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Abstract— Driving vehicles in complex scenarios under harsh
conditions is the biggest challenge for autonomous vehicles
(AVs). To address this issue, we propose hierarchical motion
planning and robust control strategy using the front active
steering system in complex scenarios with various slippery
road adhesion coefficients while considering vehicle uncertain
parameters. Behaviors of human vehicles (HVs) are considered
and modeled in the form of a car-following model via the
Intelligent Driver Model (IDM). Then, in the upper layer,
the motion planner first generates an optimal trajectory by
using the artificial potential field (APF) algorithm to formulate
any surrounding objects, e.g., road marks, boundaries, and
static/dynamic obstacles. To track the generated optimal trajec-
tory, in the lower layer, an offline-constrained output feedback
robust model predictive control (RMPC) is employed for the
linear parameter varying (LPV) system by applying linear
matrix inequality (LMI) optimization method that ensures the
robustness against the model parameter uncertainties. Further-
more, by augmenting the system model, our proposed approach,
called offline RMPC, achieves outstanding efficiency compared
to three existing RMPC approaches, e.g., offset-offline RMPC,
online RMPC, and offline RMPC without an augmented model
(offline RMPC w/o AM), in both improving computing time
and reducing input vibrations.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, driving autonomous vehicles (AVs) under
adverse road surfaces, see, [1], including rain, snow, fog, and
hail, where the road adhesion coefficient is low, has been a
massive challenge and barrier. Hence, an advanced control
strategy is urgently required to achieve tracking performance
and vehicle stability.

As known widely, the AV system is constructed pri-
marily on four main functional modules, i.e., environment
perception, decision-making, motion planning, and control
algorithm, see, e.g., [2], [3], [4]. Environment perception and
motion control are considered the brain of the autonomous
system, see, e.g., [5], [6]. In contrast, motion planning and
control are critical components of an autonomous system’s
ability, see, e.g., [7], [2], to navigate and interact with
its environment safely and effectively. Thus, these modules
should be carefully designed based on the behavior of objects
in the traffic environment.

Motion planning algorithms play an important role in
navigating to avoid collisions and provide feasible trajec-
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tories for controllers. Tree-based path-planning algorithms,
e.g., Dijkstra, RRT, RRT*, and A*, are proposed to generate
the shortest path from the starting point to the goal without
collisions, see, [8]. However, the computational burden has
been an issue when applied to the automotive field. To
address this issue, the artificial potential field (APF) algo-
rithm, see, e.g., [9], [10], [11], is suggested to reduce the
computational complexity while generating the short path by
formulating the obstacle’s potential values. In this manner,
during driving, an optimal trajectory is generated when
considering interactions of road objects, i.e., road marks,
boundaries, and static/dynamic obstacles.

Additionally, the control level can be considered the last
step of an autonomous system to follow the generated trajec-
tory at the previous level. Model predictive control (MPC)
has been employed recently as an advanced controller, see,
e.g., [2], [12], [7], considering the input and output con-
straints. Then, by minimizing the objective function, the
AV shows outstanding performance in tracking and stability
when compared with conventional controllers, see, [9].

Although these approaches handle vehicle tracking and
stability problems well, uncertain parameters and complex
scenarios are still massive challenges, see, [6]. Therefore, to
address these challenges, our study proposes a hierarchical
strategy, consisting of upper and lower layers. First, the
upper layer deals with complex scenarios by generating
an optimal trajectory via the APF algorithm that detects
traffic infrastructure objects and static/dynamic obstacles.
Further, linear matrix inequality (LMI) optimization-based
robust model predictive control (RMPC) is employed at
the lower layer to handle uncertain vehicle parameters. In
this manner, two huge challenges of complex scenarios and
uncertain parameters are solved well while ensuring the
vehicle tracking performance and stability to avoid collisions
when driving on a slippery road.

