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Abstract: To advance the active safety performance for vehicles, especially in extreme conditions, an
active rear steering (ARS) control system is designed in this paper. A driver model is established
to simulate the driving behaviour of a human driver who is in charge of the front steering control.
In the ARS control system, the sliding mode predictive control (SMPC) approach is applied to the
ARS controller design based on a 3 degrees of freedom (DoF) nonlinear vehicle model. In the ARS
controller design, four kinds of active safety performances are considered, namely, path-tracking
performance, handling performance, lateral stability, and rollover prevention. Furthermore, the
priority of the four kinds of active safety performance is defined. According to the control priority,
an event-triggered mechanism (ETM) is designed to adjust the SMPC controller of the ARS system
to address different driving conditions. Finally, two simulation cases are conducted to evaluate
the performance of the proposed ARS system. The results show that the ARS system is in favour
of the active safety performance advancement for human drivers. Additionally, the comparative
simulation indicates that the SMPC algorithm is superior to the fast terminal sliding mode control
(FTSMC) algorithm.

Keywords: active safety; active rear steering; sliding mode predictive control; event-triggered
mechanism; intelligent vehicle

1. Introduction

With the development of an advanced driver assistant system (ADAS), the active safety
of intelligent vehicles has caused widespread concern, especially in extreme and emergency
conditions [1]. The active safety control mainly focuses on the lateral stability control [2].
Various techniques have been proposed, including active front steering (AFS), active rear
steering (ARS), torque vectoring control (TVC), direct yaw-moment control (DYC), etc. [3–5].
The above techniques can be divided into two types according to the working principle,
namely, steering control and drive or brake control. The steering control approach, i.e., AFS
and ARS, can directly affect the lateral motion and yaw motion of vehicles, but the drive or
brake control approach, i.e., TVC and DYC, must coordinate the longitudinal motion and
lateral motion, which increase the control system complexity and create a challenge for the
torque allocation algorithm [6,7]. As for the AFS technique, the machine and human driver
must address the shared control of the front steering system [8,9]. However, in the ARS
technique, a human driver and the machine can independently control the front and rear
steering systems [10]. As a result, the technique issue of control authority allocation and
conflict resolution does not exist.

ARS technique has been widely studied by many researchers to improve the active
safety performance of intelligent vehicles [11]. Based on the vehicle dynamic model, a feed-
forward rear steer control strategy is designed to achieve desired vehicle transient lateral
dynamics [12]. With the linear control technology and the sliding mode theory, an ARS
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system is designed to deal with the steering stability issue in high-speed conditions [13].
In [14], the linear quadratic control approach is applied to the ARS system, and the com-
parative study indicates that the designed ARS system shows superior lateral stability
compared to AFS. The linear quadratic control approach can only address the common
conditions. If the lateral tire force enters the nonlinear area, the control performance of the
linear model-based approaches will worsen [15]. To address the above issue, a nonlinear
triple-step steering controller is designed for the ARS system, which can improve handling
stability even if the tire works in an extremely nonlinear region [16]. Based on the nonlinear
three degrees of freedom (DoF) four-wheel steering (4WS) vehicle model, a hierarchical con-
trol framework is designed for the ARS system, which shows good robustness to address
nonlinear disturbances [17]. In [18], a virtual mass-spring-damper system is applied to
the ARS controller design, which can deal with the parametric uncertainties. Considering
parametric perturbation, unmodelled dynamics, sensor noise and external disturbance,
H∞ control theory is used to advance the robustness of the ARS system [19]. Additionally,
the active suspension control is combined with the ARS system to enhance active safety in
extreme conditions [20].

