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Abstract

This paper describes a framework for learning Auto-
mated Vehicles (AVs) driver models via knowledge shar-
ing between vehicles and personalization. The innate vari-
ability in the transportation system makes it exceptionally
challenging to expose AVs to all possible driving scenar-
ios during empirical experimentation or testing. Conse-
quently, AVs could be blind to certain encounters that are
deemed detrimental to their safe and efficient operation.
It is then critical to share knowledge across AVs that in-
crease exposure to driving scenarios occurring in the real
world. This paper explores a method to collaboratively
train a driver model by sharing knowledge and borrow-
ing strength across vehicles while retaining a personalized
model tailored to the vehicle’s unique conditions and prop-
erties. Our model brings a federated learning approach to
collaborate between multiple vehicles while circumventing
the need to share raw data between them. We showcase our
method’s performance in experimental simulations. Such
an approach to learning finds several applications across
transportation engineering including intelligent transporta-
tion systems, traffic management, and vehicle-to-vehicle
communication.
Code and sample dataset are made available at the project
page https://github.com/wissamkontar.

1. Introduction
The curse of variability stands as a critical barrier in the

development and deployment of Automated Vehicles (AVs)
in the open world. Variability in the open world stems
from the innate dynamic, stochastic, and unpredictable na-
ture of the transportation system. The driving task can
change significantly depending on the traffic state (conges-
tion, free flow, etc.), weather conditions (foggy, snowing,
etc.), and roadway design (divided highway, one-way, etc.).
It even depends on what other agents (pedestrians, bikers,

busses, etc.) are present. Human drivers adapt and re-
spond to these variations instinctively, but replicating such
situational knowledge for an AV to maneuver safely in any
given scenario, is extremely challenging in light of limited
data availability and difficulty of real-world experimenta-
tion. Additionally, AVs are designed with some desired per-
formance in mind. This means that AV’s data can exhibit
significant heterogeneity. This creates another challenge in
learning driver models, as one needs to decouple the unique
and common features from AV data to create personalized
driver models for each vehicle.

In a recent release of large-scale AV dataset from Waymo
[3] we see limited variability in the testing environment. For
instance, the Waymo open dataset shows the majority of trip
logs in sunny (99.3%), daytime (80.6%), and urban scenar-
ios [5]. Another large dataset from nuScenes includes more
diverse driving environments and scenarios as some driv-
ing logs come from different cities (Boston and Singapore)
and locations (urban, residential, and industrial), and does
include some rainy and cloudy weather conditions. How-
ever, most open world experiments and data collection (e.g.,
Cruise, Lyft, Aurora) are being done in dedicated routes and
locations with limited exposure to variability in the trans-
portation system. Dedicated experiments in similar driving
scenarios allow for a deeper understanding of the AV per-
formance in certain scenarios. However, a breadth of expo-
sure is critically needed to train on extensive scenarios and
encounters.

The constraint on data availability is compounded by the
difficulty of conducting real-world experiments. The devel-
opment and testing of AVs require extensive resources and
come with inherent safety concerns. Consequently, we see
many experiments with exposure to limited scenarios, likely
leaving AVs blind to a wide array of encounters. It is thus
critical to develop methods to share knowledge across AVs
to increase exposure to a wide range of scenarios occurring
in the open world.

Recent literature has also uncovered how AVs can ex-
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hibit different behaviors on the road based on the underly-
ing design and control logic of these vehicles. For instance,
we show in [11, 10], how the car-following (CF) behavior
of an AV exhibits a range of behavior depending on the un-
derlying control parameters on spacing, desired speed, and
acceleration constraints. Thus, data from AVs –specifically
multi-class AVs (i.e., those designed with different perfor-
mances in mind)– is extremely heterogeneous. This hetero-
geneity is in fact a blessing rather than a curse since it gives
us the opportunity to train a tailored model for each vehicle
that considers its own unique characteristics. Such a process
is referred to as personalization hereafter.

