functions. Furthermore, we design an
iterative framework to re-collect error-rich data using the
racing control system. We test our method in the high-fidelity
racing simulator Gran Turismo Sport (GTS); we find that our
iterative, double-GPR compensation functions improve racing
performance and iteration stability in comparison to a single
compensation function applied merely for real-time control.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recently, autonomous vehicle racing has drawn increased
attention as a complex control problem [1]. Often, the
problem of time-trial racing is explored, where the goal is
to control a single race car around a constrained track in
the fastest time. Compared to autonomous driving in urban
or highway environments, such time-trial racing requires
pushing the vehicle to the limits of handling in order to
rapidly traverse the course of a racetrack. Researchers have
shown that model-free reinforcement learning approaches are
able to develop autonomous policies by iteratively improving
their policies that can outperform even the top human racers
in both time-trial and multi-opponent races [2]. Yet such end-
to-end approaches require potentially dangerous exploration
and many trials to collect sufficient data, and it can be
difficult to interpret the most important factors of vehicle
dynamics and control from resulting neural network policy.
Therefore, many researchers are exploring how to bridge the
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possible gap between structured model-based planning and
control and end-to-end learning [1].

One crucial challenge in model-based racing lies in iden-
tifying an accurate yet simple vehicle dynamics model.
Racing vehicles operate in highly nonlinear regions of ve-
hicle dynamics, where complex factors such as drifting,
aerodynamics, chassis weight transfer, and suspension have
a non-negligible effect. However, it is typically infeasible
to solve an optimization problem for planning or control
using a descriptive model including all components of a race
car [3]. Simplified models, for instance a single track bicycle
model [4] and empirical tire friction models such as Pacejka’s
Magic Formula [5] aid researchers in developing models that
are feasible for planning and control of racing vehicles [1].
However, such simplifications can fail to model the most
extreme dynamics often occurring at the most critical corners
of a racetrack, which can lead to suboptimal performance [6].

Furthermore, while some researchers have developed con-
trol objectives that tend to perform well on the racing
objective, for example by encouraging course progress over a
relatively short control horizon [7], offline trajectory planning
of the full racing trajectory allows for directly optimizing of
the lap time, generating a time-optimal reference trajectory
over the entire racetrack. In contrast to tracking the cen-
terline, using an online controller to track the time-optimal
reference trajectory leads to competitive racing performance
[6]. However, separating the racing problem into an offline
optimal planning module and a real-time tracking module
leads to compounding modeling errors due to the reliance
on the model by both the planner and controller (Fig. 1).
The compounding effect further exaggerates the impact of
modeling discrepancy on racing performance.

One promising solution to tackle this problem is intro-
ducing a modeling-error compensation function in addition
to the nominal descriptive dynamics model. Recently, Gaus-
sian Process Regression (GPR) is commonly used to learn
a modeling-error compensation function. One compelling
advantage of GPR model is it allows convenient online
update when new observations arrive, which enables iterative
improvement of modeling accuracy and control performance
through online learning [8]. However, such works primarily
focus on modeling error in real-time control, without con-
sideration for how the model of an offline optimal trajec-
tory planner can affect the overall control performance. As
mentioned above, it is equally important to use an accurate
vehicle model in the offline planning stage at the first place,
due to the compounding effect of modeling errors. Therefore,
we focus our efforts reducing modeling errors with GPR,
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Fig. 1: Example of compounding planning and control modeling errors. Left: modeling errors in the offline planner may
lead to an infeasible reference trajectory, which cannot be tracked well even by an MPC controller using a perfect oracle of
the vehicle dynamics; Middle: modeling errors in the MPC controller cause incorrect prediction of the vehicle state, leading
to tracking errors even when the reference is dynamically feasible; Right: The modeling errors in the planning and control
phases compound, undermining the overall racing performance.

with special consideration that models should be reliable for
both planning and control.

