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Abstract— We present a Learning Model Predictive Con-
troller (LMPC) for multi-modal systems performing iterative
control tasks. Assuming availability of historical data, our goal
is to design a data-driven control policy for the multi-modal
system where the current mode is unknown. First, we propose
a novel method to select local data for constructing affine time-
varying (ATV) models of a multi-modal system in the context of
LMPC. Then we present how to build a sampled safe set from
multi-modal historical data. We demonstrate the effectiveness
of our method through simulation results of automated driving
on a friction-varying track.

I. INTRODUCTION

Many methods exist to use stored data to design a control
policy for iterative control problems including model-based
and model-free approaches [1], [2]. In this paper, we consider
model-based methods which use data efficiently to find
feasible trajectories and improve closed loop performance
of iterative control tasks when the system dynamics are
parameter-varying. For example, it is well-known that road
friction affects vehicle dynamics, particularly at the limits of
handling, as it determines the minimum stopping distance as
well as the attainable lateral forces and hence the achievable
turning radius. Road friction can vary due to factors including
weather, contaminant spills, or variation in road material
which can be difficult to anticipate. Our objective is to design
a controller for automated driving based on a historical
data set, which includes data from driving on different road
frictions, to safely respond to abrupt changes in road friction.

One approach to parameter-varying systems in adaptive
control is direct parameter estimation. This requires the
classical parameter estimation/control pipeline. This paper
instead explores the use of data-driven learning-based control
[3], [4]. We focus on iterative control tasks, and use Learning
MPC (LMPC). LMPC is a reference-free iterative learning
control method which uses historical data to construct ter-
minal constraints and terminal cost functions [3], [5], [6].
LMPC uses stored state-input trajectories to build localized
system models in real-time [3], [5], [7], [8]. Prior work relies
on the assumption that the system dynamics are constant [3],
[5], [6]. This allows for the entire data set of prior iterations
to be representative of the system. We show that the same
assumption on the data set and resulting approach is not
able to handle rapidly changing conditions in real-time for a
multi-modal system.

In fact, modeling the system becomes a challenge in multi-
modal systems where the dynamics can rapidly change, for
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example due to unknown and varying road friction. Assum-
ing availability of multi-modal historical data, we propose a
modified LMPC policy for the multi-modal system.

Similar attempts to data-driven learning-based approaches
for system identification and control in multi-modal systems
were proposed in [9]–[12]. The authors in [9] learn a
Gaussian process (GP) of the friction curve to formulate
a stochastic nonlinear model predictive controller for tra-
jectory tracking under friction-varying conditions. In [10],
the authors propose using an ensemble GP from a library
of GPs pre-trained on varying road conditions to model
the system in a MPC framework for autonomous driving
in varying surface conditions. The authors in [11] suggest
using a neural network model to predict the vehicle dynamics
in changing friction conditions within a MPC framework.
Beyond autonomous driving, in [12] the authors propose
building GP models for varying modes of human-robot
interaction in a MPC control framework.

The contribution of this paper is threefold. First, we
present an system identification strategy to learn local linear
time-varying (LTV) models for control of a multi-modal
system. Using the local LTV models, we present a method
to construct a sampled safe set based on historical data. We
use the LTV models and the safe set in a LMPC framework
and demonstrate the effectiveness of our method through
simulation results of automated driving on a friction-varying
track.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider the system described by the following dynamical
model

xt+1 = f(xt, ut, θt) (1)

subject to state and input constraints
xt ∈ X , ut ∈ U , ∀t ≥ 0. (2)

Vectors xt ∈ Rn and ut ∈ Rm collect the states and inputs at
time t. The parameter θ ∈ Rp is time-varying and assumed
to be unknown at runtime. Parameter θ is assumed to belong
to parameter set Θ,

θt ∈ Θ, ∀t ≥ 0. (3)
At time step t, the nonlinear system (1) can be linearized
about xt and approximated as a quasi-Linear Parameter
Varying (qLPV) system [13]

xt+1 = At(θ)xt +Bt(θ)ut + gt(θ). (4)
When parameter set Θ is a discrete set, Θ = {θ1, . . . , θn},
then system (1) can be described as a hybrid system [14],
also referred to as a switched or multi-modal system. We
use the term ‘multi-modal’ in this paper. We assume that we
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have a input/state data set D of the multi-modal system (1)
for multiple parameters θ ∈ Θ.