This work is concerned with developing a framework
through which different AVs can share knowledge from
their encounters and borrow strength from each other, yet
retain a personalized model tailored to their conditions and
unique properties. A driver model here refers to a model ca-
pable of safely and effectively maneuvering the AV in var-
ious driving scenarios. This driver model controls the ve-
hicle’s perception, decision-making (on acceleration, brak-
ing, and steering), and navigation. However, the main scope
of this work is in presenting how the sharing of informa-
tion (through parameter transfer) while retaining a person-
alized model is done, and not on designing an optimal driver
model.

1.1. Motivation

One can question the need to share knowledge through
collaboration between vehicles as opposed to just pooling
the data and learning one model. We argue that learn-
ing one-size-fits all can lead to misleading results, and di-
lutes the distinction between (i) different experienced driv-
ing scenarios, and (ii) heterogeneous driving behavior from
subject vehicles.

For instance, consider the basic unit of a driver model -
the car following (CF) model - whereby an AV uses its sen-
sor data to regulate its own acceleration/speed such that it
follows its leader in a safe manner. The design of such a CF
controller for an AV requires specific consideration of de-
sired spacing, speed preference, and comfortable accelera-
tion. We can see such a model in play when we consider the
widely adopted linear controller in Adaptive Cruise Control
(ACC) and even full self driving systems [17, 13, 11]. In a
linear controller, the desired spacing is first modeled based
on the constant time gap policy as

d∗v(t) = vv(t)× τ∗v + δ∗v (1)

where d∗v(t) is the desired equilibrium spacing of vehicle v
at any time t; vv(t) is the respective speed of vehicle v; τ∗v is
the constant time gap; and δ∗v is the standstill distance. Ac-
cordingly, the deviation from the equilibrium spacing can
be written as ∆dv(t) = dv(t) − d∗v(t), where dv(t) rep-
resents the actual spacing between vehicle v and its leader

(v − 1) at time t, and the speed difference between vehicle
v and its leader (v − 1) is ∆vv(t) = vv−1(t)− vv(t).

As such, a system state for the AV controller can be
described by xv(t) = [∆dv(t),∆vv(t), av(t)]

T and input
state as uv(t)

uv(t) = KT
v xv(t)

KT
v = [ksv, kvv, kav]

(2)

where ksv , kvv , kav are the feedback gains for the devia-
tion from equilibrium spacing (∆dv(t)), speed difference
(∆vv(t)) and acceleration (av(t)), respectively. The param-
eter setting of KT

v denotes the regulation magnitude for
each component in the system state xv(t), and thus regu-
lates the AV behavior. We refer readers to [11] for an in-
depth analysis on this phenomenon.

It follows that one can design an AV with specific con-
sideration of d∗v , and Kv in mind. The dichotomy of these
parameters is that they are (i) influenced by designer prefer-
ence (or rider preference as shown in time headway parame-
ter τ∗v in commercial ACC), and (ii) influenced by the driv-
ing environment. The authors have a prior work that ana-
lyzes in depth how an AV can be designed with specific per-
formance in mind, see [11]. However, if data from hetero-
geneous AVs (i.e., AVs that differ in design and desired per-
formance) is pooled together to train a single driver model,
heterogeneity is lost since the training aims to achieve gen-
eralization and the underlying assumption is that data is ho-
mogeneous. One may work with stochastic models by esti-
mating parameter distributions to regain some heterogene-
ity in the data. However, personalized models for each AV
still cannot be tracked when the data are pooled. Accord-
ingly, personalizing desired speed, headway, and spacing is
unenforceable.

It is important to note that in some cases data pooling is
not even achievable. Commercial AV data can be protected
by propriety rights and privacy concerns. Thus accessing
raw data for training purposes may not be available.

Accordingly, this work is motivated by the need to (i)
share driving knowledge between different vehicles to in-
crease the exposure of an AV to different driving scenar-
ios/environments, (ii) retain a personalized model for each
vehicle under heterogeneous behavior, and (iii) bypass the
need to access raw data for training driving models.