In this work, we present GPR-based error compensation
notably with two components: 1) error compensation for
the low-level real-time controller, and importantly 2) error
compensation for the offline, optimal trajectory planner. We
term such two-part compensation double GPR. Furthermore,
we find that data collection that is representative of the
dynamics at the critical dynamic regions is essential for
adequate compensation of modeling errors in those regions;
therefore, we present an iterative framework that can guide
data collection to improve the modeling for both planning
and control, which we call iterative, double GPR. We
incorporate the proposed error compensation modules into
the racing planning and control framework proposed in our
prior works [6], and test it in the highly realistic racing
simulation platform, Gran Turismo Sport [9], where we
show that iterative, double GPR yields lower lap times and
reduced modeling errors in comparison to single or one-shot
compensation on either the planning or control modules.

II. RELATED WORKS

Learning-based dynamics models have been adopted in
robotics applications for a long time [10], [11], [12], [13].
Among them, Gaussian Process Regression (GPR) is com-
monly adopted for complex robotics systems [14], [15], [16],
[17]. In the field of autonomous driving, the majority of
prior works focus on learning GPR-based modeling error
compensation for online control. [7] proposes a stochastic
model predictive control (MPC) algorithm with a GPR-based
residual model, where a chance constraint is formulated
to take the modeling uncertainty estimated in GPR into
consideration to improve safety. The proposed method is
further extended and validated on a full-size driverless race
car [8]. To make GPR feasible for real-time computation, the
GPR-based residual model is implemented based on sparse
GPs [18] and learnt with a small dataset. The controller
in [8] is designed based on model predictive contouring

control, which simultaneously plans a trajectory to encourage
course progress over the control horizon and implements
control in a receding fashion. However, the relatively short
horizon can lead to suboptimal performance, as future track
geometry is not considered outside the control horizon. In
[19], GPR-based compensation function is adopted to a so-
called extended kinematic vehicle model; here the modeling
compensation is also applied only to short-horizon MPC, and
the racing line is planned offline and set prior to real-time
control. Therefore, modeling errors present during offline
planning may lead to an infeasible or suboptimal trajectory.

Conversely, some researchers explore the trajectory plan-
ning problem with GPs. [20] uses GP to directly model
the acceleration limits of a scaled RC car; the minimum
lap time problem is approximated by using a factor of the
accelerating limits, yielding an online trajectory planner that
can lead to vehicle stability and quality tracking performance.
However, the approximated objective does not necessarily
minimize the true lap time, and the oversimplification of the
dynamic bicycle model into an extended kinetic model does
not account for force that have shown to be highly influential
in planning and control, such as aerodynamic force and
longitudinal weight transfer [6].

III. BACKGROUND

In this section, we introduce Gaussian Process Regression
(GPR) for error compensation and describe the kinetics and
dynamics of racing vehicle model.

A. Gaussian Process Regression

Gaussian Process Regression (GPR) is a non-parametric
learning method. We only give a concise introduction here
primarily to help the readers get prepared for the technical
content introduced in the following sections. The readers
could refer to [21] and [22] for more details.

Given a feature vector z ∈ Rnf with nf being its number
of dimensions, and a output vector y ∈ Rnd with nd being its



number of dimension, we assume they are related as follows:

y = g(z) + ω

where g(z) is an unknown stochastic function and ω ∈
Rnd is i.i.d. Gaussian noise with zero mean and diagonal
covariance Σw = {σ2

1 . . . σ
2
nd
}. In Gaussian Process Regres-

sion, we parameterize the function g(z) with a Gaussian
distribution as

g(z) ∼ N (µ(z),Σ(z)), (1)

where µ(z) = [µ1(z), . . . , µnd(z)] ∈ Rnd and Σ(z) =
diag([Σ1(z), . . . ,Σnd(z)]) ∈ Rnd×nd .

