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Abstract— We report on a study that employs an in-
house developed simulation infrastructure to accomplish
zero shot policy transferability for a control policy as-
sociated with a scale autonomous vehicle. We focus on
implementing policies that require no real world data to be
trained (Zero-Shot Transfer), and are developed in-house
as opposed to being validated by previous works. We do
this by implementing a Neural Network (NN) controller
that is trained only on a family of circular reference
trajectories. The sensors used are RTK-GPS and IMU,
the latter for providing heading. The NN controller is
trained using either a human driver (via human in the loop
simulation), or a Model Predictive Control (MPC) strategy.
We demonstrate these two approaches in conjunction with
two operation scenarios: the vehicle follows a waypoint-
defined trajectory at constant speed; and the vehicle follows
a speed profile that changes along the vehicle’s waypoint-
defined trajectory. The primary contribution of this work
is the demonstration of Zero-Shot Transfer in conjunction
with a novel feed-forward NN controller trained using a
general purpose, in-house developed simulation platform.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Motivation

Simulation can be a powerful tool for designing better
robots and autonomous vehicles as it can reduce design
costs, accelerate the design cycle, and enable the testing
of a larger pool of candidate designs in a diverse set of
scenarios difficult to reproduce in reality [1]. The idea
of using simulation in robot design is hindered by the
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so called simulation-to-reality, or sim2real, gap [2]: in
many cases, an algorithm that performs well in sim-
ulation may display poor performance in reality due to
hard to model aspects present in the real system [3], e.g.,
slackness in the steering mechanism, delays in actuation,
complex sensor behavior. When Machine Learning (ML)
comes into play in designing control policies, ZST [4] is
even more elusive since one has to make do exclusively
with synthetic data. Past contributions that focused on
ZST either came short of demonstrating performance in
the real world [5], or required a mixture of simulated
and real data, e.g. [6], [7].

B. Contribution

We outline a general purpose approach that uses our
Autonomy Research Testbed (ART) platform [8] to syn-
thesize an ML-based controller in simulation and subse-
quently demonstrate it on a scale vehicle, thus achieving
ZST. Our contributions are threefold. (i) We propose
the use of a physics-based high fidelity simulator to
synthesize control policies without resorting to domain
randomization or domain adaptation to achieve ZST.
(ii) We do not resort to off-the-shelf proven algorithms.
Rather, we train a NN via imitation learning on a low
diversity dataset obtained by driving the vehicle along
a small family of circles of different radii. The model
is trained to imitate either a human driver or a Model
Predictive Control (MPC) algorithm. Producing training
data in simulation and training the NN model takes
minutes. (iii) We demonstrate that our simulator, called
Chrono [9], [10], used in conjunction with ART can
support autonomy stack development in simulation with
good sim2real transferability traits.

C. Related Work

Our approach is similar to [11], except that perception
is carried out differently (GPS and IMU as opposed to
camera), and we draw exclusively on simulated data.
In [5], the authors train an all-terrain-vehicle in simula-
tion to drive off-road while avoiding obstacles but their
policy is only demonstrated in simulation. In [12], the

ar
X

iv
:2

30
9.

09
87

0v
1 

 [
cs

.R
O

] 
 1

8 
Se

p 
20

23



authors focus on automatic test generation for AVs and
propose “robustness values” for their Autonomy Stack
(A-Stack), but do not provide evidence for the trans-
lation of this robustness value into real world results.
AutoVRL, a platform similar to the ART one discussed
herein, is presented in [13], but its authors do not demon-
strate real-world operation of their A-Stack. Unlike
these contributions that only demonstrate performance
in simulation, a body of literature shows performance
in reality by focusing on combining simulation and
real-world data. Most of these relate to autonomous
agents that use camera and LiDAR sensors for end-
to-end solutions in which an ML model directly takes
sensor inputs while it outputs control commands. In [12],
[14] the perception training is done purely on real world
datasets, i.e., KITTI [15] and YCB [16], respectively.
Many works focus on Domain Translation (DT) where
a separate ML module is tasked with changing the
appearance of sensor outputs. For instance, in [17] the
authors use a Generative Adversarial Network (GAN)
to learn a mapping function from simulated images to
a potential real world counterpart, highlighting their use
of unlabeled reality data. The A-Stack is then trained
on this enhanced simulation data. Similar to this, the
VISTA simulator [7] uses a data-driven approach to
generate sensor data, integrating the process described
above into the simulator. In [18], the authors do the
inverse of the operation described above. They train their
A-Stack in simulation, and then generate ”VR-Goggles”
for their vehicle. When driving in reality, the sensor data
is first processed by the VR-Goggles to look more like
simulated data, and then passed to the A-Stack. This also
requires reality data for training the goggles. While all
of these approaches achieve simulation based A-Stack
training with transfer to reality, they still require pre-
processing of real world data for their testing, stopping
short of ZST.

