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Abstract—Accurate estimation of vehicle fuel consumption typ-
ically requires detailed modeling of complex internal powertrain
dynamics, often resulting in computationally intensive simula-
tions. However, many transportation applications—such as traffic
flow modeling, optimization, and control—require simplified
models that are fast, interpretable, and easy to implement, while
still maintaining fidelity to physical energy behavior. This work
builds upon a recently developed model reduction pipeline that
derives physics-like energy models from high-fidelity Autonomie
vehicle simulations. These reduced models preserve essential
vehicle dynamics, enabling realistic fuel consumption estimation
with minimal computational overhead. While the reduced mod-
els have demonstrated strong agreement with their Autonomie
counterparts, previous validation efforts have been confined to
simulation environments. This study extends the validation by
comparing the reduced energy model’s outputs against real-world
vehicle data. Focusing on the MidSUV category, we tune the
baseline Autonomie model to closely replicate the characteristics
of a Toyota RAV4. We then assess the accuracy of the resulting
reduced model in estimating fuel consumption under actual
drive conditions. Our findings suggest that, when the reference
Autonomie model is properly calibrated, the simplified model
produced by the reduction pipeline can provide reliable, semi-
principled fuel rate estimates suitable for large-scale transporta-
tion applications.

I. INTRODUCTION

Numerous efforts have been made to demonstrate how
controlled vehicles can stabilize traffic flow when mixed with
human-driven cars. While many of these studies have relied
on simulations [4], [5], [2], [24], [6], a few have attempted to
validate this concept in real-world traffic scenarios [22], [23],
[14]. One of the most recent and significant efforts to showcase
the impact of controlled vehicles on the entire traffic flow is
the CIRCLES project [16], [25], [1].

A key objective of the Congestion Impact Reduction via
CAV-in-the-loop Lagrangian Energy Smoothing (CIRCLES)
project was to achieve a realistic quantification of energy
consumption across various vehicle types, with a general
goal of enhancing freeway traffic energy efficiency by at
least 10% [1], [25]. This ambitious initiative was conducted
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on the I20 freeway in Nashville, Tennessee, where a fleet
of one hundred semi-autonomous vehicles, equipped with
customized controllers and algorithms designed to mitigate
stop-and-go traffic patterns, was deployed alongside human-
driven vehicles [7], [14], [16], [15].

Research has shown that the default adaptive cruise control
in vehicles does not achieve string stability on its own [19],
[17], [11], [21], [31]. To address this limitation, the CIRCLES
project enhanced the default adaptive cruise control systems in
the test vehicles by incorporating downstream traffic estimates.
By leveraging various traffic mitigation strategies, including
reinforcement learning, the project successfully aimed to re-
duce the traffic waves within the fleet.

One noteworthy outcome of the project is the development
of mathematical models [12] that capture the physics-like
properties of diverse representative vehicles. These models are
expressed as simplified polynomial-fitted functions, taking into
account instantaneous speed, acceleration, and road grade to
predict fuel consumption in grams-per-second. The inherent
simplicity of these energy models facilitates time-domain
or moment-by-moment analysis, enabling a comprehensive
examination of the energy consumption behavior for each ve-
hicle type. Therefore, the evaluation of energy improvements
achieved in the CIRCLES project’s experiments heavily relies
on the precision and reliability of these energy models. In
addition to the CIRCLES project, these energy models can
be highly effective in accurately assessing the energy impact
of traffic mitigation strategies, such as those outlined in [29],
[28], [3], [18], where direct access to the vehicle’s trajectory
is attained. This access can be achieved either through direct
retrieval of CAN messages or by incorporating additional data
processing layers, such as image processing, as demonstrated
in [9], [3], [30].

These energy models developed for the CIRCLES project
underwent a meticulous derivation process employing detailed
vehicle dynamics. These models were rigorously validated
through Autonomie [13], a simulation tool crafted by Argonne
National Laboratory, featuring comprehensive libraries delin-
eating the intricate architectures of various vehicle types. To
adapt these models for modeling, modifications were made
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Fig. 1. This image depicts a vehicle undergoing testing on a chassis
dynamometer, with a human driver at the helm, executing the intended driving
pattern [20].

to the Autonomie template Simulink-based models, enabling
their execution in a Virtual Chassis Dynamometer (VCD)
– a Matlab-created script emulating the testing process of
an actual vehicle on a chassis dynamometer. This approach
facilitated the identification of parametric properties specific
to the chosen vehicle, which were then utilized to formulate
mathematical models estimating fuel rate based on limited
information: speed, acceleration, and road grade.

Nevertheless, in pursuit of enhanced validation and refine-
ment, and to avoid restricting accuracy solely to Autonomie,
an additional experiment was conducted. This experiment
aimed to assess the precision of the energy models using
real vehicle data. A tangible chassis dynamometer experiment
was performed, employing a Toyota RAV4. An illustrative
representation of a vehicle on a chassis dynamometer is
presented in Figure 1. This serves as a visual aid to explicate
the experimental setup. Furthermore, for a more pertinent
comparison, a specialized Autonomie model tailored to the
Toyota RAV4 was derived from the Autonomie Midsize SUV
template, the closest Autonomie model to the characteristic of
Toyota RAV4. Consequently, the same mathematical models
(semi-principled and simplifed models) were derived from
this Toyota RAV4 Autonomie model, applying the modeling
pipeline as described in [12].