Given a finite dataset D of size m consisting of feature-
output tuples, {(z1,y1), . . . , (zm,ym)}, we denote it as D =
{Z,Y} with input features Z = [z⊤1 ; . . . ; z

⊤
m] ∈ Rm×nf ,

and output data Y = [y⊤
1 ; . . . ;y

⊤
m] ∈ Rm×nd . GPR use the

dataset D to fit µ(z) and Σ(z) as

µa(z) = kazZ(K
a
ZZ + Iσ2

a)
−1[Y].,a, (2)

Σa(z) = kazz − kazZ(K
a
ZZ + Iσ2

a)
−1kaZz, (3)

for a = 1, ..., nd. In the equations above, [Y].,a is the a-
th column of Y, and Ka

ZZ is the Gram matrix. For the
element at the i-th row and j-th column of the Gram matrix,
we have [Ka

ZZ]ij = ka(zi, zj), where ka(·, ·) is a kernel
function. Likewise, the vector kjZz = (kjzZ)

⊺ ∈ Rm has its
j-th element defined as [kaZz]j = ka(z, zj), and we define
kazz = ka(z, z) ∈ R.

Regarding the kernel function, there are multiple candi-
dates in the literature. The choice of kernel depends on the
specific problem and assumed distribution of the collected
data. In this work, we adopt the most widely used kernel,
the Radial Basis Function (RBF):

ka(zi, zj) = σ2
kaexp(−1

2
(zi − zj)

⊤La(zi − zj)), (4)

where La is a diagonal matrix with positive length scale
parameters as its diagonal elements and σ2

ka is the squared
signal variance. The values of priors σa and σka, and
scaling factor La in the kernel function (4) are obtained by
maximizing a marginal likelihood function as in [21]:

log p(Ya|Z,θ) = −1

2
Ya⊤K−1Ya − 1

2
log |K| − n

2
log2π,

(5)
where θ = {σa, La, σka} and K = Ka

ZZ + Iσ2
a.

B. Racing Vehicle Model

In this section, we introduce a nominal vehicle model that
is used as the foundation of the model-based planning and
control in the following Section IV-A and IV-C.

The vehicle bicycle model assumed a single-track vehicle
state as shown in Fig. 2. In particular, we model a vehicle
that is front-wheel steered and rear-wheel driven, although
the model can easily be extended for other drivetrains. The
vehicle states and control variables are

x = [Vx, Vy, ψ̇, eψ, ey, s]
⊺, u = [δ, ax]

⊺.

The state x consists of the longitudinal and lateral velocities,
Vx and Vy respectively, in the vehicle’s body frame, the yaw
angular velocity ψ̇, and the relative yaw angle and distance
from the vehicle to a reference point eψ, ey,. The control
input u consists of the steering angle δ̇ and the longitudinal
acceleration ax.

The longitudinal and lateral dynamics are derived from
force-mass and inertia-moment balance and are given by

V̇x =ax −
1

m
(Fyf sin(δ) +Rx + Fxw)

− g sin(θ) + ψ̇Vy, (6a)

V̇y =
1

m
(Fyf cos(δ) + Fyr)− ψ̇Vx, (6b)

ψ̈ =
1

Izz
(lfFyf cos(δ)− lrFyr) . (6c)

Parameters specific to the vehicle include mass m, moment
of inertia Izz , and the distance to the center of mass (CoG)
to the front axle, lf , and rear axle, lr. The forces acting on
the vehicle include the the tire rolling resistance, Rx, the
wind drag force on the vehicle body, Fxw, and gravity that
acts with acceleration g. The lateral tire forces of the front
and rear tires, Fyf and Fyr, are nonlinear and vary as the
tire slips along the road surface. To learn more details about
the nonlinear model used to describe these forces, readers
could refer to our earlier work [6].

 
     

   

    

  

  

  

   
   

  

   

   
   

   

          

             

    

 
   

   

  

  

 

          

         
         

          

 
  

  

  

  

 

 

  

Fig. 2: Diagram of racing vehicle model. Left: Overview and
relative position to the reference trajectory; Right: Lateral
profile with track surface pitch angle.

