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Controller Adaptation via Learning Solutions of
Contextual Bayesian Optimization

Viet-Anh Le, IEEE Student Member, Andreas A. Malikopoulos, IEEE Senior Member

Abstract— In this letter, we propose a framework for
adapting the controller’s parameters based on learning
optimal solutions from contextual black-box optimization
problems. We consider a class of control design problems
for dynamical systems operating in different environments
or conditions represented by contextual parameters. The
overarching goal is to identify the controller parameters
that maximize the controlled system’s performance, given
different realizations of the contextual parameters. We
formulate a contextual Bayesian optimization problem in
which the solution is actively learned using Gaussian pro-
cesses to approximate the controller adaptation strategy.
We demonstrate the efficacy of the proposed framework
with a simulation-to-real example. We learn the optimal
weighting strategy of a model predictive control for con-
nected and automated vehicles interacting with human-
driven vehicles from simulations and then deploy it in a
real-time experiment.

Index Terms— Controller adaptation, contextual
Bayesian optimization.

I. INTRODUCTION

CONTROLLER tuning generally aims to find controller
parameters that optimize specific performance metrics. In

recent years, controller tuning has received increasing attention
in different control applications. Some popular approaches that
have been presented in the literature include reinforcement
learning [1], [2], Bayesian optimization (BO) [3]–[5], self-
learning control [6], and Kalman filtering [7], [8]. While
classical controller tuning approaches often focus on opti-
mizing the controller for invariant systems, in practice, the
system must operate under changing conditions, environments,
or tasks such as throttle valve systems with different goal
positions [9], advanced powertrain systems operating under
different driving styles [10], or connected and automated ve-
hicles interacting with diverse styles of human-driven vehicles
[11], [12] and diverse traffic conditions resulting in activating
safety constraints [13]. A potential approach to address this
problem is contextual BO [14] which is an extension of BO
that considers additional variables beyond the optimization
variables. Berkenkamp et al. [15] presented a safe contextual
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BO framework in which the safe control parameters for the
unobserved contexts can be found given the surrogate model
transferred from observed contexts. Frohlich et al. [16] consid-
ered a learned dynamic model as contexts in contextual BO to
transfer knowledge across different environmental conditions
in autonomous racing. Xu et al. [17] proposed primal-dual
contextual BO to handle time-varying disturbances for thermal
control systems of smart buildings.

In this letter, we propose a framework that approximates a
controller adaptation strategy for dynamical systems by lever-
aging the optimal solutions of contextual BO. We formulate
the controller adaptation problem as a contextual BO problem
in which the varying system and controller parameters are
treated as contexts and optimization variables, respectively.
We employ Gaussian processes (GPs) to learn the latent
mapping from the contexts to the solutions of the BO problem
and utilize an adaptive sampling technique for the contexts.
Therefore, our proposed framework fits well in applications
where the contexts can be sampled, such as simulation-to-
real applications or optimal experiment design problems. The
strategy learned from data obtained in observed situations
can be utilized in unobserved situations to facilitate real-time
adaptation of the control parameters.

We demonstrate the effectiveness of the framework in a
simulation-to-real example related to model predictive control
(MPC) for connected and automated vehicles (CAVs) interact-
ing with human-driven vehicles (HDVs). The weights of the
MPC objective function must be adapted appropriately with
respect to human driving behavior. In real-time deployment,
the controller must quickly adapt to diverse and time-varying
human driving behavior, which can become infeasible. In our
framework, we provide a weight adaptation strategy for the
MPC given different HDV driving behaviors from simulations
so that the desired performance can be achieved. We perform
real-time experiments, in which the learned strategy is then
utilized alongside the real human driving behavior obtained
from inverse reinforcement learning to adapt the MPC.