The above literature only considers the advancement of lateral stability and handling
performance. In addition to handling stability, rollover prevention is another active safety
performance index [21]. In [22], a novel pulse ARS system is designed to increase both
lateral dynamic stability and rollover prevention performance. An integrated dynamic
control with steering (IDCS) is proposed, which applies fuzzy logic to ASR controller
design, increasing the controllability and stability of the vehicle on slippery roads [23]. To
reduce the likelihood of rollover, a bang-bang control strategy is combined with the pulsed
active rear steering to advance active safety [24]. In addition to the handling stability and
rollover prevention, path tracking is another critical capability for intelligent vehicles. With
the equipment of ADAS, intelligent vehicles can easily realize lane keeping, adaptive cruise,
and active lane change to reduce the driving burden of human drivers [25], in which path-
tracking performance is reflected. With the linear matrix inequality optimization, an ARS
system is able to provide lane departure avoidance and lane keeping [26]. Based on model
predictive control (MPC), the differential braking control is combined with the ARS system
to increase rollover prevention and path-tracking performance [27]. With the application of
a nonlinear vehicle dynamic model, the nonlinear MPC approach is applied to the ARS
controller design for path tracking [28]. In [29], driver operating limit and actuator physical
limit are considered in the MPC-based ARS controller design, which can improve the active
safety performance and meanwhile reduce the human driver’s workloads. Based on linear-
time-varying (LTV) MPC, a cooperative control framework is designed for the human
driver and ARS system, which can be adaptive to different drivers [30]. In [31], the sliding
mode control (SMC) is combined with the particle swarm optimization (PSO) to address the
nonlinear, highly coupled and over-actuated characteristics of the ARS system. In [32], a
novel SMC algorithm is applied to the ARS system design, which shows strong robustness
to deal with external disturbances and the road friction variation. In addition to MPC
and SMC, other advanced control algorithms have been widely used in the mechatronics
applications, including fuzzy control [33], fuzzy optimal control [34], and reinforcement
learning-based control [35]. In general, SMC can address the system nonlinearity and
external disturbances. However, the undesired chattering produced by SMC is a challenge
for real application. In this paper, a sliding mode predictive control (SMPC) is proposed for
the ARS system design, which integrates the advantages of SMC and MPC, and eliminates
the drawbacks of two control algorithms. SMPC can improve the robustness with respect
to MPC in the presence of modelling uncertainties and disturbances [36].

Although many studies have been done on the ARS system design to improve the
active safety for intelligent vehicles, there still exist some challenges. For instance, the
control performance indexes are usually single and not comprehensive, e.g., only focusing
on handling stability or path tracking. Additionally, generally, studies seldom comprehen-
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sively consider the control balance relationship or priority of path-tracking performance,
handling performance, lateral stability and rollover prevention.

This paper presents an ARS system for intelligent vehicles to advance the active safety
performance in extreme driving conditions. The contributions of this paper are as follows:
(1) The SMPC algorithm is applied to the ARS system control, which shows superior control
performance than traditional SMC algorithm, and can adapt to different human drivers;
(2) In the control algorithm, four kinds of active safety performance are comprehensively
considered including path-tracking performance, handling performance, lateral stability,
and rollover prevention; (3) According to the control priority of the four kinds of active
safety performance, an event-triggered mechanism (ETM) is designed to adjust the SMPC
controller of the ARS system to address different driving conditions.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. The control system framework is
introduced in Section 2. The driver model and the 4WS vehicle model are built in Section 3.
In Section 4, the ARS system is designed with the SMPC algorithm. Section 5 shows the
simulation analysis and discussion. Finally, Section 6 gives the conclusion of this paper.

2. Control System Framework for Human Driver and ARS System Based on SMPC

To address the issues described in Section 1, the control system framework for human
driver and ARS system is proposed. This is illustrated in Figure 1, which mainly consists of
two parts, i.e., the driver control module and the ARS control module. In the driver control
module, two driver models are built to simulate the experienced driver and inexperienced
driver. According to the inputs from the road condition, the driver model outputs the
front steering angle to the 4WS vehicle. In the ARS control module, the vehicle model is
constructed for controller design. In the ARS control algorithm, four kinds of active safety
performance are considered, including path-tracking performance, handling performance,
lateral stability and rollover prevention, and the priority of the four kinds of active safety
performance is defined. According to the control priority, an event-triggered mechanism is
designed to adjust the SMPC controller of the ARS system. With the collaborative control of
human driver and the ARS system, the vehicle can advance the active safety performance.

Figure 1. Control system framework of human driver and ARS system.