We follow the motivation discussed here with a simula-
tion study (presented in Section 3.3) that shows how pooling
data is not ideal under heterogeneity and how our approach
can tackle this problem.

1.2. Related work

With the advent increase of computational power and
sheer amount of data collected in today’s systems, federated
learning became a powerful tool with the intent of process-
ing the data where it was created on the edge. The edge



here refers to single device, vehicle, or the like. As a con-
sequence, traditional Internet of Things (IoT) applications
have shifted to a decentralized approach termed Internet of
Federated Things (IoFT) [9]. This brought about multiple
analytical and computational tools that define how devices
are set to collaborate with each other and share informa-
tion. One of the early forefront tools in federated data an-
alytics is the federated averaging (FedAvg), which was tai-
lored for deep learning applications [12]. The idea here is
simple; devices in a network structure would collaborate
to learn a global deep learning model with the coordina-
tion of the central sever. Local devices perform iterations
of stochastic gradient descent (SGD) using their data to ob-
tain local parameters of their deep learning model, and send
those parameters to a central server. Then the central server
takes an average of those parameters to update the global
model. Since then, several works have refined federated
data analytics and tailored it to different applications. No-
tably, [19, 20] scales the application of federated learning
into Gaussian processes, and general linear models. [16]
presents Fed-ensemble, bringing ensemble methods to fed-
erated learning, improving generalization and uncertainty
quantification. [15] tailors a federated algorithm to learn
unique and shared features for principal component anal-
ysis. And several other models exist, which are reviewed
here [9, 18, 1].

While the application of federated learning in transporta-
tion system has seen some momentum, it has yet to expand.
Recently, [2] presented a survey review of federated learn-
ing for connected and automated vehicles. They note sev-
eral applications of federated learning for in-vehicle human
monitoring, steering wheel prediction, object detection, mo-
tion control, and vehicle trajectory prediction. Most rel-
evant to this work are the ones related to vehicle trajec-
tory prediction. For example, [4] uses an encrypted feder-
ated network algorithm to learn driver behavior and predict
trajectories. [14] designs a federated deep reinforcement
learning for trajectory planning. However, only few efforts
have been invested with limited scope, and the application
domain of vehicle trajectory prediction via federated learn-
ing remains largely unexplored.

The focus of this paper is substantially different from
available work and explores the potential of federated learn-
ing in a different direction. Specifically, what we aim to do
is to share knowledge across vehicles to learn driving sce-
narios that might have been missed due to the variability in
the transportation system, while also retaining personaliza-
tion for each vehicle.

1.3. Main contribution

We summarize our contributions in the following:

• Modeling: In our model, we acknowledge that data
coming from each vehicle in uniquely heterogeneous

given variability of driving scenarios, and personal
preferences, and thus learning one-size-fits-all model
is not ideal. Instead our model is personalized to en-
code unique encounter data and allows for transfer-
ring knowledge of unseen driving scenarios from one-
vehicle to another.

• Algorithm: We showcase a training algorithm based
on federated learning, where vehicles only need to
share iterations of personalized model parameters thus
preserving privacy and minimizing communication
cost.

• Application: We present an application of such frame-
work on learning traffic oscillations by knowledge
transfer between three vehicles, and another appli-
cation on training personalized models under hetero-
geneity.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2
details our methodology. In Section 3 we introduce and an-
alyze two simulation studies for knowledge sharing and per-
sonalization under heterogeneity in behavior. Finally, Sec-
tion 4 concludes.

2. Methodology

In this section we discuss the problem setting and the
model formulation.

2.1. Problem Setting

Consider the problem setting illustrated in Fig. 1. Mul-
tiple vehicles are being tested in different driving environ-
ments, and each has a different personalized driver model.
All of the driving encounters experienced by the vehicles
are of interest to us, as the ultimate goal is to design a global
driving model capable of maneuvering the vehicle in dif-
ferent driving environments. In perspective, to build such
a model, one can extract the data for each vehicle alone,
then train a local (i.e., using the vehicle’s own data) driving
model. This approach yields a single driving model for each
vehicle that is blind to some driving encounters observed by
other vehicles (due to different driving environments).

