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Abstract— In this paper, we address the problem of system
identification and control of a front-steered vehicle which abides
by the Ackermann geometry constraints. This problem arises
naturally for on-road and off-road vehicles that require reliable
system identification and basic feedback controllers for various
applications such as lane keeping and way-point navigation.
Traditional system identification requires expensive equipment
and is time consuming. In this work we explore the use of
differentiable physics for system identification and controller
design and make the following contributions: i) We develop a
differentiable physics simulator (DPS) to provide a method for
the system identification of front-steered class of vehicles whose
system parameters are learned using a gradient-based method;
ii) We provide results for our gradient-based method that
exhibit better sample efficiency in comparison to other gradient-
free methods; iii) We validate the learned system parameters
by implementing a feedback controller to demonstrate stable
lane keeping performance on a real front-steered vehicle, the
F1TENTH; iv) Further, we provide results exhibiting compara-
ble lane keeping behavior for system parameters learned using
our gradient-based method with lane keeping behavior of the
actual system parameters of the F1TENTH.

I. INTRODUCTION

Performing experiments with real robots is a difficult,
time-consuming issue and often a costly task. To address
these issues, there has been growing interest in the robotics
community to reduce the gap between simulation and real-
world experiments. The intention is to provide roboticists
with a virtual environment to develop algorithms and test
them on robots in a risk-free manner. However, the trade-off
is that validating the performance of algorithms in simulation
often does not directly translate to the real-world robots.
This primarily occurs because readily available simulation
environments are low-fidelity. Current literature have ex-
plored two different approaches to tackle the sim-to-real gap
issue: i) Developing accurate models of robots and improving
the fidelity of simulation environments; ii) Making robot
controllers more robust and adaptive to uncertainty in the
environment. Source code is available on our project page:
https://github.com/gonultasbu/diffsteered

Conventionally, improvement on the system model is
achieved by traditional system identification. Traditional
methods for system identification [1] include the frequency
and impulse response methods, where the system parame-
ter is obtained offline using predefined input signals. This
typically is a time consuming endeavour and requires the
presence of real system which can be expensive and is not
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always available. Researchers have also developed online
methods for conducting system identification using the recur-
sive least squares method for identifying linear systems [2]
and local linear regressors for identifying affine time-varying
models [3]. Recently, learning-based approaches have also
been applied to improve model fidelity. For instance, [4]
performs model identification of mobile skid-steered robots
using a differentiable physics simulation environment. Our
work in this paper extends the work in [4] to front-steered
Ackermann type vehicles.

Fig. 1: A feedback controller exhibiting a lane keeping be-
havior for the F1TENTH robot to track a circular trajectory.

On the other hand, when it comes to using controllers
to reduce the sim-to-real gap, researchers have worked on
developing robust and adaptive controllers. Hovakimyan and
Cao [5] provide a detailed study consisting of the traditional
adaptive controllers, as well as modern adaptive controllers
that are not only stable but also robust. However, designing
a robust controller that is adaptive by nature requires the
design of Lyapunov functions that do not necessarily cater
to general systems. Moreover, deriving adaptive controllers
and implementing them on real robots is not trivial.

In this work, we focus on the class of mobile robots with
front wheel steering. This is an important class of robots
which consists of everyday on-road and off-road vehicles
used in various applications, i.e., farming, mining, etc. More-
over, with an increase in interest for autonomous vehicles, we
realized that there are not many works [6]–[8] that tackle the
problem of system identification and control of front-steered
mobile robots, and especially using differentiable physics
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simulators (DPS) [9]–[20]. From a controls perspective, there
is extensive literature that is provided by the controls com-
munity starting with [21]. In [21], Rajamani details basic off-
the-shelf controllers such as feedback controllers for front-
steered vehicles which abide by the Ackermann geometry
constraints [22] for the application of lane keeping. Similarly,
from a system identification perspective, for mobile robots,
recent works such as [4], [23] have addressed solving simul-
taneous system identification and control, but specifically for
skid-steered vehicles and manipulator type robotic systems,
respectively. Realizing this void for system identification and
control of front-steered vehicles in the robotics community,
which serve a vast array of applications in real-world, we
are motivated to provide a robust framework, as shown in
Fig. 2, using DPS for system identification and control of
front-steered vehicles. The framework in Fig. 2 depicts the
system parameter learning using gradient based optimization
methods (grey region) offline. Once the parameters are
learned in the form of system dynamics equation matrices
(A,B), we validate the learned parameters using a feedback
controller for the application of lane keeping of front-steered
Ackermann vehicles (orange region). In this case, we conduct
the system identification of a readily available front-steered
vehicle, the F1TENTH, and validate a traditional feedback
controller for lane keeping application. The F1TENTH [24]
is a widely used mobile robot in the robotics community for
demonstrating autonomous vehicle applications.