The remainder of the letter is organized as follows. In
Section II, we provide the problem statement for controller
adaptation. We present the framework for learning the con-
troller adaptation strategy in Section III and provide an anal-
ysis on optimality bounds in Section IV. We demonstrate the
framework and show the results in Section V. Finally, we draw
some conclusions in Section VI.
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II. CONTROLLER ADAPTATION PROBLEM

We consider the problem of designing a controller for a
dynamic system with contextual parameters, which can vary
depending on the tasks or change over time due to environ-
mental conditions. For instance, these contextual parameters
could represent the setpoints at which the system operates, the
weights in a cost function describing system behavior, or the
time-varying coefficients of the system dynamics. Let θ ∈ Θ
be a vector representing the system contextual parameters with
a set of values Θ. We consider the system controlled by a
controller with parameters that can be tuned or adapted to
optimize performance. For example, the controller parameters
might encompass the gains of a PID controller, the coefficients
of a state-feedback control law, or the weights within an
MPC cost function. Let z ∈ Z be the vector of controller
parameters. In the controller tuning problem, if the system
contextual parameters θ are fixed, we seek for the optimal
controller parameters z∗ so that a certain performance metric
is optimized, i.e.,

maximize
z∈Z

J(z,θ), (1)

where J : Z ×Θ→ R is a performance metric function. We
are interested in the problem of finding an adaptation strategy
γ for control parameters z given different realizations of θ in
(1). The objective of the proposed framework is to learn the
latent function γ : Θ→ Z in (1), i.e.,

z∗ = γ(θ). (2)

This solution can be valuable in real-time control applications,
where using controller tuning is rather infeasible, as it can be
used to adapt z given the values of θ in case some system
parameters have changed. In our approach, we consider that
the performance metric J has the following properties:

• J is a black box of z and θ, i.e., we do not have an
analytical expression for J in terms of z and θ.

• We can only observe the output of J by evaluating
the state and input trajectories of the system through
simulations or experiments; however, we do not have
access to the first- or second-order derivatives.

• Observations of J can be noisy with independent and
identically distributed (i.i.d.) Gaussian noise.

• Obtaining the observations of J may be expensive and/or
complex. For example, it may involve conducting exper-
iments or require mass simulations with different initial
conditions to obtain the average performance metric.

Given the above properties of the performance metric and
if the system contextual parameters θ are fixed, BO [18] is
a commonly used method to tune the controller parameters.
In contrast, for systems with varying parameters, one can
utilize contextual BO [14], an extension of BO that considers
additional variables known as contexts. Therefore, in the next
section, we recast (1) as a contextual black-box optimization
problem in which z and θ are considered as the optimization
variable and the context, respectively, and propose to approx-
imate the solutions of contextual BO using GPs.

III. LEARNING SOLUTIONS OF CONTEXTUAL BLACK-BOX
OPTIMIZATION

In this section, we first provide background information
on GPs and contextual BO, followed by a discussion on the
method to approximate the solutions of contextual BO.

A. Gaussian Process
A GP defines a distribution over functions where any finite

subset of function values follows a multivariate Gaussian
distribution [19]. A GP model of a scalar function f(x),
denoted as GPf (x), is specified by a mean function m(x) and
a covariance function (kernel) κ(x,x′) which are parameter-
ized by some hyperparameters. Given a training dataset D =
(X,Y ), where X = [x⊤

1 , . . . ,x
⊤
N ]⊤ and Y = [y1, . . . , yN ]⊤

are concatenated vectors of N ∈ N observed inputs and
corresponding outputs, those hyperparameters can be learned
by maximizing the likelihood [19]. Without loss of generality,
we consider a zero mean function in our exposition. At a
new input x∗, the GP prediction is a Gaussian distribution
N (µ∗, σ∗) that is computed by

µ∗ = µ(x∗) = K∗(K+ σ2
nI)−1Y, (3a)

σ2
∗ = σ2(x∗) = K⋆⋆ −K∗(K+ σ2

nI)−1KT
∗ , (3b)

where K∗ = [κ(x∗,x1), . . . , κ(x∗,xN )], K⋆⋆ = κ(x∗,x∗),
K is the covariance matrix with elements Kij = κ(xi,xj),
σ2
n is the noise variance, and I is the N ×N identity matrix.

