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Abstract— This work develops a robust nonlinear Model
Predictive Control (MPC) framework for path tracking in
autonomous vehicles operating at the limits of handling utilizing
a Control Contraction Metric (CCM) derived from a perturbed
dynamic single track model. We first present a nonlinear MPC
scheme for autonomous vehicles. Building on this nominal
scheme, we assume limited uncertainty in tire parameters
as well as bounded force disturbances in both lateral and
longitudinal directions. By simplifying the perturbed model, we
optimize a CCM for the uncertain model, which is validated
through simulations at the dynamic limits of vehicle perfor-
mance. This CCM is subsequently employed to parameterize
a homothetic tube used for constraint tightening within the
MPC formulation. The resulting robust nonlinear MPC is
computationally more efficient than competing methods, as
it introduces only a single additional state variable into the
prediction model compared to the nominal scheme. Simulation
results demonstrate that the homothetic tube expands most
significantly in regions where the nominal scheme would oth-
erwise violate constraints, illustrating its ability to capture all
uncertain trajectories while avoiding unnecessary conservatism.

I. PRELIMINARIES

A. Introduction

Autonomous driving is a dynamic field promising eco-
nomic benefits and increased comfort while improving safety
in critical situations as result of eliminating human error
[1]. Autonomous driving software is typically divided into
the sub-tasks of environment perception and ego positioning,
then object prediction and planning based on the predicted
environment, and lastly control of the vehicle along a pre-
defined path [2]. The following focuses on the control part.

To make safe autonomous driving a real possibility, a
sufficiently large set of possible scenarios need to be safely
handled on part of the path controller. This includes prob-
lematic scenarios like emergency maneuvers at the handling
limits of the vehicle.

While numerous competing controller schemes exist
for autonomous vehicle control, Model Predictive Control
(MPC) [3] emerged as the de-facto standard for high-
performance schemes. MPC is uniquely suited for the task
because of its ability to deliver near-optimal control for
nonlinear systems under constraints. These advantages, under
the assumption that the resulting optimal control problems
(OCPs) can be solved sufficiently fast, promise to tackle the
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challenge of driving an autonomous vehicle safely and in
near-optimal fashion even at the limits of handling.

One of the most important challenges in applying MPC
lies in the highly problematic combination of state constraints
and model uncertainty. This can lead to undesirable control
behaviors when approaching constraints or even loss of
recursive feasibility. To handle this problem, on the one
hand stochastic MPC uses the propagation of probability
distributions forward in time instead of a single trajectory
and uses imposed chance constraints on this distribution. On
the other hand, robust MPC only assumes upper bounds on
the uncertainty and propagates convex sets forward in time,
containing all uncertain trajectories. These sets are called
tube. The constraints are imposed on the tube spanning
all possible trajectories. This is conceptually implemented
by subtracting the tube size from the constraint bounds
(Constraint Tightening (CT)), thus allowing robust constraint
satisfaction while still having the lower computational burden
of optimizing over a single trajectory [3]. A useful constraint
tightening in the field of path tracking has no impact on
behavior away from constraint bounds but enforces more
conservative driving when uncertainties threaten to bring the
vehicle to constraint bounds, and also reacts dynamically to
the uncertainty in the present driving state to not compromise
performance unnecessarily.

Driving Space
Candidate Path
Uncertainty Tube
Reference Path

Fig. 1. Visualization of homothetic uncertainty tube in different driving
conditions

1) Related Work: Predictive path control of autonomous
vehicles is a dynamic field. Recent overviews are given in
[1] and [4].

Tube MPC for linear models is a well-researched topic
that yields good driving behavior even at high speeds given
good low-level control is used. The robustification assists in
avoiding states where the actual nonlinear driving behavior
deviates too far from the linear design to handle [5]. For all
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its robustness, linear MPC in racing applications sacrifices
performance and often struggles with vehicle stability in sit-
uations at the limits when nonlinearities become too relevant
to ignore.

