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Abstract— Optimization for robot control tasks, spanning
various methodologies, includes Model Predictive Control
(MPC). However, the complexity of the system, such as non-
convex and non-differentiable cost functions and prolonged
planning horizons often drastically increases the computation
time, limiting MPC’s real-world applicability. Prior works
in speeding up the optimization have limitations on solving
convex problem and generalizing to hold out domains. To
overcome this challenge, we develop a novel framework aim-
ing at expediting optimization processes. In our framework,
we combine offline self-supervised learning and online fine-
tuning through reinforcement learning to improve the control
performance and reduce optimization time.We demonstrate the
effectiveness of our method on a novel, challenging Formula-
1-track driving task, achieving 3.9% higher performance in
optimization time and 3.6% higher performance in tracking
accuracy on challenging holdout tracks.

I. INTRODUCTION

Iterative control optimization algorithms have been widely
adopted to control the dynamic systems such as autonomous
vehicles [1, 2, 3, 4], aircraft [5, 6], humanoid robots [7],
etc. These optimization paradigms often entail dealing with
complex systems featuring constraints, high dimensional
solution space, and sudden state changes. Due to the in-
herent complexity of such systems, finding a good-enough
solution (within some tolerance) in a single attempt can
be exceedingly challenging for the optimizer. Consequently,
solvers adopt an iterative approach to gradually converge
towards a satisfactory solution. Typically, these algorithms
start with an initial guess of the control inputs (e.g., joint
accelerations) and employs solvers to iteratively minimize
the cost function [8]. However, the optimization process
can be significantly complicated by factors, such as the
non-convex and non-differentiable cost function [9, 10].
Consequently, the optimization time of MPC is typically a
bottleneck in its real-world applications [11, 12, 13, 14].
Addressing this challenge is paramount for enhancing the
practical utility of MPC in various domains.

Given the iterative nature of the solvers used in opti-
mization for robot control tasks, providing the solver with
a better initial guess can expedite the optimization process.
This process, known as warm starting, involves initializing
the optimization algorithm with a solution that is closer to
the optimal solution than a randomly chosen starting point.
The intuition behind warm starting is that, at each iteration,
the solver refines its solution based on previous iterations. As
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Fig. 1: Overview of our proposed algorithm. The first two
blocks denote the two-phase training framework. In the first
phase, we collect expert MPC demonstrations and train a
warm-start policy using behavior cloning to speed up MPC.
In the second phase, we fine-tune this policy within an
online training framework to enhance its performance and
generalizability. During testing, the proposed framework is
evaluated on both training tracks and challenging holdout
tracks, as demonstrated in the third block.

shown in Figure 2, a closer initial guess reduces the distance
the optimization algorithm needs to traverse to converge to
the optimal solution. By starting closer to the optimum, the
solver can often avoid lengthy exploration of the solution
space, leading to faster convergence and reduced computa-
tional effort. In this paper, we choose to test our proposed
algorithm to warm start Model Predictive Control (MPC),
which optimizes a trajectory over a predefined horizon.

To expedite the optimization process of MPC, various
approaches have been adopted. However, they have fallen
short on holdout domains, or have limitations in dealing
with sudden state changes. Traditionally, one common tech-
nique involves utilizing the MPC solution from the previous
sampling instance as the initial guess for the current control
step [15, 16]. However, this approach falls short when faced
with sudden state changes (e.g., the vehicle approaches a
sharp turn). Another method involves maintaining a memory
buffer to store historical MPC solutions, from which a
suitable initial guess can be retrieved for future planning
steps [13, 17]. However, this approach may lack zero-shot
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generalizability. As the system’s state becomes heteroge-
neous, the size of the memory buffer needs to increase to
maintain effectiveness. Moreover, searching for the initial
guess within the memory buffer scales at least linearly
with its size, potentially causing time-consuming operations.
Alternatively, a learning-based methods have been proposed
by Klaučo et al. to utilize k-NN classifier to classify the
solution space into different active sets from which the solver
searches for a solution [18]. However, this method falls short
in providing a precise warm-started initial guess and is not
capable of dealing with challenging control tasks featuring
long planning horizon and heterogeneous observations. Ad-
ditionally, this approach is limited to solving strictly convex
quadratic programs, imposing significant constraints on its
applicability and generalizability given that many real-world
control problems lack a linear or differentiable objective
function and dynamics model. Thus, there is a pressing
need for innovative approaches that can effectively address
the challenges posed by the inherent complexity and non-
linearity of real-world control systems.

