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Abstract— Connected and automated vehicles (CAVs) rep-
resent the future of transportation, utilizing detailed traffic
information to enhance control and decision-making. Eco-
driving of CAVs has the potential to significantly improve
energy efficiency, and the benefits are maximized when both
vehicle speed and powertrain operation are optimized. In
this paper, we studied the co-optimization of vehicle speed
and powertrain management for energy savings in a dual-
motor electric vehicle. Control-oriented vehicle dynamics and
electric powertrain models were developed to transform the
problem into an optimal control problem specifically designed
to facilitate real-time computation. Simulation validation was
conducted using real-world data calibrated traffic simulation
scenarios in Chattanooga, TN. Evaluation results demonstrated
a 12.80-24.52% reduction in the vehicle’s power consumption
under ideal predicted traffic conditions, while maintaining
benefits with various prediction uncertainties, such as Gaussian
process uncertainties on acceleration and time-shift effects on
predicted speed. The energy savings of the proposed eco-
driving strategy are achieved through effective speed control
and optimized torque allocation. The proposed model can be
extended to various CAV and electric vehicle applications, with
potential adaptability to diverse traffic scenarios.

I. INTRODUCTION

Reducing carbon and greenhouse gas emissions plays a
crucial role in addressing environmental changes. The U.S.
has set a goal to cut greenhouse gas emissions by 50-
52% from 2005 levels by 2030. Additionally, according to
data from the Department of Energy [1], eco-driving can
significantly improve energy efficiency and holds significant
commercialization potential. Connected and automated vehi-
cles (CAVs) in conjunction with vehicle-to-everything (V2X)
communication technologies offer a promising framework
for advancing eco-driving methodologies [2]. By leveraging
sophisticated communication systems to integrate real-time
traffic data such as the speed, acceleration, and position
information of preceding vehicles into advanced vehicle con-
trol algorithms, these technologies enable the optimization
of vehicle speed profiles and powertrain outputs for energy
savings. This not only lowers operational costs for drivers
and businesses but also minimizes environmental impact by
decreasing greenhouse gas emissions.

In the realm eco-driving of CAVs , earlier research typi-
cally optimizes only vehicle speed, such as eco-cooperative
adaptive cruise control (Eco-CACC) based on real-time shar-
ing of traffic information in a platoon of vehicles [3], [4],
eco-driving on a rolling horizon [5], [6], and eco-driving at
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signalized intersections [7], [8]. Beyond speed optimization,
powertrain operations can be further optimized based on
vehicle demand and speed [2]. For instance, an integrated
optimization framework for speed and powertrain manage-
ment in hybrid electric vehicles (HEVs) was proposed in [6]
across various terrains. The powertrain management control
determines the optimal power-split ratio between the engine
and the battery for the HEVs.

In the context of battery electric vehicles (BEVs), one of
the main challenges is range anxiety. Eco-driving for BEVs
has the potential to improve overall operational efficiency
and extend the range. For BEVs, optimal powertrain man-
agement strategies can be designed in addition to vehicle
speed optimization. Recently, dual-motor powertrains have
attracted considerable attention (e.g., Tesla Model S P100D).
Due to considerations of power demand and cost, dual-motor
BEVs typically do not utilize identical motor drives. The
independent operation and distinct electrical performances
of the two motors necessitate real-time determination and
management of power distribution to ensure optimal per-
formance, maximize energy efficiency, and maintain vehicle
stability under varying driving conditions [9], [10]. Current
dual-motor EVs often rely on heuristic strategies for power
splitting, which cannot always maintain system operations
in the optimal regions or adapt to varying traffic conditions
effectively. The integration of V2X information offers new
opportunities to predict future driving conditions and opti-
mally determine power distribution between the motors.

In order to optimize powertrain efficiency, few studies have
developed optimization algorithms for multiple motors. With
the advancement of in-vehicle computational resources, most
existing work on eco-driving adopts model-based control
design to solve the optimization problem in real-time. For
example, in [11], the convex programming multi-power-
source integration problem is implemented, and nonlinear
model predictive control (MPC) based powertrain manage-
ment strategies are proposed in [9], [10]. Recently, model-
free methods like reinforcement learning (RL) have gained
traction due to their learning and adaptive capabilities, with
numerous studies developing control algorithms based on
this approach [12], [13]. However, the RL approach requires
offline training and faces challenges in robustness and the
ability to handle hard constraints to ensure safety.

