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Sampling for Model Predictive Trajectory Planning in

Autonomous Driving using Normalizing Flows

Georg Rabenstein, Lars Ullrich and Knut Graichen

Abstract— Alongside optimization-based planners, sampling-
based approaches are often used in trajectory planning for au-
tonomous driving due to their simplicity. Model predictive path
integral control is a framework that builds upon optimization
principles while incorporating stochastic sampling of input tra-
jectories. This paper investigates several sampling approaches
for trajectory generation. In this context, normalizing flows
originating from the field of variational inference are considered
for the generation of sampling distributions, as they model
transformations of simple to more complex distributions. Ac-
cordingly, learning-based normalizing flow models are trained
for a more efficient exploration of the input domain for the task
at hand. The developed algorithm and the proposed sampling
distributions are evaluated in two simulation scenarios.

I. INTRODUCTION

Trajectory planning is a relevant task in the field of

autonomous driving and deals with the execution of local
driving maneuvers while considering dynamic changes in the

environment. Thereby, multiple objectives such as efficiency,
safety, driver comfort and adhering to the road limits have

to be considered [1]. For this purpose, optimization based

model predictive control (MPC) approaches which consider
the future state of the environment can be utilized [2].

Thereby, it is possible to directly consider constraints such

as the vehicle dynamics in the planning process.
Besides local gradient methods [3], sampling-based ap-

proaches [4], [5] can be used to solve the underlying op-

timization problem. In particular, the gradient-free nature

of those approaches provides high flexibility in terms of
the design of cost and constraint functions [6]. For in-

stance, sampling-based model predictive path integral control

(MPPI) was deployed in the autonomous driving context
[7], [8]. This algorithm is theoretically based on importance

sampling [9] and theoretic quantities like the free energy and

the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence [10]. The underlying
optimization problem is hereby solved by stochastic sam-

pling of input trajectories that are forward integrated via a

vehicle dynamics model.
The choice of the sampling distribution can have a large

impact on the performance of the algorithm, as it directly

affects the resulting shape of the generated trajectories.

Due to their simplicity, basic Gaussians are often used for
sampling in the context of trajectory optimization [7], [8].

Such an approach may however lead to a suboptimal perfor-

mance, as a large percentage of high-cost trajectories may be
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generated [6]. Consequently, the algorithm is more likely to

get stuck in local optima which increases the computational

load.
In contrast, normalizing flows [11] are a frequently used

tool to improve the sampling distribution due to their ability

to learn complex target distributions. For instance, [6], [12],
[13], [14] and [15] deploy normalizing flows in planning

tasks. Those approaches motivate us to analyze normalizing

flows in the context of trajectory sampling in model predic-
tive trajectory planning.

In [6], the authors deploy normalizing flows in a MPC

setup and learn a sampling distribution for a low-sample
regime in a bilevel optimization. While high performance

in the learned regime is demonstrated, the distribution is not
trained for multiple environments. In contrast, this work aims

to build normalizing flow based sampling distributions that

can be deployed in different environments.
In the approach in [12], expert trajectories are used to train

a conditional normalizing flow for imitative planning for a

trajectory planning task in autonomous driving. Hereby, a
variational autoencoder is first trained to extract features as

a lower-rank representation of expert trajectories. A normal-

izing flow is then trained on these features.
The authors of [13] and [14] further demonstrate the

applicability of normalizing flows in the context of sampling-

based MPC. In [13], the authors propose FlowMPPI for the
collision-free navigation of robots and extend their method-

ology to iCEM in [14]. In both works, normalizing flows

are conditioned on control inputs that include information on
start, goal and environment. By using a projection method,

the authors demonstrate the applicability of their methodol-
ogy to out-of-distribution environments. In contrast to [12],

[13] and [14], training trajectories in our work do not include

explicit information of the environment. Our approach is
similar to [15] where normalizing flows are applied in ve-

hicle trajectory forecasting to learn a more diverse sampling

distribution. Hereby, an additional objective is introduced in
the training process that encourages trajectories with high

spatial separation.

The contribution of this paper is to use normalizing flows
to learn sampling distributions that can explore the input

regime more efficiently than existing basic approaches and

that can be deployed in different driving scenarios. In con-
trast to introducing an additional training objective in [15],

simple heuristic rules are introduced for the generation of
training samples in this work. Existing sampling approaches

are used to generate trajectories that are then altered by

these rules. The altered training trajectories then form a
distribution which is learned by a normalizing flow. After the

training, the learned distributions are deployed for stochastic
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sampling in a MPPI based trajectory planning algorithm.