In this paper, we propose a two-phase learning framework
to learn a warm-start policy that provides a better initial
guess for iterative control optimization algorithms (such
as MPC) to reduce the optimization time. Our proposed
algorithm is depicted in Figure 1, which includes a two-
phase training framework and an additional holdout testing
phase. An advantage of utilizing a learned policy to initialize
the MPC, as opposed to learning a policy for end-to-end
control of the system, is that it maintains the integrity of
the original problem definition. The learned initial guess
solely influences the starting point of the search, without
altering the underlying problem setup, while MPC acts as
a shield for the learned policy so that the control solution
satisfies the constraints of the system, which ensures safer
operation of the control system. Moreover, the proposed
algorithm enables seamless adaptation to new conditions
without the need for extensive retraining. During testing, the
warm-start policy is tested on both the training domains and
some holdout domains, demonstrating the generalizability of
our framework in providing a good initial guess. Our key
contributions are:

1) Propose a two-phase learning framework featuring
offline training and online fine-tuning to learn a warm-
start policy that provides the iterative control optimiza-
tion algorithm with higher-quality initial guesses, aid-
ing the command of a high-speed vehicle on multiple
novel, challenging Formula 1 tracks in real-time where
traditional warm start methods struggle.

2) Empirically evaluate our proposed two-phase learning
framework and show the online fine-tuning phase helps
the iterative control optimization algorithm achieve a
3.9% higher performance in optimization time and
a 3.6% higher performance in tracking accuracy on
challenging holdout tracks.

Fig. 2: An illustrative demo showing how a better initial
guess improves MPC optimization time.

II. PRELIMINARY

A. Model Predictive Control

Unlike traditional control methods, MPC utilizes a pre-
dictive model of the system to anticipate future behavior of
the system over a defined planning horizon, H . The control
problem is formulated as an optimization task, where the
objective is to minimize a cost function while satisfying
constraints on the system’s inputs and outputs. This optimiza-
tion problem is typically solved iteratively at each time step,
generating a sequence of control inputs that steer the system
towards a desired state while considering future predictions
of its behavior. When MPC observes a new state, xt, at
time step, t, it optimizes a sequence of control inputs, U ,
over the planning horizon by iteratively minimizing a cost
function J while respecting system dynamics and constraints.
Then, only the first action in the action sequence is applied
to the controlled system, which leads the system to the next
state. The optimization process is performed again at the next
state. The MPC control law is formulated as shown below
in Equations (1):

J = minimize
U

H−1∑
i=0

l(xt+i, ut+i) (1a)

subject to xt+i+1 = f(xt+i, ut+i) (1b)
U = [ut, ..., ut+H−1] ∈ Uj for all j = 1, . . . , ncu (1c)
X = [xt, ..., xt+H ] ∈ Xj for all j = 1, . . . , ncx (1d)

Equation (1a) formulates the objective function of the
MPC. H denotes the planning horizon, t is the current
step, and, xt+i is the system state at the t + i step. Given
the state, xt+i and the control input, ut+i, the system
dynamics model predicts the next state, xt+i+1, using the
dynamics model (1b). Equation (1c) and Equation (1d) are
the constraints for the control inputs and states. ncu and ncx

are the number of constraints on control inputs and states
respectively.

Solvers used to address the above optimization problem
can be divided into gradient-based and gradient-free solvers.