In this work, we present a novel real-time capable co-
optimization algorithm that simultaneously optimizes vehi-
cle speed and torque allocation between dual motors for
connected and automated electric vehicles to achieve energy
savings. The core of our approach lies in an optimal control
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algorithm, developed based on a control-oriented vehicle
dynamics and powertrain model, specifically designed to
facilitate real-time computation. To validate the effective-
ness of the proposed algorithm, we conducted extensive
simulations using traffic scenarios calibrated with real-world
data from a signalized corridor in Chattanooga, TN. Our
evaluation demonstrates that the controller not only en-
hances energy efficiency by up to 24.52% compared to
baseline strategies, but also maintains robust performance
under various traffic prediction uncertainties. This robustness
ensures reliable operation in dynamic and complex traffic
environments. Additionally, the study highlights the algo-
rithm’s capability to manage power distribution between the
two motors effectively, thereby optimizing overall vehicle
performance and reducing operational costs.

II. ELECTRIC POWERTRAIN MODELING

In this section, we formulated control-oriented vehicle dy-
namics and powertrain model, which is specifically designed
to facilitate real-time computation without losing accuracy.

A. Powertrain Model

The longitudinal dynamic model is describe by [14]:

Tm(k)n = ma(k) +mg sin(ϕ(k))

+ µrmg cos(ϕ(k)) +
1

2
kwv(k)

2 − Fb(k)

= m · a(k) + Fg(k) + Fr(k) + Fa(k)− Fb(k)
(1)

kw = CDρaA (2)

where m is the vehicle total mass, a is vehicle longitudinal
acceleration, g is the acceleration due to gravity, v is the
vehicle speed; n is the lumped drivetrain ratio which equals
to the final drive ratio divided by effective tire radius, Ft

is the vehicle total traction force, Fb is brake force, ϕ is
slope of roadway, µr is the rolling resistance coefficient. and
CD, ρa, A are the drag coefficient, air density and frontal
area contribute to the coefficient of wind resistance kw. Tm

represents the total motor torque and the proposed optimal
control will determine the dual-motor power split into front
motor torque Tf and rear motor torque Tr:

Tm(k) = Tf (k) + Tr(k) (3)

Relationship between motor speed ω and vehicle speed is:

ω(k) = n · v(k) (4)

B. Vehicle Power Consumption Model

Total power output of vehicle includes two parts [15]:

Ibat(k)Ubat = Ptrac(k) + Paux(k) (5)

where Paux is auxiliary power (e.g., infotainment, A/C sys-
tem, battery cooling), Ptrac is traction power demand.

For simplicity, this paper focus on Ptrac without consid-
ering Paux optimization. The demand of traction power can
be expressed as:

Ptrac(k) =Tr(k) · v(k) · n︸ ︷︷ ︸
Pm1

·ηf (k)(n · v(k), Tr(k)+

Tf · v(k) · n︸ ︷︷ ︸
Pm2

·ηr(n · v(k), Tf (k))
(6)

where ηf (·), ηr(·) describes the power conversion efficiency
between the battery and the motor. The efficiencies are
modeled using consumption efficiency maps for the front
and rear motor respectively [14].

By convention, η is always less than 1 and follows:

η(ω, T ) =


ωT

Pmap(ω, T )
× 100% for propelling,

Pmap(ω, T )

ωT
× 100% for braking.

(7)

Such piecewise relationship introduces complexity for
optimization [16]. We applied five-order polynomials to
approximate the efficiency maps with one polynomial fitting
for both propelling and regenerative braking regions.

C. Battery Model

The equivalent resistance battery model is used [9]:

Ibat (k) =
Uoc −

√
U2
oc − 4Pbat (k)Rb

2Rb
(8)

where Pbat represents the battery power, Ibat is the battery
current; Uoc and Rb are the battery open-circuit voltage and
internal resistance, these variables depends on temperature
and SOC, and will get updated from powertrain every MPC
update horizon. The SOC can be calculate as below:

SOC(k + 1) = SOC(k)− Ibat(k)∆t

Cbat
(9)

where ∆t is time step, Cbat is the battery nominal capacity.