Figure 1: Problem Illustration



What we seek to accomplish here is to allow vehicles
to collaboratively train a global driving model, that allows
for (i) a personalized model that focuses on their own local
data, and (ii) knowledge sharing by transfer of information
from one vehicle to another. The underlying assumption
here is that data from each vehicle is uniquely heteroge-
neous. This heterogeneity is due to the unique encounter
the vehicle is exposed to and its personalized design (e.g.,
specific desired speed, acceleration constraints, etc.). To
achieve this we structure our driving model learning pro-
cess as shown in Fig. 2.

Figure 2: Learning Structure

2.2. Problem Formulation

Suppose there exist v ≥ 2 vehicles. Each vehicle
v ∈ [V ] := {1, ..., V } has local dataset expressed as
Dv = {Xv,yv} with the cardinality of Nv . We have an
output yv = [y1, ..., yN ]T , and an input Xv = [xT

1 , ..., x
T
N ].

Here, Xv represents the state of the subject vehicle and
nearby vehicles, usually a vector of data informed from on-
board sensors. For instance, the state data can be relative
speed between subject vehicle and leading vehicle, spacing,
acceleration, jerk, and others. yv represents an action by
the AV, as acceleration magnitude for example. Formally,
learning a driver model fv given training data Xv and yv is
a function defined as:

yv(xv) = fv(xv; θv) (3)

where f(∗) can hold any functional form. Most notably,
f(∗) can be a general deep learning network, Gaussian
process, reinforcement learning, control model, or a linear
model. The main interest here is parameter θv , which pa-
rameterize f(∗) based on training data. The training data
are ultimately tied to driving scenarios that vehicle v was
exposed to. One can notice that predicting an accurate out-
put f(x∗

v : θv) ultimately depends on accurate estimation of

θv . Training f(∗) entails minimizing a general loss func-
tion, L(θv;xv; yv). There exist several optimizers to solve
the minimization problem of L (e.g., Adams [8], Stochas-
tic Gradient Descent (SGD), etc.). However, most widely
adopted is the SGD approach as it offers generalization
power and is extremely efficient [7]. In typical fashion in
SGD, the model training is performed in successive itera-
tions. At each iteration of training t, a subset of training
data (indexed by ξ) Xvξ and yvξ is taken to update model
parameters according to the below:

θ(t+1)
v ← θ(t)v − η(t)gv(θ

(t)
v ; ξ(t)) (4)

where η(t) is the learning rate and gv is the stochastic gradi-
ent of the loss function L. The outcome is a driving model
f(xv; θv) parameterized by optimal θv .

2.3. Knowledge Sharing through Federated Learn-
ing

The above is a general approach to learning a data-driven
driver model, based on local data. However, in our approach
we do not want to solely rely on vehicle v’s own data that
is tied to the driving scenarios it was exposed to, but want
to integrate knowledge from other AVs that might have en-
countered different driving scenarios. As such, we present a
collaborative learning scheme that aims at learning a global
parameter θ̂ that minimizes a global loss function defined
as:

L(θ̂) :=
V∑

v=1

αvL(θv;Dv) (5)

where αv is the weight parameter for vehicle v in the col-
laborative training scheme. αv = Nv∑V

v=1 Nv
, such that∑V

v=1 αv = 1. Consequently, at each communication
round, each vehicle runs steps of SGD to estimate its local
parameters:

θ(t+1)
v ← θ(t)v − η(t)gv(θ

(t)
v ; ξ(t)v ) (6)

Afterwards, the global coordinator aggregates the model
parameters θ̂ according to the below rule and sends back
θ̂ to each vehicle. Essentially, the global coordinator here
averages out the local parameters coming out from each in-
dividual vehicle’s driver model.