Some assumptions are made in this paper. In this paper, a common single-point
preview driver model is utilized to simulate the human driver. This paper mainly focuses
on the lateral safety advancement of vehicles. Thus, a 3 DoF vehicle dynamic model is
adopted, which includes lateral, yaw and roll dynamics. The longitudinal motion, pitch
motion, and vertical motion are ignored. Besides, to reduce complexity of control algorithm,
the above 4-wheel vehicle model is simplified to be a 2-wheel bicycle model.
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3. Modelling
3.1. Driver Model

The single-point preview driver model is illustrated in Figure 2. The position coordi-
nate of human driver is D(X, Y). E is the predicted point by human driver in the predicted
time τp. P

(
Xp, Yp

)
is the preview position on the target path, which is created by the

human driver’s eyes. For preview control, the human driver focuses on minimizing the
gap between E and P, which includes ∆1 and ∆2, ∆1 ≈ τp · vx ϕ, ∆2 = Y − Yp, vx and ϕ
denote the longitudinal velocity and yaw angle of the vehicle.

Figure 2. Driver model.

The mathematical description of the single-point preview driver model is shown as
follows [37]

..
δ f = −

1
$τd

.
δ f −

1
$τ2

d
δ f +

κλ

$τ2
d

[
Yp −

(
Y + τp · vx ϕ

)]
(1)

where δ f denotes the front steering angle, $ is associated with the damping rate of the
model, τd denotes the driver’s physical delay time, κ is the transmission ratio of the steering
system, and λ is the steering gain.

3.2. 4WS Vehicle Dynamic Model

Figure 3 describes the detailed structure of 4WS vehicle dynamic model, and the
model parameters are listed in Table 1. Furthermore, the mathematical expression of the
4WS vehicle dynamic model is derived as follows

mvx

( .
β + r

)
+ mshs

..
φ = ∑ Fy

Iz
.
r− Ixz

..
φ = ∑ Mz

Ix
..
φ− Ixz

.
r = ∑ Lx

(2)

where β and r denote the sideslip angle and yaw rate at the centre of gravity (CG), φ is the
roll angle. Besides, ∑ Fy, ∑ Mz and ∑ Lx are the total lateral tire force, yaw moment and
roll moment acting on the vehicle, which are derived as follows

∑ Fy = Fy f l cos δ f l + Fy f r cos δ f r + Fyrl cos δrl + Fyrr cos δrr

∑ Mz =
(

Fy f l cos δ f l + Fy f r cos δ f r

)
l f −

(
Fyrl cos δrl + Fyrr cos δrr

)
lr

∑ Lx = msghsφ− bφ

.
φ− kφφ

(3)

where δi (i = fl, fr, rl, rr) denotes the steering angle of each wheel (fl denotes the front left
wheel, fr denotes the front right wheel, rl denotes the rear left wheel, and rr denotes the rear
right wheel). Fyi (i = fl, fr, rl, rr) denotes the lateral force of each tire. In this paper, Dugoff
tire model is used to describe Fyi, and the detailed description is shown in [38].
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Figure 3. 4WS vehicle dynamic model.

Table 1. Parameters of 4WS vehicle.

Parameter Symbol Unit Value

Vehicle mass m kg 370
Vehicle sprung mass ms kg 290
Yaw inertia moment Iz kg·m2 217
Roll inertia moment Ix kg·m2 236

The product of inertia Ixz kg·m2 152
Front wheel base lf mm 808
Rear wheel base lr mm 726

Wheelbase l mm 1534
Height of sprung mass hs mm 430

Track B mm 970
Width Bv mm 1150

Roll stiffness of vehicle suspension kφ N/rad 75,540
Roll damping of vehicle suspension bφ N/rad·s 6768

Front tire cornering stiffness kf N/rad 13,007
Rear tire cornering stiffness kr N/rad 14,503

Moreover, the motion trajectory description of vehicle is shown as follows
.
ϕ = r
.

X = vx cos ϕ− vy sin ϕ
.

Y = vx sin ϕ + vy cos ϕ

(4)

where vx and vy denote the longitudinal and lateral velocities. X and Y are the position
coordinates.