III. OPTIMAL CONTROL PROBLEM FORMULATION

The optimal control is implemented in a MPC framework
[2] that updates optimal control commands once new traffic
information is available. The proposed control framework
is depicted in a schematic diagram as illustrated in Fig. 1.
Our algorithm processes predictive traffic information data
obtained through the communication module at each control
step, alongside real-time feedback of vehicle drivetrain in-
formation, to generate both the optimal vehicle speed and
power split for the dual motors via the motor controller.
Since traffic conditions are highly dynamic and varying, we
aim to have a control update horizon of less than 1 second.
To ensure such vehicle speed updates and communication
of information can occur in real time, the optimization
problem must be sufficiently simple to solve efficiently but
without sacrificing the accuracies significantly. Therefore, the
following assumptions are made:

Assumption 1 (Battery performance): Battery aging ef-
fects are negligible over the short time horizon considered.
It is assumed that the battery capacity remains constant.



Fig. 1. Control diagram of the proposed framework

Assumption 2 (Motor speed consistency): Dual Motor ro-
tate at the same speed. The dual motors operate at a uniform
speed. Tire slips are neglected, thereby maintaining a linear
correlation between motor speed and vehicle speed.

Assumption 3 (Car following behavior): Ego vehicle al-
ways follow the same preceding vehicle throughout the traffic
corridor, see Sec. IV.

Assumption 4 (Thermal management system): There is a
separate battery management system (BMS) that controls
the temperature of the battery, motor and other components.
Every MPC update step, the BMS will send the current
battery temperature and status to the optimal controller, as
illustrated in Fig. 1. The proposed controller assumes that
temperature holds constant during each MPC horizon.

A. State-space Model

The overall discrete state space model is as the following.

X(k + 1) =

 d(k + 1)
v(k + 1)

SOC(k + 1)


=

 d(k) + ∆t · v(k)
v(k) + ∆t · a(k)

SOC(k)−∆t · (Uoc−
√

U2
oc−4Pbat(k)Rbat

2RbatCbat
)


(10)

u(k) = [Tf (k), Tr(k), Pbat(k), Fb(k)]
T (11)

W(k) = [d̂p(k), ϕ(k)]
T (12)

where u(k) is system control input, W(k) is system external
input which includes the predicted preceding vehicle location
d̂p; a is can be computed based on (1), d is the position of
the ego vehicle.

B. Constraints

1) Traffic Dynamics Constraints:
a) Car Following Constrains: The robust and recur-

sively feasible car-following constraints are defined as [17]:

d(k) ≥ d̂p(k)− dmax − s1(k)

d(k) ≤ d̂p(k)− (dmin + hmin · v(k)) + s2(k)
(13)

where hmin is the safety time headway, dmax, dmin are
the maximum following distance and minimum following
distance. s1, s2 are slack variables to enforce the constraints

as soft constraints to improve feasibility of MPC. Slack
variables must be positive and are penalized in cost function
Sec. III-C.

b) Signal Constraint: Ego vehicle should pass the
intersection only if the signal is green [17],

d(tg) ≤ dsig ≤ d(tr) (14)

tr, tg time instances of the beginning of next red light and
green light, dsig is location of next intersection .

c) Speed Limit Constraints: Speed should limited by
the current corridor during the driving cycle:

0 ≤ v(k) ≤ vmax (15)

2) Vehicle Dynamics Constraints:
a) Motor Speed Constraint: The motor speed should

be no less than zero and no more than the maximum value:

0 ≤ n · v(k) ≤ ωmmax (16)

b) SOC Constraints: The battery state of charge (SOC)
should be within the range of 0 and 1:

0 ≤ SOC(k) ≤ 1 (17)

c) Brake Force Constraints: The frictional brake force
should be positive and limited by maximum brake force:

0 ≤ Fb(k) ≤ Fbmax
(18)

3) Powertrain Constraints:
a) Side Slip Constraints: Assumption 2 required the

direction of rotation of the front and rear motors to be the
same:

Tf (k) · Tr(k) ≥ 0 (19)

b) Jerk Constraints: In order to ensure the comfort
for the passengers, the jerk should be limited and it can
implement by constraint the torque change rate:

−∆Tfmax
≤ Tf (k + 1)− Tf (k) ≤ ∆Tfmax

−∆Trmax
≤ Tr(k + 1)− Tr(k) ≤ ∆Trmax

(20)

∆Tfmax ,∆Trmax is determined by maximum comfortable
jerk value jmax [14].

c) Max Torque Constraints: The maximum and min-
imum motor torque should follow the physical limitations
(see Fig. 5):