The performance of normalizing flow models is compared
to simple sampling distributions. For the evaluation, two

scenarios with urban-like driving environments are created

in Python.

The paper is structured as follows: Section II describes

the fundamentals of MPPI based trajectory planning. The
normalizing flow based sampling approaches are presented in

Section III. Section IV presents simulation results to evaluate

the performance of the algorithm. This paper ends with a
conclusion in Section V.

II. STATE-OF-THE-ART MODEL PREDICTIVE PATH

INTEGRAL CONTROL

In the following, MPPI is described as a sampling-based
trajectory planning method. The first subsection presents

the fundamentals while the successive subsections deal with

sampling approaches for trajectory generation.

A. Fundamentals

MPPI is a stochastic optimal control method which was in-
troduced in [7], [8]. In this method, an optimization problem

is solved over a finite time horizon by the iterative sampling

of input trajectories. Consider a discrete system

xi+1 = F (xi,ui + vi) (1)

with xi ∈ Rmx and ui ∈ Rmu as system state and

input. A random variable vi ∼ N (0,Σ) is applied to the

input which is drawn from a Gaussian with zero mean
covariance Σ. Hereby, X = [x1,x2, ...,xN ] ∈ Rmx×N and

U = [u0,u1, ...,uN−1] ∈ Rmu×N are defined as state and

input trajectories. Further, V = [v0,v1, ...,vN−1] ∈ Rmu×N

is introduced as a random trajectory. For trajectory planning,

an optimization problem

argmin
X,U

EQ

[
φ(xN ) +

N−1∑

i=0

(
c(xi) +

1

2
u⊤

i Rui

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

S(X,U)

]
(2)

is defined where φ(xN ), c(xi) and R ∈ Rmu×mu are

the terminal cost, the state dependent running cost and the

positive definite control weight matrix. The total trajectory
costs are denoted as S(X,U). In order to compute the

optimal trajectoriesX∗, U∗, K random trajectories are drawn

from a sampling distribution Q. A sampled trajectory is
hereby denoted as V (k). By combining V (k) with the mean

input trajectory Ū , the corresponding input trajectory U (k)

with

u
(k)
i ← ū+ v

(k)
i ∀i ∈ {0, N − 1} (3)

can be acquired. In our case, the solution from the previous

algorithm step is used for Ū . Initially, Ū ← 0 is set. The

forward integration of U (k) via (1) then produces the state
trajectoryX(k). The optimal input trajectories are determined

by a control law which is based on minimizing the KL

divergence between Q and the latent optimal distribution Q∗

[8]. A weight factor

w(k) = exp(−
1

λ
S(k))) (4)

is assigned to every trajectory where λ ∈ R+ is the inverse

temperature. An iterative averaging scheme then updates

u∗

i ← u∗

i +

∑K
k=1 w

(k)u
(k)
i

∑K

k=1 w
(k)

(5)

towards the optimal input trajectory. Besides the design of

suitable cost functions, the choice of a sampling distribution
Q can have a considerable impact on the performance of the

algorithm. The sampling process deals with the generation of
random trajectories V (k) which are then applied to the input.

Due to their simplicity, basic Gaussians (BG) are often used

for sampling [7], [8]. Hereby, every random vector

vi ∼ N (0,Σ) ∀i ∈ {0, N − 1} (6)

is directly drawn from a zero-mean Gaussian. Input trajec-
tories can however be restricted in their shape. This may

result in an increased number of high-cost samples and can
limit the performance of the algorithm [6]. Sampling from a

BG distribution can also produce significant chattering of the

input and state trajectories [8], [16]. Two alternative sampling
approaches are described in the two following subsections.

B. Input lifting

Input lifting (IL) sampling is inspired by [16]. In this

regard, a trajectory V̇ = [v̇0, v̇1, ..., v̇N−1] ∈ Rmu×N is
drawn on a derivative level from a zero-mean Gaussian (6).

Compared to the BG approach, a discrete integration step

is added in the sampling process. The trajectory V is then
computed via

vi = vi−1 + v̇i−1∆t ∀i ∈ {1, N − 1} (7)

with v0 = 0 and the discretization time ∆t. The dis-

crete integration step produces input trajectories with higher
smoothness.