The above 4-wheel vehicle model is then simplified to be a 2-wheel bicycle model,
which follow the transformation principle according to Ackerman steering geometry.

tan δ f l =
tan δ f

1− B
2l (tan δ f−tan δr)

, tan δ f r =
tan δ f

1+ B
2l (tan δ f−tan δr)

tan δrl =
tan δr

1− B
2l (tan δ f−tan δr)

, tan δrr =
tan δr

1+ B
2l (tan δ f−tan δr)

(5)

where δ f and δr denote the steering angles of front and rear wheels, respectively.

Defining the state vector x =
[

β r ϕ φ
.
φ Y

]T
, and the control vector u = δr.

The proposed vehicle model can be expressed in the state-space form.

.
x(t) = F

(
x(t), u(t), δ f (t)

)
(6)
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F
(

x(t), u(t), δ f (t)
)
=



−r− mshs
mvx

..
φ + 1

mvx
∑ Fy

Ixz
Iz

..
φ + 1

Iz
∑ Mz

r
.
φ

Ixz
Ix

.
r + 1

Ix
∑ Lx

vx sin ϕ + vy cos ϕ


(7)

Furthermore, Equation (6) can be rewritten with a first-order Taylor expansion.

.
x(t) = Atx(t) + Btu(t) + Dtδ f (t) + Pt (8)

At =
∂F
∂x

∣∣∣∣
xt ,ut ,δ f ,t

, Bt =
∂F
∂u

∣∣∣∣
xt ,ut ,δ f ,t

, Dt =
∂F
∂δ f

∣∣∣∣∣
xt ,ut ,δ f ,t

(9)

where Pt is the nonlinear disturbance term.
For controller design, Equation (8) is discretized as follows considering

parametric uncertainties.{
xk+1 = (A + ∆A)xk + Buk + Dδ f k + Pk
yk = Cxk

(10)

where A = eAtT , B =
∫ T

0 eAtτ Btdτ, D =
∫ T

0 eAtτ Dtdτ, ∆A is an uncertain matrix with
bounds ∆Amin ≤ ∆A ≤ ∆Amax, T is the sampling time, C is a switch matrix according to
the event-triggered mechanism, which will be introduced in Section 4.3.

4. Active Rear Steering System Design
4.1. SMPC Controller

The SMPC controller is designed based on the discrete 4WS vehicle dynamic model,
i.e., Equation (10). Firstly, the tracking control error is defined as

ek = yk − yr
k (11)

where yr
k is the reference value for tracking.

Based on Equation (11), a linear discrete sliding function is designed as follows

sk = ηek + Ξk−1 (12)

Ξk = Ξk−1 + ηek − ηCAxk (13)

where the coefficient η > 0.
In the discrete sliding mode control scheme, the reaching law is defined by

∆sk = sk+1 − sk = 0 (14)

According to Equation (14), it yields that

sk = sk+1 = η(yk+1 − yr
k+1) + Ξk (15)

Substitution of yk+1 from Equation (10) and Ξk from Equation (13) into Equation (15)
yields that

sk = η
[
C
(

∆Axk + Buk + Dδ f k + Pk

)
− yr

k+1

]
+ Ξk−1 + ηek (16)

Then, the equivalent control law ueq
k can be derived as

ueq
k = −(ηCB)−1

[
ηC∆Axk + ηCDδ f k + ηCPk−1 − ηyr

k+1 + Ξk−1 + ηek

]
(17)
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To advance the control performance, the nonlinear disturbance Pk can be estimated
with the one-step delayed value. The estimated value P̃k is expressed as follows.

P̃k = Pk−1 = xk − Axk−1 − Buk−1 − Dδ f k−1 (18)

∆Pk = P̃k − Pk is the disturbance estimation error. Furthermore, ∆Pk can be derived as

∆Pk = Pk−1 − Pk = A(xk − xk−1) + B(uk − uk−1) + D
(

δ f k − δ f k−1

)
− (xk+1 − xk) (19)

Substitution of Equations (17) and (18) into Equation (10) yields the sliding mode
dynamics in the sliding surface sk = 0.

xk+1 =
(

A + ∆A− ∆Â
)

xk − B(ηCB)−1ηek + σk (20)

where σk = B(ηCB)−1ηyr
k+1 − B(ηCB)−1Ξk−1 and ∆Â = B(ηCB)−1ηC∆A.