B. Contextual Bayesian Optimization
Contextual BO [14] is an extension of BO that aims to

solve a class of black-box optimization problems with contexts
that are not part of the optimization variables. Recall that in
the controller adaptation problem, we aim at maximizing a
black-box function J(z, θ) in (1). We define GPo(z,θ) as
the surrogate model that learns J(z, θ). The kernel of the
surrogate model can be formed by considering a product kernel
of the kernels over context and variable spaces as follows [14]

κ
(
(z,θ), (z′,θ′)

)
= κz(z, z

′).κθ(θ,θ
′), (4)

which implies two context-variable pairs are similar if the
contexts are similar and the variables are similar. Given a
realization of the context θ, the contextual BO is identical
to the original BO and the algorithm works as follows. First,
it optimizes an acquisition function ξ to find the next candidate
of the solution,

z(j) = argmax
z∈Z

ξ
(
µo(z,θ), σo(z,θ)

)
, (5)

where µo and σo are the posterior mean and standard deviation
of GPo. For example, the upper confidence bound (UCB)
acquisition function was used in contextual BO in [14] which
is given by

ξ
(
µo(z,θ), σo(z,θ)

)
= µo(z,θ) + β1/2σo(z,θ). (6)

Next, the output of the performance metric at that sampling
candidate is evaluated and added to the training dataset to
retrain the surrogate model. This process is repeated until
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Algorithm 1 Inner-loop Bayesian optimization

Require: kmax ∈ N \ {0}
1: procedure BAYESOPT(θ, GPo)
2: GP(0)

o ← GPo

3: for k = 1, . . . , kmax do
4: Find the next solution candidate z(k) by optimizing

acquisition function given GP(k−1)
o .

5: Obtain an observation of the performance metric
J (k) = J

(
z(k),θ

)
.

6: Add (z(k),θ, J (k)) to Do (see Remark 1) and re-
train the surrogate GP model to obtain GP(k)

o .
7: return z∗, GP(kmax)

o

a maximum number of iterations is reached, and the best-
evaluated candidate is returned. In this letter, we use GPs to
learn the latent mapping from the context θ to the solution
z∗ returned from contextual BO. To do that, we impose the
following assumption.

Assumption 1: The latent mapping from θ to z∗ can be
approximated by a GP with an appropriate kernel, i.e., z∗ =
γ(θ) ∼ GPs(θ). We call GPs(θ) as the solution model.

Although z is generally a vector, we approximate z∗

by multiple single-output GPs for simplicity, in which each
element of z∗ is learned by a single-output GP. Let nz be the
dimension of z and z∗ = [z∗1 , . . . , z

∗
nz
]T , then z∗i ∼ GPs,i(θ),

∀i = 1, . . . , nz .

C. Adaptive Sampling for the Solution Model

To efficiently and rapidly learn the solution model, we adopt
the concept from Bayesian experimental design, aiming to find
the set of most informative sampling points by maximizing the
information gain. Since finding the maximizer of information
gain is NP-hard, a commonly employed approach is to use a
greedy adaptive sampling algorithm. For a single-output GP, at
each iteration, the greedy algorithm selects the sampling loca-
tion with the highest variance, and the GP model is recursively
updated with the data obtained from the new sampling location
[20]. Thus, the adaptive sampling optimization problem for the
solution model at each iteration k to find the next sampling
location of θ is formulated as follows

θ(k) = argmax
θ∈Θ

nz∑
i=1

σ2
s,i(θ). (7)

The algorithm is presented in Algorithm 2 and is summarized
as follows. At each iteration j ∈ N, we first propose the next
sampling location θ(j) by solving the adaptive sampling opti-
mization problem given the current solution model GP(j−1)

s .
Then, we fix θ(j) and apply an inner-loop contextual BO
(Algorithm 1) to find the next candidate of the solution z(j).
Once the solution is obtained, we update the training dataset
and retrain GPs. These steps are repeated until a maximum
number jmax of iterations is reached.