The objective of this paper is to design a control policy
for system 1 which respects state and input constraints
and minimizes an objective function by using local linear
time-varying (LTV) approximations of f(x, y, θ) using the
historical data D.

Remark 1: Data in D does not need to be labeled as a
function of the corresponding discrete parameter in Θ. Even
if the data is labeled by the corresponding parameter θ, for
instance when using a simulator to collect trajectories in
different modes, the value of θt is unknown in real-time and
thus D cannot be filtered according the true value of θt.

Remark 2: For the proposed method to be successful, we
assume some level of richness in the data set. More precisely,
we assume D contains data of the switched system 1 for
multiple parameters θ ∈ Θ. It is reasonable to expect, but
do not demonstrate it in this paper, that the success of the
proposed method improves with the richness of the data set.

A classical approach to this problem would consist of
an offline system identification component to identify the
dynamics f̂ (since f could be unknown or too complex
for model-based design), a real-time parameter estimator to
obtain the best estimate θ̂t of the real parameter θt, and
a state feedback controller. The literature on these topics
is vast and beyond the scope of this paper [15]–[17]. This
paper proposes a simpler data-driven architecture based on
MPC and local learning of linear models. Similar to [5], our
approach makes use of learned local LTV models which are
allowed to vary over the MPC prediction horizon. The LTV
models are learned from local data which may vary along
the prediction horizon, particularly in the multi-modal case,
resulting in linearized models that vary over the prediction
horizon. Further detail on the learned models is presented in
section IV.

The goal can be formalized with the following constrained
optimal control problem:

J∗
0→∞(xS) = min

u0,u1,...

T∑
k=0

h(xk, uk) (5a)

s.t. x0 = xS (5b)
xk+1 = f(xk, uk, θk), ∀k ≥ 0 (5c)
xk ∈ X , uk ∈ U , ∀k ≥ 0 (5d)
θk ∈ Θ, ∀k ≥ 0 (5e)
xT ∈ T (5f)

where equations (5b) and (5c) represent the initial condition
and the system dynamics. Equation (5d) enforces the state
and input constraints. Equation (5e) enforces parameter θ
to be in discrete parameter set Θ. Equation (5f) enforces
the final state xT to be in a non-empty target set T ⊆ X .
The stage cost h(xk, uk) in Eqn. (5a) is assumed to be
continuous, jointly convex, and satisfy

h(xF , 0) = 0 and h(xt, ut) ≻ 0 ∀xt ∈ Rn \ {xF },
ut ∈ Rm \ {0}.

In the constrained optimal control problem (5) both the

parameter θk and the multi-modal dynamics f are unknown
at runtime. Even in the case where θ and f are known,
problem (5) is computationally demanding due to the large
number of optimization variables. Instead, we aim to approx-
imate a solution to problem (5) using a data-driven approach.
The objective of this paper is to design a control policy which
uses historical data D of the multi-modal system (1) to obtain
an approximate solution to problem (5) where at time t we
only use xt and the historical dataset to learn the dynamics.

To do so, we propose the following strategy. We assume
that through simulation or experiments historical data set
D contains input/state data of system (1) with different
parameters θt ∈ Θ, where Θ is a discrete parameter set (II).
We then propose a method to select local training data
from D, which represents the closest previously observed
mode to the current system under unknown θk. Using the
selected local training data, we approximate the dynamics
f(xt, ut, θt) (1) as a LTV model. Finally, we construct a
control policy in real-time based on the data-driven LTV
model of the true dynamics f(xt, ut, θt) (1).

The proposed strategy fits naturally in the data-driven
structure of learning model predictive control (LMPC) which
approximates solutions to (5) for iterative control tasks [3]
in the case of uni-modal and known dynamics f . Hence,
our work will make use of the LMPC structure, which is
described in the following section.

This paper is organized as follows: in Section III we
give an introduction to LMPC. Section IV-A describes our
assumptions on the available historical data of the multi-
modal system. Section IV-B describes how local training data
for the multi-modal system is selected from the historical
data and how we estimate the switched dynamics from the
selected subset of data. In Section V we describe how to
build a control policy for a multi-modal system using the
LMPC structure. Finally, in Section VI we illustrate this
approach through simulation results of autonomous driving
on a friction-varying track.

III. LMPC INTRODUCTION

In this section, we briefly introduce building LMPC poli-
cies for an iterative control task. LMPC proposes an approach
to approximate the optimal control problem (5) by repeatedly
solving a finite time optimal control problem (FTOCP) in a
receding horizon fashion [3]. More specifically, LMPC uses
data from prior iterations to construct local convex terminal
constraints and terminal cost function for a FTOCP, which
is then solved in a receding horizon manner [3]. Next we
describe the components used to construct the LMPC policy
that will be used in our proposed strategy. For more detail
on LMPC refer to [3], [5], [6].