The primary goal of the chassis dynamometer experiment
was to validate the accuracy of the derived semi-principled
and simplified energy models in comparison to actual vehicle
data. This experiment also facilitated the fine-tuning process
of the Autonomie model, consequently refining the semi-
principled and simplified models, utilizing real-world vehicle
performance.

Fig. 2. This diagram provides an overview of the energy modeling pipeline,
beginning with Autonomie and culminating in the development of a simplified
polynomial-fitted model.

II. PROBLEM STATEMENT

This study addresses the central problem of evaluating the
fidelity of output produced by semi-principled and simplified
energy models [12] in comparison to genuine vehicle data. A
prior investigation successfully validated these energy models
using Autonomie as a benchmark. In this paper, our primary
goal is to scrutinize the performance of the energy models by
contrasting their results with those derived from an operational
vehicle subjected to identical input drive cycle conditions.
Through this comparative analysis, the intention is to identify
potential areas for improvement and refinement, ultimately
aiming to enhance the precision of the models.

To achieve these objectives, it is essential to establish an
experimental framework for collecting data from an actual
vehicle. This setup must possess the adaptability to be utilized
for both Autonomie and the energy models (both the semi-
principled and simplified models), ensuring a consistent and
standardized execution of the experiment across these plat-
forms.

III. THE ENERGY MODELS: AUTONOMIE,
SEMI-PRINCIPLED AND SIMPLIFIED MODELS

This section describes the evolution of the energy mod-
els starting from utilizing a principled high-fidelity energy
modeling tool, exemplified here by Autonomie. The baseline
software serves as the foundation for generating data through
the use of a virtual chassis dynamometer. Incorporating several
vehicle parameters directly extracted from Autonomie – such
as mass, road load, and gear schedule – fitted mappings
between fuel rate and engine speed and torque are established.
These mappings are then integrated into more straightforward
and direct physical models, resulting in stateless physical mod-
els called the Semi-principled models. Further simplification
is applied to derive explicit formulas, eliminating the need
for data tables, and producing the Simplified Models. This
simplification not only ensures rapid evaluation but also facil-
itates direct and convenient energy optimization. The resultant
models harness the flexibility and accuracy of Autonomie, but
with conceptual and structural simplicity, significantly reduc-
ing computational demands. This energy modeling pipeline
is described in Figure 2. A more detailed discussion of this
pipeline is discussed in [12].

A. Autonomie Model

The foundational source of the semi-principled and sim-
plified models undergoing validation and refinement in this
study is Autonomie. Autonomie possesses the capability to
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generate a fuel consumption report for a specific vehicle type
under a given input driving pattern. The output takes the form
of an instantaneous fuel rate at a specific timestamp. With
confidence in the reliability of Autonomie, a semi-principled
model was derived, grounded in the empirical concept that
the instantaneous engine speed (N ) and engine torque (T ) can
be correlated with fuel rate, while transmission output speed
(Noutput) and wheel force (Fwheel) can be linked to engine speed
and torque. Both transmission output speed and wheel force
are expressed as functions of speed, acceleration, and road
grade.

To derive the essential maps, various components in the
vehicle’s template Autonomie Simulink models underwent
customization, as illustrated in Figure 3. Several sections
undergo modification to facilitate virtual chassis dynamometer
operation. Firstly, in the Driver model, the influence of the
driver in applying brake and acceleration is eliminated by
setting the brake pedal to zero and enforcing the accelerator
pedal and target vehicle speed to follow the specified test
pattern on the virtual chassis dynamometer. In the Environment
model, a closed-loop feedback controller is introduced to
adjust the effective dynamometer force, ensuring that changes
in road grade counteract wheel force variations induced by
prescribed accelerator pedal changes. The initialization file
incorporates virtual chassis dynamometer variables and rel-
evant parameters extracted from Autonomie, along with the
establishment of dyno test conditions. The Wheel plant section
is modified to cancel additional load produced by road grade,
achieved by bypassing the block in the simulink model that
takes the road grade as an input. The Gearbox controller is
adjusted to ”steady gear” and ”no gear shifting” conditions,
maintaining normal engine mode determination, with target
gear and torque converter bypass clutch schedules set in the
environment model initialization file. Lastly, the Clutch/Torque
converter section restricts ”Idle” and ”Transient” modes in the
torque converter, ensuring operation only in either transient
acceleration or quasi-static modes. In a broader context, the
primary objective of customizing the Simulink models is to
capture maps intended for the semi-principled modeling pro-
cess while ensuring that the captured behavior solely reflects
the vehicle’s energy consumption behavior.

B. Semi-Principled Models
Following the customization of the Autonomie models,

empirical constants and maps were extracted through virtual
chassis dynamometer simulations. This process mirrors the
concept of testing an actual vehicle on a physical chassis
dynamometer. The Autonomie model is subjected to standard
EPA drive cycles during simulation. The earlier discussed cus-
tomizations outlined in III-A enable the recording of measure-
ments from specific components of the vehicle, contributing
to the extraction of maps and constants. In addition to these
empirical values, principled constants and maps were also
derived from the base results before any modifications were
made to the template Simulink models.