C. Two-degree-of-freedom sampling

This approach combines BG and IL sampling and is there-

fore referred to as two-degree-of-freedom (2DF) sampling.
Two sequences of random vectors Ṽ (1), Ṽ (2) ∈ Rmu×N with

ṽ
(j)
i ∼ N (0,Σ(j)) ∀i ∈ {0, N − 1}, j ∈ {1, 2} (8)

are drawn from zero-mean Gaussians with covariances Σ(1)

and Σ
(2). Note that Ṽ (1) are drawn on a derivative level. The

trajectory V is then computed by the discrete integration of

Ṽ (1) and the addition of Ṽ (2), i.e.

v0 = 0 (9a)

vi = vi−1 + ṽ
(1)
i−1∆t ∀i ∈ {1, N − 1} (9b)

vi ← vi + ṽ
(2)
i ∀i ∈ {0, N − 1}. (9c)

The use of two separate Gaussians with Σ
(1) and Σ

(2) can

potentially lead to a better exploration of the input domain.

III. NORMALIZING FLOW BASED SAMPLING APPROACHES

Due to their ability to model diverse probability distribu-

tions, normalizing flows can be advantageous for stochastic

trajectory sampling. Two normalizing flow based sampling
concepts are introduced in this section. Trajectories that are

generated by the previously described sampling approaches



are hereby altered via probabilistic rules. The resulting

trajectories then form a distribution that is learned by a
normalizing flow. The fundamentals of normalizing flows are

presented in the following. Afterwards, the sample generation

is described and details on the implementation are given.

A. Fundamentals

Due to their ability to estimate and build arbitrarily

complex probability distributions, normalizing flows are

a suitable tool for variational inference [11], [17]. Such
probabilistic models are theoretically based on the change

of variable formula. Hereby, consider a random variable

z ∈ RD with the known probability density q(z). The
dimensionality-preserving mapping g : RD → RD can then

be used to transform z to z′ = g(z). The corresponding

density function results as

q(z′) = q(z)
∣
∣
∣det

∂g−1

∂z′

∣
∣
∣ = q(z)

∣
∣
∣det

∂g

∂z

∣
∣
∣

−1

. (10)

A normalizing flow, which is parameterized by Θ, applies

a sequence of such transformations to the known base

distribution p(z) and has the resulting posterior qΘ(z
′). The

goal hereby is to find a good approximation of the latent

posterior p(z′). This is achieved by minimizing the KL

divergence between qΘ(z
′) and p(z′)

DKL(qΘ(z
′)||p(z′)) =

∫

qΘ(z
′)log

qΘ(z
′)

p(z′)
dz

= EqΘ(z′)[log qΘ(z
′)− log p(z′)] (11)

= Ep(z)[log p(z)− log

∣
∣
∣det

∂Θ

∂z

∣
∣
∣− log p(z′)]

by adjusting the flow parameters Θ [13]. Formally, a normal-
izing flow consists of a series of L transformations which are

successively applied to an input variable z0 with the density

q0(z0). This produces an output variable

zL = gL ◦ ... ◦ g2 ◦ g1(z0) (12)

which has the probability density

log qL(zL) = log q0(z0)−
L∑

l=1

log det

∣
∣
∣
∂gl
∂zl

∣
∣
∣. (13)

B. Normalizing flow based two-degree-of-freedom sampling

The normalizing flow based adaptive two-degree-of-
freedom (NF-A2DF) sampling concept is described in this

subsection. The approach from Sec. II-C is adapted by a
heuristic rule to improve the sampling efficiency. This rule

Algorithm 1: Trajectory generation for normalizing

flow based adaptive two-degree-of-freedom sampling

1 V
(j)
b,i ∼ N (0, ǫ

(j)
draw) ∀b ∈ {1, B}, i ∈ {1, N}, j ∈ {1, 2}

2 ρ
(j)
b =

∑N

i=1 V
(j)
b,i ∀b ∈ {1, B}, j ∈ {1, 2}

3 V̂
(1)

= ascentSort(array = V (1),measure = ρ(1))

4 V̂
(2)

= descentSort(array = V (2),measure = ρ(2))
5 for b = 1 : B do

6 b̂1, b̂2 = drawViaHeuristic() // Eq. (14)

