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Abstract

Motion planning in complex scenarios is the core challenge in autonomous driving.
Conventional methods apply predefined rules or learn from driving data to plan the
future trajectory. Recent methods seek the knowledge preserved in large language
models (LLMs) and apply them in the driving scenarios. Despite the promising
results, it is still unclear whether the LLM learns the underlying human logic
to drive. In this paper, we propose an InstructDriver method to transform LLM
into a motion planner with explicit instruction tuning to align its behavior with
humans. We derive driving instruction data based on human logic (e.g., do not
cause collisions) and traffic rules (e.g., proceed only when green lights). We then
employ an interpretable InstructChain module to further reason the final planning
reflecting the instructions. Our InstructDriver allows the injection of human rules
and learning from driving data, enabling both interpretability and data scalability.
Different from existing methods that experimented on closed-loop or simulated
settings, we adopt the real-world closed-loop motion planning nuPlan benchmark
for better evaluation. InstructDriver demonstrates the effectiveness of the LLM
planner in a real-world closed-loop setting. Our code is publicly available at
https://github.com/bonbon-rj/InstructDriver|

1 Introduction

Autonomous driving technology is crucial for enhancing road safety, which can reduce traffic
congestion and improve transportation efficiency. The widely adopted pipeline of autonomous
driving encompasses perception [45, (17, (13 [13L 25} 146} 23| 39, 18]}, prediction [L10, [7} 8], and motion
planning [21} 11627} 147, which together enable a vehicle to navigate complex environments. Among
these, motion planning is particularly important as it ensures the vehicle can move smoothly and
safely by determining the optimal path and speed while avoiding collision.

Conventional rule-based methods utilize predefined rules and logical conditions for planning [37, 31}
14]), which offers a high degree of interpretability yet struggles to account for all possible scenarios.
Learning-based methods train on extensive autonomous driving scenario data, enabling models to
learn and comprehend various scenarios [1} 9} 40l [11} (19} 4} 132} 30, l6].

Despite the strong performance, they treat motion planning as a black-box prediction problem,
raising concerns about whether the output trajectories align with human driving behaviors. With the
emergence of Large Language Models (LLMs), recent methods seek to transfer their knowledge to
motion planning [35} 5} 28, 134].
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Figure 1: The motivation of our InstructDriver. The left figure compares different motion planning
methods for autonomous driving, showcasing our method’s ability to function without predefined
objectives. It highlights how our method guides the planner to produce human-like driving behavior.
The right figure illustrates the correspondence between the provided instructions and the resulting
outputs.

Despite the encouraging results, they usually rely on predefined planning objectives and it remains
unclear whether LLMs have indeed learned the underlying logic of human driving. The absence
of real-world closed-loop evaluation further raises concerns about whether they can make planning
decisions based on environmental data [26} 41]].

To address this, we propose an InstructDriver method to align LLM-based planners with human
behavior by generating a series of instructions based on the human logic of driving, as shown in
Figure[I] We further propose an InstructChain module to combine the instructions to reason about
the final planning trajectory. InstructDriver allows the incorporation of human rules and learns from
driving data, thereby achieving both interpretability and data scalability. By leveraging a sequence
of intermediate instructions, InstructChain enhances the capability of LLM to handle the complex
reasoning task of planning.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:

e We introduce InstructDriver to align LLMs with a series of human instructions, ensuring their
consistency with human logic for driving.

e We propose InstructChain to enable LLMs to explicitly follow the execution of instructions,
providing a high degree of interpretability.

e We conducted extensive open-loop and closed-loop experiments within the nuPlan framework to
validate the effectiveness of the proposed methods, achieving competitive performance metrics.

2 Related Work

LLM agents in planning tasks. Agents implemented through LLMs have demonstrated exceptional
proficiency in planning across various tasks and domains. For instance, LLMs have been utilized
to develop a virtual town comprising 25 memory-capable agents [29], demonstrating their ability to
reflect, plan, and make decisions in virtual environments, thus addressing complex communication
tasks. Additionally, LLMs have been utilized to create an automated agent for Minecraft, which
for the first time, successfully acquired all items in the Overworld technological tree [48]]. This
achievement demonstrates LLMs’ task-planning capabilities to navigate and accomplish complex
objectives in intricate game settings. Moreover, LLMs have been used to develop frameworks for
multi-agent collaboration, enabling multiple agents to communicate and cooperate effectively to
complete tasks [43]]. This highlights the capabilities of LLMs in multi-agent systems, demonstrating
their planning abilities to enhance coordination and cooperation among agents. Furthermore, LLMs
can be fine-tuned to generalizable, semantically aware robotics policies, used directly for robotic
control [2]. This suggests that LLMs are not only applicable in virtual environments but also in
real-world robotic control tasks. Agents implemented through LLMs possess reasoning and planning
abilities, presenting promising prospects for motion planning in autonomous driving.