The two main contributions of this paper are outlined
in the following: (i) An optimal trajectory is generated by
formulating obstacle potential values via the APF, see, [9];
therefore, the AV can avoid different obstacles in arbitrary
complex scenarios; (ii) Furthermore, by augmenting the
vehicle model, we handled the steering wheel angle rate to
improve the input’s vibrations and so helped the AV improve
the stability ability when driving on various road adhesion
coefficients with a relatively high speed. In this manner, our
proposed approach emphasized efficiency when compared
with the offset-offline RMPC method, online RMPC method,
and offline RMPC method without an augmented model
(offline w/o AM), see, e.g., [13], [14].
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II. SYSTEM MODELING

A. Traffic Environment Model
The surrounding HV’s driving behaviors are modeled by

a car-following model using IDM, see, [15]. The vehicle
acceleration of each ith HV is calculated as

v̇i(si,vi,∆vi) = ai

1− ( vi
vio

)δ
−

(
si∗(vi,∆vi)

si

)2
 , (1)

where a, vo, and δ denote the maximum acceleration, desired
speed, and free acceleration exponent, respectively; si =
xi−1 − xi − l is the relative distance between the (i− 1)

th

preceding car and the ith following car while l denotes the
length of car; and ∆vi = vi − vi−1 presents the relative
longitudinal velocity. Besides, s∗(vi,∆vi) denotes the desirable
gap, which is calculated as follows:

si∗(vi,∆vi) = sio + viTgap +
vi∆vi

2
√
aibi

, (2)

where b and Tgap are the desirable deceleration and time gap.

B. Path Tracking Model
The error dynamics model for lateral trajectory and head-

ing angle, see, [16], is defined in the following:

ėy = ẏ − ẏref = ẏ + vxeψ , (3a)

ėψ = ψ̇ − ψ̇ref . (3b)

By combining the state-space representation of the single-
track model with (3), the linear vehicle tracking model
system, see, [16], is rewritten as

ëy =
2(Cf+Cr)

m eψ − 2(Cf+Cr)
mvx

ėy − 2(lfCf−lrCr)
mvx

ėψ

−
(

2(lfCf−lrCr)
mvx

+ vx

)
ψ̇ref +

2Cf

m δf ,
(4a)

ëψ =
2(lfCf−lrCr)

Iz
eψ − 2(lfCf−lrCr)

Izvx
ėy +

2lfCf

Iz
δf

− 2(l2fCf+l
2
rCr)

Izvx
ψ̇ref −

2(l2fCf+l
2
rCr)

Izvx
ėψ ,

(4b)

where m, Iz , vx, and ėψ represent the vehicle total mass, the
vehicle inertia moment, longitudinal velocity, and yaw rate
error; lf and lr denote distances between the front and rear
axles to the vehicle’s center of gravity; Cf and Cr represent
the front/rear tire cornering stiffness, respectively.

We present a state-space equation of the vehicle tracking
error model (4) in discrete time, defined as follows:

ξerror(t+ 1) = Adξerror(t) +Bdu(t) +Edψ̇ref , (5)

where ξerror = [ey, ėy, eψ, ėψ]
⊤ is the state variables; u = δf

denotes the input control signal. Additionally, the discrete
system matrices (i.e., Ad, Bd, and Ed) can be found in [16].

Let us define ∆u(t) = u(t) − u(t − 1), the discrete-time
model (5) is transferred into the following extended model:

ξext(t+ 1) = Aextξext(t) +Bext∆u(t) +Eextψ̇ref , (6)

where ξext(t) = [ξerror(t), u(t)]
⊤ denotes the extended model

state variables; ∆u now is the control input command.
Additionally, the extended model matrices are obtained as

Aext =

[
Ad Bd
0 I

]
,Bext =

[
Bd
I

]
,Eext =

[
Ed
0

]
. (7)

Fig. 1. Schematic of highway driving strategy.