7 V ∗

b = joinTrajectories(V̂
(1)

b̂1
, V̂

(2)

b̂2
) // Eq. (9)

is kept very general and increases the chance of direc-

tional changes within a trajectory. Algorithm 1 describes the
generation of training trajectories V ∗ ∈ RB×N which are

then used to train a normalizing flow. Again, N marks the

trajectory length while the total number of samples is denoted
by B. In this work, the dynamics model features two control

inputs with different magnitudes. For that reason, separated
flow models are trained for every input which results in

mu = 1. Two groups of samples V (1),V (2) ∈ RB×N

are drawn from zero-mean Gaussians with variance ǫ
(1)
draw

and ǫ
(2)
draw. The samples from both groups are assessed via

the trajectory sums ρ(1),ρ(2) ∈ RB . These are acquired
by successively computing the sum of all entries over the

full trajectory length N . The samples are then sorted via

ρ(1),ρ(2) which results in V̂
(1)
, V̂

(2)
∈ RB×N . The tra-

jectories from the first group are sorted in ascending and
the trajectories from the second group in descending order.

Trajectories from both groups are combined via a heuristic
rule

b̂1 ∼ drawUniformIndex(min = 1,max = B)

b̂2 ∼ N (b̃1, ǫswitch) (14)

b̂2 ← clip(⌈b̂2⌉,min = 1,max = B).

Hereby, a trajectory number b̂1 for the first group is drawn

uniformly random. A Gaussian with mean b̂1 and variance

ǫswitch is then used to generate the number b̂2 for the second

group. Note that the last line in (14) ensures that b̂2 is an

integer. Consider the case that b̂1 corresponds to a trajectory

V̂
(1)

b̂1
that has a high trajectory sum. The complementary

trajectory V̂
(2)

b̂1
from the second group would then have

a low sum. This heuristic thus increases the chance to

combine trajectories with different directions. Drawing with

the variance ǫswitch introduces stochasticity in the trajectory
generation. The combined trajectories V ∗ are computed via

(9) and define a sampling distribution which is learned by a

normalizing flow.

C. Normalizing flow based adaptive input lifting

The sampling concept from Sec. II-B is also adapted

via the heuristic rule from (14) to improve the sampling
efficiency. We refer to this approach as normalizing flow

based adaptive input lifting (NF-AIL). The generation of
training trajectories is described in Alg. 2. The resulting

training trajectories V̇
∗

∈ RB×N are generated by com-
bining trajectories

V̇
(j)
∈ RB×

N
4 ∀j ∈ {1, 4} (15)

from four segments where each trajectory has length N
4 . Note

that N should be divisible by four. A zero-mean Gaussian

with variance ǫdraw is used for sample generation. The

trajectories V̇
∗

are the result of three consecutive joining op-
erations. Similar to the NF-A2DF concept, trajectories from

two respective groups are sorted in ascending and descending

order and the heuristic rule from (14) is employed to join two
trajectories. In contrast to Sec. III-B, the trajectory length of

V̇
∗

increases with every joining operation. In this case, it is

thus possible to combine trajectories with different length



Algorithm 2: Trajectory generation for normalizing

flow based adaptive input lifting

1 V̇
(j)
b,i ∼ N (0, ǫdraw) ∀b ∈ {1, B}, i ∈ {1,

N

4
}, j ∈ {1, 4}

2 V̇
∗

← joinTrajectories(V̇
(1)

, V̇
(2)

)

3 V̇
∗

← joinTrajectories(V̇
∗

, V̇
(3)

)

4 V̇
∗

← joinTrajectories(V̇
∗

, V̇
(4)

)

Input: Ṽ
(1)
∈ RB̃×Ñ1 , Ṽ

(2)
∈ RB̃×Ñ2

Output: Ṽ
∗

∈ RB̃×(Ñ1+Ñ2)

5 Function joinTrajectories(Ṽ
(1)

, Ṽ
(2)
):

6 ρ
(j)

b̃
=

∑Ñj

i=1 Ṽ
(j)

b̃,i
∀b̃ ∈ {1, B̃}, j ∈ {1, 2}

7 V̂
(1)

= ascentSort(array = Ṽ
(1)

,measure = ρ(1))

8 V̂
(2)

= descentSort(array = Ṽ
(2)

,measure = ρ(2))

9 for b̃ = 1 : B̃ do

10 b̂1, b̂2 = drawViaHeuristic() // Eq. (14)

11 Ṽ
∗

b̃ = [V̂
(1)

b̂1
, V̂

(2)

b̂2
]

12 return Ṽ
(12)

b̃

(Ñ1 = Ñ2 is not required). The trajectories V̇
∗

form a

distribution which is then learned by a normalizing flow.
Sampling from the learned distribution then produces input

trajectories with high smoothness and an increased chance

of directional changes.