θ̂ =

V∑
v=1

αvθv (7)

In this scheme, we have all vehicles participating dur-
ing the training rounds to send their local parameters to the
global coordinator. Note that an underlying assumption is
that all vehicles have the same functional form f(∗) of the
driver model. Thereafter, the global coordinator sends back



the updated parameters to each vehicle. Knowledge from
each vehicle’s driver model is shifted around to all collab-
orating vehicles. We summarize the above in Algorithms 1
& 2.

Algorithm 1: Knowledge Sharing through Federa-
tion (Learning a Global Model)

1 Data: number of vehicles V , their initial model
parameters θ, number of sharing rounds s ∈ S, and
weight parameters αv

2 for s = 1 : S do
3 Global coordinator broadcasts θ;
4 for v ∈ V do
5 θ

(0)
v = θ ;

6 Perform SGD (Algorithm 2) to update local
vehicle parameters;

7 end for
8 Aggregation: θ̂s =

∑V
v=1 αvθv ;

9 Set θ = θ̂s;
10 end for
11 Return θ̂S

Algorithm 2: SGD for Local Vehicle Updates

1 Data: index v, learning rate η, number of local
updates U , and vehicle model parameters θ(0)v

2 for t = 1 : U do
3 Perform random sampling to get mini-batch data

Dv and index it ξ(t)v ;
4 θ

(t+1)
v ← θ

(t)
v − η(t)gv(θ

(t)
v ; ξ

(t)
v )

5 end for
6 Return θ

(U)
v

2.4. Personalization

Consequently, knowledge sharing was achieved by
learning a global model parameterized by θ̂ and shared with
all participating vehicles. It follows that each vehicle needs
to personalize θ̂ based on its own local data. Through this
process we encode heterogeneous behavior by each vehi-
cle that is described by its own design parameters. Such
personalization can be achieved in numerous ways. How-
ever the most commonly used is the regularization concept,
where each vehicle uses its own local data Dv to minimize
a penalized least squares loss function defined as:

minθpersonal

1
Nv

∑Nv

n=1 L(f(xv; θpersonal), yv)− ω||θ̂ − θpersonal||22
(8)

where ω is a positive coefficient, and θ̂ is the global pa-
rameter learned from Algorithms 1 & 2. This approach
personalized θpersonal to each vehicle v ∈ V while retain-
ing global knowledge by encouraging a solution close to θ̂.
This regularization encourages θpersonal not to drift to far
away from θ̂, and it shown statistically to reduce over fitting
and the bias-variance trade off. Accordingly, each vehicle
re-runs Algorithm 2, with gv now based on the regularized
loss function defined in Eq. 8. Note that one does not nec-
essarily need to do as many iteration steps (S) as done in
Algorithms 1 & 2 , but a fraction of the steps can suffice.

3. Simulation Analysis
We provide here a simulation experiment to demonstrate

the applicability of our approach in (i) collaborative knowl-
edge sharing to learn un-encountered driving scenarios, (ii)
personalization of driving models under heterogeneity.

3.1. Simulation Setup

Consider that we have different AVs denoted by v. In
here, we adopt a simple driver model setup as the goal
is not to analyze the prediction performance of the un-
derlying driver model, nor to design a driver model (sev-
eral work in the literature exist on that), but rather to see
how much knowledge sharing and personalization can be
achieved through our proposed training structure. Accord-
ingly, we define our driver model as a car-following model
that predicts the AV speed (i.e., the output yv) based on an
input of leader speed (xv). We use a Guassian Process Re-
gression (GP) to design such driver model. Note that our
framework (knowledge sharing and personalization) works
under any driver model, so users can replace the GP with a
model of choice. We formulate the driver model as follows:

fv ∼ GP(m(·), c(·, ·)) (9)

yv = f(xv) + ϵ, ϵi.i.d ∼ N (0, σ2
ϵ ) (10)

where x ∈ X is the input, and m(·) : X → R is the prior
mean function, c(·, ·) : X ×X → R is the prior covariance
function, and ϵ is the observational noise with variance σϵ.
We further consider the zero mean function, and we assume
the covariance function c(·, ·) = σok(·, ·) for a kernel func-
tion k(·, ·) : X ×X → R, where σo is the output variance.
We adopt the well known Radial Basis Function (RBF) as
our kernel that is parameterized by the length scale l. Ac-
cordingly, we denote θv = (σ0, l, σϵ)