Control Law

ẋ = Ax+Bu

K = place(A,B)

System Lateral Dynamics

δt = −Kxt
δt

K

for t = 0 . . . T

Real Experiments

Reference Trajectory
Loss computation

(x, y)

Differential Physics Engine Predicted Trajectory

(A,B)

Lane Keeping (Lateral Error Dynamics)

Gradient Based Optimization w.r.t. System Parameters

Learned System Parameters

Fig. 2: Overview of our approach depicts offline system
identification (grey region) for general systems and feedback
control (orange region) for lane keeping application of front-
steered F1TENTH vehicle.

In this regard, our contributions are fourfold: i) We use dif-
ferentiable physics simulator (DPS) to provide a method for
the system identification of the front-steered F1TENTH ve-
hicle whose system parameters are learned using a gradient-
based method; ii) We provide results for our gradient-based
method that exhibit better sample efficiency in comparison
to other gradient-free methods; iii) We validate the learned
system parameters by implementing a feedback controller
to demonstrate stable lane keeping performance on a real
front-steered vehicle, the F1TENTH; iv) Further, we provide
results exhibiting comparable lane keeping behavior for
system parameters learned using our gradient-based method
with lane keeping behavior of the actual system parameters
of the F1TENTH.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Technical
background material is summarized in Section II. The formal
problem formulation is given in Section III. In Section IV,
we provide extensive details on our method for system iden-
tification. Finally, we provide simulation results in Section V
and experimental results with F1TENTH in SectionVI and
conclude the paper in Section VII.

II. TECHNICAL BACKGROUND

In this section, we briefly review the theory behind the
front-steered vehicle lateral error dynamics derived in [21]
and discuss the framework of DPS used for our simulations.

A. Vehicle lateral Dynamics

Y

O

CG

X

Z

Center Of Rotation Of Vehicle
Lane Centerline

Front-Steered Vehicle

ψ

ψdes

lf

lr

Global Frame Of Axis

x̃ỹ

Fig. 3: A lateral lane keeping system for a front-steered
vehicle.

Fig. 3 shows a simplified linear two-degrees of freedom (2-
DOF) bicycle model of the vehicle lateral dynamics derived
in [21]. 2-DOF are ψ, the vehicle yaw angle, and y, the
lateral position with respect to the center of the rotation of the
vehicle O. The yaw angle is considered as the angle between
horizontal vehicle body frame axis of the vehicle, (x̃), and



the global horizontal axis, (X). The constant longitudinal
velocity of the vehicle at its center of gravity (CG) is
denoted by Vx and the mass of the vehicle is denoted by
m. The distances of the front and rear tires from the CG
are shown by lf , lr, respectively, and the front and rear tire
cornering stiffness are denoted by Caf and Car, respectively.
The steering angle is denoted by δ which also serves as
the control signal when a controller is implemented and
the yaw moment of inertia of the vehicle is denoted by
Iz . Considering the lateral position, yaw angle, and their
derivatives as the state variables, and using the Newton’s
second law for the motion along the vehicle body frame
ỹ − axis, the state space model of lateral vehicle dynamics
is derived in [21].

The error dynamics is written with two error variables : e1,
which is the distance between the CG of the vehicle from
the center line of the lane; e2, which is the orientation error
of the vehicle with respect to the desired yaw angle ψdes.
Assuming the radius of the road is R, the rate of change
of the desired orientation of the vehicle can be defined
as ψ̇des = Vx

R . The tracking or lane keeping objective of
the lateral control problem is expressed as a problem of
stabilizing the following error dynamics at the origin.

d

dt


e1
ė1
e2
ė2


︸ ︷︷ ︸

ẋ

=


0 1 0 0

0 − 2Caf+2Car

mVx

2Caf+2Car

m − 2Caf lf−2Car

mVx
lr

0 0 0 1

0 − 2Caf lf−2Carlr
IzVx

2Caf lf−2Carlr
Iz

− 2Caf l
2
f+2Carl

2
r

IzVx


︸ ︷︷ ︸

A

×


e1
ė1
e2
ė2


︸ ︷︷ ︸

x

+


0

2Caf

m
0

2Caf lf
Iz


︸ ︷︷ ︸

B1

δ︸︷︷︸
u

+


0

−Vx − 2Caf lf−2Car

mVx

0

− 2Caf l
2
f+2Carl

2
r

IzVx


︸ ︷︷ ︸

B2

ψ̇des

(1)