D. Implementation

The MPPI based trajectory planning algorithm is im-
plemented for evaluation in Python. Hereby, the package

Normflows [18] is used for the practical implementation of
normalizing flows. As a basic architecture, Residual Flow

[19] with 16 residual flow layers is selected for every trained

model. The trajectory length is selected as N = 80 such
that each flow layer also features a residual network Φ with

N = 80 inputs. A network further has 128 hidden units and 2
hidden layers and a Lipschitz constant of Lip(Φ) = 0.9. The
network parameters are learned via a gradient descent algo-

rithm which uses a marginal likelihood based loss function

[11]. A zero-mean Gaussian with unit covariance is chosen
as a prior distribution in every case.

IV. RESULTS

Two evaluation scenarios are created and the performance

of the algorithm is observed for every sampling distribution.
General implementation details are given in the first sub-

section. Afterwards, the training process for the normalizing

flow based sampling concepts is described. The following
subsections show the simulation results for both scenarios.

A. Setup

Road data was obtained from the vehicle dynamics sim-

ulator CarMaker. The road environment is used for both

evaluation scenarios (see Fig. 1). The kinematic single track
model [20] is used in this work. It describes the vehicle

state x = [sx, sy, δ, υ, ψ]
⊤ ∈ R5 via the global position

[sx, sy], the steering angle δ, the longitudinal velocity υ and

the orientation ψ. The control inputs u = [υδ, a] ∈ R2 are the

steering velocity υδ and the longitudinal acceleration a. The
Euler method with discretization time ∆t = 0.1 s is used for

forward integration. With N = 80 as the trajectory length,

−120 −100 −80 −60 −40
sx[m]

210

220

230

240

250

s
y
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Fig. 1: A scenario specific cost landscape is defined to

determine the road related cost c4(X). Zero costs are as-

signed for the local path and the lateral offset τ is penalized

quadratically.

−2 0 2 4 6 8
sx[m]
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6
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y
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Ego vehicle
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Fig. 2: For the traffic cost c5(X), the distance between ego

and traffic vehicle is computed in the coordinate system of

the traffic vehicle. Longitudinal and lateral distances can be

scaled with ellipsoidal parameters.

the optimization problem in (2) is solved over a time horizon

of T = 8 s which is inspired by the waymo open dataset
challenge [21]. This challenge deals with motion prediction

which we consider as a future research topic.

State X ∈ R5×N and input trajectories U ∈ R2×N are

evaluated via the cost function S(X,U) =
∑5

i=1 αici(·) with

the scaling parameters α ∈ R5. The cost terms are described
in the following. The deviation from a desired veloctiy is

penalized by the cost term c1(X) =
∑N

i=1(υi − υdes)
2. The

second cost term

c2(X) =

∥
∥
∥
∥

(
sx,N
sy,N

)

−

(
s̄x,end
s̄y,end

)∥
∥
∥
∥
2

(16)

evaluates the offset between the final trajectory point

[sx,N , sy,N ] and a desired end position [s̄x,end, s̄y,end]. The

cost c3(U) =
∑N−1

i=1 (vδ,i+1 − vδ,i)
2 + (ai+1 − ai)

2 pe-
nalizes deviations in the control trajectories and thus has a

regularizing effect. The road related cost c4(X) =
∑N

i=1 τ
2
i

encourages the vehicle to follow a local path γ ∈ R2×mγ

which is a set of reference positions (see Fig. 1). This cost

term evaluates the lateral offsets τ ∈ RN between a spatial
trajectory sx, sy ∈ RN and the local path. The lateral offsets

are computed

τi = project(s(i)x , s(i)y ,γ) ∀i ∈ {1, N} (17)

by projecting every trajectory point on γ. The fifth cost

term aims to avoid collisions with other traffic participants
and evaluates the distance between the ego vehicle’s spatial

trajectory and a traffic object (Fig. 2). It is thereby assumed

that the trajectory of a traffic participant with position and

orientation stfcx , stfcy ,ψtfc ∈ RN is known over the full
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Fig. 3: Loss curves for model training. When the test loss

can no longer be decreased, the training is terminated.