The Autonomie model provides several principled parame-
ters, including mvehicle (vehicle mass in kg), mk

general (general-
ized vehicle mass per gear, accounting for drive-line inertia),

Fig. 3. This figure represents the vehicle architecture in Autonomie, high-
lighting the specific components that require modification and detailing the
necessary adaptations to extract the default vehicle parameters and maps
essential for deriving the semi-principled model.

rtire (tire radius in meters), and road load parameters (Ra,
Rr, and Rg representing air resistance, rolling resistance, and
frictional load, respectively). Additionally, the model supplies
dr (final drive ratio), gr (gear ratios), Nmax (maximum engine
speed in rad/s), and Nmin (engine idle speed or minimum en-
gine speed in rad/s). Furthermore, principled maps are directly
extracted from Autonomie results data file and stored as arrays
for use in the semi-principled model. These maps include
Kupshift(α, v) (automatic gear upshift map), Vupshift(α, k) and
Vdownshift(α, k) (manual upshift and downshift maps), Tmax(N)
(maximum engine torque map), Twmax(v) (maximum wheel
torque map), and Twmax(v, k) (maximum wheel torque by gear
map). In the semi-principled model, Twmax(v, k) is employed
to calculate the maximum wheel torque and force, while
Twmax(v) is used to determine the pedal angle consistently with
Autonomie and to estimate Autonomie’s gear choice result
when using the upshift map Kupshift(α, v).

Automated procedures are established to extract empirical
constants from the Autonomie model. Initially, the Autonomie
model undergoes simulation across representative drive cy-
cles [26] for the specific vehicle under consideration. Key
parameters such as the minimum engine torque Tmin (Nm)
and idling fuel rate fidle (g/s) are determined based on spe-
cific conditions, including maintaining a vehicle speed below
0.1m/s and torque change rate below 0.01Nm/s within the
interval of [−1s,+1s]. The instantiation of fuel-cut involves
precise criteria related to speed and wheel force thresholds,
independently determined as the 1st percentile for speed (vc)
and 95th percentile for wheel force (Fwc) under specific fuel
rate and speed conditions. Downshifting vehicle speeds for
the downshifting map Kdownshift(v) are extracted as median
speeds during downshifting events, providing cutoff points
for a piece-wise constant mapping. Additionally, the open
torque converter correction for first gear Tcorrection(a) (Nm)
is determined by averaging acceleration and torque underesti-
mation errors over distinct regions of acceleration. The semi-
principled model utilizes fitting routines for Autonomie’s VCD
data into maps, employing least square fittings of polynomial
functions for parameters such as engine speed and engine
torque to fuel rate, transmission output speed and wheel
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force to engine speed for each gear, and transmission output
speed and wheel force to engine torque for each gear. These
fitting routines are chosen to be of low degree to avoid
unnecessary complexity and over-fitting, ensuring consistency
across various vehicle classes.

C. Simplified Models

After constructing the semi-principled models, we proceed
with a further fitting step to develop a simplified fuel con-
sumption model for each vehicle class. In this approach,
we prioritize model simplicity and interpretability, restricting
the simplified model inputs to vehicle speed, acceleration,
and road grade. The objective is to create a physics-like
and polynomial-spirited model, aiming to avoid optimization
problems exploiting overfitting artifacts. The choice of a
polynomial function is inspired by physical laws governing the
power demand needed to overcome friction forces [8], [10].
Consequently, we fit the semi-principled model of each vehicle
class to a function fs(v, a, θ) of the form

fs(v, a, θ) = max {ℓ(v, a, θ), fp(v, a, θ)} ,

where

ℓ(v, a, θ) =

®
β if v ≤ vc ,

0 if v > vc and a < ac(v, θ) ,
and

fp(v, a, θ) = C(v) + P (v)a+Q(v)(a+)
2 + Z(v)θ .

The function fp(v, a, θ) represents fuel rate, and is a poly-
nomial in speed v, acceleration a, and road grade θ, while
ℓ(v, a, θ) is effectively a lower bound on the amount of
fuel consumed by the vehicle. The speed at which a fuel-
cut happens is described as the vc, and the corresponding
acceleration values at which fuel-cut is activated is determined
by another polynomial function ac(v, θ). C(v), P (v) and Q(v)
are all polynomial functions of speed which aims to ensure that
fp(v, a, 0) > 0 is increasing in a by constraining the minimum
fp(v, amin(v), 0) to be above zero.

For simplicity, we assume that for a fixed speed, the
rate at which fuel consumption increases with road grade is
independent of vehicle acceleration. The fitting is conducted in
an L2 sense, and the implementation involves approximations
via quadrature on regular grids. This fitting procedure encom-
passes the determination of key parameters such as fuel-cut
speed (vc), lower bound parameter (β), and coefficients for
the polynomial terms in the fuel consumption function. The
units associated with the fitted parameters in this convex model
across a portfolio of six vehicle classes can be found in [12].