− Tfmax
(n · v(k)) ≤ Tf (k) ≤ Tfmax

(n · v(k))
− Trmax

(n · v(k)) ≤ Tr(k) ≤ Trmax
(n · v(k))

(21)

C. Cost Function Formulation

The general optimization problem is to minimize a cost
function J :

min J(X,W)

s.t. g(X,W) ≤ 0, i = 1, . . . , nc

(22)

where g(X,W) denotes generalized constraints which in-
cludes system equation Sec. III-A and all constraints from
Sec. III-B, nc denotes the number of constraints. And ob-
jective function J(X,W) = Jp + Jf + Jt can be divided



Fig. 2. Traffic simulation scenario in VISSIM.

into three terms, first term Jp penalize the over acceleration
and battery power output. Second term represents terminal
constraints which try to follow up the speed and distance of
the proceeding vehicle. The third term is the penalize of slack
variables to implement the soft car following constraints (13).
These cost functions are formulated as:

Jp =

N∑
k=1

w1a
2(k) + w2Pbat(k) (23)

Jt =w3(d̂p(N)− d(N)− hheadvp(N)− dmin)
2

+ w4(v(N)− v̂p(N))2
(24)

Jf =

N∑
k=1

(w5s
2
1(k) + w6s

2
2(k)) (25)

where hhead represents the general time headway, N repre-
sents the length of prediction horizon, wi are weights whose
values are as in Table II.

IV. RESULTS

A. Simulation Setup

The discretized optimal control optimal control problem is
solved in MATLAB using CasADi [18] with solver IPOPT
[19]. The simulation is run on a desktop PC with In-
tel™14900K CPU at 3.20 GHz and 64 GB RAM. Prediction
horizon for MPC layer is set as 15s, and the control update
interval is set as 1s. In order to trade off solver time and
accuracy, the discredited time dt is set as 0.1s. The solver
IPOPT can solve the optimization problem within 1s which
is smaller than the control update interval and indicates the
real-time implementation capability, Table I shows the list of
vehicle parameter used in the model.

The simulation scenario is developed using VISSIM, a
widely recognized state-of-the-art traffic micro-simulation
software. Fig. 2 shows the VISSIM simulation network of
the Shallowford Road corridor in Chattanooga, Tennessee.
The scenario is built and calibrated with real-world data,
which includes detailed traffic volumes, speed information,
and traffic signal controller configurations. The simulation
scenario has been validated [20] to accurately represent real-
world traffic characteristics, such as traffic volume, speed,
and travel time. To evaluate the proposed optimal control
strategy, various vehicles were randomly selected from the
VISSIM simulation as preceding vehicles.

TABLE I
LIST OF VEHICLE BASIC PARAMETERS

Parameter Notation Value

Vehicle

Vehicle mass m 1780 kg
Battery capacity Cbat 150 Ah
Drag coefficient CD 0.306 kg/m
Air density ρa 1.205 kg/m3

Frontal area A 2.200 m2

Wind resistance coeff. kw 0.881
Rolling resistance µr 22.910
Gravity constant g 9.81 m/s2

Lumped ratio n 22.910
Battery resistance Rbat 0.228Ω
Max motor speed ωmax 1400 rad/s

Constraint

Max following distance dmax 80 m
Min following distance dmin 1 m
Max acceleration amax 3 m/s2

Min acceleration amin −3 m/s2

Time headway hhead 2.5 s
Time safety hmin 0.5 s
Initial position dp0 − d0 40 m
Max brake force Fbmax 15000 N
Initial state of charge SOC0 0.8
Speed limit vmax 20 m/s
Max Jerk jmax 3.0 m/s3

Torque change rate ∆Tmmax 150 Nm/s

TABLE II
COST FUNCTION WEIGHTS

w1 w2 w3 w4 w5 w6

101.5 10−3 10 102 1 1

B. Evaluation

To evaluate the algorithm, we benchmark the performance
of the optimal control strategy with the performance of the
preceding vehicle. The initial distance to the preceding vehi-
cle is set at 40m, and the initial speed is the same as that of
the preceding vehicle. We assumes that the preceding vehicle
shares the same powertrain model and vehicle parameters
for fair comparison. We evaluate the performance of the
proposed method by comparing the final battery SOC with
that of the preceding vehicle, using the relative improvement
in SOC metric RSOC:

RSOC =
SOCe − SOCp

SOC0 − SOCp
× 100% (26)

where SOCe, SOCp is the state of charge of the ego vehicle
and preceding vehicle after driving cycle, SOC0 is the initial
SOC of the ego vehicle.