Domain Randomization (DR) has been widely used
to impart robustness to a control policy synthesized in
simulation. This is commonly done for robotic-arm con-
trol policies, see, for instance, [19]. In [4], the authors
discuss the effectiveness of different DR techniques. In
our work, we choose to not employ DR for ZST and
instead emphasize the role that an accurate simulator
and model can play in accomplishing ZST. Agasint this
backdrop, our effort is motivated by two observations.
Firstly, the DR technique often lacks clarity on why it
succeeds or fails. Secondly, DR can serve as a reliable
option for enhancing robustness provided one already
achieved ZST with a good simulator and model.

Finally, in this study, we showcase the integration

of the Chrono simulation engine and the ART plat-
form, both of which are being collaboratively developed
with input from this group. Looking beyond Chrono,
commonly used simulators include CARLA [20], Isaac
Sim [21], MuJoCo [22], webots [23], Coppelia Robotics
[24], Gazebo [25] and PyBullet [26]. Several of these
solutions highlight photorealism and fast computation
times, producing results that are plausible but not nec-
essarily physically meaningful since they draw on game
engines [27]. This revokes some of the benefits of sim-
ulation based training, as one is no longer guaranteed to
be able to exactly replicate physical scenarios/tests, and
may make determining failure causes difficult. Finally,
in addition to embracing a physics-based approach to
simulation, one aspect that sets apart Chrono is its ability
to embed humans in the loop and either allow them to
guide the data generation process for training (as done
in this contribution), or synthesize and test autonomy
solutions that come into play in human-robot interaction
applications.

II. BACKGROUND

The multi-physics simulator used used in this study is
called Chrono [9]. Two modules, Chrono::Vehicle [28]
and Chrono::Sensor [29], provide high-fidelity, physics-
based vehicle and sensor simulation, respectively, and
can be leveraged for synthesizing control policies. While
this work focuses on a scaled on-road car equipped with
GPS and IMU sensors, Chrono allows for the combina-
tion of various wheeled and tracked vehicles, and pro-
prioceptive and exteroceptive sensor types, e.g., camera,
LiDAR [8], [5]. It has good terramechanics support for
off-road mobility fidelity, the user having the ability to
choose several terrain models [30], [31]. Furthermore,
the platform supports human-in-the-loop simulation, and
the interaction of multiple autonomous agents, whether
in intricate traffic scenarios or convoy operations utiliz-
ing Synchrono [32], [33]. ART/ATK provides a ROS 2
framework that leverages the Chrono simulation engine
to enable autonomy algorithm synthesis in simulation
followed by demonstration in the real world. A more
detailed description is provided in Sec. III-A

III. PRELIMINARIES

A. ART/ATK and Chrono

The control synthesis takes place in simulation in
line with ZST expectations. The Chrono simulator is
used to produce the time evolution of the scale vehicle.
The ART in “ART/ATK” provides a ROS2-based basic
autonomy stack. It is implemented in Python and is
Docker-containerized so that the same autonomy stack,



running on the same processor (NVIDIA Jetson AGX
card) is used both in simulation and the real world. The
autonomy stack is deployed on the SAV vehicle (from
“scaled Autonomous Vehicle”), which has in dtSAV a
Chrono digital twin. Finally, the ATK component is a
utility that produces the Docker container infrastructure
required to accommodate the ART autonomy stack, be
it in simulation or in real world testing [8]. An IMU
sensor provides heading information, and an RTK GPS
delivers centimeter-scale accuracy for localization. An
Extended Kalman Filter (EKF) is used for velocity esti-
mation, utilizing the 4-DOF model described in sec. III-
B. In simulation, Chrono provides dtSAV with ground
truth information for the position and heading; the same
EKF is used for velocity estimation.