IV. CHASSIS DYNAMOMETER EXPERIMENT

A. Experiment Setup

In this experimental phase, our primary objective is to
faithfully replicate the driving patterns utilized in the devel-
opment of the semi-principled model through Autonomie and
the virtual chassis dynamometer. The drive cycles employed
on the virtual chassis dynamometer, identical to those utilized
in the chassis dynamometer experiment, are detailed below
and illustrated in Figure 4:

• Highway Fuel Economy Test (HWFET) is the highway
fuel economy driving schedule for highway driving con-
ditions under 60 mph.

• US06 also called the ”Supplemental FTP” is a high
acceleration aggressive driving schedule.

• Worldwide Harmonized Light Vehicles Test Cycle
(WLTC) consists of four sequences exploring different
levels of speed and acceleration patterns.

The listed [26] driving patterns were deliberately selected to
analyze both the transient and cruising behaviors of the vehi-
cle. Each cycle was meticulously executed twice on the chassis
dynamometer under hot engine conditions for comprehensive
evaluation.

Fig. 4. This plot presents the speed profiles of the Standard Drive Cycles used
in Light-Duty Vehicle modeling on the Virtual Chassis Dynamometer, which
closely mirror those employed in the Real-Vehicle Chassis Dynamometer
Experiment.

B. Chassis Dynamometer Output Data

The measurements utilized in our analysis, derived from the
Chassis Dynamometer Experiments, include the following:

• Speed (kilometer-per-hour)
• Engine Speed (revolution-per-minute)
• Engine Torque (Newton-meter)
• Pedal Angle (%)
• Fuel Rate (grams-per-second)
• Engine Water Temperature (degree Celcius)
• Gear Selection
• Timestamp (second)
One initial observation highlights that, despite the dili-

gent efforts of the human operator managing the chassis
dynamometer, there are noticeable discrepancies between the
two cycles within each set of drive cycles. The primary aim
was to conduct a consistency check on the fuel estimates
for both cycles, but this proves challenging due to the in-
herent inconsistencies between them. Consequently, we opted
to utilize data from only one of the two cycles. Another
compelling reason for this choice is the extended duration
during which the engine is not yet in ”hot mode” for a
significant portion of the first cycle, introducing a potential
impact on fuel consumption. This phenomenon is evident in
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Figure 5, illustrating the gradual heating of the engine water
temperature within the initial 200 seconds. Such behavior was
consistently observed across all other drive cycles during the
initiation of the driving pattern. Autonomie assumes the engine
is in ”hot mode,” necessitating the vehicle to also be in such
a mode for consistency.

A thorough comparison of the speed profiles used in the
chassis dynamometer drive cycles and their counterparts in
the virtual chassis dynamometer reveals a notable disparity. In
response to this inconsistency, we opted to utilize the recorded
speed profile from the chassis dynamometer for evaluating fuel
consumption in Autonomie, as well as in the Semi-principled
and Simplified models. It is essential to underscore, however,
that the speed measurement from the real chassis dynamometer
experiment exhibits low resolution, set at 1 kilometer-per-
hour (kph), and lacks acceleration data—a crucial parameter
for energy models (both the semi-principled and simplified
models), given their reliance on acceleration as a key input.

Fig. 5. This plot shows the trend of engine water temperature over time as
the driver on the chassis dynamometer attempts to execute the target driving
pattern. During the first cycle of this example driving pattern, the engine water
temperature is still warming up, approaching the ”hot mode” condition.

C. Post-processing of Chassis Dynamometer Output Data

In the post-processing of dynamometer raw data, the pri-
mary goal is to produce a speed measurement of elevated
resolution and formulate an acceleration profile. These outputs
serve as inputs for Autonomie, alongside semi-principled and
simplified models. This meticulous approach ensures a unifor-
mity of inputs across all three platforms, fostering consistency
and reliability in subsequent analyses.

To obtain a higher resolution of speed profile, we utilized
the transmission output speed measurements which show high
correlation with the vehicle speed. When plotted with respect
to time, the speed (kph) and transmission output speed (rpm)
shows identical shapes as shown in Figure 6.

Using linear regression to derived a model that maps the
transmission output speed to the vehicle speed, we obtained
the following equation:

vderived = 0.0398×Noutput

Fig. 6. The two plots compare the trends in vehicle speed (in kph) and
transmission output speed (in rpm). This analysis aims to identify potential
sources for deriving a higher-resolution speed profile by examining the
relationship between these two parameters

The regression model is bounded to a minimum speed of
0 kph. Shown in Figure 7 is the comparison between the
raw speed data and the linear model zoomed within the 250
sec to 350 sec time window of the WLTC drive cycle. As

Fig. 7. This plot presents a visual examination, comparing the original speed,
the speed derived from the transmission output speed using linear regression,
and the smoothed version of the derived speed.

illustrated in Figure 7, it is evident that the linear model
exhibits superior resolution, albeit with notable noise attributed
to the inherent variability in transmission output speed. This
noise presents a challenge, particularly since the acceleration
profile is directly derived from the speed profile. To address
this issue, a mitigation strategy was implemented by applying
a smoothing technique to the speed profile. An iterative simple
averaging method is used in smoothing the speed profile, and
is shown in the equation below.