Based on Equation (20), the system stability considering uncertainties ∆A can be
proved via linear matrix inequality. The detailed proof is shown in [39], which will not be
introduced repeatedly.

According to Equations (10) and (11), it can be derived that

ek+1 = yk+1 − yr
k+1 = C(A + ∆A)xk + CBuk + CDδ f k + CPk − yr

k+1 (21)

Substitution of Equation (17) into Equation (21) yields that

ek+1 = yk+1 − yr
k+1 = C(Pk − Pk−1)− η−1Ξk−1 (22)

In addition, based on Equation (12), it gives

sk+1 = ηek+1 + Ξk (23)

To improve the control performance, MPC is utilized to drive the system output
trajectory onto the sliding surface with an optimal control law ump

k [40]. Then, the control
vector using SMPC can be expressed as

uk = ueq
k + ump

k (24)

Combination of Equations (16), (17), (19), (23) and (24), it is derived that

sk+1 = sk + ηCBump
k − ηC∆Pk (25)

Defining the prediction horizon and control horizon as N, the prediction of the sliding
function at the time step k + N can be derived as

sk+N = sk + ηCB
k+N−1

∑
p=0

ump
k+p − ηC

k+N−1

∑
p=0

∆Pk+p (26)

Combination of all predicted sliding functions yields that

sk = Γsk + Θuk−1 −ΩPk−1 (27)

where
sk = [sk+1, sk+2, · · · , sk+N ]

T (28)

uk−1 =
[
ump

k , ump
k+1, · · · , ump

k+N−1

]T
(29)

Pk−1 = [∆Pk, ∆Pk+1, · · · , ∆Pk+N−1]
T (30)
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Additionally, Γ = IN×1, Θ and Ω are lower triangular matrices with nonzero elements
of ηCB and ηC.

To obtain the control sequence uk−1, a cost function is designed as

J = sT
k sk + ξuT

k−1uk−1 (31)

where ξ denotes the weighting coefficient.
The necessary condition to minimize J is equivalent to

∂J
∂uk−1

= 0 (32)

It yields that
uk−1 = −

(
ΘTΘ + ξ I)−1ΘT(Γsk −ΩPk−1

)
(33)

where Pk−1 is estimated.

~
Pk−1 = [∆Pk, ∆Pk+1, · · · , ∆Pk+N−1]

T (34)

Choosing the first element of the control sequence uk−1 as the control action, it gives

ump
k = −e

(
ΘTΘ + ξ I)−1ΘT(Γsk −ΩPk−1

)
(35)

where e = [1, 0, 0, · · · , 0].
Finally, the control vector uk can be expressed as with the sum of Equations (17) and (35).
To prove the stability of the close-loop control system, substitution of Equations (33)

and (34) into Equation (27), it yields that

sk = Γsk −Θ
(

ΘTΘ + ξ I)−1ΘT(Γsk −Ω
~
Pk−1

)
−ΩPk−1 (36)

Assuming that there is no penalty for the control effect, i.e., ξ = 0, Equation (36) can
be derived as

sk = Ω
(~

Pk−1 − Pk−1

)
(37)

Taking out the first element of the predicted sliding functions sk, and considering
Equations (28) and (34), it can be obtained that

sk+1 = ηC(∆Pk−1 − ∆Pk) = ηC(Pk − 2Pk−1 + Pk−2) (38)

Since the disturbance change rate ∆Pk is bounded, it can be derived that

|sk+1| ≤ ∆s (39)

where ∆s is defined as the quasi-sliding mode band width [39].
According to the definition of quasi-sliding mode control in [41], it can be concluded

that the closed-loop system satisfies the reaching condition of the quasi-sliding mode in
∆s vicinity of the sliding surface in a finite number of steps. Therefore, the control system
is stable.

4.2. Active Safety Performance

Four kinds of active safety performance are considered in this paper including path-
tracking performance, handling performance, lateral stability, and rollover prevention.