Gradient-based solvers leverage the gradient of the cost
function with respect to the control inputs to iteratively
adjust the control inputs towards the optimal solution [19,
20]. These solvers are effective when the cost function and
constraints are smooth and differentiable, while gradient-free
solvers do not rely on gradient information for optimization.
Instead, gradient-free solvers explore the search space us-
ing heuristics, pattern searches, or stochastic techniques to
find the optimal solution [19, 20]. To relax the constraints
imposed on the problem formulation and demonstrate the
generalizability of our framework, we choose to use the
gradient-free solver COBYLA [21] in our experiments.

III. METHOD

In this section, we discuss in detail the proposed two-phase
training framework. In the first phase, we run the MPC to
collect the expert demonstrations, which are represented as
state-action pairs. Then, we use behavior cloning to train a
warm-start policy to mimic the expert MPC’s solution, as
shown in Algorithm 1. The output of warm-start policy is
utilized as an initial guess to warm start the MPC and reduce
the optimization time. In the second phase, we load the pre-
trained trajectory prediction model into an online training
framework and fine tune the warm-start policy to address
the suboptimality problem caused by behavior cloning and
improve the model’s generalizability. The online fine tuning
phase is shown in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 1 Offline Training

1: Input: expert MPC πMPC with planning horizon H
and maximum optimization iteration Nexpert and all-
zero vector 0⃗ as initial guess, environment transition T ,
number of state-action pairs to collect N

2: Initialize neural network policy πwarm
θ

3: t← 0, s← s0,D = ∅
4: while t < N do
5: (ut, ut+1, · · · , ut+H−1)← πMPC(s, 0⃗)
6: D ← D ∪ {(s, ut, ut+1, · · · , ut+H−1)}
7: s← T (s, ut)
8: t← t+ 1
9: end while

10: Train πwarm
θ with Equation (2) and D

A. Offline Training

At this phase, we implement an expert MPC to collect a
dataset D containing N state-action pairs first. The expert
MPC, πMPC aims to control the agent to finish the task
without relying on a warm-started initial guess for the control
action sequence. At each step, πMPC observes a state s and
takes an all-zero vector as the initial guess and optimizes that
initial guess to output (ut, ut+1, · · · , ut+H−1) (line 5). Then
the state-action pair, (s, ut, ut+1, · · · , ut+H−1) is stored in
the dataset D (line 6). The first action in the action sequence
is applied to the system, which leads the system to the next
state based on the environment transition T (line 7-8). During

Algorithm 2 Online Fine Tuning

1: Input: fast MPC πMPC
fast with planning horizon H and

maximum optimization iteration Nfast, environment
transition T , pre-trained warm-start policy πwarm

θ

2: for each RL training iteration do
3: Perceive an observation s
4: Ût = (ût, ût+1, ..., ût+H−1)← πwarm(s)
5: poscari+1 = Mdynamics((si, ûi))|H−1

i=t

6: Compute accumulated xte using Equation (4)
7: UMPC

t = (ut, ut+1, ..., ut+H−1)← πMPC
fast (s, Ût)

8: Calculate reward in RL using Equation (5)
9: Limitation = MSE(UMPC

t , Uguess
t )

10: Compute training loss L in Equation (3)
11: s← T (s, ut)
12: Update πwarm

θ with L
13: end for

the data collection stage, πMPC optimizes the initial guess
for enough iterations to make sure it achieves a high control
performance by disabling the “early stop” for the expert
MPC.

We design our warm-start policy, πwarm
θ , as a multi-layer

perceptron with ReLU activation function [22]. Given the
current state of the vehicle, the πwarm

θ predicts a sequence
of actions which then serves as the initial guess of the MPC
to warm start the optimization process. In the offline training
phase, we utilize behavior cloning to train πwarm

θ (line 10).
Behavior Cloning (BC) is a simple yet effective algorithm

to learn from demonstrations. The demonstration is a set
of trajectories: D = {τi}. BC learns a control policy,
πθ, by minimizing the Mean Squared Error (MSE) in the
demonstration set, shown in Equation (2). Our algorithm
utilizes pre-collected MPC data to perform BC as a warm
start for the MPC to improves the MPC’s optimization time.