Let us augment the model as ξ (k) =
[
ξext (k) , ψ̇ref (k)

]⊤
while assuming approximately the yaw rate reference as
ψ̇ref (k + 1) = ψ̇ref (k), the dynamics system can be defined
the augmented model as follows:

ξ (t+ 1) =

[
Aext Eext
0 I

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

A

ξ (t) +

[
Bext
0

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

B

∆u (t) . (8)

C. Linear Parameter Varying System

When driving under different pavement coefficients, the
wheel is always in contact with the road surface, resulting
in an uncertain tire stiffness coefficient. Therefore, we can
assume that the uncertain tire stiffness coefficients at the front
and rear wheels are in some specific boundaries as follows:

C̄f/r/κ ≤ Cf/r ≤ κ× C̄f/r , (9)

where C̄f/r denotes the nominal values. Besides, κ is a tun-
able constant value that characterizes uncertain parameters.

Based on these uncertain parameters, we rewrite the aug-
mented model (8) under the LPV system, see, [17], as

ξ (t+ 1) = A (ρ (t)) ξ (t) +B (ρ (t))∆u (t) , (10)

where ρ(t) characterizes the uncertainty of parameter varying
at each time step t. Therefore, the discretized uncertain
matrices [A (ρ (t)) ,B (ρ (t))] is assumed to be bounded and
they belong to the polytopic set as [A (ρ (t)) ,B (ρ (t))] ∈ Ω,
where Ω = Co {[A(1),B(1)] , . . . , [A(j),B(j)]} denotes
the convex hull, while [A(j),B(j)] represents vertices of
the polytopic set when j = 1, . . . , 4 corresponding to the
obtained matrices by considering maximum and minimum
values of front and rear tire cornering stiffness.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND HIERARCHICAL
FRAMEWORK

A. Problem Formulation

This study addresses one of the hardest traffic environ-
ments when the AV drives in complex scenarios under
various road adhesion coefficients. More specifically, the AV
aims to prevent car crashes on the road in emergencies,
depending on each specific situation, by controlling vehicle
steering to track the optimal trajectory.

A complex traffic maneuver is proposed in Fig. 1 where
surrounding objects are considered comprehensively, i.e.,
behaviors of HVs and pedestrians. The AV will perform
the lane-change action as soon as the forward obstacle is
observed and the front-end crash is expected. Additionally,
during the lane-changing period, many risks may arise; in



Fig. 2. Hierarchical motion planning and control strategies.

particular, two typical cases that can cause challenges are as
follows: (i) While performing lane-changing action, another
HV, located on the adjacent lane, drives at a relatively high
speed, which leads to an aggressive scenario; (ii) In an
unexpected case, a pedestrian, which is assumed to be in a
blind spot where the AV cannot observe it, suddenly crosses
the road leading to an unexpected scenario.

B. Architecture of Hierarchical Framework

To address the proposed challenges in the aforementioned
subsection, we introduce a hierarchical strategy of motion
planning and offline RMPC approaches, as shown in Fig. 2.
First, The upper layer holds a motion-planning function,
which plays a vital role in collision avoidance. When re-
ceiving collision avoidance signals from V2X technology,
the motion planning function first will generate a path via
the high-order polynomial equation to avoid obstacles in
normal scenarios. Moreover, in an emergency, V2X technol-
ogy announces potentially dangerous signals. At that time,
the fifth polynomial path will be modified to regenerate an
optimal trajectory via the APF algorithm that captures any
road objects in the artificial potentials. Finally, by satisfying
the constraint’s robustness, the lower layer plays a significant
function in tracking a generated optimal trajectory. Offline-
constrained RMPC is utilized by using LMI optimization
with high tracking performance, high stability, and reduced
computational burden. Therefore, the AV’s driving is reliable
and stable without any car crashes on the road.