A. Stored Data
Consider an iterative control task, we assume the closed-

loop trajectories and associated input sequence of the j-th
iteration are stored as follows,

uj = [uj0, u
j
1, . . . , u

j
t , . . . ],

xj = [xj0, x
j
1, . . . , x

j
t , . . . ]

(6)



where xjt and ujt are the state and control input at time
t of iteration j. We assume that the stored closed-loop
trajectories (6) are feasible with respect to the state and input
constraints (5d).

B. Local Convex Safe Set

Using a subset of the of the stored trajectories, the local
convex safe set is constructed as in [5]. Specifically, the
local convex safe set around state x is the convex hull of
the M -nearest neighbors to x from selected iterations of the
historical data.

For the j-th trajectory we define the set of time indices
[tj,∗1 , . . . , tj,∗M ] corresponding to the M -nearest neighbors of
x,

[tj,∗1 , . . . , tj,∗M ] = argmin
t1,...,tM

M∑
n=1

∥xjti − x∥2D

s.t. ti ̸= tk,∀i ̸= k

ti ∈ [0, . . . , T j ],∀i ∈ [1, . . . ,M ]

where T j is the time to complete iteration j and matrix
D is a user-defined matrix to relatively weight the different
state elements. The M -nearest neighbors to x from a set of
iterations {j1, . . . , jm} are collected in the following matrix,
D{j1,...,jm}(x) = [xj1

t
j1,∗
1

, . . . , xj1
t
j1,∗
M

, . . . , xjm
tjm,∗
1

, . . . , xjm
tjm,∗
M

]

(7)
which is used to construct the local convex safe set around
x,
CL{j1,...,jm}(x) = {x̄ ∈ Rn : ∃λ ∈ RMm, λ ≥ 0,1λ = 1,

D{j1,...,jm}(x)λ = x̄}. (8)

Then CL{j1,...,jm}(x) is the convex hull of the M -nearest
neighbors to x from the iterations {j1, . . . , jm}.

C. Local Convex Cost-to-Go

As in [5], we use the stored data to construct an ap-
proximation of the cost-to-go over the local convex safe set
CL{j1,...,jm}(x) around x. We define the local convex cost-
to-go, Q-function, around x as the convex combination of the
costs associated with the stored trajectories used to construct
the convex safe set,

Q{j1,...,jm}(x) = min
λ

J{j1,...,jm}(x)λ (9)

s.t. λ ≥ 0,1λ = 1,

D{j1,...,jm}(x)λ = x̄

where the vector
J{j1,...,jm}(x) = [Jj1

t
j1,∗
1 →T j1

(xj1
t
j1,∗
1

), . . . , Jj1
t
j1,∗
M →T j1

(xj1
t
j1,∗
M

),

. . . , Jjm
tjm,∗
1 →T jm

(xjm
tjm,∗
1

),

. . . Jjm
tjm,∗
M →T jm

(xjm
tjm,∗
M

)].

collects to cost-to-go associated with the M -nearest neigh-
bors to x from the selected iterations in set {j1, . . . , jm}.
The cost-to-go Jji

t→T ji
(xjit ) = T ji − t represents to time to

complete iteration ji from state xj1t .

D. LMPC Design

At time t of iteration j, LMPC solves the following finite
time constrained optimal control problem [3]:

JLMPC,j
t→t+N (xjt ) = min

uj
t ,λ

j
t

[
t+N−1∑
k=t

h(xk|t, uk|t)

+J{j1,...,jm}(x̄k+N )λjt

]
(10a)

s.t. xt|t = xjt (10b)
xk+1|t = f(xk|t, uk|t),

∀k ∈ [t, . . . , t+N − 1] (10c)
xk|t ∈ X , uk|t ∈ U ,
∀k ∈ [t, . . . , t+N − 1] (10d)

λjt ≥ 0,1λjt = 1,

xt+N |t ∈ D{j1,...,jm}(x̄k+N )λjt (10e)
where ujt = [ujt|t, . . . , u

j
t+N |t] and x̄ is the candidate solution

which is chosen as the solution to (10) from the prior
time step. More precisely, the candidate solution x̄k+N =
x∗
k+N |t−1. Equations (10b) and (10c) represent the initial

condition and system dynamics. Equation (10d) defines the
state and input constraints. The constraint in (10e) forces the
terminal state into the local convex safe set as described in
Section III-B.