Therefore, the above state-space form in (1) can be repre-
sented in the general state space form as

ẋ(t) = Ax(t) +B1(u(t)) +B2Ψ̇des (2)

where x(t) ∈ Rn, t ≥ 0 is a state vector, u(t) ∈ Rm, t ≥ 0
is the control input which in this case is the steering angle
δ. The elements of A ∈ Rn×n, B1, B2 ∈ Rn×m matrices
are generally considered known, but in our case we obtain
the elements of matrices using system identification and we
assume pair (A,B1) is controllable. We also provide the
definition of a closed-loop system.

Definition 1: The closed-loop system is defined as the
system described by equation (2), where u(t) = δt,∀t, is the
steering angle input to the system generated by a feedback
controller .

B. Differentiable Physics Simulator (DPS)

Differentiable physics simulators provide analytical gradi-
ents for physical systems, which may be used for learning-
based solutions such as solving inverse problems, system

identification and controller design. Enabled by the recent de-
velopments in automatic differentiation literature [25]–[30], a
number of differentiable simulators have been proposed [9]–
[20]. While these simulators all aim to provide analytical
gradients for learning-based methods, the variance in terms
of supported features is high. In this paper, PyTorch [25]
library is used to develop the differentiable physics engine,
which is differentiable with respect to the dynamic model
parameters and control inputs of front-steered Ackermann
vehicles.

The dynamic model, which is represented by a state space
model as shown in (3), consists of the following states x1 =
sx, x2 = sy, x3 = δ, x4 = v, x5 = ψ, x6 = ψ̇, x7 = β.

ẋ1 = x4cos(x5 + x7)

ẋ2 = x4sin(x5 + x7)

ẋ3 = fsteer(x3, u1)

ẋ4 = facc(x4, u2)

ẋ5 = x6

ẋ6 =
µm

Iz(lr + lf )

(
lfCs,f (glr − u2hcg)x3 + (lrCS,r . . .

(glf + u2hcg)− lfCS,f (glr − u2hcg))x7 . . .

− (l2fCS,f (glr − u2hcg)x3) + l2rCS,r(glf + u2hcg))
x6
x4

)

ẋ7 =
µ

x4(lr + lf )

(
Cs,f (glr − u2hcg)x3 − (CS,r . . .

(glf + u2hcg) + CS,f (glr − u2hcg))x7 . . .

+ (CS,r(glf − u2hcg)lr)− CS,f (glr − u2hcg)lf )
x6
x4

)− x6

(3)
where sx is the x position in global coordinates in meters,
sy is the y position in global coordinates in meters, v is
the longitudinal velocity in m/s, and β is the slip angle
at the vehicle center in radians. Defined vehicle parameters
are as follows: hcg is the center of gravity height of total
mass in meters. µ is the friction coefficient, CS,f and CS,r

are tire cornering stiffness coefficients for front and rear
wheels in 1/rad. Inputs are defined as u1 representing
the steering velocity and u2 representing the longitudinal
acceleration. The vehicle parameters and definitions are
compatible between equations (1) and (3) except for the
angles and related coefficients. Eq. (1) uses degrees instead
of radians, therefore cornering stiffness coefficients from Eq.
(3) must be converted to cornering stiffness values which are
in degrees. The relation between cornering stiffness and the
corresponding coefficient is as follows:

Cai = µCS,iFz,i (4)

Where the subscript i assigns a tire or axle to the front and
the rear. Therefore, Fz,i becomes the vertical force on the
front or rear axle in N .

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

At a high-level we want to conduct system identification
and learn a dynamic model for front-steered vehicles. There-
fore, we formulate the system identification problem as a



general optimization problem in terms of identified system
dynamic parameters in a DPS environment as the decision
variables. The optimization goal is to minimize the gap
between the trajectory of the real system and the simulated
system. To verify the task based sim2real performance of the
identified system parameters, we use a feedback controller of
the type used in [21] as the basic controller for lane keeping
with the error dynamics shown in state-space form in Eq.
(1).

