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Abstract—Intelligent transportation systems have recently
emerged to address the growing interest for safer, more efficient,
and sustainable transportation solutions. In this direction, this
paper presents distributed algorithms for control and optimization
over vehicular networks. First, we formulate the autonomous
vehicle platooning framework based on model-predictive-control
(MPC) strategies and present its objective optimization as
a cooperative quadratic cost function. Then, we propose a
distributed algorithm to locally optimize this objective at every
vehicle subject to data quantization over the communication
network of vehicles. In contrast to most existing literature that
assumes ideal communication channels, log-scale data quantization
over the network is addressed in this work, which is more realistic
and practical. In particular, we show by simulation that the
proposed log-quantized algorithm reaches optimal convergence
with less residual and optimality gap. This outperforms the existing
literature considering uniform quantization which leads to a large
optimality gap and residual.

Index Terms—distributed optimization, model predictive control,
quantization, vehicle platooning

I. INTRODUCTION

Emerging notions of cloud-computing and multi-agent
processing motivate distributed and parallelized algorithms
in large-scale applications from filtering and estimation over
sensor networks [1]–[3] to distributed machine learning [4]–
[6] and computing resource allocation [7], [8]. Distributed
algorithms for control and optimization advance centralized
solutions in terms of scalability, robustness to central-node-
of-failure, dynamic flexibility for node addition/removal, and
enabling parallel processing capabilities. In this direction, the
rapid advancement of intelligent transportation systems (ITS)
requires innovative distributed solutions to enhance the safety
and sustainability of vehicular networks [9], [10], particularly in
the context of multi-agent systems such as autonomous vehicle
platooning [11], [12]. In decentralized ITS, each vehicle can
independently process local information and communicate with
its neighbours, leading to improved adaptability to dynamic
traffic conditions [13] and reduced latency in control decision-
making [14].

Different distributed algorithms for distributed control and
optimization over ITS are proposed in the literature. Consensus
algorithms [15], [16] are fundamental in distributed control,
enabling multiple agents (vehicles) to reach an agreement on
a particular state or decision. These algorithms are particularly
useful in scenarios where vehicles need to synchronize their

actions, such as maintaining safe distances in platooning
[17]. Distributed MPC is an extension of traditional MPC
that allows multiple agents to optimize their control inputs
while considering the dynamics of neighbouring vehicles. This
approach decomposes the global optimization problem into
smaller subproblems that can be solved locally [18]–[20]. Tech-
niques such as dual decomposition [21] and alternating direction
method of multipliers (ADMM) [22], [23] have been employed
to facilitate coordination among vehicles while ensuring optimal
performance. Similarly, distributed optimization algorithms aim
to solve optimization problems across a network of agents.
Techniques such as gradient descent and subgradient methods
have been adapted for distributed settings, allowing vehicles to
collaboratively optimize objectives like route planning [24] or
energy consumption [25]. These algorithms typically involve
local computations and limited communication, making them
suitable for real-time applications in ITS [26]. In more unknown
and dynamic setups, vehicles learn optimal policies through
interactions with their environment, using techniques like multi-
agent reinforcement learning that enable vehicles to adapt to
changing traffic conditions [27], [28].