IV. MOTION PLANNING APPROACH

A. Objective Function

The optimal trajectory will be generated by minimizing the
cost function, including three penalties, including tracking
reference, input, and interaction penalties, see, [9]. The
objective function is formulated as

Jtraj =

Ntraj∑
k=1

∥y − yref∥2Qtraj
+

Ntraj−1∑
k=0

∥utraj∥2Rtraj
+StrajJsyn , (11)

where yref denotes a fifth-degree polynomial path, see, [3],
for the lateral position reference; utraj means the input signal
of motion planning; Jsyn represents the potential values of
the road object’s 3D map, i.e., road marks, road boundaries,

and static/dynamic obstacles (Jsyn = J
(xglo,yglo)
obs +J

(xglo,yglo)
lane +

J
(xglo,yglo)
road ); Qtraj, Rtraj, and Straj are adjustable weighting

matrices, in which Straj is the most important emphasized the
avoiding collision ability. Besides, the prediction horizon is
set up equally with the control horizon (i.e., Ntraj).

B. Traffic-behavioral Obstacle Formulation

The APF is utilized to capture any traffic behaviors, i.e.,
static/dynamic obstacles, road boundaries, and road marks,
by different artificial potentials, see, [9], formulated as

J
(xglo,yglo)
obs =

∑
jo

Aobse
−
{
(xglo−x

jo
obs)

2

2σ
jo
x

+
(yglo−y

jo
obs)

2

2σ
jo
y

}c

, (12a)

J
(xglo,yglo)
lane =

∑
kl

Alanee

−
(
yglo−y

kl
lane

)2

d2


, (12b)

J
(xglo,yglo)
road =

1

2
η

{
1

yglo − ymax
road

− 1

yglo − ymin
road

}2

, (12c)

where {xglo, yglo} represents the AV’s global coordinate,
which is set to be identical to the local coordinate of AV (i.e.,
{x, y}); Aobs and Alane are the tunable maximum obstacle and
lane potential values;

{
xjoobs, y

jo
obs

}
denotes the jtho obstacle’s

location; ykllane and d are the kthl lane road lateral coordinate
and distance from the AV to the road mark; c and η reflect
the adjustable coefficient of the obstacle shape and lane
potential gain; ymin /max

road represents the minimum/maximum
of the road boundary, respectively. Additionally, σjox and σjoy
represent the object’s longitudinal and lateral convergence
coefficients, formulated in the following:

σjox =


min{

(ẋ−ẋjo
obs)

2
,(xglo−xjo

obs)
2
}, if xglo ≤ xjoobs ,(

Ljoobs + ε
)2
, otherwise ,

(13a)

σjoy =

(
wjoobs

2

)2

, (13b)

where ε is a safety factor guaranteeing the car from the
obstacle’s edges; Lobs and wobs feature the obstacle’s length
and width, respectively.

V. OFFLINE CONSTRAINED RMPC DESIGN

Consider the formulation that minimizes the min-max cost
function, see, [17], at each time step k as follows:

min
∆u(k+i)

max
[A(ρ(k)),B(ρ(k))]∈Ω,k≥0

J∞(k) , (14a)

subject to. |∆u (k + i)| ≤ ∆umax , (14b)
|ξ (k + i)| ≤ ξmax , (14c)

where J∞ (k) =
∞∑
i=0

[
∥ξ (k + i)∥2Q̄ + ∥∆u (k + i)∥2R̄

]
with

i = 1, . . . , N is the horizon (i.e., N = ∞); besides, ξ denotes
the state variables of the augmented model, while Q̄ ≻ 0 and
R̄ ≻ 0 denote the weighting matrices.



Let us define the Lyapunov function V (ξ (k + i)) as

V (ξ (k + i)) = ∥ξ (k + i)∥2P , P > 0 , (15)

where P is a symmetric positive definite weighting matrix.
Suppose that V (ξ (k + i)) satisfies the Lyapunov con-

dition, see, [13], with ∀ [A (ρ(k)) ,B (ρ(k))] ∈ Ω, k ≥ 0,
which is described as follows:

V (ξ (k + i+ 1))− V (ξ (k + i)) ≤
−∥ξ (k + i)∥2Q̄ − ∥∆u (k + i)∥2R̄ .