In the following sub-sections we further elaborate on our
problem definition

A. Task Representation
Given a front steered vehicle with center of gravity CG,

its generalized position at time t in real world is defined as
a 2-tuple of Cartesian coordinates (xrealt , yrealt ). Similarly,
its generalized position at time t in simulation is defined
as (xsimt , ysimt ). In simulation, the front-steered vehicle
defined by the dynamic equations (1) is expected to follow
a trajectory that is as close to the real-world trajectory as
possible for the same set of control inputs with constant
longitudinal velocity Vx. For the real world performance,
according to the feedback controller implementation in [21]
the steady state values of e1 and e2 may be non-zero but
should converge close to zero.

B. Model Identification
The problem formulation becomes an optimization prob-

lem of minimizing the gap between the simulated trajectory
and the real robot trajectory as follows:

min
P̂

L̂(r, r̂) (5)

where L̂ representing the gap between the real and simu-
lated trajectories r̂ and r respectively.

C. Verifying the Control Law in Real World
The open-loop matrix A may have eigenvalues at the

origin and be unstable. Using the state feedback law, the
eigenvalues of the closed-loop matrix (A − BK) can be
placed at desired locations. The closed-loop system, as
defined in Definition 1, using this state feedback controller
is therefore:

ẋ = (A−B1K)x+B2Ψ̇des (6)

To compute the feedback matrix K, the pole placement
algorithm [31] is used.

K = place(A,B1, P ) (7)

Where the vector P , which is user defined, defines the
desired pole locations such that the eigenvalues of the matrix
(A − B1K) are negative, non-zero real numbers, satisfying
the full state feedback system stability condition. From
Eq. (1) it is observable that the matrices A and B1 are defined
by the front-steered vehicle dynamic parameters m, lf , lr,
Caf and Car. We hypothesize that correctly identifying the
set of system dynamic parameters in Eq. (1) would yield the
gain vector K that would make the steady state values of e1
and e2 converge close to zero in real world experiments.

Fig. 4: F1TENTH with a lower tire friction configuration.
The rubber tires are wrapped using a tape that has less grip
on carpet surface.

IV. METHOD

A. Vehicle Data Collection

The vehicle was driven indoors with Phasespace X2E LED
motion capture markers attached on top of it for 6 DoF
state estimation. The vehicle was autonomously operated
through its ROS interface [32] for 6-10 seconds. To test how
general our method is, we also wrapped the vehicle tires with
tape for a second set of experiments, which is expected to
reduce the friction between the vehicle tires and the ground
(Fig. 4). For simplicity, a total of 16 circular trajectories
were collected for training equally split between left and
right turns at maximum steering angle at 1 m/s velocity for
both friction conditions. To preserve compatibility with the
state-space definition provided in Eq. (2), we do not apply
any steering velocity or longitudinal acceleration commands
which is represented as u1 = 0 and u2 = 0. Instead, we
are directly modifying the states x3 and x4, which are the
steering angle and longitudinal velocity, respectively.

B. Loss Function

The loss function needs to minimize the gap between the
simulated and the real robot trajectory:

Ldtw = dtw(r, r̂) (8)

where dtw refers to the differentiable implementation of
Dynamic Time Warping [33]–[35] algorithm. In practice,
Dynamic Time Warping does not penalize the scale differ-
ence between trajectories enough, therefore it needs to be
combined with another loss term to prevent trajectories of
similar shapes but large scale differences. For that purpose,
we use the chamfer distance as the second loss term.

Lcd = cd(r, r̂) (9)

A weighted linear combination of Ldtw and Lcd is proposed
as the actual loss function:

L = Ldtw + λLcd (10)

where the weight is empirically determined as λ = 100.
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Fig. 5: The loss trend for model identification. Both methods
use the analytical methods but only our method makes use
of the analytical gradients provided by our differentiable
physics engine. Analytical gradients provide higher sample
efficiency and the training converges in far fewer iterations,
(a) shows the model identification of the F1TENTH vehicle
with standard tire configuration (b) shows the model identi-
fication for the lower friction configuration.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we first compare our gradient-based
method to a gradient-free baseline. The front-steered vehicle
was simulated through our differentiable physics engine with
timestep size of 0.002 s. Our simulator implements the
nonlinear dynamics given in Eq. (3) and adopted by the
official F1TENTH simulator [24]. hcg is fixed as 0.074
meters, Iz is fixed as 0.04712 kg.m2 m is measured at
3.1 kg. The coefficient of friction between the vehicle wheels
and the ground was set to µ = 1.0489 and the steering angles
were clipped at each timestep, to remain in the interval:
[−0.34, 0.34] rads in accordance with the physical model
properties. The velocity was kept constant at 1 m/s. In our
experiments, we are looking to identify the following model
parameters: lf , lr, CS,f , CS,r. For training, batch size is set
to 4 for Adam optimizer [36]. Loss and parameter figures
are plotted as the average of 5 separate training rounds
with uniformly sampled random initial parameters. For the
baseline, gradient-free optimizer CMA-ES [37] is used for
optimizations from the Optuna library [38].