θ∗ = min
θ

∑
τ i∈D

T∑
t=0

(πwarm
θ (si)t − ui

t)
2 (2)

B. Online Fine Tuning

Our second phase, online fine tuning, further improves the
warm-start policy by learning from the data gathered online
using the policy trained through behavior cloning. This phase
combines the best aspects of Reinforcement Learning and
Dataset Aggregation (DAgger) [23] algorithm. Reinforce-
ment Learning (RL) operates under the formalization of
Markov Decision Process (MDP), M = ⟨S,A, R, T, γ, ρ0⟩.
S is the state space and A denotes the action space. R
encodes the reward of a given state. T is a deterministic
transition function that decides the next state, s′, when
applying the action, a ∈ A, in state, s ∈ S. γ ∈ (0, 1)
is the temporal discount factor. ρ0 denotes the initial state
probability distribution. A policy, π : S → [0, 1]|A|, is
a mapping from states to actions or to a probability dis-
tribution over actions. The objective of RL is to find the



policy that optimizes the expected discounted return, π∗ =
Eτ∼π [

∑∞
t=0 γ

tR(st)].
DAgger builds upon behavior cloning (BC) by incorpo-

rating online interaction with the environment and online
querying of the expert. Unlike BC, which trains solely on
a fixed dataset of expert demonstrations, DAgger actively
collects data from interactions with the environment and
solicits expert feedback to augment its training. This online
improvement process allows DAgger to learn from a more
diverse set of experiences, adapt to new situations, and refine
the agent’s policy over time, ultimately leading to improved
performance in imitation learning tasks.

In our framework, RL is used to address the sub-optimality
and covariance shift problem caused by offline behavior
cloning. DAgger, on the one hand, is adopted to regulate
the trajectory prediction model during reinforcement learning
training, ensuring it does not forget the experience learned
from behavior cloning. Further more, DAgger improves the
performance of imitation learning by expanding the diversity
of the expert MPC’s demonstrations. Given that offline
reinforcement learning algorithms require lots of data to
effectively cover the entire state space, we choose to fine-tune
our pre-trained trajectory prediction model using Proximal
Policy Optimization (PPO) [24] as our RL training algorithm.
The trajectory prediction model acts as a policy network in
the PPO framework. DAgger is integrated as a loss term in
the RL training, as shown in Equation (3). LRL is the stan-
dard PPO loss which includes three parts: Lpolicy, Lentropy,
and Lvalue. Limitation is the loss signal from DAgger. It
represents MSE between the expert MPC’s solution and
the warm-started initial guess output from πwarm

θ . λ is the
weight coefficient for the RL loss and imitation loss.

L = λ · LRL + (1− λ) · Limitation

LRL = λ1 · Lpolicy + λ2 · Lentropy + λ3 · Lvalue

(3)

xte = distance(poscart ,pi(xi, yi)
closest) (4)

In our driving task, the reward at each step of the RL
training is shown in Equation (5). The first term is the
negative MPC optimization time, and the second term is the
negative of the accumulated Cross Track Error (xte) over the
planning horizon, H . The xte is defined in Equation (4). At
each step, πwarm

θ will output an action sequence of length
H based on the current state vector, st. Then, the dynamics
model, Mdynamics, is used to calculate the future positions
of the agent. The xte is computed between the reference
trajectory and the future positions of the vehicle, poscari . The
reward obtained at each step directly influences LRL by con-
tributing to the calculation of the advantage estimate, which
measures the discrepancy between the observed reward and
the expected value of the state-action pair. This estimate
affects both Lpolicy , which encourages actions leading to
higher rewards, and Lvalue, which trains the value function
to better estimate cumulative rewards.

rt = −timeMPC −
t+H∑
i=t+1

xte(poscari , T rajref ) (5)

This reward design helps to optimize the πwarm
θ by

minimizing the MPC running time and by minimizing the
difference between the planned trajectory and the reference
trajectory, thereby reducing MPC optimization time. This
helps to address the sub-optimality problem caused by be-
havior cloning.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we will discuss in detail the setup of the
Formula 1 tracks domains, followed by the MPC design in
this testing domain. Additionally, we will present experimen-
tal results from both training and holdout tracks, demonstrat-
ing how our algorithm enhances MPC’s performance in terms
of both optimization time and tracking accuracy.