Following typical commercial dual motor EVs, the front
motor is designated as an Induction Motor (IM), while the
rear motor is identified as a Permanent-Magnet Synchronous
Motor (PMSM). The IM exhibits greater torque at lower
speeds, whereas the PMSM demonstrates enhanced effi-
ciency at lower speeds. All motor data are obtained based on
actual motor data in [14], [10]. The use of different motors
allows for a more optimal allocation of torque compared to
the traditional rule-based method, necessitating a quantita-



tive comparison with the proposed method. We conducted
ablation studies that eliminate the influence of optimized
speed. We then apply a rule-based method to allocate the
required torque and compare it against the original allocation
from co-optimization. The relative improvement in power
consumption, Rm, is calculated as:

Rm =
Ptrac,rule − Ptrac,opt

Ptrac,rule
× 100% (27)

where Ptrac,rule is the power consumption of the rule-based
method, and Ptrac,opt is the power consumption of the pro-
posed method.

We adopt a fixed ratio, rule-based power allocation strat-
egy following [10]. In this method, controller always divide
torque demand Td with fixed ratio Nf : Nr as following:

Tf (k) =
Nf

Nf +Nr
Td(k)

Tr(k) =
Nr

Nf +Nr
Td(k)

(28)

where Td(k) can be calculated with (1) when speed is deter-
mined. When the distribution exceed the maximum torque,
this rule-based strategy will allow extra torque allocated into
another motor. In this Simulation, ratio is established at
Nf = 1, Nr = 1.

a) Ideal prediction: Let we assume the prediction is
ideal with no uncertainties first. Fig. 3 shows trajectory
of the vehicle id 11084 with traffic light of the different
intersections across this corridor. The optimized trajectory
allows for the avoidance of lengthy periods of acceleration
and deceleration, as well as the unnecessary expenditure of
time spent at red lights.

Fig. 4(a) shows the ego vehicle and preceding vehicle
comparison with state variables. The ego vehicle is capable
of regulating its speed in a manner that minimizes energy
consumption when the predictive model is precise. This
includes situations such as precise regenerative braking to
avoid frequent acceleration and deceleration. Eventually it
brings the 18.64% power consumption reduction compared
with the preceding vehicle. Fig. 4(b) show the powertrain
details about torque allocation and power consumption and
brake force. In comparison to the preceding vehicle, no
brakes are employed, with both systems facilitating the
motor’s operation in regenerative braking scenarios.

To illustrate the generality of the proposed algorithm,
we conducted simulations for different vehicles. Table III
presents the results from these cases. As shown, the co-
optimization achieved 12.80-24.52% energy reduction while
optimal dual-motor powertrain management alone achieved
3.16-4.40% benefits.

Fig. 5(a) and Fig. 5(b) show the efficient map and oper-
ating points points for front and rear motors. As shown in
the figure, the PMSM demonstrates higher efficiency than
the IM within the rotational speed range of 100 to 500 rad/s.
Consequently, the algorithm tends to allocate more torque
to the rear motor. Compared to the rule-based distribution,

Fig. 3. Optimized trajectory of the ego vehicle and preceding vehicle with
traffic light status.

(a) State graph

(b) Powertrain graph

Fig. 4. State and powertrain graphs with the preceding vehicle id 11084.

this approach results in a greater number of operating points
where the efficiency over 90%.

b) Prediction with uncertainty: Given that predictions
cannot be perfectly accurate, it is essential to analyze sce-
narios with prediction uncertainties. Small prediction errors
can accumulate over time. Thus, we consider two types of
uncertainties, as illustrated in Fig. 6.

Time-increasing uncertainties: The uncertainties of pre-
ceding vehicle’s speed can be time-increasing. Based on the
Wiener process [21], Gaussian noise with variance σ2 is
added to the acceleration at each time step to simulate time-
varying speed prediction uncertainties.