From the velocities in the body frame (Vx and Vy) and
the yaw rate (ψ̇), the positional motion of the vehicle is
derived from kinematics. In particular, we similarly adopt
the Frenet coordinate to model vehicle position with respect
to a reference path, as depicted in Fig. 2. The relative yaw
angle and distance, eψ and ey respectively, of the vehicle are
determined with respect to the nearest point (to the CoG of
the vehicle) on the reference as defined in [6]. The derivatives
of these states are derived from kinematics as

ėψ = ψ̇ − Vx cos (eψ)− Vy sin (eψ)

1− κ(s)ey
κ(s) (7)

ėy = Vx sin (eψ) + Vy cos (eψ) (8)

where s denotes the vehicle’s progress along the reference
path from the starting point, and it is modeled as

ṡ =
Vx cos (eψ)− Vy sin (eψ)

1− κ(s)ey
, (9)



and κ denotes the curvature at the reference point at s.
Equations (6a) through (9) are summarized as

ẋ = f(x,u). (10)

In practice, we further discretize the model for the purpose
of planning and control as the following

xk+1 = xk + f(xk,uk)∆t. (11)

IV. LEARNING-BASED TRAJECTORY PLANNING AND
CONTROL ALGORITHMS

In this section, we detail the planning and control mod-
ules that exploit our iterative, double GPR method for
autonomous racing. We employ GPR to provide two error
compensation models; we then use these models in two
modules: a 1) time-optimal trajectory planner and a 2)
reference-tracking model predictive controller (MPC). In the
following subsections, we first detail the planning and control
frameworks, then describe the double-GPR based modeling
error compensation for both planning and control, and then
describe the iterative process for adapting the compensation
models.

A. Time-Optimal Trajectory Planning

We aim to plan a trajectory by directly solving a motion
planning optimization problem to minimize the lap time, T ,
which can yield competitive racing results [6]. Similarly,
we adopt a close approximation of the minimum lap time
objective that is derived by transforming the integral over
the trajectory’s horizon in time to an integral in the spatial
domain [23], [6]. We likewise find a feasible initial guess by
minimizing the curvature of a racing path and determining
a feasible velocity for the path to reduce the potential for
falling into suboptimal local optima. We summarize the
minimum time objective here:

min
{xi}N

i=1,{ui}N
i=1

N∑
k=1

(1− κk ey,k)∆sk
Vx,k cos (eψ,k)− Vy,k sin (eψ,k)

(12a)

s.t. xk+1 = xk + f(xk,uk)∆t, (12b)
x1 = xN , (12c)

wr,k ≤ ey,k ≤ wl,k, (12d)
δmin,k ≤ δk ≤ δmax,k. (12e)

In this motion planning problem, the constraints (12c),
(12d), and (12e) respectively ensure the state starts and ends
at the same point, the vehicle remains within the track width
on the left wl,k and right wr,k, and the steering angle remains
in the allowable range. The equality constraint (12b) enforces
that the states obey the vehicle model (10). Since the time-
optimal trajectory is constrained to remain feasible to the
model, an accurate model is critical to result in a trajectory
that is not only feasible, but is actually optimal for the racing
environment.

B. Learning-Based Model for Trajectory Planning

Since modeling errors can lead to suboptimal and in-
feasible planned trajectories, we augment the time-optimal
trajectory optimization problem with a data-driven modeling
error compensation term using GPR. In particular, in the
modeling constraint (12c), we replace f(·, ·) with a com-
pensated dynamic model for planning, fplan(·, ·):

fplan(xk,uk) = f(xk,uk) + µplan(zplan(x̂k, ûk)), (13)

where µplan is the mean of the error-compensating GPR
model:

gplan(z) ∼ N (µplan(z),Σplan(z)). (14)

Similar to [7], we restrict µplan to only compensate a select
number of states, namely V̇y and ψ̈ since they have the
most significant nominal modeling error; therefore, µplan =[
0;µplan

V̇y
;µplan
ψ̈

; 0; 0; 0
]⊺

.