A. Experiment Setup

The experiments are done in high-speed Formula 1
tracks [25] which are divided into three training tracks and
seven zero-shot testing tracks, as shown in Figure 3a, Fig-
ure 3b, and Figure 3c, respectively. The reference trajectory
is represented as a set of waypoints in the center of the track.
The track size is downscaled to a 10:1 ratio to make each lap
a reasonable length. The reference speed for the vehicle in
the expert MPC is 10m/s. Given the downscaled size of the
track data, the vehicle could actually speed up to 100m/s in
the 1:1 scale track. The friction between the tire and the road
is not considered in our dynamics model, as it depends on
multiple factors such as tire pressure, temperature, humidity,
and road conditions. The path tracking is challenging for
traditional gradient-free MPC because the vehicle is running
at a high speed and the tracks have multiple sharp turns.
In this scenario, traditional gradient-free MPC solvers could
not optimize the control solution in real time, which makes
it unreasonable for real-world application.

The three tracks used for demonstration collection and
training are shown in Figure 3a. The six zero-shot tracks are
not presented to the vehicle before testing to demonstrate
our algorithm’s zero-shot generalizability. During training,
the expert MPC is first rolled out on training tracks to collect
demonstrations for offline training introduced in Section III-
A. Then, the warm-start policy is fine-tuned on the same
three tracks using the algorithm introduced in Section III-B.

As shown in Figure 2, without a specified threshold,
optimization continues until reaching the maximum iteration
limit. In our experiments, we found that the MPC cost
reduces subtly during the later optimization iterations. As
such, it is important to provide the solver with an early-stop
criterion. We implement the early-stop condition based on
a planned trajectory’s accumulated cross-track error (xte)
being < 0.1m. Additionally, to ensure real-time planning
during testing, we cap the maximum optimization iterations
at 50, which guarantees that the optimization time is less
than 0.08 seconds in worst-case scenarios. Details of the



(a) Training tracks

(b) Zero-shot tracks (complex)

(c) Zero-shot tracks (simple)

Fig. 3: Tracks tested during training and testing.

MPC design and hyper parameters in MPC and training are
presented in Appendix VI-A and VI-B

B. Experiment Results

During testing, we evaluate on two metrics: the average
MPC optimization time (seconds) per step and the average
xte (m) per step. We benchmark our algorithm’s performance
against MPC using all-zero initial guesses and initial guesses
derived from the MPC’s solution at the previous step. We
perform testing on both the training tracks (Figure 3a) and
the challenging zero-shot tracks (Figure 3b). The results are
shown in Figure 4 and Figure 5, respectively.

1) Optimization Time: On both the training and zero-shot
tracks, employing a warm-start policy trained through either
offline learning or a combination of offline and online fine-
tuning significantly reduces MPC optimization time, falling
well within the upper bound of 0.08s. Additionally, the
warm-start policy trained with both offline and online fine-
tuning achieves better MPC optimization time compared to
the policy trained solely through offline behavior cloning,
demonstrating the capability of our online fine-tuning al-
gorithm in addressing the suboptimality problem caused by
behavior cloning (BC). Furthermore, our two-phase training
framework achieves more significant improvement in the
zero-shot domains, indicating that the online fine-tuning
phase alleviates the covariance shift problem caused by BC

Fig. 4: Experiment results on training tracks.