Remark 1: In Algorithm 1, we reuse the GP surrogate model
trained on data from previous contexts to enable knowledge
transfer to a new context [15], [16], which makes the training

Algorithm 2 Outer-loop adaptive sampling

Require: jmax ∈ N \ {0}, GP(0)
s , GP(0)

o

1: for j = 1, . . . , jmax do
2: Find next sampling location θ(j) of the context by

solving the adaptive sampling problem given GP(j−1)
s .

3: z(j)∗,GP(j)
o ← BAYESOPT(θ(j),GP(j−1)

o ) (see Algo-
rithm 1)

4: Add (θ(j), z(j)∗) to Ds and re-train the solution GP
model to obtain GP(j)

s .
5: return GP(jmax)

s

data size of GPo larger over the iterations. Thus, if the training
dataset exceeds the maximum size, a heuristic rule [21] can be
used so that the old data is replaced by new data observation.

IV. ANALYSIS ON OPTIMALITY BOUND

Let ϵn = |J(z∗∗
n ,θn)− J(µs(θn),θn)| be the optimality

error where z∗∗
n is the true maximizer of J given the context

θn. In this section, inspired by the prior work on contextual
BO for bandit optimization [14], we derive a bound on ϵn that
holds with probability at least 1− δ, where δ ∈ (0, 1), under
three technical assumptions presented in what follows.

Assumption 2: J is a Lipschitz continuous function with a
constant L.

Assumption 3: The sets Z and Θ are finite.
Assumption 4: The kernels for GPo and GPs are bounded

over their domains, i.e., κo(·, ·) ≤ σ̄o and κs,i(·, ·) ≤ σ̄s.
Assumption 3 can be practically satisfied if the domains

for z and θ are compact and a dense discretization is ap-
plied. Assumption 4 is commonly imposed to ensure bounded
variances for the GP predictions [20]. In contrast, verifying
Assumption 2 and determining a suitable Lipschitz constant
might be challenging in practice, since J can be a black-box
function. Nonetheless, this assumption is necessary to quantify
the optimality bound.

Lemma 1: If β ≥ 2 log(2 |Z| |Θ| /δ), then

|J(z∗∗
n ,θn)− J(z∗

n,θn)| ≤ 2
√

βσ̄o, (8)

holds with probability greater than 1− δ/2.
Proof: Using the Chernoff bound for Gaussian distribu-

tion and the union bound, we obtain

|J(z,θ)− µo(z,θ)| ≤
√
βσo(z,θ), ∀z ∈ Z,θ ∈ Θ, (9)

with probability greater than 1− |Z| |Θ| exp(−β/2). Thus by
choosing |Z| |Θ| exp(−β/2) ≤ δ/2, we obtain

β ≥ 2 log(2 |Z| |Θ| /δ), (10)

so that (9) holds with probability greater than 1− δ/2.
Next, following Lemma 4.1 in [14], if (9) holds then

|J(z∗∗
n ,θn)− J(z∗

n,θn)| = J(z∗∗
n ,θn)− J(z∗

n,θn)

≤
√
βσo(z

∗
n,θn) + µo(z

∗
n,θn)− J(z∗

n,θn)

≤ 2
√
βσo(z

∗
n,θn),

(11)

where the first inequality results from

J(z∗∗
n ,θn) ≤ µo(z

∗∗
n ,θn) +

√
βσo(z

∗∗
n ,θn)

≤ µo(z
∗
n,θn) +

√
βσo(z

∗
n,θn).

(12)
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From Assumption 4, we have

σ2
o(z

∗
n,θn) ≤ κo

(
(z∗

n,θn), (z
∗
n,θn)

)
≤ σ̄o. (13)

Combining (11) and (13) leads to (8), the proof is thus
complete.