prediction horizon. For every prediction step, the position
difference
[
∆stfcx,i

∆stfcy,i

]

=

[
cos(ψtfc

i ) sin(ψtfc
i )

−sin(ψtfc
i ) cos(ψtfc

i )

]

·

[
sx,i − stfcx,i

sy,i − stfcy,i

]

(18)

is determined in the local coordinate system of the traffic

vehicle. An ellipsoidal shape is introduced to compute a

scaled distance

de,i =
(∆stfcx,i

ae

)2

+
(∆stfcy,i

be

)2

. (19)

with width ae = 6m and be = 2m. These parameters allow
to assign different weights to longitudinal and lateral dis-

tances. The traffic related cost results as c5(X) =
∑N

i=1
1

d2

e,i

.

In both scenarios, the same cost functions are used and
the performance of the algorithm is evaluated for every

sampling approach. The covariance matrix Σ = diag(0.1, 2)
is selected for the BG while Σ = diag(0.045, 1.1) is used in

the IL approach. The matrices Σ(1) = diag(0.03, 0.075) and

Σ
(2) = diag(0.045, 0.09) are chosen for the 2DF sampling.

The number of trajectories samples is K = 200 for every
sampling distribution. The MPPI weighted averaging scheme

from (4) uses λ = 5. The scaling parameters for S(X,U)
are chosen as α = [0.5, 10, 0.06, 1, 4.5]⊤.

B. Normalizing flow training

In the following, the training processes for the NF-A2DOF

and NF-AIL approach are described. The trained models
are later used for the sampling of input trajectories. Hereby,

separate flow models for u1 = υδ and u2 = a are trained.
The training process for the NF-A2DOF sampling approach

is described first. Training trajectories are generated via the

steps described in Alg. 1. Hereby, ǫ
(1)
draw = 0.03 is used

for u1 while ǫ
(2)
draw = 0.9 is selected for u2. In both cases,

the number of training trajectories is B = 400 and the

switching variance is chosen as ǫswitch = 220. The generated
trajectories are split into training and test data with a 60/40
ratio. The loss curves for the training are given in Fig. 3. In

order to prevent overfitting, the training process is stopped
when the loss on the test data can no longer be decreased.

As a consequence, both models are trained for 650 steps.
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Fig. 4: Spatial trajectories for the static traffic scenario with

desired velocity υdes = 6m
s and total duration Tend = 45 s.

The training samples for the NF-AIL approach are gener-
ated via the steps in Alg. 2. Again, a separate model is trained

for each input. The drawing variances are ǫdraw = 0.045
for u1 and ǫdraw = 1.1 for u2. The switching variance is
selected as ǫswitch = 350 and the number of trajectories is

B = 400 for both cases. The trajectories are again divided

into training and test data with a 60/40 split. Figure 3 shows
the loss curves for the model training. The model training is

ended when the loss on the test data increases again which
happens after 1100 steps.

C. Scenario with static traffic objects

The first driving scenario features four static traffic ve-
hicles and has a total driving distance of 250m. The ego

vehicle starts from the initial velocity υ0 = 0 m
s . Three

variants of the scenario are created and a different value
for the desired velocity υdes is selected in every variant.

Ten testruns are performed for every variant. Figure 4

shows spatial trajectories for one testrun with υdes = 6 m
s .

The average planning costs and the relative cost reduction

compared to the BG approach are given in Tab. I. While

all sampling distributions generate similar spatial profiles,
considerable differences occur in terms of planning costs.

It can be seen that sampling with the IL and 2DF approach
leads to a substantial reduction in planning costs compared to

the BG. It can further be observed that the normalizing flow

based approaches achieve the highest overall performance
for every variant.

D. Scenario with moving traffic objects

The second scenario features two dynamic traffic vehicles.
Collision avoidance is thus harder then in the first scenario.

The total driving distance is 130m and the ego vehicle

again starts from υ0 = 0 m
s . Three variants for the scenario

are created. Different values for the desired velocity υdes
and the traffic velocities υtfc are selected in every variant.