Note the dynamics in Eqn. (10c) are nonlinear. The
nonlinear dynamics can be linearized around xjt to obtain an
affine time-varying (ATV) model of the system which allows
the LMPC problem (10) to be formulated as a quadratic
program (QP) which can be solved efficiently. In a data-
driven approach, the ATV models can be fully or partially
learned from data as proposed in [5]. To learn the dynamics
from data, we assume our historical data set D contains the
previous closed loop trajectories (6). The learned ATV model
is then determined by a linear regression of points xjk+1 on
xjk in D. As in [5], in order to select the locally relevant data
to use for regression, the set Ij(x) is defined as

Ij(x) = argmin
{k1,j1},...{kP ,jP }

P∑
i=1

∥x− xjiki∥
2
Q (11)

s.t. ki ̸= kn,∀ji = jn

ki ∈ {1, 2, . . . }∀i ∈ {1, . . . , P}
ji ∈ {1, . . . , j},∀i ∈ {1, . . . , P}.

The set Ij(x) collects the indices associated with the P -
nearest neighbors of x from the stored data. The selected
points are weighted by a chosen kernel function K, in our
case we choose to use the Epanechnikov function [18],

K(u) =


3

4
(1− u2), for |u| < 1

0 else.
(12)

Equations (11) and (12) are used to construct data-driven
ATV models used for control in problem (10). At time t of
the j-th iteration, the ATV model takes the form as in [5]

xjk+1|t = Ajk|tx
j
k|t +Bj

k|tu
j
k|t + gjk|t. (13)

Reformulating problem (10) with the learned linear dynam-
ics (13), we replace Eqn. (10c) with (13), which can be



efficiently solved by existing solvers. Let
u∗,j
t:t+N |t = [u∗,j

t|t , . . . , u
∗,j
t+N−1|t]

x∗,j
t:t+N |t = [x∗,j

t|t , . . . , x
∗,j
t+N |t]

(14)

denote the optimal solution of the problem at time t of
iteration j with corresponding optimal cost JLMPC,j

t→t+N (xjt ). At
time t of the j-th iteration, the first element of u∗,j

t:t+N |t is
applied to the system (1)

ujt = u∗,j
t|t .

The FTOCP with the ATV dynamics is repeated at time t+1
based on the new state xt+1|t+1 = xjt+1, yielding a receding
horizon strategy which approximates problem 5.

In prior work on LMPC [3], [5], [6], there was no notion
of a switched or multi-modal system. Rather, the prior
works assume constant system dynamics [3], [5], [6]. The
contribution of this work is to explain how to construct the
local convex safe set, cost-to-go function, and local ATV
models to build a LMPC control policy for multi-modal
systems when the mode in unknown in real-time.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
Section IV-A briefly describes the structure and assumptions
on the stored data of the multi-modal system. Section IV-B
outlines how the nearest neighbors and kernel function in
Eqns. (11) and (12) are modified for the multi-modal system
and how we use the identified local training data to construct
data-driven local ATV models (21) for control. Finally, in
Section V we describe how to construct the local convex
safe set (8) and cost-to-go function (9) to build a multi-
modal LMPC control policy. We demonstrate our proposed
approach through simulation results of autonomous driving
on a friction-varying track in Section VI.

IV. MULTI-MODAL SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION

A. Stored Data

In this section, we outline our assumptions on the stored
data of the multi-modal system (1). Let the entire data set be
denoted D while Dθ refers to data of the system for particular
parameter θ. Dθ contains state-input trajectories and the local
ATV model approximations as

Dθ =

 ⋃
i∈Rj

θ

N⋃
t=0

(uit, x
i
t, A

i
t, B

i
t, g

i
t)

 (15)

where Rjθ is the set of indices r associated with successful
iterations under the mode defined by θ. For r ≤ j,

Rjθ = {r ∈ [0, j] : θrt = θ,∀xrt ∈ X , t ≥ 0}. (16)
Next we show how Ajt , B

j
t and gjt are constructed using

the state-input trajectories xit, u
i
t from prior iterations i <

j. The linearized dynamics, Ajt , B
j
t and gjt , included in the

historical data D are used to select iterations to build the
local convex safe set (8) for the LMPC policy. This is further
detailed in Section V.