(16)

The Lyapunov condition (16) is imposed from zero to
infinity (i.e., k = 0 : ∞) to ensure the system’s stability.
Therefore, it will be required ξ(∞+i) = 0 or V (ξ(∞+i)) =
0, obtained as −V (ξ (k + i)) ≤ −J∞ (k).

Let us define a scalar γ satisfying V (ξ (k + i)) ≤ γ.
Hence, we have the following:

max
[A(ρ(k)),B(ρ(k))]∈Ω,k≥0

J∞ (k) ≤ V (ξ (k + i)) ≤ γ , (17)

The delivered task now of the objective function (14a)
aims to minimize γ when satisfying the condition (17) as

min
γ,P

γ , (18a)

subject to. (14b), (14c), (16), and (17) . (18b)

First, let Q = γP−1 and Y = KQ, if the symmetric
matrix Ucons exists Ucons = ∆u2maxI, the input constraints
(14b) can be expressed via the Euclidean norm as an LMI
form, see, [13], as[

Ucons Y⊤

Y Q

]
≥ 0 . (19)

Corresponding to (19), the state constraints (14c) are also
written in the following LMI form:[

Xcons (AQ+BY)
⊤

AQ+BY Q

]
≥ 0 , (20)

where Xcons denotes the symmetric matrix that is constructed
by Xcons = ξ2maxI, see, [13].

In order to ensure uncertainties Ω, the state constraints
(20) consider uncertain matrices A (ρ(k)) and B (ρ(k)) with
∀ [A (ρ(k)) ,B (ρ(k))] ∈ Ω, expressed in the following:[

Xcons ∗
A (j)Q+B (j)Y Q

]
j=1,...,4.

≥ 0 , (21)

where ∗ denotes the corresponding symmetric component.
Additionally, the Lyapunov function V (ξ (k + i)) is con-

sidered to calculate the control gain K when satisfying the
Lyapunov stability condition (16). Therefore, by substituting
the robust feedback control ∆u in the augmented system (8),
the Lyapunov stability condition (16) can be rewritten as

∥ξ (k + i)∥2(∥A+BK∥2
P−P+Q̄+∥K∥2

R̄)
≤ 0 . (22)

Inequality equation (22) can be calculated equivalently as

∥A+BK∥2P −P+ Q̄+ ∥K∥2R̄ ≤ 0 . (23)

Furthermore, we consider the LPV model system (10) with
∀ [A (ρ(k)) ,B (ρ(k))] ∈ Ω, substituting Q = γP−1 and

Y = KQ into the stability condition (23), which is satisfied
at each vertex in the following symmetric matrix:

Q ∗ ∗ ∗
A (j)Q+B (j)Y Q ∗ ∗

Q̄1/2Q 0 γI ∗
R̄1/2Y 0 0 γI


j=1,...,4.

≥ 0 . (24)

Finally, based on the LMI optimization, the inequality
condition (17) is rewritten equivalently as[

1 ξ(k + i)
⊤

ξ (k + i) Q

]
≥ 0, Q > 0 . (25)

Now, an efficient offline-constrained RMPC is derived by
using the asymptotically stable invariant ellipsoid, see, [13],
when considering the discrete-time system (ξ(k + 1)).

The uncertain discrete-time LPV system (10) is subject
to input and state constraints, i.e., (19) and (21). After that,
giving the initial state ξ(0), and following:

Step 1: Compute minimizers γ, Q(k), ξ(k), and Y(k), by
using the objective function (18) with an additional condition
Q(k−1) > Q(k), store Q(k) and Y(k) in the look-up table.

Step 2: If k < N , choose a state ξ(k + 1) satisfying
∥ξ(k + 1)∥2Q−1 ≤ 1. Then, let us put k := k + 1 and turn
back Step 1.

We can obtain the robust control gain via the look-up table
technique, i.e., K = YQ−1, see proof in [13]. Eventually,
the control signal of the augmented model can be calculated
by ∆u(k) = Kξ(k).