vs =
µ

2
[vs(i− 1)] + (1− µ)[vs(i)] +

µ

2
[vs(i+ 1)]
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The index i represents the position of a data point in the
sequence of velocity measurements vs(i). For example, i = 1
corresponds to the first data point, and i = n, corresponds to
the last data point in the sequence. The smoothing operation
is applied to the data points from i = 2 to i = n−1, ensuring
that the smoothed velocity vs at each of these positions is
computed based on a weighted average of the current data
point and its immediate neighbors. For the boundary data
points, the smoothing operation is not applied. Instead, these
points remain unchanged: vs(i) = vderived(i) for i = 1, n.
This equation is initialized with vs = vderived and µ = 0.5.
The vs is updated N times in iteration using the same
equation where N is the number of smoothing steps. From this
smoothed speed, the acceleration profile is derived. To filter
out outliers in the acceleration measurements, we excluded the
upper and lower 5% of their percentile rank.

The determination of the optimal number of smoothing steps
is guided by the tracking of improvements in the acceleration
bounds. The concluding selection of the number of smooth-
ing steps is made when the enhancements in acceleration
converge to a specific value and/or when the acceleration
bounds are already within an acceptable range, whereas the
acceptable range is set to [−4m/s2, 4m/s2]. In this context,
the chosen number of smoothing steps is not the same for
every drive cycles. Some drive cycles are more aggressive
than the other making the measurement more prone to noise.
The acceleration values are derived as the temporal derivative
of the speed profile, expressed as a = dv/dt. Figure 8
visually portrays the pronounced enhancement in acceleration
following the application of smoothing to the derived speed
obtained from the transmission output speed. Notably, prior
to the smoothing process, the acceleration values exhibited
unrealistic magnitudes, surpassing an absolute value of 100
m/s2.

Fig. 8. The acceleration value shown are those obtained from the derived
speed from the transmission output speed (blue) which is noisy in nature
and those derived from the smoothed speed (red). This acceleration profile
corresponds to the two cycles of WLTC driving pattern

V. TOYOTA RAV4 AUTONOMIE MODEL VALIDATION AND
CALIBRATION

The energy models presented in the energy modeling
pipeline in [12], were designed to align with representative
vehicles. These representative vehicles were meticulously se-
lected through a clustering process, ensuring that each repre-
sentative accurately encapsulates a distinct group of vehicles.
This deliberate clustering approach serves to streamline the
modeling process by narrowing down the number of vehicles
to be modeled.

All vehicles included in the clustering process were the
averaged versions of their respective categories, as modeled in
Autonomie. One of the cluster representative is the Midsize
SUV. It is worth noting that, despite the categorization of the
Toyota RAV4 as a Midsize SUV, certain parameters may not
precisely match, including but not limited to tire radius, gear-
to-axle ratio, road load coefficients, among others. To facilitate
a more accurate comparison between the performance of the
energy models and the chassis dynamometer output data, spe-
cific parameters in the Autonomie model for the Midsize SUV
were adjusted to align with the actual characteristics of the
Toyota RAV4. Beyond these evident physical characteristics,
the execution of the energy modeling adhered to the principles
outlined in [12].

In this section, we seek to show the key parameters in
the Autonomie model for Toyota RAV4 that were calibrated,
starting from the MidSUV template model. Then, we validated
the resulting Autonomie model with the actual dynamometer
data.

A. Validation Metrics

For the purpose of performance comparison, we focused on
the following parameters:
Fuel Rate: The fuel rates were obtained by running the
Autonomie (as well as the semi-principled, and simplified
models) using the smoothed speed data from the dynamometer
output and the corresponding derived acceleration.
Cumulative Fuel: Cumulative fuel represents the total fuel
consumption at any given point in time, with the final value
reflecting the total fuel consumed over the entire drive cyle.
Internal Vehicle Dynamics: This category includes parame-
ters such as Engine Speed (revolutions per minute), Engine
Torque (Newton-meters), Pedal Angle (percentage), and Gear
Schedule.

B. Autonomie Model Calibration using Dynamometer Data

As a starting point, we selected a template Autonomie
model that closely aligns with the characteristics of a Toyota
RAV4, specifically in the Midsize SUV category. Subse-
quently, we fine-tuned the template model to mirror the spec-
ifications of the Toyota RAV4, referencing publicly available
records. Fortunately, Toyota RAV4 is one the vehicles that was
benchmarked by Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in
assessing the effectiveness of advanced low emission and low
fuel consumption technologies for a broad range of key light-
duty vehicles [27], making its engine performance publicly
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available. Despite limited resources detailing the specific pa-
rameters requiring adjustment, we made initial modifications
based on the information at hand. The complete procedure on
how to modify the Autonomie template model is highlighted
in [12]. The comparison between the the dynamometer data
and the Autonomie model output for the same driving patterns
after these initial adjustments is illustrated in Figure 9.