In this paper, we explore fully distributed and quantized al-
gorithms for MPC in platooning optimization. Such algorithms
not only align with the principles of cooperative driving but
also pave the way for more resilient and efficient transportation
networks by addressing real-world constraints such as data
quantization over the information-sharing network of vehicles.
Vehicles continuously generate a vast amount of data from
various sensors and systems. By quantizing this data, the
volume of information transmitted between vehicles can be
significantly reduced. This reduction minimizes the bandwidth
requirements for communication and ensures that the available
network resources are utilized effectively. This notion of
quantized data exchange and resource-constrained data sharing
is not considered in most existing literature. In this direction,
this paper proposes distributed optimization techniques under
log-scale quantization setups. In many distributed optimization
scenarios, the data being processed can vary significantly in
magnitude. For instance, in vehicle platooning, the distances
between vehicles, speeds, and other parameters can span several
orders of magnitude. Log-scale quantization allows for more
precise representation of such a dynamic range of values. By
ensuring that smaller values are represented with higher fidelity,
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log-quantized distributed optimization leads to more accurate
optimization performance. This idea is used, for example, in
log-quantized distributed resource allocation [29]. In particular,
we show by simulation that the log-quantized optimization as
compared to the uniform quantization [30]–[32] results in a
lower optimality gap. This is because log-quantization allocates
more bits to represent smaller (near-optimal) values and fewer
bits for larger values; particularly the gradients or optimization
updates have more accurate values near the optimal point.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We first model
the MPC framework for vehicle platooning as a distributed
optimization problem in Section II. In Section III, we propose
a distributed log-quantized gradient-tracking-based algorithm
to solve this optimization problem. We validate our algorithm
by simulation in Section IV and particularly show that the log-
quantized technique outperforms uniform quantization. Finally,
Section V concludes the paper.

II. THE MPC FRAMEWORK FOR PLATOONING

We consider a platoon of n connected autonomous vehicles
(as in Fig. 1) communicating over a network GW = {V, E}
with V denoting the set of vehicles as nodes and E as the set of
communication links among the vehicles. The sequence of AVs
follows a leader with controlled velocity and acceleration in a
platooning setup. A link (i, j) ∈ E implies a data-sharing link

Fig. 1. This figure shows the platoon of n AVs and their connecting
communication network. Every AV is modelled by linear dynamics, which
along with the communication network defines the overall platoon dynamics.

between two nearby AVs i, j. The set of neighboring vehicles
of AV i is defined as Ni = {j|(j, i) ∈ E}. Each vehicle i is
modelled by linear double-integrator dynamics as follows:

pi(k + 1) = pi(k) + τvi(k) +
τ2

2
ui(k) (1)

vi(k + 1) = vi(k) + τui(k) (2)

with τ as the sampling time, k as the time-index, ui as the input,
and states pi, vi, ai as the position, velocity, and acceleration
of the AV i. This platooning model is constrained with some
state and control constraints as

vmin ≤ vi(k) ≤ vmax (3)
amin ≤ ui(k) ≤ amax (4)

pi+1(k)− pi(k) ≥ l + ϵvi(k)−
(vi(k)− vmin)

2

2amin
(5)

with l as the vehicle length and ϵ as the reaction time of the
AV dynamics.

A model predictive control (MPC) model is used for control
of the AV platooning at time-instant k [18], [19]. For notation
simplicity, we drop the dependence on k from this point onward

in the paper unless where it is needed. Let δ be the desired
constant space between two nearby AVs in the platoon. We
define three error parameter vectors: ep(k) := (p0 − p1 −
δ, . . . , pn−1 − pn − δ) as the relative (spacing) position error,
ev(k) := (v0−v1, . . . , vn−1−vn) as the relative velocity error,
and eu(k) := (u1 − u2, . . . , un−1 − un) as the relative input
error between every two adjacent AVs. The terms p0, v0, u0

define the state of the leader. Using the error terms, one can
write the vector u = (u1, . . . , un) as u = −Seu + u01n with
1n as the column vector of all ones of size n and

S =


1 0 . . . 0
1 1 . . . 0
...

...
. . .

...
1 1 . . . 1

 , S−1 =


1 0 . . . 0
−1 1 . . . 0

...
. . . . . .

...
0 . . . −1 1


(6)

We denote the prediction horizon of MPC as T . Then, the
MPC objective for controlling a platoon of AVs is defined as,

min J(u(k), . . . , u(k + T − 1)) = J1 + J2 + J3

s.t. Eqs. (3), (4), (5)
(7)

where

J1 :=
1

2

T∑
m=1

τ2u⊤(k +m− 1)S−⊤Qu,mS−1u(k +m− 1)

(8)

J2 :=
1

2

T∑
m=1

e⊤p (k +m)Qp,mep(k +m) (9)