While nonlinear models increase the effort for parameter
identification and computation, they provide the benefits of
both increased safety at the limits and improved perfor-
mance by better predicting actual vehicle behavior [4]. In
autonomous racing, the tradeoff between model accuracy and
low complexity usually demands single track models instead
of simpler models, either outsourcing the tire model to low-
level control [6] or incorporating it into the prediction [7].

Often nonlinear MPC schemes are combined with a con-
straint tightening based on the propagation of ellipsoids,
where the actual distortion of the ellipsoids through nonlinear
dynamics is approximated to obtain the robustness improve-
ment. While these schemes are quite non-conservative, their
high computational effort can conflict with the strict real-time
requirements of autonomous racing [8, 9].

A nonlinear path-tracking MPC has previously been aug-
mented with a rigid tube, where the tube stays constant over
the prediction horizon, based on robust positively invariant
sets [10, 3]. While this approach is simpler than dynamic
tubes, it degrades performance by being overly conservative
especially at the early steps of the prediction horizon where
it is advantageous to take advantage of the full acceleration
potential of the vehicle.

Outside of autonomous racing, nonlinear MPC schemes
have been successfully augmented with dynamic constraint
tightening based on contraction metrics, especially for drones
[11, 12, 13], where the dynamics are simpler than for ground
vehicles in that they don’t involve the roughly non-holonomic
behavior of tires.

2) Contribution: We use a nonlinear dynamic single track
model to design a stabilizing nonlinear MPC scheme. For
this model with simplifications, assumed bounded parametric
tire model uncertainty and force disturbances, we propose
a novel method to compute a Control Contraction Metric.
The resulting Control Contraction Metric to the best of our
knowledge is the first for this application and allows to
quantify present uncertainty over the state space based on
a physical model. This is used in the MPC to construct a
non-conservative homothetic tube containing all uncertain
trajectories under a manageable increase in computational
burden. We show on a highly dynamic raceline that the MPC
with tightened constraints is able to stabilize the vehicle at
and even beyond the limits and prevents constraint violations
and excessive performance degradation.

3) Notation: []i denotes the i-th element of a vector, and
[]:,k the k-th column of a matrix. I[a,b] denotes the set of
integers between a and b while R[a,b] denotes the closed
interval of real numbers between a and b.

II. METHODOLOGY

A. Vehicle Model

The single track model (STM) presents a simple dynamic
model for a car-like system in a flat plane. It disregards

rolling motions and load transfer and lumps the front and
rear axles each into a single tire. Details on the STM can be
found in [14], while this implementation builds mainly on
[7].

The model is expressed in curvilinear coordinates using
the path length s, lateral deviation d and relative heading
∆ψ to describe the vehicle position and orientation relative to
the reference path. This path is characterized by its curvature
κ(s) A sketch of the dynamic STM in curvilinear coordinates
is shown in Figure 2.
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Fig. 2. Dynamic single track model in curvilinear coordinates

The state space model of the dynamic STM is given by



ṡ

ḋ

∆ψ̇
v̇x
v̇y
ψ̈

δ̇

Ṫ

Ḃ


=



(vx cos (∆ψ)− vy sin (∆ψ)) (1− d · κ (s))−1

vx sin (∆ψ) + vy cos (∆ψ)

ψ̇ − κ(s)ṡ

ax + vyψ̇

ay − vxψ̇
1
Iz

(Fy,F lF cos(δ) + Fx,F lF sin(δ)− Fy,RlR)

udδ
udT
udB


,

(1)

with accelerations at the center of gravity (CoG) in the
vehicle body frame given by

ax =
1

m

(
Fx,R + Fx,F cos(δ)− Fy,F sin(δ)− Cr2v

2
x

)
,

(2a)

ay =
1

m
(Fy,R + Fy,F cos(δ) + Fx,F sin(δ)) . (2b)