Going forward, we will remove the dependence of D
on parameter θ. In fact, as highlighted in Remark 1, the
proposed algorithm does not require a labeled data set, i.e.
the knowledge of the true value of θ for a given state-input
pair in the data set.

Remark 3: A system simulator can be used to construct an
initial nonempty data set D0 = {Dθ1 ,Dθ2 , . . . } by explicitly
setting parameter values. Though the parameter labels of the
simulated data set are known at the time of construction, the
data set is unlabeled going forward.

B. Local Data Identification and Weighting

In this section, we describe how to select local training
data closest to the current observed mode in real-time.
More specifically, we describe the needed modifications to
Eqn. (11) and to the kernel function (12) to select and weight
the local training data for the multi-modal system.

At time step k with unknown parameter θk, the unknown
dynamics f(xk, uk, θk) are learned from the stored trajecto-
ries and approximated by a local linearized model,

xk+1 = Akxk +Bkuk + gk. (17)
The linearized model in (17) is given by a linear regression
of the points xjk+1 on xjk from the stored trajectories.

At time step k, let us define the tuple
z̄k = (xk|t, u

∗
k|t−1, x

∗
k+1|t−1). (18)

Note that the input u∗
k|t−1 and next state x∗

k+1|t−1 compo-
nents of z̄k are from the optimal solution (14) at the prior
time step t − 1 because the model regression is performed
prior to the solving the problem at time step t. Let us
also represent the state-input trajectories in D as tuples
zjk = (xjk, u

j
k, x

j
k+1). At time step k with tuple z̄k the data

set D is queried to find the P -nearest neighbors to z̄k. We
find the set of indices for the P -nearest neighbors to z̄k using
Eqn. (11) modified as follows with z̄k

Ij(z̄k) = argmin
{k1,j1},...{kP ,jP }

P∑
i=1

∥z̄k − zjiki∥
2
Q (19)

s.t. ki ̸= kn,∀ji = jn

ki ∈ {1, 2, . . . }∀i ∈ {1, . . . , P}
ji ∈ {1, . . . , j},∀i ∈ {1, . . . , P}.

Remark 4: As the data set D is unlabeled with respect
to parameter θ, the set of P -nearest neighbors to z̄k can be
from multiple previously observed modes. In this way, the P -
nearest neighbors identify nearest one-step dynamic tuples.
In the case when the observed mode is not directly in the
prior data set, this allows for the P -nearest neighbors to still
be selected regardless of their respective mode and represent
the closest one-step dynamic behavior.

Using the identified P -nearest neighbors and the Epanech-
nikov function (12), the weighted least squares problem is
defined as:

Γ(z̄) = argmin
Γ

∑
{k,j}∈I(z̄)

K

(
∥z̄ − zjk∥2Q

η

)
yjk(Γ) (20)

where Q is a user defined weighting matrix and η ∈ R+

is a bandwidth. Note the Epanechnikov kernel function in
Eqn. (20) is modified to weight differences on z̄ rather than
state alone for the multi-modal case. The optimizer of (20),
is used to compute the local linearized model (17).

This approach is similar to the method from [5], [8].
The key difference here is the use of the predicted input



u∗
k|t−1 and the predicted next state x∗

k+1|t−1 in equations (19)
and (20) to select and weight the data points used for model
regression of the multi-modal system.

Remark 5: In prior work [5], the system dynamics xt+1 =
f(xt, ut) are assumed to be constant for all iterations, which
implies the collected data is under constant system dynamics.
All prior iterations are representative of the current dynamics
and simply the nearest neighbors to the state x or state-
input pair (x, u) can be used to identify local data for model
regression. However, for the multi-modal system the data
set D contains data of the system under multiple modes. In
order to obtain the closest corresponding mode in the data
to the current mode, our approach implicitly searches for
prior data with similar dynamic matrices, A,B and g. This
is performed by searching for nearest data in the form of
the tuples z which implicitly contain information about the
dynamic behavior of the system and hence the mode.

Next we describe how to construct the ATV model (21) for
the multi-modal system, which closely follows [5]. At time
t of iteration j, the optimal solution (14) from time t− 1 is
used to define the candidate solution x̄jt = [x̄jt|t, . . . , x̄

j
t+N |t].

Using the candidate solution, the following ATV model is
constructed

xjk+1|t = Ajk|tx
j
k|t +Bj

k|tu
j
k|t + gjk|t (21)

where Ajk|t, B
j
k|t, and gjk|t are obtained by linearizing the

dynamics f(xk, uk, θk) by solving the least squares prob-
lem (20) at z̄jk. For more detail, we refer the reader to [5].