J3 :=
1

2

T∑
m=1

e⊤v (k +m)Qv,mev(k +m) (10)

with positive semidefinite weight matrices Qu,m, Qp,m, Qv,m

to adjust the control objective. Each of these cost functions
is associated with a specific objective of the MPC. The term
J1 penalizes the input term and defines the ride comfort. The
terms J2 and J3 penalize the position and velocity errors
respectively and define the traffic stability and smoothness of
the AV platooning. Then, for each m = 1, . . . , T and any fixed
time-instant k the followings hold:

vi(k +m) = vi(k) + τ

m−1∑
h=0

ui(k + h) (11)

ev(k +m) = ev(k) + τ

m−1∑
h=0

eu(k + h) (12)

ep(k +m) = ep(k) +mτev(k)

+ τ2
m−1∑
h=0

2(m− h)− 1

2
eu(k + h) (13)

eu(k +m) = S−1(u0(k)1n − u(k +m)) (14)

One can reformulate the MPC objective as a quadratic op-
timization problem with convex constraints in the following



form:

min J(y) =
1

2
y⊤Ωy + c⊤y + d

s.t. yi ∈ Xi, (Hi(y))m ≤ 0
(15)

for all i = 1, . . . , n and m = 1, . . . , T with y = (y1, . . . , yn) ∈
RnT , yi = (ui(k), . . . , ui(k + T − 1)) ∈ RT , Ω as a positive
definite matrix (which is defined later). The constraints are
defined as

Xi :={z|amin1n ≤ z ≤ amax1n}
∪ {z|(vmin − vi(k))1n ≤ τSz ≤ (vmax − vi(k))1n}

(16)

which is convex and represents a polyhedral set. The other
convex constraint is

(Hi(yi−1, yi))m := −
(
pi−1(k) +mτvi−1(k)− pi(k)−mτvi(k)

)
− τ2

m−1∑
h=0

2(m− h)− 1

2
(ui−1(k +m)− ui(k +m)) + l

+ ϵvi(k) + ϵτ

m−1∑
h=0

ui(k +m)− 1

2amin

(
τ2(

m−1∑
h=0

ui(k +m))2

+ 2τ(vi(k)− vmin)

m−1∑
h=0

ui(k +m) + (vi(k)− vmin)
2
)
≤ 0

(17)

For the closed-form expression of the objective matrix, define
Ω = E⊤ΛE with nT × nT matrix

Λ =


Λ1,1 + τ2Q̃u,1 Λ1,2 . . . Λ1,T

Λ2,1 Λ2,2 + τ2Q̃u,2 . . . Λ2,T

...
...

. . .
...

ΛT,1 ΛT,2 . . . ΛT,T + τ2Q̃u,T


(18)

Λi,j :=S−⊤
( T∑

max(i,j)

(τ4

4
(2(m− i) + 1)(2(m− j) + 1)Qp,m

+ τ2Qv,m

))
S−1 ∈ Rn×n (19)

and permutation matrix E with entries defined as

Eij =

{
1, if i = nk +m, j = T (m− 1) + k + 1
0, otherwise.

Similarly, the closed form expression for the linear term in
(15) is

c⊤y + d =−
T∑

i=1

( T∑
i=m

(
τ2

2
(2(m− i) + 1)γ⊤(k)Qp,m

+ τζ⊤(k)Qv,m)
)
S−1u(k + i− 1) (20)

with γ(k) := ep(k) + mτev(k) +

τ2
∑m−1

j=0
2(m−j)−1

2 S−11nu0(k), ζ(k) := ev(k) +

τ2
∑m−1

j=0 S−11nu0(k).
Note that every cost term in optimization (15) is associated

with an AV i and its neighbouring AVs j ∈ Ni. In this direction

define ŷi := (yi, (yi,j)j∈Ni
) where the new variable yi,j

denotes the predicted values for yj associated to the neighboring
AVs j ∈ Ni. In the light of coordination among the network
of AVs, define the consensus subspace over the network GW
as,

C := {ŷ|yi,j = yj , for all (i, j) ∈ E} (21)