The path-tracking performance is mainly reflected by the lateral offset ∆Y. The
smaller the lateral offset, the better the path-tracking performance. The boundary of ∆Y is
defined by

|∆Y| ≤ ∆Ymax (40)
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where ∆Ymax denotes the maximum lateral offset.
The handling performance of vehicles is evaluated by yaw rate r. The limit of yaw

rate is related to the longitudinal velocity vx and the lateral road adhesion coefficient µy,
which is expressed as

|r| ≤ rmax =
gµy

vx
(41)

Besides, the lateral stability of vehicles is usually reflected by the sideslip angle β.
Small value of β means good lateral stability. The boundary of β is defined by the following
empirical formula [42].

|β| ≤ βmax = arctan(0.02 µg) (42)

Moreover, the performance of rollover prevention is associate with the value of roll
angle. The maximum roll angle is defined by the following empirical formula [43].

|φ| ≤ φmax =
Bms

2
(
kφ −msghs

) (43)

4.3. Event-Triggered Control

For active safety control, the priority of the four performance indexes is defined as
follows: path-tracking performance < handling performance < lateral stability < rollover
prevention. In common conditions, the vehicle will not reach the boundaries of lateral
stability and rollover prevention. Therefore, path tracking is the main task. However,
in extreme conditions, e.g., emergent collision avoidance and icy road condition, lateral
stability advancement and rollover prevention are the focus.

According to different control objectives, i.e., the four performance indexes, the matrix
C will be changeable, which results in different SMPC controllers.

uk =


upt

k , C = [0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1]
uhp

k , C = [0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0]
uls

k , C = [1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0]
urp

k , C = [0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0]

(44)

where upt
k , uhp

k , uls
k , and urp

k denote the controllers of path tracking, handling performance,
lateral stability, and rollover prevention.

The event-triggered mechanism (ETM) of four controllers is defined as follows

tk+1 , inf{t > tk||H|〉Hmax} (45)

whereH denotes ∆Y, r, β, and φ.
Equation (45) indicates that once the control performance index is beyond its boundary,

the corresponding controller will be triggered. Additionally, the ETM should follow the
priority setting of the four control performance indexes. In this case that all performance
indexes are in their boundaries, based on Equation (44), the four controllers for path
tracking, handling performance, lateral stability, and rollover prevention are calculated,
respectively. Then, the integrated controller is obtained by the weighted distribution of the
four controllers, i.e.,

uk = ωptupt
k + ωhpuhp

k + ωlsuls
k + ωrpurp

k (46)

where ωpt, ωhp, ωls, and ωrp are the weighting coefficients. ωpt = qpt/
(

qpt + qhp + qls + qrp
)

,

ωhp = qhp/
(

qpt + qhp + qls + qrp
)

, ωls = qls/
(

qpt + qhp + qls + qrp
)

, ωrp = qrp/(
qpt + qhp + qls + qrp

)
, qpt = |∆Y|/∆Ymax, qhp = |r|/rmax, qls = |β|/βmax, qrp = |φ|/φmax.
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5. Simulation Results and Discussion

In this section, the effectiveness and feasibility of the proposed ARS system are verified
with two cases based on the Simulink simulation platform. Figure 4 shows the Simulink
algorithm structure in the simulation platform, including the human driver model, the
SMPC algorithm in the ARS system module, the longitudinal motion control algorithm and
the braking control algorithm. All control algorithms are carried out in Simulink software.
The controller parameters for simulation are shown in Table 2. The real 4WS intelligent
vehicle is simulated with the 14 DoF vehicle model.

Figure 4. Simulation platform for algorithm verification.

Table 2. Controller parameters for simulation.

Parameter Value Parameter Value

∆Ymax(m) 0.5 N 10
∆Amax 0.1A η 2
∆Amin −0.1A T(s) 0.001

To conduct comparative simulation, two kinds of driver model are built to simulate the
experienced driver and the inexperienced driver. Referring to [30], the parameters of the
two driver models are described in Table 3, where Driver 1 denotes the inexperienced driver
and Driver 2 denotes the experienced driver. Moreover, the comparative simulation of the
SMPC-based ARS system and the FTSMC-based ARS system is carried out to evaluate the
superiority of the SMPC algorithm.