Lemma 2: Let c2 =
√
2 log

(
2nz|Θ|/δ

)
. Then

|J(z∗
n,θn)− J(µs(θn),θn)| ≤ Lc2nz

√
σ̄s, (14)

holds with probability greater than 1− δ/2.
Proof: From Assumption 2, since J is a Lipschitz

continuous function with a constant L, we have

|J(z∗
n,θn)− J(µs(θn),θn)| ≤ L ∥z∗

n − µs(θn)∥ . (15)

Next, we quantify the bound ∥z∗
n − µs(θn)∥. From the

Cauchy–Schwarz inequality

∥z∗
n − µs(θn)∥2 ≤ nz

nz∑
i=1

∣∣z∗
n,i − µs,i(θn)

∣∣2 . (16)

For single-output GP, from Chernoff bound and the union
bound we have

|z∗
n,i − µs,i(θn)| ≤ c2σs,i(θn), ∀θn ∈ Θ, (17)

with probability greater than 1− |Θ| exp(−c22/2). Thus,
nz∑
i=1

∣∣z∗
n,i − µs,i(θn)

∣∣2 ≤ c22

nz∑
i=1

σ2
s,i(θn), ∀θn ∈ Θ (18)

holds with probability greater than 1 − nz|Θ| exp(−c22/2).
Therefore,

|J(z∗
n,θn)− J(µs(θn),θn)| ≤ Lc2

√√√√ nz∑
i=1

σ2
s,i(θn), (19)

∀θn ∈ Θ, holds with probability greater than 1 −
nz|Θ| exp(−c22/2). We set nz|Θ| exp(−c22/2) = δ/2 which
yields

c2 =
√

2 log
(
2nz|Θ|/δ

)
, (20)

so that (19) holds with probability greater than 1− δ/2. From
Assumption 4, we have

σ2
s,i(θn) ≤ κo,i(θn,θn) ≤ σ̄s. (21)

Combining (19) and (21), we obtain (14).
Theorem 3: If β ≥ 2 log(2 |Z| |Θ| /δ) then

ϵn ≤ 2
√
βσ̄o + Lc2nz

√
σ̄s (22)

holds for all θn ∈ Θ with probability greater than 1− δ.
Proof: From the triangle inequality, we have

ϵn ≤ |J(z∗∗
n ,θn)− J(z∗

n,θn)|
+ |J(z∗

n,θn)− J(µs(θn),θn)| ,
(23)

where z∗
n is the solution from contextual BO given θn.

Lemmas 1 and 2 imply that

|J(z∗∗
n ,θn)− J(z∗

n,θn)| > 2
√

βσ̄o, (24)

holds with probability less than δ/2, and

|J(z∗
n,θn)− J(µs(θn),θn)| > Lc2nz

√
σ̄s, (25)

HDV-2

CAV-1

Conflict 
point

Fig. 1: An intersection scenario with a CAV and an HDV.

holds with probability less than δ/2. Thus, using the union
bound, we obtain

|J(z∗∗
n ,θn)− J(z∗

n,θn)| > 2
√

βσ̄o

OR |J(z∗
n,θn)− J(µs(θn),θn)| > Lc2nz

√
σ̄s,

(26)

holds with probability less than δ, which is equivalent to

|J(z∗∗
n ,θn)− J(z∗

n,θn)| ≤ 2
√
βσ̄o

AND |J(z∗
n,θn)− J(µs(θn),θn)| ≤ Lc2nz

√
σ̄s,

(27)

holds with probability greater than 1 − δ. Therefore, the
inequality (22) holds with probability greater than 1− δ.

Remark 2: Given (11) and (19), the optimality error depends
on the upper bound of the predictive variances of both GPo

and GPs. That is the motivation for using the adaptive sam-
pling approach and the UCB acquisition function so that the
predictive uncertainty of GP models in the domain of interest
is minimal.

V. ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLE

In this section, we demonstrate the proposed framework
with an example of learning the weight adaptation strategy of
MPC for CAVs while interacting with an HDV. We consider an
intersection scenario in a robotic testbed called the Information
and Decision Science Lab’s Scaled Smart City (IDS3C) [22]
shown in Fig. 1. We apply the proposed framework in a
simulation-to-real manner, where the MPC weight adapta-
tion strategy is learned from simulations and subsequently
deployed to real-world experiments.

A. Learning MPC Weight Adaptation Strategy for CAVs

Let CAV–1 and HDV–2 denote the vehicles involved in the
intersection scenario. Next, we formulate an MPC problem for
CAV–1 while interacting with HDV–2. The dynamics of each
vehicle i are given by the double-integrator dynamics

pi,k+1 = pi,k +∆Tvi,k +
1

2
∆T 2ai,k,

vi,k+1 = vi,k +∆Tai,k,
(28)

where ∆T ∈ R+ is the sampling time, pi,k ∈ R is the
longitudinal position of the vehicle to the conflict point at
time k, and vi,k ∈ R and ai,k ∈ R are the speed and
acceleration of the vehicle i at time step k, respectively. The
vectors of states and control inputs of vehicle i are defined by
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xi,k = [pi,k, vi,k]
⊤ and ui,k = ai,k, respectively. We consider

the following state and control constraints

vmin ≤ v1,k+1 ≤ vmax, umin ≤ ai,k ≤ umax, ∀k ∈ It, (29)

where umin, umax ∈ R are the minimum deceleration and
maximum acceleration, respectively, and vmin, vmax ∈ R are the
minimum and maximum speed limits, respectively. Moreover,
we impose the following safety constraint

r2 − (p21,k+1 + p22,k+1) ≤ 0, ∀k ∈ It, (30)

to guarantee that the predicted distances between CAV–1 and
HDV–2 are greater than a safe distance, where r ∈ R+ is a
safety threshold. The MPC objective is formed based on the
idea of finding a Nash equilibrium of a potential game that
models the interaction between the CAV and the HDV [11] as
given by∑

k∈It

( ∑
i=1,2

li(xi,k+1, ui,k) + l12(x1,k+1,x2,k+1)
)
, (31)

where It = {t, . . . , t + H − 1} is the set of time steps in
the control horizon of length H ∈ N \ {0} at time step t. The
individual objective li(·), i = 1, 2 in (31) includes minimizing
the control input for smoother movement and energy saving
and minimizing the deviation from the maximum speed to
reduce the travel time, i.e.,

li(xi,k+1, ui,k) =

[
ωi,1

ωi,2

]⊤ [
a2i,k

(vi,k+1 − vmax)
2

]
, (32)

for i = 1, 2, where ωi,1, ωi,2 ∈ R+ is the vector of positive
weights and let denote ωi = [ωi,1, ωi,2]

⊤. The shared objective
function takes the form of a logarithmic penalty function of
the distance between two vehicles as follows

l12(x1,k+1,x2,k+1) = −ω12 log
(
p21,k+1 + p22,k+1 + ϵ

)
, (33)

where ω12 ∈ R+ is a positive weight and ϵ ∈ R+ is a
small positive number to guarantee that the argument of the
logarithmic penalty function is always positive.

The MPC problem for CAV–1 in this example is thus
formulated as follows

minimize
{u1,k,u2,k}k∈It

(31)

subject to:
(28), (29), (30), ∀k ∈ It, i = 1, 2.

(34)

In the objective function of the MPC problem (34), ω2 and ω12

that best describes the human driving behavior can be learned
online using inverse reinforcement learning [11]. Given the
learned values of ω2 and ω12, the CAV’s objective weights
ω1 can be adapted to achieve the desired performance. In
this example, the context and variable of contextual BO are
θ := logω2 and z := logω1, respectively. The solution
model learns the latent mapping from logω2 to logω∗

1, i.e.,
logω∗

1 ∼ GPs(logω2). Note that we fix the shared objective
weight ω12 as the solution of the MPC problem does not
change if all the weights are scaled by a positive factor.