Fig. 5: Experiment results on the six zero-shot testing tracks.

and enhances the model’s generalizability.
2) Control Performance (xte): In the context of the

training tracks, the warm-start policy trained through offline
and online fine-tuning outperforms the policy trained solely
through offline behavior cloning in terms of tracking accu-
racy, further illustrating the effectiveness of our online fine-
tuning algorithm in addressing the suboptimality problem
caused by BC. Given that the width of the downscaled track
is 2.2m, achieving an xte of less than 0.3m demonstrates
precise tracking of the reference path. Additionally, our two-
phase training framework exhibits more significant improve-
ment in the zero-shot domains, reinforcing the efficacy of
the online fine-tuning phase in mitigating the covariance
shift problem caused by BC and improving the model’s
generalizability.

The results also reveal that employing an MPC with either
an all-zero initial guess or an initial guess derived from
the MPC’s previous solution fails to complete laps on both
the training and zero-shot tracks. The vehicle consistently
deviates from the lane and struggles to navigate sharp turns.
This limitation arises because the MPC often requires more
iterations to optimize the control solution as the vehicle
approaches the curves of the track. Since the real-time MPC
only optimizes the solution for a maximum of 50 iterations
at each step, the returned solution lacks the optimization
necessary to guide the vehicle through sharp turns effectively.
This underscores the necessity of a well-informed initial
guess to minimize the number of optimization iterations
required.

As the real-time MPC with either an all-zero initial guess
or an initial guess derived from the MPC’s previous solution



Fig. 6: Experiment results on the simple IMS track.

Fig. 7: We run the MPC with two types of warm-start policy
(BC and ours) on the ”Catalunya” track, where we gather
data on the xte and track curvature surrounding the vehicle.
Subsequently, we depict these data points in the figure above.

fails to complete laps on both the training and challenging
zero-shot tracks, we conducted further testing on four warm
start policies on a simple zero-shot track, IMS, as depicted
in Figure 3c. The results are summarized in Figure 6.
Our method demonstrates a significant reduction in MPC
optimization time while maintaining high tracking accuracy,
showcasing its effectiveness in enhancing MPC performance.

As the vehicle route on the track, we further compute the
curvature of the track surrounding the vehicle. This analysis
allows us to illustrate the correlation between the curvature
and lateral error (xte), depicted in Figure 7. It shows that
our second phase fine tuning has an advantage on average
xte and this advantage has a modest increase when the
track is less curvy. This outcome underscores the efficacy
of our proposed algorithm in enhancing the precision of the
planned trajectory. Details regarding the method employed
to compute the curvature of the track around the vehicle are
provided in the Appendix VI-C

In summary, our empirical results support that:
• MPC with initial guesses trained by data-driven meth-

ods significantly outperforms those with all-zero or
previous solution-derived guesses, crucial for navigating
sharp turns.

• The warm-start policy trained with our two-phase learn-
ing framework reduces MPC optimization time and

xte on both training and zero-shot tracks, showing
the capability of our online fine-tuning algorithm in
addressing the suboptimality problem.

• The two-phase training shows superior performance in
zero-shot scenarios, indicating better generalizability.

V. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE WORKS

While our proposed two-phase learning framework shows
promising results in expediting optimization processes and
enhancing control performance for robot control tasks, there
are several limitations and avenues for future research that
merit consideration. One limitation of our current experi-
ments is that we have only focused on autonomous driving
where the action space is limited to two dimensions (i.e.,
steering and acceleration). Future work could expand into
more complex domains, such as robot arm manipulation
or quadcopter control, to explore the algorithm’s efficacy
in higher-dimensional spaces. Additionally, future research
could also involve utilizing our proposed algorithm to ex-
pedite other iterative control optimization techniques like
MPPI. Although our algorithm primarily interfaces with
MPC, it is versatile enough to serve as a warm start for
other iterative control optimization methods like Model Pre-
dictive Path Integral (MPPI) control [26]. MPPI typically
employs stochastic optimization, initializing with a guess
of the control sequence distribution, sampling sequences,
and iteratively refining the distribution to minimize control
cost. Our framework can be trained to predict the trajectory
Gaussian distribution mean, enhancing MPPI’s performance
by offering a superior initial distribution. This reduces the
iteration count needed for optimization, aligning with early
stopping criteria. While MPC suits systems with complex
dynamics and constraints, we choose it as our focus due to
its representativeness in trajectory optimization methods.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we introduce a novel approach to accelerate
MPC optimization by learning a warm-start policy. Our two-
phase learning framework combines offline behavior cloning
and online fine-tuning to provide improved initial guesses
for the MPC solver. Experimental results on both training
and zero-shot tracks demonstrate the effectiveness of our
approach in reducing optimization time and enhancing path
tracking accuracy. Our learning framework integrated with
MPC opens up new avenues for improving the efficiency and
applicability of trajectory optimization in various dynamic
systems.