Table 3. Parameters of driver model.

Parameter Driver 1 Driver 2

τd 0.24 0.14
τp 0.83 1.02
λ 0.62 0.84
$ 0.22 0.24
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5.1. Case Study A

The first case is a double lane-change (DLC) scenario. The longitudinal velocity is
set as 20 m/s and the road adhesion coefficient is set as 0.25 to simulate the icy road
condition, which can be regarded as an extreme condition for algorithm verification. Both
the experienced driver and the inexperienced driver are considered in this case. The
proposed ARS system will be used to advance the two drivers’ driving safety.

The simulation results of vehicle moving trajectories are illustrated in Figure 5, from
which we can see that Driver 1 has the largest path-tracking error due to the lack of driving
experience. The lateral offset is shown in Figure 6a. The lateral offset of Driver 1 has
exceeded the maximum value. However, with the assistance of ARS system, both Driver 1
and Driver 2 can improve the path-tracking performance. Additionally, the simulation
results of sideslip angle, yaw rate and roll angle are depicted in Figure 6b–d, respectively.
It can be seen that, although Driver 2 is an experienced driver, he/she cannot guarantee the
handling stability of the vehicle. With the application of ARS system, the values of sideslip
angle, yaw rate and roll angle are decreased remarkably, which shows the capability of
ARS system to advance active safety performance. Additionally, Figure 7 shows the front
and rear steering angles of AVs in Case A. Without the assistance of ARS system, both the
front steering angles of Driver 1 and Driver 2 are not convergent, which results in the loss
of stability control.

Figure 5. Moving trajectories of vehicles in Case A.

Table 4 shows the maximum control error analysis of four kinds of active safety perfor-
mances, which also supports the conclusion drawn according to Figures 5 and 6. In Table 4,
↓ means the performance index is decreased. With the ARS system, the control errors
of four kinds of active safety performance indexes are decreased remarkably in extreme
driving conditions, which verifies the effectiveness of the proposed SMPC algorithm.
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Figure 6. Active safety performances of vehicles in Case A: (a) lateral offset; (b) sideslip angle; (c) yaw
rate: (d) roll angle.

Figure 7. Front and rear steering angles of vehicles in Case A: (a) front steering angle; (b) rear
steering angle.

Table 4. Maximum control errors of active safety performances in Case A.

Control Mode Lateral
Offset (m)

Sideslip Angle
Error (deg)

Yaw Rate Error
(rad/s)

Roll Angle
Error (deg)

Driver 1 0.5217 20.7762 1.4848 7.3549
Driver 1 + ARS 0.0049 (↓) 0.1878 (↓) 0.0269 (↓) 0.3501 (↓)

Driver 2 0.1514 7.3190 0.9739 5.0298
Driver 2 + ARS 0.0027 (↓) 0.0940 (↓) 0.0105 (↓) 0.2572 (↓)
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Additionally, the algorithm efficiency is evaluated. Figure 8 shows the computational
time of the proposed algorithm with ETM and without ETM. Without ETM, the mean value
of the computational time at each time step is 0.0078 s. However, with the application of
ETM, the mean value of the computational time at each time step is 0.0051 s. It indicates
that ETM can improve the algorithm efficiency.

Figure 8. Computational time.

5.2. Case Study B

This case mainly focuses on the comparative performance verification of the proposed
SMPC algorithm, and FTSMC algorithm which is a common SMC scheme not using
prediction. The longitudinal velocity is set as 25 m/s and the road adhesion coefficient is
set as 0.5 to simulate the wet road condition. The simulation case is a S-shape turn scenario,
which can also be regarded as an extreme condition. To show the superiority of the ARS
system, only an inexperienced driver (Driver 1) is considered in this case.