VI. CASE STUDIES

In this section, various scenarios are considered to em-
phasize the efficiency of our proposed approach in handling
harsh road conditions. Fig. 3 depicts three case studies, i.e.,
normal, aggressive, and unexpected scenarios.

A. Baseline Controllers

To emphasize the superiority of our proposed approach,
three alternative robust MPCs are introduced as follows:

1) Online Constrained Robust Model Predictive Control
(Online), see, [13]: The LPV system (10) is considered
subject to input and state constraints (14b) and (14c) at each
time k. Therefore, by minimizing the objective function (18),
we obtain the control gain K(k + i).

2) Offset Offline Constrained Robust Model Predictive
Control (Offset offline): A steady-state approach can be
utilized to improve the tracking performance at each sam-
pling time. Therefore, the improved robust feedback control
is expressed as ∆u(k+ i) = Kξ(k+ i)+∆uo(k), which has
emphasized by the steady-state control (i.e., ∆uo(k)), which
is calculated by solving the following steady-state condition
as ξo(k+1) = Aξo(k)+B∆uo(k)+Eψ̇ref, where ξo denotes
the nominal state variables.

3) Offline Constrained Robust Model Predictive Control
Without Augmented Model (Offline w/o AM), see, [14]:
Instead of using the extended model (6), the offline RMPC
method is employed via the tracking vehicle model (5).
Therefore, the system input is the steering wheel angle (i.e.,
u = δf ), which is defined as u(k) = Kξ(k).
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Fig. 3. Case studies: (a) Normal scenarios, (b) Aggressive scenarios, and (c) Unexpected scenarios with a simple pedestrian speed profile.
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TABLE I
TIME EXECUTION OF ALL METHODS.

Method Our approach Offset-offline Offline w/o AM Online

Average time [ms] 1.16 1.37 1.14 1.84×103

Maximum time [ms] 3.26 2.51 1.57 2.53×103

B. Simulation Results

After receiving the potential risk signal from V2X technol-
ogy, AV performs a lane-changing action to avoid collisions
when driving under various road adhesion coefficients in
complex scenarios at a relatively high speed (vx = 15m/s).

In normal scenarios, by satisfying the input and state
constraints, shown Figs. 4 and 5, our proposed approach has
achieved a high efficiency correspondingly compared with
the results of the online RMPC method while improving the
time execution, depicted in Tab. I. However, as illustrated
in Figs. 5(a), (b), (c), and (d), outstanding features of the
steady-state algorithm and the vehicle tracking model are
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Fig. 6. Input parameters: (a) Steering wheel angle and (b) Steering wheel
angle rate in aggressive scenarios.
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Fig. 7. State parameters: (a) Lateral position error, (b) Lateral velocity
error, (c) Yaw angle error, and (d) Yaw rate error in aggressive scenarios.

emphasized, the tracking performances of the offset-offline
RMPC approach and offline RMPC approach w/o AM are
expressed significantly more than our proposed and online
RMPC methods.

Although the offset-offline RMPC approach and offline
RMPC approach w/o AM achieve high performance in
normal situations, our aim focuses on complex and sudden
situations when driving, see Figs. 3(b) and (c). Therefore,
our proposed and online RMPC methods have emphasized
the reasonable handles in both tracking performance and
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Fig. 9. State parameters: (a) Lateral position error, (b) Lateral velocity
error, (c) Yaw angle error, and (d) Yaw rate error in unexpected scenarios.

improving input vibrations by satisfying the input and state
constraints, shown in Figs. 6, 7, 8, and 9. In contrast, the
steady-state approach and offline RMPC method w/o AM
are prioritized in the tracking efficiency, which leads to
input violations and input vibrations significantly, as depicted
in Fig. 6(b) and 8(b), thereby the steering wheel angles
are unrealistic in real-time. Therefore, in these cases, our
proposed method achieved an outstanding ability to balance
performances of tracking performance as well as the compu-
tational burden, illustrated in Tab. I, when driving in complex
scenarios compared with three existing RMPC methods (i.e.,
offset-offline, online, and offline w/o AM).