B. 4-DOF VEHICLE MODEL AND ERROR STATE

State estimation and MPC, the latter used in gen-
erating training data, call for a simple vehicle model.
This model is not the Chrono dtSAV vehicle (which is
highly nonlinear and complex), but a low fidelity replica
that captures well enough dtSAV’s dynamics. In other
words, when estimating state in simulation or producing
a command via MPC, one uses a Chrono simulation,
inside which we run a second simulation of the 4-DOF
vehicle described in this subsection. The states of the
4-DOF vehicle model are q = [x, y, θ, v]T , with x and
y representing the position in the Cartesian coordinates,
respectively, heading angle θ, and longitudinal velocity
v. The commands u consist of a steering value δ in
the range of [−1, 1], and a throttle input α in the range
of [0, 1]. The dynamics of the 4-DOF vehicle model is
captured by the following differential equations:

q̇ = f(q,u) =


cos(θ) · v,
sin(θ) · v,
v · tan(βδ)/l,
T (α, v) · γRw/Iw.

(1a)
(1b)
(1c)
(1d)

Equations (1a), (1b), and (1c) describe a simplified
bicycle model [34], where β maps the steering command
δ to the wheel steering angle, and l is the wheel base
of the vehicle. Assuming that the wheel has no slip,
Eq. (1d) approximates the longitudinal acceleration v̇
based on motor torque T (α, v), gear ratio γ, and wheel
radius and moment of inertia, Rw and Iw. See [35] for
more details. As illustrated in Fig. 1, given a reference
trajectory, the error state, e = [e1, e2, e3, e4]

T , with
respect to the reference one, qr = [xr, yr, θr, vr]

T , can

Fig. 1: Error state relative to target reference trajectory.

be computed using Eq. (2) [36].

e =


cos θ sin θ 0 0
− sin θ cos θ 0 0

0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1



xr − x
yr − y
θr − θ
vr − v

 . (2)

C. MPC DETAILS

The MPC solution embraced is described in [35].
This control policy has already been tuned in simulation
and tested in reality, providing insight into sim2real
transferability [3]. Therein, the salient conclusion was
that the MPC solution was not robust, which is not an
issue since it is used only to generate training data for
the NN controller. The MPC is posed as

et+1 = At · et +Bt · ut (3)

J∗
t (et) = min

uk

eTNQeN +

N−1∑
k=0

eTkQek

+ (uk − ur)
TR(uk − ur) .

(4)

In Eq. (3), we linearized the error dynamics, us-
ing Eqs. (1) and (2) [35]. Equation (4) describes the
optimization problem used to generate the next optimal
command. For more details, please see [3], [37].

IV. METHOD

A. TRAINING DATA

1) Human-in-the-loop produced training data: This
approach is schematically captured in Fig. 2. Since
Chrono supports human in the loop (HIL) simulation,
a human drives dtSAV in the virtual world (manual
driving) to collect data that registers what the driver
does when dtSAV strays away from a given trajectory.
We record the error state and corresponding control
commands at each time step of the simulation. Seven
reference trajectories are used one at a time for the
training process. They are circular paths with radius 2m,
5m, 25m, both clockwise and counter-clockwise, plus
a 30m straight line path, which can be thought of as a
circle with infinite radius. For the multispeed control, we



Fig. 2: Training Process Demonstration: upper half is
the pipeline for collecting HIL (manual control) training
data; lower half shows data collection using MPC.

used seven trajectories with the same geometric shapes
but different target velocities – half of the course had
a 1 m/s velocity prescribed for the vehicle, the other
half had a 2 m/s reference velocity, with a transition
velocity in between. The data helped the NN model how
changes in speed elicit changes in the throttle position.
Collecting training data in simulation was both simple
and fast (took minutes to generate).

2) MPC Training: An alternative to having a human
drive dtSAV in simulation is to use an existing MPC
controller, see Sec. III-C, and record the input com-
mands issued by the MPC while it works to maintain
a predefined trajectory. The MPC issued commands to
dtSAV to make it follow the same reference trajectories
used in the HIL data collection. The training data con-
tains the error state and corresponding MPC command
issued in each time step. The reason why our MPC
policy was not useful in reality was that it was not
robust – SAV in reality did much worse than dtSAV in
simulation, a prime manifestation of the sim2real gap.