T ∈ R3 the parameters
to be estimated. To estimate θv , we use SGD (Algorithm
2) to minimize the scaled negative log marginal likelihood
function defined as

L(θv, Xv, yv) =
−1
n

logp(yv|Xv, θv) (11)



Accordingly, the collaboration here is based on θv =
(σ0, l, σϵ)

T ∈ R3. At every sharing round S (see Algorithm
1), each vehicle performs steps of SGD on its L(θv, Xv, yv)
to output a local set of parameters θv (see Algorithm 2). At
the aggregation step, a global coordinator then computes θ̂
based on the law described in Eq. 7, and sets θv = θ̂. This
scheme of collaborative learning and sharing of parameters
is what encodes knowledge transfer between participating
vehicles. It is important to note that at no point during the
collaboration, raw data (Xv and yv) are shared between ve-
hicles, which makes this approach very computationally ef-
ficient and privacy aware. Additionally, the parameters θv
are dependent on the assumed functional form f(∗) of the
driver model. For instance, if one is using neural network
predictor, then θv would be the weights of the neural net.

Finally, each vehicle re-runs Algorithm 2 based on the
regularized loss function described in Eq. 8 to compute the
final θpersonalized used in the prediction of AV speed (i.e.,
predictions from the driver model).

3.2. Experiment 1: Knowledge Sharing to Learn
Traffic Oscillations

Now we consider a specific experimental setup for which
we want to demonstrate how knowledge is transferred be-
tween vehicles. Consider now that we have three auto-
mated vehicles (V = 3). We assume each vehicle was
operating under completely different driving environment.
To signify this, we consider three different scenario-based
datasets shown in Fig. 3: (i) vehicle 1 is operating un-
der constant speed, (ii) vehicle 2 experiences a deceleration
maneuver, and (iii) vehicle 3 experiences an acceleration
maneuver. Note that these experiments are extracted from
Waymo dataset [6]. We use this dataset to give realism to
our experimental setup. Each of the three driving scenarios
runs for 19.7-seconds long run at a 10Hz resolution. Con-
sequently, each vehicle has a local dataset of Nv = 197.
In Fig. 3 the top row shows the driving scenario for each
vehicle. The blue curve shows a human driver (leader) os-
cillation, and the red curve shows the resulting response of
AV follower (the Waymo vehicle). Recall that our driver
model is based on speed input and output. Thus, training
our model requires an input, Xv , of the leading vehicle (blue
curve) speed. And predicts an output speed yv of an AV (the
red curve).

The three driving encounters in our setup (Fig. 3), repre-
sent portions of a full traffic oscillation – constant speed fol-
lowed by a deceleration and acceleration maneuver to reach
a constant speed again. Such oscillations are ubiquitous in
traffic systems and are certain to occur in the open world.
The goal here is to allow the three vehicles to train a driv-
ing model in a collaborative fashion, in such a way that they
would individually be able to respond to a traffic oscillation
knowing that none of them had seen such a driving sce-

(a) Vehicle 1: Constant speed scenario

(b) Vehicle 2: Deceleration scenario

(c) Vehicle 3: Acceleration scenario

Figure 3: Driving Scenarios Observed by each Vehicle

nario. After collaborative training, we test each vehicle on
the full oscillation scenario, seen in Fig. 4. The full oscilla-
tion in Fig. 4, represents an observed empirical oscillation
created by a human driven vehicle (HDV) – extracted from
the Waymo dataset.