We present the loss curves for gradient-based and gradient-
free gain optimizations in Fig. 5 for 100 epochs. Compared
to the gradient-free baseline, our gradient-based method
provides much higher sample-efficiency and a more regular
loss curve enabled by the analytical gradients for standard
and lower friction tire configurations both. The effect of
the analytical gradients is particularly evident in the first
few epochs where gradient-based methods have to initially
explore the search space. In Table I we present the model
parameters estimated by the gradient-based and gradient-free
optimization methods averaged over 5 initializations sampled
uniformly at random. The first two rows demonstrate the val-
ues provided by the official implementation of the F1TENTH
vehicle and our method’s results, respectively. The results
suggest that our method is able to closely match more so-
phisticated system identification methods through a simpler
procedure. Per Eq. (3), for a simulation with fixed friction

TABLE I: ESTIMATED MODEL PARAMETERS

Estimation Method lf lr CS,f CS,r

True 0.159 0.171 4.728 5.546
Ours 0.142 0.171 5.909 4.767

Ours(low friction) 0.161 0.143 5.113 4.988
CMA-ES 0.127 0.194 7.442 6.147

CMA-ES(low friction) 0.155 0.143 6.823 8.960
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Fig. 6: Error profile of e1 in meters and e2 in radians for (a)
and (b) F1TENTH vehicle with standard tire configuration
(c) and (d) with the lower friction configuration. In both
cases, error profiles confirm that the feedback controller us-
ing parameters identified through our method has comparable
performance w.r.t the ground truth parameters identified in
the official implementation [24].

coefficient, our hypothesis was to observe a significantly
lower cornering stiffness coefficient for the lower friction
configuration. In the third row of Table I our method’s results
are presented. They are a bit unexpected as the cornering
stiffness values are higher. We hypothesize that experiments
using acceleration and steering velocity commands would get
closer to the friction limits of the vehicle would make this
change of parameters more observable.

VI. REAL WORLD EXPERIMENT RESULTS

For the real world experiments, the feedback controller
presented in Eq. (6) is used. The poles were set as P =
[−2+ 2j,−2− 2j,−150+ 15j,−150− 15j] since left hand
side pole placement is necessary for the stability of the
controller. The error profiles presented in Fig. 6 for e1 and e2
demonstrate that the identified models are transferable to real
systems and optimized controllers show similar performance.
As discussed in Section V, two set of experiments were
conducted. In 6a and 6b, for the standard tire configuration
case, the error profiles demonstrate comparable performance



to the ground truth parameters identified in the official
implementation with the identified system parameters in our
experiments. For the lower friction case, in 6c and 6d, the
identified model for the lower friction case performs well,
however the identified standard parameters do not seem to
suffer significantly and the controller performance is still
robust. We attribute the robustness of the default controller
performance under lower friction setting to the relatively
conservative longitudinal velocity and feedback mechanism’s
ability to compensate small model identification errors,
evident in Sec V, where identified model parameters are
relatively similar. For further details on our experimental
results, please refer to the submitted video attachment.

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Front-steered vehicles constitute the majority of driv-
ing equipment. In this paper we presented a method for
system-identification and control of front-steered vehicles
and demonstrated our approach on the F1TENTH vehicle,
which abides by the Ackerman geometry constraints, using
a differentiable physics engine combined with gradient-
based optimization methods. With the help of the analytical
gradients provided by the differentiable physics engine, our
method converges in far fewer iterations compared to the
gradient-free baseline. Our proposed method identifies the
unknown parameters of the system as well as executes a
stable feedback controller used to achieve lane keeping. We
provided experimental results using an F1TENTH vehicle
exhibiting comparable lane keeping behavior for system
parameters learned using our gradient-based method with
lane keeping behavior of the actual system parameters of
the F1TENTH.

For the future, we will work on implementing an online
system identification and controller methodology for front-
steered Ackermann vehicles.
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