In this comparison, a noticeable observation is that Au-
tonomie consistently upshifts earlier than the dynamometer,
as shown in the gear schedule plots for all drive cycles
in Figure 9. Another key observation is that the baseline
Autonomie model overestimates engine speed during cruising,
although it performs comparatively better for transient driving
patterns, with the caveat that it fails to reach zero engine
speed. The engine torque values for both cruising and transient
driving patterns closely align with the dynamometer data,
except that the model falls short of reaching peak torque
levels. Notably, the Autonomie model consistently registers
a lower pedal angle compared to the actions executed by
the dynamometer throughout most of the time. This could
introduce a minor discrepancy in fuel rate estimation. While
seemingly insignificant in individual instances, the cumulative
effect could be substantial. To address this issue, we made
further adjustments to the gear scheduling method of the
Autonomie model, resulting in significant improvements in
gear selection and engine torque for both transient and cruising
driving patterns, as shown in Figure 10. Although the engine
speed has not changed significantly numerically, the plots
clearly demonstrate a higher precision in the majority of data
points. It is also important to emphasize that modifications
made in the baseline Autonomie models did not make that
much impact on the US06 cycle, as the numerical result
suggest no significant difference for the baseline and the
improved Autonomie models.

Figure 11 present comparisons of fuel rate and cumulative
fuel for the dynamometer data versus the two Autonomie
models for the Toyota RAV4—both the initial model and the
enhanced version. From the presented figures, it is evident
that both versions of the autonomie model faithfully execute
the speed derived from the dynamometer data, resulting in
comparable fuel consumptions for identical input driving pat-
terns. Notably, the Autonomie model tends to overestimate
the fuel rate for highway driving patterns (HWFET) and
underestimate it for more aggressive driving patterns, such
as the US06 and WLTC. The improved Autonomie model
demonstrates enhanced performance for HWFET but exhibits
a worse underestimation for aggressive driving patterns than
the baseline Autonomie model.

To thoroughly evaluate the estimation accuracy of the Au-
tonomie model, we calculated the mean absolute error (MAE)
across various aspects, including internal dynamics, moment-
by-moment fuel rate, and cumulative fuel consumption. This
metric offers valuable insights into the quality of the model’s
estimates, allowing for a nuanced analysis of its performance
across different speed profiles. By utilizing the MAE, we
can identify areas where the model excels and where it falls
short, providing a detailed understanding of its strengths and
weaknesses. Additionally, we examined instances where there

was a mismatch in gear scheduling between the dynamome-
ter and the Autonomie model, calculating the percentage of
occurrences for these discrepancies.

As shown in Tables I and II, the baseline model exhibits
slightly better accuracy in engine speed and pedal angle, while
the updated model demonstrates significant improvements in
engine torque across all three drive cycles. However, gear
scheduling has markedly improved in the updated model
for the HWFET and WLTC cycles, with almost no change
observed for the US06 cycle. Although the goal of enhancing
gear scheduling was achieved, it did not automatically trans-
late into better pedal angle performance, which shows only
minimal changes across all three drive cycles.

Table III summarizes the differences in cumulative fuel
consumption and the MAE for moment-by-moment fuel rate
measurements between both Autonomie models and the refer-
ence dynamometer data. Notably, the improved model exhibits
a smaller MAE in moment-by-moment fuel rate estimation for
transient driving patterns compared to the baseline Autonomie
model, although it has a larger cumulative fuel error, partic-
ularly for the WLTC cycle. In contrast, the cruising driving
pattern shows significant improvements in both cumulative
and moment-by-moment fuel estimates for the improved Au-
tonomie model.

TABLE I
ERROR IN INTERNAL DYNAMICS OBSERVED DURING BOTH CRUISING AND

TRANSIENT DRIVING PATTERNS OF THE Baseline AUTONOMIE MODEL
VERSUS THE DYNAMOMETER DATA.

HWFET WLTC US06
MAE in Engine Speed (rpm) 1320 1177 1802
MAE in Engine Torque (Nm) 26.0554 19.9363 26.9569
MAE in pedal angle (%) 6.2583 4.2941 6.1735
MAE in gear selection 1.0534 0.7409 0.7103
mismatch in gear selection (%) 15.30 9.48 10.60

TABLE II
ERROR IN INTERNAL DYNAMICS OBSERVED DURING BOTH CRUISING AND

TRANSIENT DRIVING PATTERNS OF THE Improved AUTONOMIE MODEL
VERSUS THE DYNAMOMETER DATA.

HWFET WLTC US06
MAE in Engine Speed (rpm) 1274 1154 1772
MAE in Engine Torque (Nm) 11.5112 13.8256 24.8892
MAE in pedal angle (%) 6.9673 4.7344 6.9621
MAE in gear selection 0.1345 0.2582 0.7378
mismatch in gear selection (%) 0.39 1.63 10.82