Remark 6: Because z̄jk is time-varying over the prediction
horizon as defined in Eqn. (18), the ATV model in Eqn. (21)
is not only time varying with each iteration of the FTOCP,
but also over the LMPC prediction horizon.

V. MULTI-MODAL LMPC (MM-LMPC) DESIGN

In this section, we describe how to use the identified
system model from IV and data set D to construct the local
convex safe set (8) and terminal cost function Q (9) for multi-
modal LMPC (MM-LMPC).

In LMPC, the terminal safe set is constructed from the
state trajectories of prior iterations as described in Sec-
tion III-B [3], [5], [6]. Prior works assume the dynamics
are constant, so the local safe set can be constructed from
the immediately preceding or best performing iterations [3],
[5], [6]. However in the multi-modal system, our data set D
contains data from multiple modes, necessitating a method
to select which iterations to use for the local convex safe
set (8) and terminal cost function (9).

Ideally the safe set represents the set of states from which
there exists a series of control actions to complete the task,
ie. the safe set is an under approximation of the maximal
stabilizable set [3]. In other works, there exist guarantees on
this fact [3], [6]; however, this relies on the assumption that
the dynamics are constant. Here, in the multi-modal case we
want to find a safe set that is reachable in the current mode
and constructed from trajectories under a similar mode.

Remark 7: To give intuition, if the safe set is constructed
from prior iterations with a similar mode, the safe set is more

likely to represent states from which there exists a series of
control actions to complete the task in the current mode. In
order to determine which iterations are similar, we compare
the estimated state trajectory under our current ATV model to
the trajectories predicted by the stored ATV models. Similar
to Remark 5, comparing trajectories implicitly captures and
compares the dynamics of the system and so is used to
implicitly determine similarity between modes.

At time step t of the j-th iteration, the system’s state is
xjt and the dynamics are linearized by the ATV model from
Eqn. (21). At time t, the optimal solution (14) at time t− 1
is used to construct the candidate control inputs over the
prediction horizon,

ūjt = [ūjt|t, . . . , ū
j
t+N−1|t]

= [u∗,j
t|t−1, . . . , u

∗,j
t+N−1|t−1].

(22)

With our ATV model (21) and the candidate inputs (22), we
construct x̂jt = [x̂jt|t, . . . x̂

j
t+N |t],

x̂jk+1|t = Ajk|tx̂
j
k|t+Bj

k|tūk|t+ gk|t, ∀k ∈ [t, . . . , t+N − 1]
(23)

where x̂jt|t = xjt . Namely, x̂jt collects the predicted state
trajectory from current state xjt under the current ATV model.

To find the similar prior iterations, we want to compare
the current predicted trajectory x̂jt to the state trajectories
predicted by applying the same candidate control inputs to
the stored ATV models in D. To do so, we similarly define
predicted state trajectories under the ATV models in D for
all iterations ji < j.

First, we find the closest state in each prior iteration to
the current state xjt . Let us define the closest state from prior
iteration ji < j as xjit∗ji

where t∗ji is the time index

t∗ji = argmin
tji

∥xjt − xjitji
∥1.

For all ji < j we compute the predicted state trajectory
x̂ji = [x̂jit∗ji

, . . . , x̂jit∗ji+N
],

x̂jik+1 = Ajik x̂
ji
k +Bkūk+gjik ,∀k ∈ {t∗i , . . . , t∗i+N−1} (24)

where we initialize with the current state x̂jit∗ji
= xjt and

ūki = ūk|t, ∀ki ∈ [t∗i , . . . , t
∗
i +N − 1],

k ∈ [t, . . . , t+N − 1].

For each prior iteration ji < j, x̂ji collects the predicted
state trajectory under the model at iteration ji due to the
candidate control inputs from iteration j.

The predicted trajectory x̂jt under the current ATV model
is compared to the predicted trajectories x̂ji to find the NSS

iterations with the most similar predicted trajectories. More
precisely,

L(x̂jt ) = argmin
ji<j

NSS∑
i=1

∥x̂jt|t − x̂jit∗ji
∥1 + . . .

+ ∥x̂jt+N |t − x̂jit∗ji+N
∥1, (25)

such that L(x̂jt ) collects the set of indices associated with the
NSS prior iterations with most similar predicted trajectories
from current state xjt due to control inputs ūjt .