Other than this constraint, the other constraints in (15) can
be added to the objective as a penalty term [33], [34].
This eliminates these constraints via extra proper nonlinear
barrier functions in the objective function. For example, any
constraint in the form ymin ≤ yi ≤ ymax can be penalized by
fσ
i (yi) = λ([yi − ymax]

+ + [ymin − yi]
+), with the function

[x]+ := max{x, 0}σ, σ ∈ N, and the parameter λ > 0 as the
penalty coefficient that determines the weight of the constraint
feasibility in the optimization process. Using such penalty
terms, one can modify the objective function in (15) as,

min F (ŷ) =
n∑

i=1

Fi(ŷi) =
n∑

i=1

Ji(ŷi) + F̃Xi
(ŷi) + F̃Hi

(ŷi)

s.t. ŷi ∈ C
(22)

with the objective variable ŷ = (ŷ1, . . . , ŷn) ∈ Rp and global
extended-valued MPC objective F : Rp → R including the
penalty terms F̃Xi

(ŷi) and F̃Hi
(ŷi) addressing the constraints

given by Eqs. (16) and (17). The formulation (22) represents a
convex optimization problem with consensus-constraint given
by Eq. (21) that can be solved via fully distributed algorithms
as discussed in the next section.

III. DISTRIBUTED ALGORITHM FOR MPC OPTIMIZATION

Distributed algorithms are widely used to solve cooperative
optimization problems over sensor networks and multi-agent
systems. In this section, we provide a fully distributed algorithm
to solve the MPC optimization problem (22). This algorithm
allows every vehicle to locally optimize its MPC objective by
sharing relevant information over the communication network
GW . Over this communication network, every vehicle is
represented by a computing node and performs local data
processing to iteratively solve the optimization problem.

The proposed algorithm introduces a new gradient-tracking
(GT) variable zi at each computing node (vehicle) to follow
the gradient of the local objective function Fi. The algorithm
requires the weight factors at the communication links to be
positive and balanced, i.e.,

W = [wij ],

{
wij > 0, If j ∈ Ni

0, Otherwise. (23)

n∑
j=1

wij =

n∑
i=1

wij (24)

Every entry wij at AV node i denotes the weight factor on the
information received from neighbouring AVs j ∈ Ni. Define
W as the Laplacian matrix associated with W as

W = [wij ],

{
−
∑n

i=1 wij , i = j
wij , i ̸= j.

(25)



Given that the cooperation network of AVs is connected, the
eigenvalues of W are all in the left-half-plane (towards stability)
with one isolated zero eigenvalue [35], [36]. The eigenspectrum
of this Laplacian matrix plays a key role in the stability of
the distributed optimization algorithm [37]. The absolute value
of the second largest eigenvalue of W , denoted by |λW

2 |, is
known as the algebraic connectivity [38] and determines the
convergence rate of the optimization mechanism.

Given the graph-theoretic background, the main algorithm
to solve the optimization problem (22) in a distributed way is
provided as follows:

˙̂yi =
∑
j∈Ni

wij(q(ŷj)− q(ŷi))− αzi, (26)

żi =
∑
j∈Ni

wij(q(zj)− q(zi)) + ∂t∇Fi(ŷi), (27)

where ∂t denotes the time-derivative, α as the GT step rate,
and function q(·) denotes the logarithmic quantization defined
as

q(x) = sgn(x) exp
(
ρ

[
log(|x|)

ρ

])
, (28)

with [·] as rounding to the nearest integer, sgn(·) as the sign
function, exp(·) as the exponential function, and log(·) as
the (natural) logarithm function. The parameter ρ denotes
the quantization level. Note that in the proposed solution we
take into account possible data quantization on the network
of AVs, which is not considered in many existing literature
[18], [19], [39], [40]. Recall that quantization is a common
approach in data-sharing networks that reduces the amount of
data to be transmitted in resource-constrained environments.
By reducing the size of the data packets, quantization can lead
to faster transmission times. This is particularly important in
real-time applications like intelligent transportation systems,
where timely data sharing can enhance decision-making and
improve safety [41].