For small steering angles, the slip angles at front (αF ) and
rear (αR) axle are approximated by

αF = δ− arctan

(
vy + lF ψ̇

vx

)
, (3a)

αR = − arctan

(
vy − lRψ̇

vx

)
. (3b)

The lateral tire forces are given by the following force law
based on a simplified Magic Formula by Pacejka [15]

Fy,i = Fz,iDi sin(Ci arctan (Biαi)

− Ei (Biαi − arctan (Biαi))),
(4)



for i ∈ {F,R}, front and rear axles correspondingly, where
the normal loads on the tires are assumed static and given
by Fz,F = lR/(lF + lR)mg and Fz,R = lF /(lF + lR)mg.

The front and rear longitudinal tire forces are given by a
simplified model using throttle (T ) and Brake (B) inputs

Fx,F = −CB,FB − Cr0 (5a)
Fx,R = CTT − CB,RB − Cr0. (5b)

with T,B ∈ R[0,1]. m denotes the vehicle mass, Iz the
vehicle rotational inertia about the vertical axis, and lF , lR
are the front and rear distance from the respective wheel to
the CoG. The gravity acceleration is denoted by g, and the
coefficients BF/R, CF/R, DF/R, EF/R denote the front and
rear Pacejka coefficients.

Note that model (1) has been augmented with integrators
at the inputs, i.e. the inputs are not δ, T,B directly but their
derivatives. This is useful both for smoothing the inputs
and for making the model input-affine, which simplifies
computing a contraction metric later at the cost of increased
relative degree.

The Pacejka model (4) captures the diminishing returns of
the lateral forces the tires exert over their lateral slip angles
as well as the negative returns once the force peak has been
exceeded [15]. This makes it suitable for controller design
at the vehicle dynamic limits.

B. Uncertainty Model

The force-based nature of the dynamic STM 1 renders
the control strategy highly sensitive to inaccuracies in the
estimation of lateral tire forces. To address this, the primary
objective is to account for parametric uncertainties within the
Pacejka tire model. Specifically, additional uncertain lateral
forces θ1 and θ2 at the front and rear axles are incorporated
into the uncertainty framework, which are proportional to the
respective lateral tire force. As visualized in Figure 3 (for a
higher uncertainty), this is equivalent to a variation of ±2.5%
in the peak factor D, that is proportional to the friction
coefficient. The uncertainty interval is deliberately defined
to be narrow in order to prevent excessively conservative
behavior.
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Fig. 3. Sketch of tire curve uncertainty model

Additionally, force disturbances acting on the vehicle’s
center of gravity are considered. While the disturbance e1
is assumed to remain constant in the lateral direction, distur-
bance e2 is dynamically linked to the brake and throttle com-
mands in the longitudinal direction to account for external
factors such as actuator delays, gear-shifting effects as well
as incompatibility of simultaneous brake and throttle use.
The disturbances are considered within a range of ±150N.

C. Contraction

1) Contraction Theory: This section builds on previous
works [16, 13, 11] for restating contraction theory which
is used in the following parametrization of the constraint
tightening scheme.

Contraction analysis is a tool developed to quantify the
velocity at which arbitrary trajectories of a system converge,
inspired by fluid mechanics [16]. The contraction approach
is comparable to classical Lyapunov theory but instead of
dealing with the stability of definite equilibrium points, it
deals with arbitrary reference trajectories which makes it
suitable for autonomous driving, where the reference trajec-
tory provided by a planning module can vary or even jump
over time.

We assume an input-affine uncertain system of the form

fw(x, u, θ, e) = f(x) +B(x)u+G(x, u)θ + E(x)e, (6)

where f(x) and B(x) represent the nominal model, θ ∈ Θ0

represents the constant but unknown parametric uncertainty
in the uncertain parameter polytope Θ0 and e ∈ E the
possibly time-varying unknown but bounded disturbance in
the disturbance polytope E with according input matrices
G,E characterizing their interaction with the system.