Given the vehicle trajectories obtained from simula-
tion where we use MPC with a vector of the weights

2 0 2
log10 ( 2, 1)

2

1

0

1

2

lo
g 1

0
(

2,
2)

1

0

1

(a) Heat map for log10(ω1,1)

2 0 2
log10 ( 2, 1)

2

1

0

1

2

lo
g 1

0
(

2,
2)

0.0

0.5

1.0

(b) Heat map for log10(ω1,2)

Fig. 2: Heat maps for the optimal weight adaptation strategy
(in log scale). The red crosses represent the sampled values
of log10(ω2).

ω = [ω⊤
1 ,ω

⊤
2 , ω12]

⊤, we define a time-energy efficiency with
collision penalty metric which is formed as follows

J̃ω(xMPC,uMPC) = λtimet1,f + λacce

∫ t1,f

t0

u2
1(t) dt

+ λcollsigmoid
(
gcoll(xMPC)

)
,

(35)

where λtime, λacce, and λcoll ∈ R+ are constants. In (35), t1,f
is the time that CAV–1 exits the control zone,

∫ t1,f
t0

u2
1(t) dt

is to minimize the acceleration of CAV–1 from t0 = 0 to t1,f
to get indirect energy benefits, while sigmoid

(
gcoll(xMPC)

)
is

the sigmoid penalty function [12] to approximate the indicator
function of the safety constraint gcoll(xMPC) ≤ 0. The function
gcoll(xMPC) is defined as the maximum of the left-hand side in
(30) for the entire trajectory. Note that λcoll is sufficiently large
compared to λtime and λacce to prioritize safety. We consider
the performance metric in contextual BO as the negative
average of J̃ω(xMPC,uMPC) across multiple simulations with
ns ∈ N i.i.d. initial positions and speeds of the vehicles, i.e.,

J(z,θ) := − 1

ns

ns∑
n=1

J̃ω

(
x
(n)
MPC,u

(n)
MPC

)
(36)

where
(
x
(n)
MPC,u

(n)
MPC

)
denotes the state and input trajectories

in the n-th simulation.

B. Results

The learned weight adaptation strategy can be illustrated
by heat maps in Fig 2 in which the sampled locations for
the contexts are depicted by red crosses. We then validate the
learned strategy for MPC weight adaptation through experi-
ments. In our experimental setup, a robotic car is manually
controlled by a human participant using a driving emulator to
generate realistic human-driven vehicle behavior. Videos of the
experiments can be found at https://sites.google.
com/cornell.edu/lcss-exp. In Fig. 3, we show the
position trajectories and speed profiles of the two vehicles in
four specific simulations, each demonstrating different driving
styles generated by the human participant. As can be seen from
the figure, MPC with learned weight adaptation effectively
tailors the behavior of connected and automated vehicles
(CAVs) to accommodate varying human driving styles.

https://sites.google.com/cornell.edu/lcss-exp
https://sites.google.com/cornell.edu/lcss-exp
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Fig. 3: Position trajectories (top figures) and speed profiles (bottom figures) of CAV–1 and HDV–2 in 4 experiments with
different human driving styles.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this letter, we proposed a framework to address the
controller adaptation problem for dynamic systems with task-
dependent or time-varying parameters via learning the solu-
tions of contextual BO with GPs. We demonstrated the efficacy
of the framework through a simulation-to-real application,
where the weighting strategy of MPC for CAVs interacting
with HDVs is learned from simulations and applied in real-
time experiments. Future work should extend the framework
to incorporate black-box constraints and relax the assumptions
imposed for deriving the optimality bound in Section IV.
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