APPENDIX

A. MPC Design Details

MPC is designed to control the acceleration and the
steering of the vehicle to track the reference trajectory. The
dynamics model of the vehicle, Mdynamics, is shown in
Equation (6). (xcar

t , ycart ) is the global position of the vehicle
at time step t. vt and yawt are the speed (m/s) and yaw
angle (rad) of the vehicle at time step t. at and θsteering

t are
acceleration (m/s2) and steering angle (rad) inputs to the



vehicle at time step t. L is the wheelbase of the vehicle.
Here we use Ford Mustang’s dimensions, L = 2.89m. And
dt = 0.02 is the length of each time step which represents
the duration between successive updates of control inputs
and system states.

xcar
t+1 = xcar

t + vt · cos(yawt) · dt (6a)
ycart+1 = ycart + vt · sin(yawt) · dt (6b)

yawt+1 = yawt +
vt
L
· tan(θsteering

t ) · dt (6c)

vt+1 = vt + at · dt (6d)

The MPC objective function is composed of five parts
as shown in Equation (7). The first two terms are xte and
Error in Heading (eth). xte is computed using Equation 4.
eth denotes the angular disparity between the intended path
direction and the current heading of a vehicle in path tracking
systems. And eth is computed using Equation (8). vref

t is
the desired speed of the vehicle. The last two terms in
Equation (7) regulate the rate of change of the steering
angle and acceleration to make planned trajectory smoother.
w0, w1, w2, w3, w4 are the coefficients balancing the impor-
tance of each term. The planning horizon of the MPC is 25
steps and the planning step dt is 0.02 seconds, which means
that the MPC looks 0.5 seconds ahead.

Jt =

t+H−1∑
i=t

(w0 · xte2i + w1 · eth2
i

+ w2 · (vi − vref
t )2

+ w3 · (steeri − steeri−1)
2

+ w4 · (throttlei − throttlei−1)
2)

(7)

eth = abs

(
yawcar

t − arctan

(
yi+1 − yi
xi+1 − xi

))
(8)

B. Hyper Parameters in MPC and Training

Hyperparameters Values
Weight in MPC cost function w0 2000
Weight in MPC cost function w1 100
Weight in MPC cost function w2 60
Weight in MPC cost function w3 2
Weight in MPC cost function w4 20
Weight in MPC cost function w5 300
Loss weight coefficient λ 0.9
Loss weight coefficient λ1 0.5
Loss weight coefficient λ2 0
Loss weight coefficient λ3 0.5
MPC planning horizon 25
Length of each time step 0.02 second
Reference speed 10m/s
Wheelbase 2.89 m
Expert MPC maximum optimization iteration 300
Real-time MPC maximum optimization iteration 300
Real time MPC early stop criteria xte < 0.1

C. Curvature Computation

Algorithm 3 Curvature Computation

1: Extract 10 consecutive nearest waypoints ahead of the
vehicle, P = {p1,p2, ...,p10}. pi = (xi, yi) represent
the i-th waypoint

2: for pi−1, pi, and pi+1 in P do
3: Compute the vector v1 = pi − pi−1

4: Compute the vector v2 = pi+1 − pi

5: Calculate the dot product v1 · v2

6: Calculate the magnitudes ∥v1∥ and ∥v2∥
7: Compute the cos of the angle between the vectors:

cos(θi) =

(
v1 · v2

∥v1∥∥v2∥

)
8: end for
9: Curvature =

∑9
i=2 (1− cos(θi))
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