While a Contraction Metric gives a natural open-loop
contraction of the system, it can be extended to cover
non-open-loop contracting systems by considering a Control
Contraction Metric (CCM) [16]. A CCM is a state-dependent
matrix M(x) giving an achievable contraction of the system
under feedback, if

Ṁ + (A+BK)
⊤
M +M (A+BK) ⪯ −βM (7a)

M ⪯M(x) ⪯M, (7b)

with Ṁ =
∑

j
∂M
∂xj

fj , where fj is the j-th element of f ;
M,M ≻ 0, with A(x, u, θ) = ∂f

∂x + ∂B
∂x u + ∂G

∂x θ + ∂E
∂x e

under input u = k(x)+v with differential feedback K = ∂k
∂x ,

where v is a piecewise continuous signal.
We follow standard procedures to transform condition (7a)

into a convex form by considering the dual metric W =
M−1 [13]

−Ẇ +AW +WA⊤ +BY + Y ⊤B⊤βW ⪯ 0, (8)

with Ẇ = −M−1ṀM , Y = KW .



2) Control Contraction Metric for the STM: This section
presents a novel method to obtain a control contraction
property from Section II-C of an uncertain STM.

To make solving (8) feasible, the model (1) is reduced to
the dynamic states vx, vy , ψ̇, δ and C, where C represents
a combined longitudinal force input acting on the center of
gravity, replacing the longitudinal inputs T and B. To handle
the problem of the state- and input-dependent LMI (8), we
restrict the arguments of W to only include

[
vx, vy, ψ̇

]
which

characterize sets of stable driving states [17]. This model is
then brought into the form (6).

According to the uncertain model (6), uncertainty input
matrices G and E in (6) define the influence of the parametric
tire uncertainty θ = [θ1, θ2] and external disturbance e =
[e1, e2] on the dynamics. Both G and E are chosen s. t. all
elements of θ and e are in R[−1,1] using the approximated
dynamics of vx, vy:

G =


− 1

mαFFz,F sin δ · 2.5% 0
− 1

mαFFz,F cos δ · 2.5% + 1
mαRFz,R · 2.5%

lF
Iz

1
mαFFz,F cos δ · 2.5% − lRαF

mIz
Fz,R cos δ · 2.5%

0 0
0 0


(9)

E =


1
mC · 150 0

0 1
m · 150

0 0
0 0
0 0

 (10)

For numerical reasons the side slip angles are over-
approximated as a function of the yaw rate and lateral
velocity.

For the polynomial approximation of (6), we constrain
the maximum degree of polynomial basis functions to 4.
Note that it was not possible to find a constant metric,
underscoring the need for a dynamic constraint tightening.

The subset of the state space in which (8) must hold is
restricted by box constraints on every state and input as well
as a safe driving envelope characterizing the relation between
the side slip angle and yaw rate, inspired by [17].

To satisfy polynomial requirements of sum of squares
(SoS) Programming [18], the tire curves (4) are approxi-
mated linearly, the trigonometric functions in the model are
approximated using Chebyshev polynomial approximations
up to order 3, and both the inverse tangent and scalar inverse
functions are approximated linearly.

To obtain a finite-dimensional optimization problem, we
use a formulation of the contraction conditions (8) as Sum
of Squares Programming [18]. This formulation has the
advantage that at least for the polynomial approximation, the
solution yields global guarantees within the given subset of
states and inputs. For the computation of a dual metric (8),
a MATLAB code inspired by [11] is developed, that solves
the given problem in YALMIP [19] using the MOSEK [20]
solver.