If the difference in predicted trajectories,
∥x̂jt|t− x̂jit∗ji

∥1+ · · ·+ ∥x̂jt+N |t− x̂jit∗ji+N
∥1 < δ, ∀ji ∈ L(x̂jt )

(26)
where δ ∈ R+ is a user chosen bandwidth, then the local con-
vex safe set (8) is constructed using stored state trajectories
from iterations L(x̂jt ). In other words, we calculate CLL(x̂

j
t)

using Eqn. (8). Otherwise if the condition in Eqn. (26)
does not hold, a MPC safety controller is used to reference
track a reference trajectory until the predictions are within
bandwidth δ and Eqn. (26) holds. The bandwidth parameter
δ and the MPC safety controller are user-determined.

Remark 8: The use of the safety controller should be
minimized by tuning δ, to rely primarily on the prior data
while maintaining state constraints. Unless the data set D
contains data of the system under the safety controller, then
the more the braking controller is used to reference track
a slower velocity reference, the resulting state evolution is
more likely to deviate from previous iterations in D. With
more deviation from modes in D, there may be limited
or no data within the threshold η for model regression in
Section IV.

As described in Section III-C the convex terminal cost
function is defined over the local convex safe set. In
the multi-modal case, the identified iterations L(x̂jt ) from
Eqn. (25) are used to determine the cost-to-go function (9).

Using the identified indices L(x̂jt ) to construct the local
convex safe set and local cost-to-go Q-function for the multi-
modal case, we propose solving the FTOCP (10) with the
dynamics (10c) replaced by (21) as described in Section IV-
B and the set of indices for the local convex safe set and
cost-to-go replaced with L(x̂jt ) from Eqn. (25) to obtain a
MM-LMPC control policy.

VI. RESULTS

The proposed approach is implemented in simulation for
autonomous driving on a friction-varying track. For the
context of this example, we work with the planar dynamic
bicycle model with the following state and input vectors [19]

x = [vx, vy, ωz, eψ, s, ey]
⊤ and u = [a, δ]⊤

where vx, vy, ωz are the vehicle’s longitudinal velocity, lat-
eral velocity, and the yaw rate. The position of the vehicle is
represented in the Frenet frame with respect to a parametric
path where s, ey, eψ are the distance traveled along the
path, the lateral distance from the path, and the heading
angle between the path tangent and the vehicle. The inputs
are longitudinal acceleration a and steering angle δ. In
this example, the considered system parameter θ is one-
dimensional and equivalent to road friction µ.

We assume that the dynamics may be be split into
f1(xk, uk) which is known and independent of parameter
θ and f2(xk, uk, θk) which is unknown and parameter-
dependent, f(xk, uk, θk) = f1(xk, uk) + f2(xk, uk, θk).
With respect to the dynamic bicycle model, the kinematics
are well-known and independent of road friction µ [5],
[19]. Hence, the kinematics will be represented by f1. The
dynamic states, vx, vy, ωz , depend on physical parameters

including road friction µ [5]. Here f2 represents the dynamic
states. For other multi-modal systems, f1 and f2 may be
chosen accordingly.

Let the dynamic states be collected in the set l =
{vx, vy, ωz}. Then we write the tuple from Eqn. (18) with
respect to the set l as z̄lk = (xk|t, u

∗
k|t−1, x

l,∗
k+1|t−1). For the

least squares regression (20) here the vector Γ ∈ R5 and
yj,lk (Γ) = ∥xj,lk+1 − Γ[vjxk

, vjyk , ω
j
zk
, ajk, 1]

⊤∥.
The optimizer of the least squares regression (20) is used to
linearize f2 around x as follows:vxk+1

vyk+1

ωzk+1

 =

Γvx1:3(z̄)Γ
vy
1:3(z̄)

Γωz
1:3(z̄)

vxk

vyk
ωzk


+

Γvx4 (z̄) 0
0 Γ

vy
4 (z̄)

0 Γωz
4 (z̄)

[ak
δk

]
+

Γvx5 (z̄)
Γ
vy
5 (z̄)

Γωx
5 (z̄)

 (27)

where Γli(z̄) is the ith element of Γl(z̄). At every time step
k, the learned local linear model (27) of unknown f2 is
combined with the kinematic model f1 linearized about the
state x to obtain the full linearized system dynamics in (17).
The ATV model (21) described in Section IV-B is obtained
by linearizing f1 around x̄jk|t and by evaluating (27) at z̄jk.