Ten testruns are carried out for every variant. Note that the
traffic vehicles have constant lateral position and velocity.

The average planning costs and the relative cost reduction
compared to the BG approach are given in Tab. II. For

every variant of the scenario, sampling via the IL and 2DF

approach results in a considerable improvement over the BG.
The overall lowest planning costs are again achieved by the

normalizing flow based approaches.



TABLE I: Planning cost for scenario with static traffic with

desired velocity υdes and total duration Tend.

Variant 1: υdes = 6 m

s
, Tend = 45 s

BG IL 2DF NF-A2DF NF-AIL
c1 87.0 63.7 59.5 53.5 45.6

c2 33.8 32.7 31.3 29.3 26.8

c3 64.4 0.2 13.4 8.6 0.1

c4 119.0 117.8 110.1 101.7 103.3

c5 184.4 73.1 55.0 57.9 59.9

S(X,U) 488.6 287.5 269.3 251.0 235.7

(-41%) (-45%) (-49%) (-52%)

Variant 2: υdes = 8 m

s
, Tend = 35 s

BG IL 2DF NF-A2DF NF-AIL
c1 159.8 113.9 127.6 105.7 95.1

c2 49.0 46.8 46.8 43.1 40.8

c3 67.0 0.2 13.8 9.1 0.1

c4 199.2 160.4 161.0 146.4 142.1

c5 64.3 83.7 70.9 64.0 75.4

S(X,U) 539.3 404.9 420.1 368.2 353.5

(-25%) (-23%) (-32%) (-35%)

Variant 3: υdes = 10 m

s
, Tend = 28 s

BG IL 2DF NF-A2DF NF-AIL
c1 275.3 201.6 201.5 178.11 204.1

c2 70.5 73.2 68.1 62.4 65.6

c3 68.0 0.2 14.2 9.4 0.1

c4 287.5 268.6 243.9 244.7 206.8

c5 73.8 92.1 125.0 87.6 107.6

S(X,U) 775.2 635.6 652.8 582.2 584.3

(-19%) (-16%) (-25%) (-25%)

TABLE II: Planning cost for scenario with dynamic traffic

with velocities υdes, υ
tfc and total duration Tend.

Variant 1: υdes = 8m

s
, υ

tfc = [4, 5] m

s
, Tend = 30 s

BG IL 2DF NF-A2DF NF-AIL
c1 166.4 121.11 127.0 116.5 126.1

c2 51.3 49.0 48.8 44.1 45.3

c3 65.9 0.2 13.3 8.7 0.1

c4 187.5 158.4 160.7 143.6 120.9

c5 70.9 85.6 68.9 72.7 88.9

S(X,U) 541.9 414.3 418.7 385.7 381.3

(-24%) (-23%) (-27%) (-30%)

Variant 2: υdes = 10m

s
, υtfc = [4, 5] m

s
, Tend = 18 s

BG IL 2DF NF-A2DF NF-AIL
c1 445.0 232.3 207.2 245.1 193.7

c2 97.5 71.8 69.9 77.1 69.0

c3 68.6 0.2 14.2 9.12 0.1

c4 545.7 252.5 205.9 160.6 132.0

c5 85.6 100.6 123.7 91.6 131.5

S(X,U) 1242.4 657.4 620.9 583.6 526.2

(-47%) (-50%) (-53%) (-57)%

Variant 3: υdes = 10m

s
, υtfc = [5, 6] m

s
, Tend = 18 s

BG IL 2DF NF-A2DF NF-AIL
c1 353.2 265.0 286.4 208.4 255.4

c2 178.3 143.0 120.8 120.8 121.3

c3 66.6 0.2 14.0 9.3 0.1

c4 312.9 255.0 261.6 228.5 186.5

c5 93.6 85.6 84.5 72.0 77.0

S(X,U) 1004.6 748.7 767.3 638.9 640.3

(-25%) (-23%) (-36%) (-36%)

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, a MPPI based trajectory planning algo-
rithm is proposed. Therefore, several approaches for the

stochastic sampling of input trajectories are considered. In

addition to simple sampling concepts, normalizing flows are
introduced to achieve a more efficient exploration of the

input domain. In the training process of normalizing flows,
probabilistic rules are utilized to adapt trajectories that are

generated by means of existing approaches. The adapted

trajectories therefore construct a distribution which is learned
by a normalizing flow. The performance of the trajectory

planning algorithm is analyzed in two simulation scenarios

for all sampling concepts. In both scenarios, a considerable

performance improvement is observed for the normalizing
flow based sampling approaches. Future research could be

the incorporation of motion prediction of other road users.