The feature mapping function zplan(·, ·) : Rns ,Rnu →
Rnf maps the state vector of dimension ns and the control
action vector of dimension nu to the feature vector. To find an
informative set of features, we design several candidate fea-
tures and determine which features to include by analyzing
the correlation coefficients between state errors and candidate
features, and select the candidates that have the highest
correlation with the state error as our features, as described
in Section V-B. It is worth noting that the compensation term
is defined with respect to a constant nominal state vector x̂k
and a nominal control action vector ûk rather than the actual
xk and uk, so that the GPR model is not directly embedded
into the optimization problem. Instead, we just use the GPR
model to predict a constant compensation term based on the
nominal value. In planning, we set the nominal state and
action vectors as the solution from the last iteration of time-
optimal optimization [6].

Using (13), the GPR model is combined with the nominal
model f(·, ·) to compensate for modeling error with respect
to the observed dataset. In particular, the dataset Dplan for
the GPR model (14) consists of the observed states and
actions, xk and uk, and the output data point, yplank , defined
as

yplank = ẋk − f(xk,uk), (15)

where ẋk is the derivative of the observed state xk.

C. MPC Tracking Controller

A reference trajectory is provided by the time-optimal
planner (Section IV-A) with planning modeling error com-
pensation (Section IV-B). We now introduce the MPC con-
troller that tracks this reference trajectory.

Following our prior work [6], we adopt a racing MPC
with coupled longitudinal and lateral vehicle models that
aims to reduce the tracking error between the actual vehicle
state and the reference trajectory. The tracking objective and



constraints are as follows:

min
{xk}

Np
k=1,{uk}

Np−1
k=1

Np∑
k=1

∥xk − xref
k ∥2wx

+ wδ̇∆δ
2
k (16a)

s.t. xk+1 = Akxk +Bkuk +Dk (16b)
wr,k ≤ ey,k ≤ wl,k (16c)
umin,k ≤ uk ≤ umax,k, (16d)

where Np is the prediction horizon of MPC. The objective
function (16a) reduces the error between each of the states,
with a weight corresponding to each element of the weight
vector wx ∈ Rns with the dimension of ns same as the
state xk, and regularization with weight wδ̇ on the finite
difference of steering angle to reduce rapid changes in
steering angle. The term ∆δk is defined as ∆δk = δk−δk−1.
Constraints (16c) and (16d) are analogous to (12d) and (12e),
respectively. Unlike the nonlinear model employed by the
trajectory planner, the MPC replaces constraint (12b) with a
linearization of the model (16b) to ensure the problem can
be solved in real-time as a quadratic program. The linear
model is found by linearizing the model around a heuristic
nominal trajectory, x̄k, as in [6].

D. Learning-Based Model for Control

The MPC in Section IV-C finds the best control actions
by optimizing the tracking problem with respect to the
model constraint (16b). However, the control actions may
not actually be optimal if (16b) does not accurately model
the system. We therefore introduce an error compensation
term in the MPC vehicle model constraint (16b) as:

xk+1 = Akxk +Bkuk +Dk + µMPC(zk(x̄k, ūk)), (17)

where µMPC is the mean of the GPR error model

gMPC(z) ∼ N
(
µMPC(z),ΣMPC(z)

)
. (18)

Similar to the GPR compensation function in planning, we
restrict µplan to only compensate V̇y and ψ̈; therefore,
µMPC =

[
0;µplanVy

;µMPC
ψ̇

; 0; 0; 0
]
. Also, we define a simi-

lar feature mapping function zMPC(·, ·) : Rns×Rnu → Rnf .
Similar to the case in planning, the compensation term is
defined with respect to nominal state and action vectors. Here
the nominal state and action vectors are chosen as the ones
used for model linearization in the last subsection.