Due to the complicated state space representation, the
overall initial contraction rate has to be selected small

to obtain a CCM. However in reality a part of the state
combinations is not realistic. Therefore contraction condi-
tions are checked using numerous optimistic trajectories and
extreme scenarios taken from simulation, where the related
contraction rate is calculated using eigenvalue analysis [11].
In the following all relevant constants and expressions for the
construction of the tube size dynamic (15) are derived. As the
orthogonal deviation d is not directly incorporated, relevant
constants are reconstructed from the included variables for
worst-case conditions.

D. MPC Setup

The complete nominal OCP for the MPC scheme is given
by (11). It builds on previous works, with the model from
Section II-A, while costs and constraints are inspired by [5].

min

N−1∑
k=0

y⊤k Qyk + u⊤k Ruk + y⊤NQNyN (11a)

yk =

 dk
ḋk

vk − vref,k

 , uk =

udδudT
udB

 , yN = ḋN (11b)

xk+1 = fd(xk, uk), (11c)
dmin ≤ d ≤ dmax (11d)
δmin ≤ δ ≤ δmax (11e)

0 ≤ T ≤ 1, 0 ≤ B ≤ 1 (11f)
uδ,min ≤ uδ ≤ uδ,max (11g)

uT,min ≤ uT ≤ uT, max (11h)
uB,min ≤ uB ≤ uB,max (11i)

ax +mray ≤ Cr, r ∈ I[1,8] (11j)
vN ≤ vplanner,N (11k)

The discrete-time prediction model fd(xk, uk) is obtained
by discretizing the continuous-time nominal dynamics (1).

In (11a), (11b), (11c), the index k indicates the discretized
version of the corresponding continuous-time signal.

To imitate a longer prediction horizon, the terminal cost
in (11b) incentivizes aligning the terminal speed vector to
the reference.

Constraints (11d) to (11j) are imposed throughout the
prediction horizon.

The terminal constraint (11k) ensures that the controller
keeps the car under the safe terminal speed requested by a
planner module to ensure a potential emergency trajectory
at the dynamic limits following the current trajectory can be
safely tracked.

Since the Pacejka model (4) only captures nonlinearity
in the lateral tire force, we add the combined friction limit
constraint (11j). This constrains the combined body frame
accelerations (2) at the CoG to lie within a convex octagon
to prevent excessive combined accelerations.

In order to keep OCP (11) feasible under all possible
circumstances, constraints (11d) and (11j) are relaxed using
slack variables with linear and quadratic norm costs.



E. Robustification

This section builds upon previous theoretical work [11]
and gives implementation details. The contraction analysis
from Section II-C under the uncertainty model from Section
II-B is used to parameterize a simple constraint tightening
scheme for OCP (11) as proposed in [11]. The constraints
(11d) to (11j) are formulated as one-sided constraints of the
form

hj(x, u) ≤ 0, j ∈ I[1,r], (12)

that can be easily tightened. The tightened constraints read
as

hj(x, u) + cjσ ≤ 0, (13)

where cj > 0 are tightening constants and σ is the time-
dependent tube size with the dynamics

σ̇ = − (β − LE)σ + fσ(x, u), (14)

that is directly incorporated into the MPC prediction model.
When properly parametrized, the CT (13) covers all uncertain
trajectories in a tube [11]. Here, β refers to the continuous-
time contraction rate from (7a), LE is the disturbance Lips-
chitz bound and fσ the assumed uncertainty with

fσ = max
i∈I

[1,nθ0 ]
j∈I[1,nE]

(
p∑

k=1

LG,k

∣∣[θi − θ̄
]
k

∣∣σ + fσ,dyn

)
,

(15)

with

fσ,dyn =
∥∥G (x, u)

(
θi − θ̄

)
+ E (x) ej

∥∥
M(x)

. (16)

nθ0 numbers the vertices θi of Θ0 ⊂ Rp, while nE numbers
the vertices ej of E. All relevant constants and expressions
cj , LE and LG,k can be directly derived from the CCM
offline. We refer to [11] for their calculation.