While substantial efforts have been dedicated to enhancing
the internal dynamics performance of the improved Autonomie
model, it is crucial to underscore that the fuel rate estimation
does not exhibit a notable improvement. The pursuit of fur-
ther refinements remains viable, acknowledging that certain
adjustments may not be immediately evident. It is imperative
to emphasize that, at this juncture, the improved model is
considered the final autonomie model for the Toyota RAV4.
From this finalized model, we derive semi-principled and
simplified energy models.
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Fig. 9. This comparison illustrates the internal dynamics (left column) and fuel estimation (right column) performance of the baseline Autonomie model for
the Toyota RAV4, which was derived from the MidSUV template model in Autonomie, against the measurements from an actual Toyota RAV4 on a chassis
dynamometer. The plots presented cover both cruising (HWFET) and transient (WLTC and US06) driving patterns.
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Fig. 10. These plots compare the internal dynamics performance between the baseline (left column) and improved (right column) Autonomie models for
the Toyota RAV4 against measurements obtained from an actual Toyota RAV4 on a chassis dynamometer during four drive cycles. Notably, gear scheduling
and engine speed have shown significant improvements across all three drive cycles. The engine torque in the improved model is substantially better for the
HWFET cycle, although it does not perform as well in the other two cycles. After calibration, the pedal angle is reduced across all drive cycles, except in
some sections in the WLTC cycle, where significant spikes are observed.
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Fig. 11. These plots compare the fuel rate and cumulative fuel consumption between the baseline (left column) and improved (right column) versions of the
Autonomie model against dynamometer data for both cruising (HWFET) and transient (US06 and WLTC) driving patterns. While the fuel estimates, both
cumulative and rate, show significant improvement in the HWFET cycle, they have unexpectedly worsened in both transient driving patterns.
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TABLE III
ERROR IN FUEL RATE AND TOTAL FUEL CONSUMPTION OBSERVED
DURING BOTH CRUISING AND TRANSIENT DRIVING PATTERNS OF

BASELINE AND IMPROVED AUTONOMIE MODEL VERSUS DYNAMMETER
DATA.

HWFET WLTC US06
Baseline Autonomie 0.1482 0.1339 0.3329
MAE in fuel rate (gps)
Baseline Autonomie 4.64 0.94 13.15
cumulative fuel error (%)
Improved Autonomie 0.0773 0.1024 0.2999
MAE in fuel rate (gps)
Improved Autonomie 2.90 7.63 12.50
cumulative fuel error (%)

VI. SEMI-PRINCIPLED AND SIMPLIFIED MODELS
VALIDATION WITH DYNAMOMETER DATA

After finalizing the Autonomie model for the Toyota RAV4,
we proceeded to derive the semi-principled and simplified
models utilizing the methodology outlined in [12] and briefly
discussed in Section III of this paper. Employing a con-
sistent pipeline, akin to the Autonomie and dynamometer
comparison illustrated in Section V, we evaluated the fuel rate
estimates of both the semi-principled and simplified models.
This evaluation utilized the same speed and acceleration profile
extracted from the dynamometer data, which was also used for
evaluating fuel rate in the Autonomie model.

Figures 12 and 13 present comparisons of fuel rate and cu-
mulative fuel consumption between the semi-principled model
and the dynamometer data for both cruising and transient
driving patterns, respectively. The performance of the derived
Autonomie model, when benchmarked against the dynamome-
ter data, shows that the HWFET cycle exhibits a lower error
compared to the WLTC and US06 cycles. Table IV provides
a numerical comparison between the internal dynamics and
fuel consumption predicted by the semi-principled model and
the actual measurements from the dynamometer. While the
semi-principled model is slightly less accurate than the root
Autonomie model, the difference is minimal. Importantly, the
Autonomie and semi-principled models exhibit a consistent
relationship: the better the Autonomie model performs for a
specific driving pattern, the more accurate the corresponding
semi-principled model is likely to be for that same driving
pattern.

TABLE IV
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON BETWEEN TOYOTA RAV4’S

DYNAMOMETER MEASUREMENTS AND SEMI-PRINCIPLED MODEL

HWFET WLTC US06
MAE in fuel rate (gps) 0.0812 0.1233 0.2932
Cumulative fuel error (%) 5.13 12.3 18.39
MAE in Engine Speed (rpm) 1300 1175 1179
MAE in Engine Torque (Nm) 14.7456 13.1256 22.4815
MAE in gear scheduling 0.4352 0.3736 0.7105
Mismatch in Gear Selection (%) 3.55 2.49 3.91

In both cruising and transient driving patterns, the semi-
principled and simplified models consistently underestimate

the moment-by-moment fuel rate, resulting in lower cumula-
tive fuel consumption, as shown in Figures 12 and 13. A key
observation from the semi-principled model’s performance is
the occurrence of spikes in engine speed during deceleration
in the HWFET drive cycle, although the overall trend in
engine speed remains relatively similar to the dynamometer
data. These spikes were not observed in the WLTC cycle.
Additionally, both cruising and transient drives exhibit peculiar
artifacts, where the peak and minimum values for engine speed
and torque are never fully reached by the semi-principled
model. Regarding gear scheduling, there are instances of quick
downshifts at certain data points, typically by only one gear.
However, overall, the gear schedule of the semi-principled
model aligns with the dynamometer data for the majority of
the time.