Next we compare our method to compute local ATV
models to the approach from [5], [8] on a multi-modal system
with unknown friction and to the true nonlinear dynamics
with known friction µ.

For this example, the initial data set D0 is comprised of
two modes on a L-shaped track: a high friction track µ = 0.9
and a low friction track µ = 0.6. In this example, let iteration
j−1 be on the high-friction track. Upon iteration j, the track
changes such that 25% of the track beginning at 2m is low
friction µ = 0.6 while the rest of the track remains high
friction µ = 0.9.

Figure 1 compares the closed loop trajectories of the j-th
iteration of the multi-modal system using the prior method
to generate ATV models [5], [8] (left) and our proposed
approach (right). The low friction region is indicated by the
red track outline. With the prior approach, the vehicle fails
to maintain state constraints, falling off the track. With our
proposed approach, the vehicle maintains state constraints
and completes iteration j under the new mode.

The open loop trajectories of the velocities over the
prediction horizon are illustrated in Figure 2. This provides
insight as to why our proposed approach results in improved
closed loop behavior for multi-modal systems. The addition
of x∗

k+1|t−1 in z̄ provides information about the system’s re-
sponse to input u∗

k|t−1. As mentioned in Remarks 5 and 7, by
comparing similarity between state propagation, rather than
(x, u) or x alone, our proposed method implicitly compares
the dynamic behavior and hence mode. Consequently, our
approach is more likely to identify the subset of historical
data that represents the observed mode, resulting in a better
approximation of the true model.

Similarly, the predicted slip angles in open loop over the
prediction horizon are shown in Figure 3. More accurate
estimation of the slip angles and velocities in the open loop



Fig. 1. Comparison of the closed loop trajectories of the j-th iteration with low (red) and high (black) road friction. The trajectory from the prior
approach [5], [8] to system identification and construction of ATV models is shown on the left and our proposed approach on the right.

Fig. 2. Comparison of the open loop trajectories of the velocity states over
the prediction horizon in the multi-modal system.

Fig. 3. Comparison of the predicted slip angles over the prediction horizon
in the multi-modal system.

is imperative for maintaining state constraints of a multi-
modal system in closed loop, especially in a constrained
environment such as that of a track.

Our proposed approach to system identification enables the
control policy to maintain state and input constraints while
completing iteration j in the new mode. With the completion
of iteration j, data under the new mode is added to D. Recall
that the initial data set consists of two constant modes, while
at iteration j the system exhibits a case of spatially-varying
friction, not directly in the initial data set. By adding data
from iteration j, the data set is augmented both with respect
to the spatially-varying mode as well as the fact that the state
trajectories seen in low friction region are different than the
low friction data in the initial data set because the high-to-
low transition is not captured in the original data set.

Our proposed approach to MM-LMPC allows for the data
set to be augmented as described, enabling the control policy
to quickly learn and converge in the new mode. Figure 4
compares the converged iteration of previously proposed
LMPC policy [5] initialized on the multi-friction track (left)
to the converged iteration of the MM-LMPC policy where
for the j-th iteration and after the track consists of both
high and low friction sections. With the proposed approach,
the MM-LMPC policy re-converges in 15 laps after the
change at iteration j. The LMPC policy proposed in [5]
initialized on multi-friction track converged in 28 laps after
PID initialization laps. This comparison can be thought of as
the worst-case baseline–if the system had to fully reinitialize
and relearn after iteration j it would take 28 laps. Figure 5
illustrates the lap times, demonstrating that MM-LMPC can
re-converge to the same performance in the multi-modal case.

VII. CONCLUSION

We presented a multi-modal Learning Model Predictive
Controller (MM-LMPC) for multi-modal systems perform-
ing iterative control tasks. The proposed framework uses
historical data of the system to estimate the dynamics of the
observed mode, and construct safe sets and approximated ter-
minal cost functions, and consequently design a data-driven
control policy for multi-modal systems. We demonstrated
the effectiveness of the proposed strategy on simulated



Fig. 4. Comparison of the converged laps of LMPC [5] initialized on the track with both low (red) and high (black) road friction (left) and our proposed
approach after re-converging after iteration j when the multi-modal system switches to the combined low and high friction track (right).

Fig. 5. Lap time of LMPC initialized on the constant-mode combined-
friction track compared with MM-LMPC after iteration j when the multi-
modal system switches to the combined friction track.

autonomous driving on a friction-varying track. The results
demonstrated improved system and mode identification and
closed loop-performance for the multi-modal system.
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