B. IMITATION LEARNING BASED CONTROLLER

We employ a feed forward Neural Network (NN)
that upon training will drive dtSAV and subsequently
SAV, thus accomplishing ZST. Figure 3 depicts the two-
hidden-layer NN that engages in supervised learning.
Training data is generated via HIL only, or via MPC
only, see Sec. IV-A. For NN training, the input data
E ∈ R4×n is the set of error states e ∈ R4×1. This
data U ∈ R2×n is matched with the control commands
u ∈ R2×1. The NN is trained to produce a mapping
between the error state and control command, f : e → u.
The NN training and inference is carried out in Keras
Core [38], using PyTorch as a backend [39]. The training
converges fast since the input and output spaces are
small, as are the NN’s depth and width.

Fig. 3: Feed Forward Layers Setup.

Fig. 4: Experiment Setup: NN was trained using dtSAV-
generated data and subsequently tested in a parking lot
using SAV. The red dashed line in the right-most image
represents the parking lot reference trajectory.

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

This section reports on experimental work done to
assess the extent to which the control policy synthe-
sized in simulation transferred to the real world. We
established in simulation four NN policies: one trained
by using a human driver, the other one using MPC-
produced data; and, for each of these two scenarios we
had two sub-cases: the velocity along the course was
kept constant, or it changed based on the location of the
SAV vehicle along its trajectory. The assessment of the
four NNs took place on the top of a parking lot. SAV was
given waypoints, and the NN controller used the IMU
heading and RTK-GPS information to pass through the
waypoints while following the prescribed speed regimen.
The waypoints selection was mindful of the topology of
the parking lot, and yielded a path that was roughly
rectangular with a width by length of approximately 34



× 72 m, see Fig. 4. There were sinusoidal portions and
regions where the speed changed along the way. For
more experiment details, see uploaded movie.

(a) (b)

Fig. 5: Results for simulation and reality testing: (a) NN
controller trained by MPC; (b) NN controller trained by
manual driving.

B. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

1) Constant Velocity Tracking: The reference trajec-
tory is first followed using constant velocity along the
entire path. The loop around the parking lot shown in
Fig. 4 has a sinusoidal segment along one width, and an
arc on the opposite one. Sample simulation and reality
results are displayed in Fig. 5. The control profiles for
throttle and steering are shown in Fig. 6.

We ran five additional tests for each controller in each
scenario. For each GPS output reading, we found the
closest point on the reference trajectory, and computed
the distance between the vehicle and this reference
point. We then averaged these across the five tests for
each reference point, and displayed them as a plot with
respect to the reference location used. These absolute
errors are shown in Fig. 7.

2) Tracking a Complex Speed Profile: We used the
same reference trajectory, but had a speed profile that
changed along the vehicle trajectory: it was 1 m/s around
the four corners, and climbed to 2 m/s in between.
Figure 8 displays results for the two NN controllers.
Heat maps show the speed of the vehicle along the
trajectory, both in simulation and reality.

(a)

(b)

Fig. 6: Control Profiles comparing SAV and dtSAV: (a)
NN controller trained via MPC; (b) NN trained via HIL.

VI. DISCUSSION

The results in Fig. 5 indicate that the feed-forward
NN used in this study accomplishes ZST regardless of
whether the synthetic training data was produced via
MPC or HIL. The sim2real gap is small as demonstrated
in Fig. 7. A notable difference between simulation and
reality can be noted in the commands issued, see Fig. 6.
We hypothesize that is likely due to: a steady slant
of the road for parking lot drainage purposes, which
is present in reality but not in simulation; and, an
unavoidable slack in the steering mechanism (with zero
steering command input, the vehicle still tries to steer
in the direction that the terrain is slanted towards). As
shown in Fig. 6, for the straight line portion the reality
steering has negative steering values (to compensate
for the tilted road) while in simulation zero steering
is maintained. Another observation from Fig. 6 is that
there is a qualitative difference between the NN trained
with HIL data or MPC data. The HIL training data
displays smoother changes for steering commands and
prefers to merge back to the referenced trajectory slowly.
Conversely, the MPC-generated training data has higher
transients since it solves an optimization problem that
was not instructed to account for smoothness of the
ensuing maneuver. This explains why the MPC-data
trained NN controller follows trajectories more precisely.

Finally, for the case when the prescribed velocity
changes along the trajectory, dtSAV achieves a wider
range of speeds compared to SAV. Likewise, MPC-



(a)

(b)

Fig. 7: Absolute sime2real errors: (a) NN controller
trained by MPC; (b) NN controller trained by HIL.

data training leads to a more responsive controller than
when using HIL data since the MPC training takes the
vehicle’s powertrain model into consideration. Indeed,
results in Fig. 8b look sharper than the ones in Fig. 8d.
Correspondingly, when transferring the control policies
into reality, the multi-speeds control is more precise for
the controller trained with MPC (in Fig. 8a) than the
one trained with HIL data (in Fig. 8c).