Then, the simplified model was derived from the semi-
principled model. To evaluate its fuel rate and cumulative fuel
consumption, the same derived speed and acceleration from
the dynamometer data were used. Table V summarizes the
fuel estimation performance of the simplified models across all
three drive cycles. As shown, the simplified model outperforms
the semi-principled model, addressing the underestimation
issue highlighted in [12]. However, it is important to note
that despite the overall better performance of the simplified
model, its fuel estimate for the US06 cycle does not show
significant improvement compared to the improved Autonomie
model and the semi-principled model. This indicates that the
energy modeling pipeline struggles to adapt effectively to fast-
changing acceleration patterns, such as those encountered in
the US06 drive cycle.

TABLE V
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON BETWEEN TOYOTA RAV4’S

DYNAMOMETER MEASUREMENTS AND SIMPLIFIED MODEL

HWFET WLTC US06
MAE in fuel rate (gps) 0.0904 0.1194 0.2699
Cumulative fuel error (%) 0.57 2.5 14.07

Further optimization of the estimation performance of the
Autonomie model for the Toyota RAV4 could be achieved
with additional references. However, it’s important to note that
limited resources are currently constraining this optimization
effort.

VII. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, our study focused on the Chassis Dynamome-
ter Experiment to replicate driving patterns using Autonomie
and a Virtual Chassis Dynamometer. We conducted extensive
experiments with varied drive cycles, aiming to analyze both
transient and cruising vehicle behaviors. This also required us
to do post-processing of dynamometer data which involved
improving the speed profile’s resolution and formulating an
acceleration profile, crucial for energy models, to pave way for
uniform inputs for the Autonomie models, the Semi-principled
and the Simplified model. Certainly, ensuring alignment be-
tween the Chassis Dynamometer trajectory and the inputs for
both the Autonomie and derived mathematical models is a
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Fig. 12. These plots compare the semi-principled model with dynamometer data for the cruising driving pattern (HWFET). While the engine speed in the
semi-principled model generally follows the same trend as the dynamometer data, there are random spikes during sections where the vehicle is decelerating.
Additionally, the gear scheduling in the semi-principled model shows quick downshifts at moments when the car is decelerating.

commendable achievement and the best feasible solution given
the circumstances. The meticulous efforts in post-processing to
enhance speed profile resolution contribute to this alignment.
However, it is acknowledged that the noisy nature of the
derived enhanced-resolution dynamometer speed introduces
a level of uncertainty. Any slight discrepancy in speed may
propagate into the derived acceleration profile, potentially
influencing fuel rate estimations, albeit not necessarily signifi-
cantly. The study’s transparency about this limitation is crucial
for a nuanced interpretation of the results, highlighting the
importance of minimizing uncertainties in the speed profile
for more precise model inputs.

The calibration of the Autonomie model for Toyota RAV4
was a meticulous process. We began with a Midsize SUV
template model, fine-tuning it to match RAV4 specifications.
The comparison revealed that the initial Autonomie model
exhibited some discrepancies, leading to further modifica-
tions and an improved model using the dynamometer output
measurements. The enhanced Autonomie model demonstrated
superior performance over the baseline, particularly in terms
of gear scheduling and precision in engine speed when com-
pared to the Dynamometer output measurements. But despite
achieving improved internal dynamics performance, the fuel
rate estimation did not show significant improvement. In fact,

it even shows worse estimate for WLTC and almost no effect
for US06.

The improved model, which is considered the final version,
was used to derive the semi-principled and simplified models.
Comparisons with dynamometer data revealed precise fuel
estimations, although there was a slight tendency to overes-
timate. The moment-by-moment fuel rate difference between
the Autonomie model and the Semi-principled and Simplified
models remained within 0.07 grams per second, indicating a
strong level of consistency. This suggests that the precision of
the energy models is closely linked to the accuracy of the root
Autonomie model from which they were derived. As long as
the initial Autonomie model accurately replicates real vehicle
data, the derived energy models can achieve a similar level of
precision.

Further refinements and optimizations may be possible,
acknowledging potential adjustments not immediately evident.
The study’s current status considers the improved Autonomie
model final for the Toyota RAV4, from which semi-principled
and simplified energy models are derived. Future work may
involve additional references and optimization efforts for a
better Autonomie model. Indeed, the validation results clearly
show that both the semi-principled and simplified models
provide realistic estimates of fuel rate consumption on flat
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Fig. 13. These plots compare the semi-principled model with dynamometer data for the WLTC, a transient driving pattern. While the gear scheduling aligns
well with the dynamometer data for the majority of data points, the engine speed and engine torque fail to reach their peak values, leading to underestimation
for most of the time. Additionally, the engine speed does not drop to zero when the car is idle, which results in a non-zero fuel rate during these idle moments.
This discrepancy has significantly impacted the total fuel consumption.

Fig. 14. These plots compare the semi-principled model and simplified models with dynamometer data for both cruising (HWFET) and transient (WLTC)
driving patterns. The semi-principled model is known for its tendency to underestimate fuel rate consumption. This issue is addressed in the simplified models,
as highlighted in [12]. The plots demonstrate that the simplified models provide fuel rate estimates that more closely align with the actual vehicle data for
both drive cycles.
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roads. Despite some overestimation, the models consistently
capture the behavior of the actual vehicle, emphasizing their
reliability in predicting fuel consumption patterns.
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