F. Controller Implementation

The controller is implemented based on the MPC software
framework acados [21]. The continuous-time problem is
discretized using a 4th order Runge-Kutta method with a
step size of 67ms at a horizon length of 36 steps. This gives
a practically proven horizon length of around 2.4 s [4] while
keeping solving times quick.

To make OCP (11) computationally feasible, we use the
real-time iteration [22], where the nonlinear program is
solved approximately by doing a single Sequential Quadratic
Programming iteration around the previous solution. To
solve the resulting Quadratic Program, we use the high-
performance interior-point solver HPIPM [23] with a Gauss-
Newton hessian approximation.

G. Simulation Results

1) Simulation Algorithm: To highlight the benefits of
enhancing the MPC scheme with the proposed dynamic
constraint tightening, an idealized racetrack simulation is
conducted. Emulating the real-world application of the con-
trol algorithm, an offline-generated global raceline of the

Yas Marina Circuit is used as reference. The simulation
algorithm is as follows:

1) Determine the vehicle’s position relative to the global
raceline.

2) Extract the relevant segment of the global raceline for
the finite prediction horizon N .

3) Solve the OCP (11)
4) Apply the first step of the computed optimal input

sequence, return to step 1.
A demanding global raceline is specifically designed to
challenge the vehicle at its handling limits. To evaluate the
impact of constraint tightening, a variation in tire parameters
is introduced in the simulation model only, by modifying the
Pacejka coefficients: reducing B, C, and D by 5%, while
simultaneously increasing E by an equivalent percentage.
This shift in the Pacejka tire curve simulates a realistic
scenario of reduced lateral grip. Additionally, a constant
force disturbance of 200N is applied to the vehicle’s center
of gravity in both the longitudinal and lateral directions.
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Fig. 4. Predicted tube sizes and lateral tire grip demand at selected sampling
points over the finite horizons during the first corner at Yas Marina Circuit
(Sketch on the right)

2) Dynamic Tube Size Parameterization: Figure 4 illus-
trates the tube size predictions according to (14) across
the respective horizon for selected sampling points while
navigating a typical hairpin turn. The tube size parametriza-
tion is influenced by lateral tire grip demand, throttle/brake
commands, and velocity, with its primary determinants being
the CCM and the uncertainty and disturbance model (15).
Among these factors, the lateral tire grip demand stands
out as one of the largest influences on the tube dynamics,
as tire uncertainty critically affects control accuracy. By
progressively tightening constraints based on the tube size,
the system achieves enhanced adaptability through increased
flexibility in the initial states, thereby improving overall
performance compared to rigid tube schemes.

3) Slip Test: To simulate unexpected and challenging
conditions, the grip potential is reduced at the rear axis
along a part of the path by saturating the force in lateral
and longitudinal direction at 50% of the nominal maximal
value in the same scenario as shown in Figure 4.
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Figure (5) shows the results of the slip test for the MPC
both with and without the proposed constraint tightening
(CT). The area of reduced grip is indicated by the gray
area. The yaw rate momentarily increases in both cases but
since the robustified controller drives at a lower speed with
improved uncertainty rejection potential, it is able to quickly
recover, while the nominal controller tracks the speed more
closely and therefore is driving at already saturated tires,
entering a spin originally caused by the reduced grip from
which it does not recover. This indicates that the robustified
controller can cope with greater uncertainty than it was
designed for in Section II-B.
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Fig. 6. Visualization constraint violations in nominal MPC and assumed
uncertainty (16) in simulation at Yas Marina Circuit

4) Influence of Constraint Tightening on Constraint Vi-
olations: Constraint tightening ensures a remaining safety
margin in lateral tire grip potential, which is dynamically

scaled according to the robust stabilizability of the current
driving maneuver by reducing speed, automatically making
tradeoffs to ensure vehicle stability. As a result, tire param-
eter uncertainty is successfully rejected and no constraint
violations (CV) occur, as the control algorithm adapts to
model mismatch by adjusting the operating point within
the Pacejka curve. Figure 6 shows that the dynamic part
of the tube (16) tends to be larger where the nominal
scheme violates constraints while is small and therefore non-
conservative where constraint satisfaction is not endangered.