3.2.1 Simulation Results

After training the driver model with our approach that fo-
cuses on knowledge sharing and personalization, we test
against the oscillation shown in Fig. 4, whereby the input is
the leader speed, and output is the AV speed. The goal here
is to see whether each vehicle (1-2-3) is able to produce



Figure 4: Testing Scenario: Full Oscillation

an oscillation. Results are shown in Fig. 5. Interestingly,
we see that “After Knowledge Sharing” (blue curve) each
of the vehicle was able to produce a traffic oscillation even
though none of the vehicles have full knowledge of an os-
cillation (recall Fig. 3). This is not the case when we look
at “Without Knowledge Sharing” (red curve). However, it
is notable that the oscillations “After Knowledge Sharing”
are not perfect. This is rather expected given the limited
training data, as the focus is not on building a driver model
rather on knowledge sharing. In practice, usually a driver
model would have a complex set of input based on speed of
leader, position of leader, and multiple other factors. But,
success here is denoted as the ability of each vehicle (1-2-3)
to produce an AV response of an oscillation when subjected
to one.

The effect of knowledge sharing is specifically amplified
when looking at vehicle 1 profile in Fig. 5. Remember
that vehicle 1 had only access to its local data which is a
constant speed profile. Specifically, it shows that the driver
model of vehicle 1 can extract knowledge on deceleration
and acceleration phases from vehicles 2 & 3, respectively.
This gives it knowledge to respond to an oscillation. On the
contrary, when we train the driver models of vehicles 1-2-3
without knowledge sharing, we notice that they can be blind
to some maneuvers (deceleration/acceleration) that inhibits
their ability to fully produce an oscillation, see red curves
in Fig. 5.

3.3. Experiment 2: Knowledge Sharing and Per-
sonalization under Heterogeneity

Now we revisit the problem of data pooling and hetero-
geneity in AV behavior from the Motivation (Section 1.1).
We consider here two AVs, each having a different design
setup and thus driving behavior. Note that such design of
AVs is not uncommon in the real world, see [11].

• Aggressive AV: is an AV that is designed to be very
responsive to the leader speed and prioritizes the mini-

(a) Vehicle 1

(b) Vehicle 2

(c) Vehicle 3

Figure 5: Prediction Results of each Vehicle on the Testing
Scenario (Full Oscillation): Before and After Knowledge
Sharing

mization of speed different ∆vv(t). Specifically, for
the aggressive AV we set Kv = [0.01, 10,−0.01],
with τ∗v = 0.5, and δ∗v = 5m.

• Passive AV: is an AV that is designed to very passive
to the leader speed and prioritizes the minimization in
the deviation from target spacing d∗v(t). Specifically,
we set Kv = [10, 0.01,−0.01], with τ∗v = 2.5, and
δ∗v = 7m.

Further, we consider a specific leader (HDV) speed os-
cillation and then based on the linear controller explained



Figure 6: Speed Profiles for Experiment 2 Setup. Note:
Leader HDV (black) and Aggressive AV (red) Curves
Nearly Overlap each other

in Section 1.1 and for the settings described above, we sim-
ulate an AV speed profile. This is shown in Fig. 6. Note
that the leader (HDV) profile is common between the two
generated AV profiles. One can directly notice the differ-
ence in behavior between the two AVs. The aggressive AV
(red) nearly masks its leader (black), while the passive AV
(green) is much less reactive. It follows then that the data
(i.e., output yv) generated from control design of these two
AVs exhibit heterogeneous features.

3.3.1 Simulation Results

When output data from these two heterogeneous vehicles is
pooled together to learn one global driving model, it masks
the underlying difference in behavior. This is further il-
lustrated in Fig. 7. When we train a driver model based
on pooling the speed data from the aggressive and passive
AVs, we get a behavior shown in Fig. 7 (light blue color).
The prediction fails to distinguish between an aggressive
and passive behavior as it tries to achieve generalization.