The discrete-time version of the continuous-time dynamics
(26)-(27) is as follows:

ŷt+1
i = ŷt

i +
∑
j∈Ni

wij(q(ŷ
t
j)− q(ŷt

i))− α̃zti , (29)

zt+1
i = zti +

∑
j∈Ni

wij(q(z
t
j)− q(zti)) +∇Fi(ŷ

t+1
i )−∇Fi(ŷ

t
i),

(30)

To present the GT nature of the proposed dynamics, sum
all the AV computing states over the network. Recall from
Eq. (24) that the consensus matrix W is weight-balanced
and we have

∑n
i=1

∑
j∈Ni

wij(q(z
t
j) − q(zti)) = 0 and∑n

i=1

∑
j∈Ni

wij(q(z
t
j)− q(zti)) = 0. Therefore, we get

n∑
i=1

zt+1
i =

n∑
i=1

zki +

n∑
i=1

∇Fi(ŷ
t+1
i )−

n∑
i=1

∇Fi(ŷ
t
i), (31)

n∑
i=1

ŷt+1
i =

n∑
i=1

ŷti − α̃

n∑
i=1

zti . (32)

Then, by setting the initial condition for the auxiliary variable
as zi(0) = 0p, we get the following:

n∑
i=1

ŷt+1
i = −α̃

n∑
i=1

zt+1
i = −α̃

n∑
i=1

∇Fi(ŷ
t+1
i ) = −α̃∇F (ŷt+1),

(33)

The above equation shows how the sum of the auxiliary variable
tracks the gradient of the MPC objective function. Our proposed
distributed solution is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Distributed MPC optimization at each
AV i.

1 Data: F (ŷ), GW , W , α̃
2 Initialization: zi(0) = 0p, random ŷi(0)
3 for t = 0, 1, 2, . . . do
4 AV i receives q(ŷtj) and q(ztj) from neighboring

AVs j ∈ Ni;
5 ŷt+1

i ← ŷti +
∑n

j=1 wij(q(ŷ
t
j)− q(ŷti))− α̃zti ;

6 bti ← ∇Fi(ŷ
t+1
i )−∇Fi(ŷ

t
i);

7 zt+1
i ← zti +

∑n
j=1 wij(q(z

t
j)− q(zti)) + bti;

8 AV i shares ŷt+1
i and zt+1

i over GW ;

9 Return: optimal values ŷ∗ and F ∗;

The convergence proof of this algorithm is based on
matrix perturbation theory [42], algebraic graph theory and
eigenspectrum analysis [43]. Here, we provide the sketch of the
proof and more detailed proof can be found in [37], [44] for
general sector-bound nonlinearities on data-sharing networks.
The terms including α̃ can be considered as a perturbation to
the main consensus-based dynamics. Recall from consensus
literature that all the eigenvalues of the Laplacian consensus
matrix W are in the left-half-plane except one isolated zero
eigenvalue [36]. This guarantees consensus-based stability. In
the given dynamics (29)-(30), the main system matrix includes
two sets of consensus matrices W in its (block) diagonals
each associated with one of the system parameters ŷ and z.
Therefore, the main system dynamics is associated with two
zero eigenvalues. By adding perturbation associated with the
parameter α̃ one set moves to the left-half-plane for sufficiently
small α̃, ensuring stability. The other one remains zero, ensuring
consensus among all the computing nodes. Recall from [37] that
the sufficiency bound for convergence is defined as α̃ ≤ |λ2|

η
with η as the Lipschitz bound on the gradient of the objective
function (22). To improve the convergence rate of the algorithm
one may add extra signum-based non-Lipschitz dynamics [45]
or additive momentum terms [46], [47].

Remark 1. The proposed optimization dynamics converges in
the presence of log-scale quantization over the communication
network of AVs. Recall that most existing distributed optimiza-
tion algorithms assume ideal communication channels over the
network and ignore quantization constraints in existing real-
world resource-constrained communication devices. Therefore,
these algorithms may result in optimality gaps in real-world



quantized setups, while the proposed solution in this paper
reaches exact convergence. This is better illustrated in the
simulation section.