TABLE III
SOC BENEFIT AND AVERAGE SOLUTION TIME FOR HORIZON 15s

Vehicle ID Rsoc Rm Avg Sol. time (s) Period (s)

101 12.80% 3.92% 0.863 163.4
9799 24.52% 4.40% 0.917 293.7
10196 13.54% 3.16% 0.962 363.9
11084 18.65% 3.54% 0.837 303.9

(a) Front Motor

(b) Rear Motor

Fig. 5. Efficiency map and operating points for front and rear motors

At each time step, the acceleration with noise is given by:

ãp(i) = âp(i) +N (0, σ2), (29)

and the predicted speed is obtained by integrating the noisy
acceleration:

ṽp(k) =

k∑
i=0

âp(i)∆t = v̂p(k) +N
(
0, σ2k(∆t)2

)
, (30)

where ṽp(k) is predicted speed with Gaussian uncertainty
and N

(
0, σ2k(∆t)2

)
represents the cumulative Gaussian

noise effect on speed over k time steps.
Phase shift uncertainties: The traffic prediction often

requires prediction on timing of traffic signal light changes.
Timing of actuated signal controllers depends on the real-
time traffic demand measured from traffic detectors and are
not fixed or known ahead of time [7]. The uncertainties in
traffic signal light timing estimation could results in a phase
shift effects on the predicted preceding vehicle. For example,
the preceding vehicle might only accelerate 5 seconds later
than the predicted acceleration time due to uncertainties in
green light change timing. To simulate these effects, we
introduce a time shift in the speed prediction, modeled as:

v̆p(k) = v̂p(k +Ns), (31)

where v̆p(k) represent the predicted speed after applying the
phase shift, and Ns is the number of time steps shifted,
randomly selected from the range Ns ∈ [−Ps/2, Ps/2], with
Ps representing the maximum shift magnitude. To ensure
the data integrity, previous speed values are used to pad the
shifted portion.

To more accurately reflect the inherent uncertainty as-
sociated with these phenomena, we employ a randomized
time shift within the range Ps for each MPC update cycle.
Fig. 6 illustrate the prediction results of the preceding vehicle
after adding Gaussian noise, time shift noise, and combined
noise. It can be observed from figure that adding Gaussian
noise to the acceleration results in predicted velocities with
increasing errors over time, while the combination of the two
uncertainties leads to significant changes in the predicted
speed. Fig. 7 displays the simulation results for vehicles
under uncertainties and their benefits. An analysis of the
figure reveals that the introduction of substantial noise to
the acceleration significantly increases the discrepancy be-
tween the predicted speed profile and the noiseless profile.
Additionally, there is a notable decrease in the SOC benefit.
Table IV summarizes the benefits obtained under different
noise and shift conditions. Controller is able to maintain
benefit despite the added uncertainties in all scenarios,
demonstrating robustness of the proposed algorithm under
both types of uncertainties and continues to achieve energy
savings.

Fig. 6. Predicted preceding vehicle trajectory with three types of noise

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we developed an optimization algorithm
for dual-motor connected and automated electric vehicles,
integrating vehicle dynamics control with powertrain-level
optimization to achieve a comprehensive predictive control
loop for the electric drivetrain to maximize energy savings.
Simulation results demonstrate its effectiveness in optimizing
speed control and motor torque allocation for traffic simu-
lation scenarios developed from real-world data collected in



Fig. 7. State graph of noisy prediction results by adding Gaussian noise
and Random time shifted.

TABLE IV
NOISY PREDICTION RESULTS FOR DIFFERENT NOISE TYPE IN veh 11084

Gaussian Adding Noise Ps(s) Rsoc(%)

σ = 0.20 µ = 0.50 0.0s 17.40
σ = 0.20 µ = 0.50 0.0s 10.83
σ = 0.20 µ = −0.50 0.0s 23.58
σ = 0.75 µ = 0.00 0.0s 18.24
σ = 3.00 µ = 0.00 0.0s 1.58
σ = 0.00 µ = 0.00 3.0s 16.92
σ = 0.00 µ = 0.00 5.0s 14.59
σ = 0.50 µ = 0.00 3.0s 15.49
σ = 0.50 µ = 0.25 1.0s 11.65

Chattanooga, TN. The algorithm achieved a 12.80-24.52%
energy reduction, with torque allocation optimization of the
dual motors contributing 3.16-4.40% of the benefits. Addi-
tionally, the solution time for the implemented optimization
algorithm remained within the MPC control update interval,
providing a solid foundation for future laboratory testing and
eventually real-world applications. For future work, we plan
to incorporate a battery thermal management optimization
system into the model, aiming to explore additional opti-
mization potential over longer prediction horizons. Moreover,
we will conduct laboratory testing to further validate the
effectiveness of the implemented model.
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