The path-tracking results of vehicles are displayed in Figure 9. Due to the large-
curvature path, Driver 1 cannot conduct good path tracking. Additionally, we can see
that both ARS1 (FTSMC based) and ARS2 (SMPC based) can guarantee the path-tracking
performance. The lateral offset is depicted in Figure 10a. We can see that the lateral offset
of Driver 1 has exceeded the maximum boundary. The lateral offsets of ARS1 and ARS2
are very small, which indicates the superiority of ARS system on path tracking. Figure 10b
shows the sideslip angle results, from which we can see the vehicle controlled by human
driver has lost stability. The results of yaw angle and roll angle of the vehicle controlled
by human driver are also beyond the safe boundary, which indicates the driving safety of
vehicle is terrible. To see the detailed comparative results of ARS1 and ARS2, Table 5 shows
the maximum control errors of the four kinds of active safety performance indexes. It can
be seen that both ARS1 and ARS2 can decrease the control error of path tracking, handling
performance, lateral stability and rollover prevention, but ARS2 shows superior capability
to guarantee the handling stability and rollover prevention.

Table 5. Maximum control errors of active safety performances in Case B.

Control Mode Lateral
Offset (m)

Sideslip Angle
Error (deg)

Yaw Rate Error
(rad/s)

Roll Angle
Error (deg)

Driver 1 1.4129 46.7191 2.1428 7.2451
Driver 1 + ARS1 0.0284 (↓) 2.4067 (↓) 0.2234 (↓) 1.7615 (↓)
Driver 1 + ARS2 0.0174 (↓↓) 1.5475 (↓↓) 0.0504 (↓↓) 0.4449 (↓↓)
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Figure 9. Moving trajectories of vehicles in Case B.

Figure 10. Active safety performances of vehicles in Case B: (a) lateral offset; (b) sideslip angle;
(c) yaw rate: (d) roll angle.

Additionally, the front and rear steering angles of vehicles are displayed in Figure 11.
We can see that the front steering angle of Driver 1 has exceeded the maximum boundary
and cannot converge to the steady value, which indicates that human driver has lost the
effective control of the vehicle. From Figure 11b, we can see that the rear steering angle of
ARS1 is always oscillating in the control process. The controller jitter issue of ARS1 cannot
be addressed. However, it can be seen that there is no obvious controller jitter in the control
process of ARS2.
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Figure 11. Front and rear steering angles of vehicles in Case B: (a) front steering angle; (b) rear
steering angle.

5.3. Discussion

From the results of above two simulation cases, we can conclude that compared with
existing ARS control algorithms, the proposed ARS control algorithm can comprehensively
consider multiple performances of active safety, and can adapt to different human drivers.
In addition, the ETM-based control framework is able to balance the control weighting of
path-tracking performance, handling performance, lateral stability and rollover prevention,
which can avoid the waste of control resources. Although both ARS1 and ARS2 can
advance the active safety performance of vehicles in extreme conditions, the SMPC-based
ARS (ARS2) system shows better capability to deal with handling stability and rollover
prevention. Additionally, the controller jitter issue of traditional SMC approach can be
addressed with the SMPC approach. To summarize, the comparative simulation results
can demonstrate the superiority of the proposed ARS control algorithm and framework.

6. Conclusions and Future Work

The paper presents an ARS system for intelligent vehicles to advance the active safety
performance. The human driver is simulated with a single-point preview driver model,
which outputs the front steering angle to the vehicle. A 3 DoF nonlinear vehicle model
is built for the ARS controller design. Based on the vehicle model, SMPC approach is
applied to the ARS controller design. In the control algorithm, four kinds of active safety
performance are considered including path-tracking performance, handling performance,
lateral stability and rollover prevention, and the priority of the four kinds of active safety
performance is defined. According to the control priority, an event-triggered mechanism is
designed to adjust the SMPC controller of the ARS system. To evaluate the performance
of the ARS system, two simulation cases are designed and conducted. The results show
that the ARS system can improve the active safety performance for both experienced
and inexperienced drivers, indicating that the ARS system can adapt to different drivers.
Additionally, the proposed ETM-based control framework is able to establish a good
balance between different active safety performances. Compared with the conventional
SMC algorithm, the SMPC algorithm shows superior control performance.

In future work, the experimental validation of the proposed algorithm will be con-
ducted with real vehicle.
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