IV. SIMULATIONS

In this section, we provide simulations to verify the con-
vergence of the proposed Algorithm 1 solving the MPC
optimization problem (22) over time-horizon T = 5. We run
our distributed algorithm on MATLAB and on a laptop with
the following features: Intel(R) Quad-Core i5 CPU 1.80GHz
and 8GB RAM. For simulation, we consider a cyclic network
of n = 10 AVs under the MPC setup in Section II subject
to the log-scale quantized data-sharing network with different
quantization levels ρ. We evaluate the numerical accuracy
of distributed Algorithm 1 by simulating the optimality gap
between the proposed solution and the centralized scheme
solved by MATLAB CVX toolbox. For simulation, we set
random entries for quadratic cost function (22), and for the
penalty terms to address the constraints we set σ = 2 and λ = 1.
The simulation results for different values of quantization level
ρ are shown in Fig. 2. As it is clear from the figure, the cost

Fig. 2. This figure shows the iterative distributed optimization of the MPC
cost function (22) for different log-scale quantization levels.

function is decreasing over time subject to different quantization
levels ρ = 1

8 ,
1
32 ,

1
128 .

Next, we compare our log-quantized optimization scheme
with other existing distributed optimization methods subject to
uniform quantization, for example [31]. Recall that in uniform
quantization, the range of input values is divided into equal-
sized intervals and is defined as [48],

qu(x) = ρ

[
x

ρ

]
, (34)

with ρ as the uniform quantization level. For simulation, we set
both uniform and logarithmic quantization levels as ρ = 0.0625.
The simulation results are shown in Fig. 3. As it is clear from
the figure, distributed optimization under uniform quantization
results in a large optimality gap. On the other hand, since
logarithmic quantization is a sector-bound nonlinearity [49],
the optimality gap of the proposed algorithm in this paper
converges toward zero. This is because log-quantization adapts
to the varying scales of the gradient parameters near the optimal
point.

Fig. 3. This figure compares the iterative distributed optimization of the MPC
cost function (22) under log-scale quantization versus uniform quantization.
The algorithm under uniform quantization results in a large optimality gap,
while the log-quantized distributed algorithm in this work converges toward
the optimal value.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORKS

This paper develops a fully distributed algorithm for
MPC-based platooning optimization while considering log-
quantized data exchange among the connected vehicles. By
modelling the MPC framework as a cooperative optimization
formulation, each vehicle locally solves its objective function
using quantized information received from its neighbouring
vehicles. Using a log-quantization setup, we show that the
proposed algorithm reaches optimal convergence while a
uniform quantization setup may lead to some optimality gap.

As a future research direction, application to quantized
communication over large-scale IoT systems [50] is of interest.
The other factor that may affect the optimization performance is
latency in the communication network of vehicles. Distributed
optimization in the presence of time-delays [23] is another
future research direction.
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[40] A. Nedić and A. Olshevsky, “Distributed optimization over time-varying
directed graphs,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 60, no.
3, pp. 601–615, 2014.

[41] A. Gholami, S. Kim, Z. Dong, Z. Yao, M. W. Mahoney, and K. Keutzer,
“A survey of quantization methods for efficient neural network inference,”
in Low-Power Computer Vision, pp. 291–326. Chapman and Hall/CRC,
2022.

[42] R. Bhatia, Perturbation bounds for matrix eigenvalues, SIAM, 2007.
[43] C. Godsil and G. Royle, Algebraic graph theory, New York: Springer,

2001.
[44] M. Doostmohammadian, Z. R. Gabidullina, and H. R. Rabiee, “Nonlinear

perturbation-based non-convex optimization over time-varying networks,”
IEEE Transactions on Network Science and Engineering, 2024.

[45] M. Doostmohammadian and A. Aghasi, “Accelerated distributed
allocation,” IEEE Signal Processing Letters, 2024.

[46] D. T. A. Nguyen, D. T. Nguyen, and A. Nedić, “Accelerated ab/push-pull
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