To fit the GPR compensation function, we constructed a
dataset DMPC from the trajectories collected online. For
each observed state xk+1, the output data point yMPC

k in
the dataset DMPC is calculated as

yMPC
k = xk+1 − (Akxk +Bkuk +Dk). (19)

E. Iterative GPR Model Update Framework

So far we have detailed the trajectory planner and con-
troller, each with corresponding error compensation func-
tions using GPR. We now describe an iterative data collection
scheme that ensures the GPR compensation functions are
representative of the critical data regions for racing. The
iterative framework is shown in Fig. 3. First in iteration 0,

Fig. 3: Iterative, double-GPR planning and control frame-
work. (1.1): At the 0th iteration, curvature-optimal trajectory
planning [6] without GPR error compensation; (1.2): After
1st iteration, time-optimal trajectory planning with GPR error
compensation; (2): Trajectory tracking GPR error compensa-
tion in MPC; (3): Update of GPR error compensation models
with tracking data.

without exploiting GPR-based modeling error compensation,
we plan a curvature-optimal trajectory [6] (Step (1.1)) and
use the nominal MPC controller (Section IV-C) to track
that trajectory (Step (2)) to collect data. After obtaining
the initial dataset in the 0th iteration, we use it to build the
initial GPR error compensation models (Step (3)) and apply
them in the time-optimal trajectory planning (Step (1.2))
and subsequently MPC tracking (Step (2)). The closed-loop
trajectories are added to the datasets for GPR. We use the
augmented dataset to update our GPR model (Step (3)) and
iteratively repeat Step (1.2), (2), and (3). Namely, The dataset
D after ith iteration is updated as

Yi = [Y0;Y1;Y2; . . . ;Yi]

Zi = [Z0;Z1;Z2; . . . ;Zi]
(20)

where Yi and Zi are the updated output and input dataset
after the ith iteration, Yi and Zi are the new output and input
data collected in the ith iteration.

This iterative framework allows us to continuously update
our GPR models for both planning and control using the
most recent and historical data; this leads to improved mod-
eling accuracy in both planning and control, and therefore
improves the overall performance of the planning-control
framework. It is worth noting that we choose to track the
curvature-optimal trajectory (as opposed to a time-optimal
trajectory) in iteration 0 because the data collected by track-
ing this alternative reference enriches data diversity, which
was shown in our experiments to improve the prediction
performance of the models. To ensure accurate prediction
over a long racing track, we maintain a dataset of over 10k
data points for GPR fitting. Managing such a large dataset
for real-time updates poses a challenge to the hardware.
Instead, we update the dataset after each lap offline in our
experiments. After updating the dataset, we randomly select
a subset of data with a maximum size of 4000 samples to
tune the hyperparameters as described in (5).



Fig. 4: Racing vehicle: Audi TT Cup (left) and racing track:
Tokyo Expressway Central Outer Loop (right).

V. EXPERIMENT

In this section, we test our iterative, double-GPR planning
and control framework with real-time experiments detailed
in the following subsections. We compare our proposed
iterative, double-GPR framework, denoted as Double-GPR
in the following subsections, to three baselines: 1) nominal-
model planning and control using the methods in Section
IV-A and IV-C without any error compensation (Non-GPR),
2) learning-based planning with nominal-model control by
introducing only the compensation function in IV-B to the
first baseline (GPR-Plan), and 3) nominal-model planning
with learning-based control by introducing only the com-
pensation function in IV-D to the first baseline (GPR-MPC).
Notably, our proposed framework outperforms these base-
lines algorithms, and the iterative framework in Section (IV-
E) improves the performance for the GPR-Plan, GPR-MPC,
and Double-GPR methods.