VII. CONCLUSION

This study proposed a hierarchical strategy for AVs when
considering uncertain parameters and driving in complex
scenarios. By using IDM, HV’s behaviors are modeled as
the car-following model, then observed and perceived from
V2X technology. Whenever receiving potentially dangerous
signals, the upper layer determines the environment and
captures road objects comprehensively via the APF method,

so an optimal trajectory will be generated to avoid colli-
sions. After generating an optimal trajectory, in the lower
layer, an offline-constrained RMPC is employed to track this
optimal trajectory, besides, by satisfying the input and state
constraints robustly the AV achieved high performance in
tracking and stability when compared with three existing
RMPCs (i.e., offset-offline, online, and offline w/o AM).
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[8] D. González, J. Pérez, V. Milanés, and F. Nashashibi, “A review of mo-
tion planning techniques for automated vehicles,” IEEE Transactions
on intelligent transportation systems, vol. 17, no. 4, pp. 1135–1145,
2015.

[9] H. D. Nguyen, D. Kim, Y. S. Son, and K. Han, “Linear time-varying
mpc-based autonomous emergency steering control for collision avoid-
ance,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, 2023.

[10] M. N. Vu, P. Zips, A. Lobe, F. Beck, W. Kemmetmüller, and A. Kugi,
“Fast motion planning for a laboratory 3d gantry crane in the presence
of obstacles,” IFAC-PapersOnLine, vol. 53, no. 2, pp. 9508–9514,
2020.

[11] M. N. Vu, M. Schwegel, C. Hartl-Nesic, and A. Kugi, “Sampling-
based trajectory (re) planning for differentially flat systems: Applica-
tion to a 3d gantry crane,” IFAC-PapersOnLine, vol. 55, no. 38, pp.
33–40, 2022.

[12] D. Kim, H. D. Nguyen, and K. Han, “State-constrained lane change
trajectory planning for emergency steering on slippery roads,” IEEE
Transactions on Vehicular Technology, 2023.

[13] Z. Wan and M. V. Kothare, “An efficient off-line formulation of robust
model predictive control using linear matrix inequalities,” Automatica,
vol. 39, no. 5, pp. 837–846, 2003.

[14] N. N. Nam, H. D. Nguyen, and K. Han, “Robust model predictive
control-based autonomous steering system for collision avoidance,”
in 2023 23rd International Conference on Control, Automation and
Systems (ICCAS). IEEE, 2023, pp. 1421–1426.

[15] M. Treiber, A. Hennecke, and D. Helbing, “Congested traffic states in
empirical observations and microscopic simulations,” Physical review
E, vol. 62, no. 2, p. 1805, 2000.

[16] R. Rajamani, Vehicle dynamics and control. Springer Science &
Business Media, 2011.

[17] J.-H. Park, T.-H. Kim, and T. Sugie, “Output feedback model pre-
dictive control for lpv systems based on quasi-min–max algorithm,”
Automatica, vol. 47, no. 9, pp. 2052–2058, 2011.


	Introduction
	System Modeling
	Traffic Environment Model
	Path Tracking Model
	Linear Parameter Varying System

	Problem Formulation And Hierarchical Framework
	Problem Formulation
	Architecture of Hierarchical Framework

	Motion Planning Approach
	Objective Function
	Traffic-behavioral Obstacle Formulation

	Offline Constrained RMPC Design
	Case Studies
	Baseline Controllers
	Online Constrained Robust Model Predictive Control (Online), see, wan2003efficient
	Offset Offline Constrained Robust Model Predictive Control (Offset offline)
	Offline Constrained Robust Model Predictive Control Without Augmented Model (Offline w/o AM), see, nam2023robust

	Simulation Results

	Conclusion
	References