Additionally, the proposed methodology should be evaluated
in different driving scenarios and with real-world datasets to

analyze its generalizability in more real world settings.
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[5] B. Paden, M. Čáp, S. Z. Yong et al., “A survey of motion planning and
control techniques for self-driving urban vehicles,” IEEE Transactions
on Intelligent Vehicles, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 33–55, 2016.

[6] J. Sacks and B. Boots, “Learning sampling distributions for model
predictive control,” Conference on Robot Learning. PMLR, pp.
1733–1742, 2023.

[7] G. Williams, P. Drews, B. Goldfain et al., ”Aggressive driving with
model predictive path integral control,” IEEE International Conference
on Robotics and Automation (ICRA), pp. 1433-1440, 2016.

[8] G. Williams, P. Drews, B. Goldfain et al., ”Information-theoretic
model predictive control: Theory and applications to autonomous
driving,” IEEE Transactions on Robotics, vol. 34, no. 6, pp. 1603-
1622, 2018.

[9] Z. I. Botev, D. P. Kroese, R. Y. Rubinstein et al., “The cross-entropy
method for optimization,” Handbook of statistics. Elsevier, vol. 31, pp.
35–59, 2013.

[10] E. A. Theodorou and E. Todorov, “Relative entropy and free energy
dualities: Connections to path integral and kl control,” IEEE 51st
Conference on Decision and Control (CDC), pp. 1466–1473, 2012.

[11] D. J. Rezende and S. Mohamed. ”Variational inference with normal-
izing flows.” Proceedings of the 32nd International Conference on
Machine Learning, vol. 37, pp. 1530-1538, 2015.

[12] S. Agarwal, H. Sikchi, C. Gulino et al., “Imitative planning using
conditional normalizing flow,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2007.16162, 2020.

[13] T. Power and D. Berenson, “Variational inference MPC using nor-
malizing flows and out-of-distribution projection,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2205.04667, 2022.

[14] T. Power and D. Berenson, ”Learning a Generalizable Trajectory Sam-
pling Distribution for Model Predictive Control,” IEEE Transactions
on Robotics, vol. 40, pp. 2111-2127, 2024.

[15] Y. J. Ma, J. P. Inala, D. Jayaraman et al., “Diverse sampling
for normalizing flow based trajectory forecasting,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2011.15084, 2020.

[16] T. Kim, G. Park, K. Kwak et al., ”Smooth model predictive path
integral control without smoothing,” IEEE Robotics and Automation
Letters, vol. 7, no. 4, pp. 10406-10413, 2022.

[17] E. G. Tabak and C. V. Turner. ”A family of nonparametric density
estimation algorithms.” Communications on Pure and Applied Math-
ematics, vol. 66, no. 2, pp. 145-164, 2013.

[18] V. Stimper, D. Liu, A. Campbell et al.. ”Normflows: A PyTorch
package for normalizing flows”, Journal of Open Source Software,
vol. 8, no. 86, pp. 5361-5364, 2023.

[19] R. T. Chen, J. Behrmann, D. K. Duvenaud et al., “Residual flows for
invertible generative modeling,”, Proceedings of the 33rd International
Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems, no. 889, pp.
9916-9926, 2019.

[20] R. Rajamani, ”Vehicle Dynamics and Control”. Springer, 2011.
[21] S. Ettinger, S. Cheng, B. Caine et al., “Large scale interactive motion

forecasting for autonomous driving: The waymo open motion dataset,”
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer
Vision (ICCV), pp. 9710–9719, 2021.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2007.16162
http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.04667
http://arxiv.org/abs/2011.15084

	Introduction
	State-of-the-art Model predictive path integral control
	Fundamentals
	Input lifting
	Two-degree-of-freedom sampling

	Normalizing flow based sampling approaches
	Fundamentals
	Normalizing flow based two-degree-of-freedom sampling
	Normalizing flow based adaptive input lifting
	Implementation

	Results
	Setup
	Normalizing flow training
	Scenario with static traffic objects
	Scenario with moving traffic objects

	Conclusion
	References