A. Experimental Implementation

The closed-loop experiments were conducted in the high-
fidelity racing platform Gran Turismo Sport (GTS) [9], which
is a world-leading racing simulator and is famous for its
realistic modeling of racing vehicles. We utilize an Audi TT
Cup in GTS on the Tokyo Expressway Central Outer Loop
track, as depicted in Fig. 4. The experimental computer is
Alienware-R13 with Intel i9-12900 CPU and Nvidia 3090
GPU with Ubuntu 20.04 and Python 3.8. The Sony Play Sta-
tion 4 simulator hardware is connected to the computer via a
wired router. We use cvxpy [24] and qpsolver [25] to solve
the QP problem in MPC and Cadasi [26], [27] to solve the
nonlinear programming problems in time-optimal planning.
We identified the vehicle parameters of the nominal vehicle
model based on data collected with a nominal controller. The
identified parameters are summarized in Table I.

To make real-time GPR estimation feasible, we exploit the

TABLE I: Parameters of Audi TT Cup in GTS

Parameter Value
Total mass m 1161.25 kg

Length from CoG to front wheel lf 1.0234 m

Length from CoG to rear wheel lr 1.4826 m

Width of chassis 1.983 m

Height of CoG hc 0.5136 m

Friction ratio µ 1.5
Wind drag coefficient Cxw 0.1412 kg/m

Moment of inertia Izz 2106.9543 Nm

use of GPU and adopt an efficient and general approximation
of GPR based on Blackbox Matrix-Matrix multiplication
(BBMM) [28], which supports over 10,000 data points in
the GPR dataset while keeping almost the same prediction
accuracy with original GPR; we find it outperforms other ap-
proximation methods that significantly reduced our modeling
accuracy and only supported significantly smaller datasets
[7]. Our GPR implementation can then be easily embedded
in the MPC controller operating at a 20 Hz control frequency.

For Double-GPR, we observed that the GPR-based MPC
controller was able to track the planned trajectories with
small tracking errors even in the first several iterations.
The collected data then concentrated around the planned
trajectories and, thus, were not sufficiently diverse to fit
a GPR model that was globally accurate. As a result, we
observed that the GPR-based time-optimal planning may lead
to infeasible planned trajectories if they deviated too much
from the data support. To address this problem, in each
iteration, we warm-started time-optimal planning with the
planned trajectory from the last iteration and only applied a
single-step update in time-optimal planning. We found this
strategy could effectively stabilize Double-GPR and lead to
a converged closed-loop lap time.

B. Compensation Feature Selection

To find out informative features that are useful for error
prediction, we first select a set of candidate features collected
in the vector zcand = [Vx, Vy, ψ̇, δ, ap, δ̇, ȧp], where δ̇ is
the steering rate, ap is the pedal command, and ȧp is the
changing rate of the pedal command. Then we estimate
the correlation between the state prediction errors and the
candidate features to filter out uninformative features. The
correlation is estimated empirically using a pre-collected
dataset. The state errors of the models for planning and
control are essentially the ones defined in (15) and (19),
i.e., eplan = yplan, eMPC = yMPC . In addition to this,
we also refine feature selection according to the results of
experiments. Eventually, we observe that the errors of the
state in both models are most significantly impacted by Vy ,
ψ̇, and δ. Therefore, in this work, we choose z = [Vy, ψ̇, δ]
as the feature vector.

C. Planning and Control Result

For each method, we implement the iterative framework
detailed in Section IV-E. For a fair comparison, we construct
the initial dataset for all GPR-based methods using the same
collected data in Step (1.1). We then repeat the iterative
framework in Fig. 3 for 10 iterations, alternating between
time-optimal planning, control, and re-calculation of GPR
compensation functions. It is worth noting that due to slight
uncertainty in the timing of network communications with
the PS4, the GTS environment can be thought of as stochas-
tic; this stochastic environment leads to slight variation in
results from lap to lap (iteration to iteration), which we
analyze below.