Given the complexity of real-world environments,
expecting exact matches between simulated and real
results is exceedingly difficult to achieve. However, it is
desirable to quantify this gap in safety critical applica-
tions [40], and at a minimum to see traits that manifest
in simulation carry over to the real world. In Figure
8, we illustrate this with multi-speed training: the HIL
driver (while generating training data in the simulation)
is unable to match desired speeds as precisely as the
MPC. This trait is learned by the NN and appears in
the real-world scenario where the NN trained on HIL
doesn’t match desired speeds accurately. Additionally,
the HIL driver prioritizes smoother steering inputs, while
the MPC prioritizes error mitigation over smoothness, as
evident in the steering control inputs in Fig. 6.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

Our contributions are threefold. We demonstrated ZST
for a scale vehicle using RTK-GPS and IMU sensor
fusion. We established a feed-forward NN controller
trained to imitate a human driver or the behavior of

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. 8: Simulation vs. Reality Testing, variable-speed
case: Fig. 8a–SAV using MPC-trained NN controller;
Fig. 8b–dtSAV using MPC-trained NN controller;
Fig. 8c–SAV using HIL-trained NN controller; Fig. 8d–
dtSAV using HIL-trained NN controller.

an MPC controller. Finally, anchored by Chrono and
ART/ATK, we established an open source platform
that enables the synthesis of autonomy algorithms in
simulation and their demonstration in reality. The salient
strength of the Chrono-ART/ATK platform is that the
same ROS2 ART autonomy stack, running on the same
hardware, is exercised both in simulation and reality.
Since Chrono supports HIL, it enables a driver to operate
a digital twin, and the data generated be subsequently
used to synthesize ML-based control policies. Ongoing
work focuses on increasing the determinism of the
ART/ATK autonomy stack; investigating the ZST prob-
lem for a rover-like vehicle with four steerable wheels;
and using simulation to synthesize autonomy stacks for
ground vehicles operating on deformable terrains.
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[36] G. Klančar and I. Škrjanc, “Tracking-error model-based pre-
dictive control for mobile robots in real time,” Robotics and
autonomous systems, vol. 55, no. 6, pp. 460–469, 2007.

[37] H. Zhang, S. Chatterjee, T. Hansen, S. Caldararu, I. Mahajan,
N. Batagoda, L. Fang, R. Serban, and D. Negrut, “Formulating
model predictive control (mpc) strategies in conjunction with
error dynamics based waypoint-seeking to model robust vehicle
control,” Simulation-Based Engineering Laboratory, University
of Wisconsin-Madison, Tech. Rep., 2023, https://sbel.wisc.edu/
wp-content/uploads/sites/569/2023/03/TR-2023-01.pdf.

[38] F. Chollet et al., “Keras,” https://keras.io, 2015.
[39] A. Paszke, S. Gross, S. Chintala, G. Chanan, E. Yang, Z. DeVito,

Z. Lin, A. Desmaison, L. Antiga, and A. Lerer, “Automatic
differentiation in PyTorch,” in NIPS 2017 Workshop Autodiff,
2017, Conference Proceedings.

[40] P. Akella, W. Ubellacker, and A. D. Ames, “Safety-critical
controller verification via sim2real gap quantification,” in 2023
IEEE International Conference on Robotics and Automation
(ICRA). IEEE, 2023, pp. 10 539–10 545.

https://sbel.wisc.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/569/2023/06/TR-2023-06.pdf
https://sbel.wisc.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/569/2023/06/TR-2023-06.pdf
https://sbel.wisc.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/569/2023/03/TR-2023-01.pdf
https://sbel.wisc.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/569/2023/03/TR-2023-01.pdf
https://keras.io

	INTRODUCTION
	Motivation
	Contribution
	Related Work

	BACKGROUND
	PRELIMINARIES
	ART/ATK and Chrono
	4-DOF VEHICLE MODEL AND ERROR STATE
	MPC DETAILS

	METHOD
	TRAINING DATA
	Human-in-the-loop produced training data
	MPC Training

	IMITATION LEARNING BASED CONTROLLER

	EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
	EXPERIMENTAL SETUP
	EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
	Constant Velocity Tracking
	Tracking a Complex Speed Profile


	DISCUSSION
	CONCLUSIONS
	References