Figure 7: Prediction from a Driver Model based on Pooled
Data

However, in our proposed learning structure, the person-
alization step produces θpersonalized that results in different
driver models for each vehicle rather than one-model-fits-
all approach. This allows vehicles to retain their desired
behavior which still sharing knowledge. Fig. 8 shows the
predictions for both aggressive and passive AVs based on
our personalized knowledge sharing approach. Table 1 fur-
ther shows the Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE) based on
speed for each model. It is evident that under heterogene-
ity our proposed learning structure can better encode differ-
ent driving behaviors and thus better fit personalized driver
models.

(a) Personalized Aggressive Driver Model.
Note: the Three Curves Nearly Overlap each
other

(b) Personalized Passive Driver Model. Note:
Blue and Green Curves Nearly Overlap each
other

Figure 8: Prediction from Driver Models based on Knowl-
edge Sharing and Personalization

RMSE(speed) Aggressive Passive
Pooled Model 0.53 2.46
Knowledge Sharing & Personalization 0.12 0.22

Table 1: Prediction Error



3.4. Limitations and Remarks

1. On the driver model function: Here we explored a
GP function; however in practice other models might
be more widespread such as deep learning or reinforce-
ment learning methods. While our training framework
remains malleable enough to apply for different func-
tions, it is important to extend to other driver models.

2. On parameter sharing: In our framework, all ve-
hicles share the same driver model (GP ) with same
feature input (leader speed) and output (AV speed).
However, if one wants to collaboratively share knowl-
edge between vehicles with different functional form
of the driver model (i.e., one vehicle has neural net-
work and other reinforcement learning models) an al-
ternative parameter sharing scheme is needed. A way
to approach this is to decompose θs := θfunctional +
θshared. θfunctional are unique parameters that rele-
vant to the vehicle driver model, while θshared come
from a global learned model. Additionally, one can
regularize the θ (i.e., assign weights on θfunctional and
θshared) so that a vehicle can put more value on its own
driver model and preferences.

3. On aggregation (θ̂ in Eq. 7): Our aggregation strat-
egy (averaging) is based on the widely used FedAvg.
However, other strategies exist and can be designed to
suit the desired application.

4. On personalization under complex driver models:
We note that in our approach here we use a very sim-
plified driver model (only taking speed data), however
in complex driver models it can become hard to en-
code personalization for each vehicle. Since in this
case, you can have multiple layers of designed param-
eters that are all contributing to the behavioral change
of the vehicle. This is rather a complex problem to
solve, as one would first need to decompose unique
and common features between vehicles. This problem
is currently understudy by the team.

5. On when to pool data: In some cases pooling data can
be beneficial. For instance, consider the setup in Ex-
periment 1 (Section 3.2). If vehicles 1-2-3 have similar
design (driver model with same parameter setting), one
can pool all the data from different scenarios and train
one-modal-that-fits-all. However, pooling data might
not even be applicable given that access to some data
is restricted (privacy concerns of propriety rights). As
such our approach circumvents this by only sharing pa-
rameter values and never raw data.

4. Conclusions
In this work we present a way of learning and training

driver models for AVs in a collaborative way. Different ve-
hicles can share knowledge between each other through a
collaborative iterative process that entails sharing and dis-
covering optimal parameters that minimize a desired global
loss function. We also show how vehicles can share knowl-
edge while retaining a personalized model tailored to their
own data.

We showcase two experimental applications of the de-
signed model. In the first experiment, three vehicles col-
laborate to learn a speed oscillation, by decomposing and
transferring knowledge between each other. In the second
experiment, we show how under heterogeneous AV behav-
ior, learning a driver model while pooling data is not ideal
and thus personalization yields better results.

Several limitations and extensions of this work are yet
to be tackled and are highlighted above. A large scale ex-
perimentation and benchmarking of driver models with or
without knowledge sharing and personalization is impor-
tant, yet goes beyond what this paper can provide, and is left
for future work by the authors. We hope that our endeavors
in this modeling direction would spur interest and motivate
further work on designing complex AV driver model’s that
can safely and efficiently maneuver in the open world.
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