We first present the planned and actual lap time for each of
the methods with respect to iterations in Fig. 5. The Planned



Fig. 5: Lap time of planned trajectories (left), actual control experiments in GTS (middle) and the difference in lap time
between planned reference and actual experiment (right). Learning-based framework in Fig. 3 is repeated for three trials;
solid line indicates mean and error range represents standard deviation over the three trials.
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Fig. 6: Average model error of Double-GPR with and without
GPR compensation in each iteration.

Laptime for each iteration represents the lap time expected
from the planning module in Step (1.2). Since the GPR-MPC
and Non-GPR methods do not implement error compensation
for the planning module, the planned lap time is identical
across all iterations. The Actual Laptime for each iteration
represents the closed-loop lap time obtained by tracking the
planned trajectory with the control module in Step (2). Our
proposed Double-GPR method shows the most consistent
improvement in both the planned and actual laptime as the
dataset expands over each iteration. More importantly, the
time gap between the planned and actual laptime consistently
decreases when Double-GPR is used. It is crucially important
for pushing the race car toward its performance upper bound.

We also examined the modeling errors over iterations of
Double-GPR. The results are plotted in Figure 6. Here,
YPlan
i and YMPC

i represent the errors of the nominal
models in the data collected from ith iteration as defined
in (20). We compare the errors of the nominal models
with the modeling errors after compensated by the GPR
functions at each iteration. As shown in the figure, the GPR
compensation functions indeed reduce the modeling errors
for both planning and control, and the models become more
accurate over the iterations.

We present the average results over all iterations in Ta-

ble II. In comparison to the Non-GPR, incorporating GPR
compensation in either planning or control can substantially
reduce the closed-loop lap time. Specifically, GPR-MPC and
Double-GPR can significantly narrow the gap between the
planned and actual lap times. Among all methods, Double-
GPR achieves a minimum time gap of 0.066s and achieved
the shortest closed-loop lap time of 78.945s, which supports
our argument that incorporating modeling compensation for
both planning and control is important for achieving optimal
racing performance. Table II additionally lists the mean and
standard deviation of the tracking errors of the MPC. By
compensating for modeling errors in the MPC, Double-GPR
reduces the tracking error compared to GPR-Plan, indicating
a more stable tracking performance across all iterations.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose an iterative, double-GPR model-
ing error compensation framework; our framework compen-
sates for modeling errors in both offline long-horizon time-
optimal trajectory planning and short-term MPC tracking.
The framework enables iterative improvement of modeling
accuracy and racing performance through data collected
online. We test our proposed framework for autonomous
racing in the high fidelity racing simulation game Gran Tur-
ismo Sport. Through comparison of our double-GPR method
to methods including compensation for just the planning
module or the controller module, we find that having double-
GPR compensation functions for both planning and control is
critical for accurate modeling and achieving optimal laptime.
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TABLE II: Lap time and tracking result

Planning
lap time(s)

Closed-loop
lap time(s)1

Lap time
difference(s)1

Best lap time
difference(s)

ey(m)
Tracking Error2

eVx (m/s)
Tracking Error2

eψ (rad)
Tracking Error2

Non-GPR 78.825 79.779±0.134 0.954±0.134 0.755 0.253±0.011 1.211±0.079 0.644±0.027

GPR-MPC 78.825 79.107±0.054 0.282±0.054 0.205 0.229±0.015 0.808±0.024 0.695±0.021

GPR-Plan 78.264±0.439 79.228±0.336 0.964±0.331 0.262 0.278±0.044 1.300±0.259 0.755±0.112

Double-GPR 78.564±0.225 78.945±0.134 0.380±0.159 0.066 0.241±0.035 0.851±0.077 0.719±0.061

1 The closed-loop lap time and lap time difference are presented in the format of mean± std. The statistics are computed over 10 trials.
2 Lateral distance error ey , longitudinal velocity error eVx , and heading error eψ are presented in the format of mean± std. The statistics

are computed over 10 trials.
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