Notably, the algorithm demonstrates the ability to handle
significantly larger variations in Pacejka coefficients than
those for which it was originally designed, highlighting the
inherent conservatism in the CCM design. In contrast, grip
overestimation in case of the nominal controller leads to
severe infeasibility issues and constraint violations in both
orthogonal deviation and acceleration limits.
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5) Path Tracking Performance: Figure 7 illustrates the
trajectory and velocity profiles for both the nominal and
robustified control cases during navigation of a challenging
corner at Yas Marina Circuit. The robustified approach
demonstrates more conservative behavior in scenarios where
stability may be jeopardized, enabling rapid correction of
model mismatch caused by uncertainties. Consequently, this
approach enhances vehicle stability and therefore also path-
tracking accuracy by automatically making compromises at
the expense of velocity tracking. In contrast, the nominal
approach struggles under uncertainty, particularly in sharp
corners where tire capabilities are overestimated. This results
in the optimization problem encountering feasibility issues at
the limits, leading to significant degradation in optimization
performance, large deviations from the intended path, and
inappropriate velocity profiles. While the robustified algo-
rithm effectively avoids unstable driving states (e.g. drifting)



and demonstrates the ability to recover from such states if
they occur, uncertainty frequently induces instability in the
nominal case, increasing the risk of loss of vehicle control.

MPC method Med Solving P99 Solving
Nominal 1.861ms 3.810ms

w/ Constraint Tightening 2.248ms 3.459ms

TABLE I
MEDIAN AND 99TH PERCENTILE SOLVING TIME COMPARISON OF MPC

IMPLEMENTATIONS

6) Computational Effort: Table I shows the computation
times for solving (11) both with and without the presented
constraint tightening during the lap of the Yas Marina Circuit
from Figure 6. Table I shows that the median solving
time increases approximately 25% compared to the nominal
implementation, but remains within an acceptable range.
This moderate increase can be attributed to most of the
computational effort, i.e. the CCM condition (8) being made
offline. The online effort is only moderately increased by
the scalar tube dynamics (14). Notably, in the presence of
uncertainties and disturbances, the 99th percentile (P99) of
solving times is even lower for the robust scheme, as the
nominal algorithm frequently encounters numerical issues at
the constraint bounds that complicate the optimization. Based
on these tests and the given P99 as the worst case, a control
frequency of 288Hz could be achieved on similar hardware
in real-time iterations using the proposed dynamic CT.

All simulations were performed on a desktop computer
equipped with a 2.8GHz Intel i7-1165.G7 processor.

III. DISCUSSION

The presented robustification method is flexible in the
sense that it can be applied to MPC schemes of various costs
and prediction models, including path tracking as well as
contouring control schemes. While the presented constraint
tightening scheme is more conservative than some competing
methods, it only requires a moderate increase in computation
by offloading a major part of the effort offline, while still
being able to dynamically react to present uncertainty online.

In general, nonlinear MPC has the remarkable property
of being able to automatically make trade-offs and recover
from overstepping handling limits such as spins. While this
benefit can be jeopardized under uncertainty, the presented
constraint tightening can help to preserve it without resorting
to overly conservative behavior.

One downside of nonlinear MPC schemes is the increased
requirement of accurate parametrization compared to simpler
schemes. While still present, the proposed constraint tight-
ening helps mitigate the susceptibility to parameter errors.

Compared to schemes with rigid tubes, the presented
scheme offers better performance by keeping the complete
potential at the first step of the optimization problem and
only progressively tightens subsequent steps based on the
predicted driving state.

An implementation of the presented algorithm on a full-
scale racecar is currently being worked on as part of the team
TUM Autonomous Motorsports [24].
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