Motion planner in autonomous driving without LLM. The existing methods for motion planning
without LLM can be broadly classified into three main types: rule-based, learning-based, and hybrid



methods that integrate both. The rule-based method [37} 31} [14] represents a conventional approach,
employing pre-established rules and logical frameworks to construct driving trajectories. Intelligent
Driver Model (IDM) [37]] is a heuristic motion model used to track the vehicle ahead in traffic while
ensuring a safe following distance. With the development of deep neural networks, many learning-
based methods [[1, 19} 140, [11}[19} 14} 32,130, 6] have been proposed to handle complex driving scenarios
by learning from extensive datasets of human driving behavior. For example, urban traffic data such as
traffic lights, other vehicles, and pedestrians are used for training to learn rich urban driving strategies
[32]. PlanTF [6], a baseline model utilizing the Transformer architecture, focuses on the current state
of autonomous vehicles rather than historical data, demonstrating superior generalization capabilities
in long-tail scenarios. In the realm of hybrid methods, the PDM [12] is highly distinguished. It
effectively integrates rule-based approaches with learning-based methods, achieving competitive
results. Currently, learning-based methods are considered as a potentially scalable solution for motion
planning that can replace rule-based planners [6].

LLM planner in autonomous driving. Recently, methods have been proposed to use LLM for
motion planning in autonomous driving tasks. LanguageMPC [34], by designing cognitive pathways
to enable comprehensive reasoning in LLM and translating its decisions into actionable driving
commands. GPT-Driver [28], a GPT-based motion planner, represents the inputs and outputs of the
planner as linguistic tokens and utilizes the LLM to generate driving trajectories via linguistic descrip-
tions of coordinate positions. Driving-with-LLMs [5]] proposes an architecture at the object level that
integrates vectorized numerical modalities with a pre-trained LLM to enhance the comprehension of
context in driving scenarios. LMDrive [35] is the pioneering work that utilizes LLM for closed-loop
end-to-end autonomous driving. LLM-ASSIST [36] employs LLMs as an adaptive component within
the other planner to enhance the performance of closed-loop planning. Utilizing LLM for motion
planning improves adaptability to complex and dynamic road conditions, enhances decision-making
interpretability, and boosts safety.

3 Proposed Approach

3.1 Motion Planning as Language Modeling

The objective of motion planning in autonomous driving is to design a safe and comfortable driving
trajectory, denoted as 7, utilizing the observation data O and the current self-state S; as inputs.
More specifically, the inputs for motion planning should also encompass descriptions of the motion
system S, to more accurately reflect system planning goals and the characteristics of the vehicle.
Additionally, incorporating specific instructions Z as input can effectively guide the planner to perform
plans aligned with humans. This comprehensive set of information, when combined, provides a
thorough basis for motion planning and can be represented textually as X;:

X, ={0,8:,8,,T}. 1)

Furthermore, the output should not be limited solely to the motion trajectory 7 but should also
encompass a thought chain for the autonomous driving decisions made during the planning process,
referred to as InstructChain and denoted as Z.. This inclusion ensures that the planning process
remains transparent and interpretable:

Yy ={Z., T} @

Through a process of logical transformation F', given the input X, the logarithm of the probability
of the occurrence of each word in the corresponding output vocabulary can be obtained. This log-
probability reflects the model’s confidence in its predictions for each word, providing a quantified
evaluation of the vocabulary distribution, as expressed in the following equation:

Yiog = F(X). 3)

To derive the final output Y; from the generated logical logarithm Y., a sequence of transformations
is employed. This process involves temperature scaling 7', which adjusts the distribution of the logits
to control the randomness of the predictions. Subsequently, the Softmax function S is applied to
convert the scaled logits into probabilities. Finally, the top-p sampling strategy P is utilized to select
the most probable tokens:

Y = P(S(T(Yiog: 1)), D), “)
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Figure 2: Overview of the motion planning process of our method InstructDriver. Our approach
transforms scenario data into textual descriptions and, by setting specific instructions, enables a
fine-tuned LLM to generate InstructChain and trajectories that align with human driving behavior.
The trajectory is subsequently applied in a simulated environment.

where variable ¢ serves as the parameter for 7', with higher values of ¢ correlating to greater diversity
in the output. The variable p is a parameter for top-p sampling, representing the probability mass.

In reference to the GPT-Driver 28], by optimizing the logistic log Y, associated with the human

InstructChain Z, and the human driving trajectory 7T, the motion planner is capable of generating
explanations and trajectories that closely resemble human driving behavior.

3.2 Instruction-based Behavior Alignment

Through the aforementioned modeling process, it is necessary to construct X; and Y; for human
drivers to perform imitation learning, thereby developing an autonomous driving model that emulates
human behavior. This procedure involves a prompt design process, which we have named Instruct-
Driver. The overall process of InstructDriver is illustrated in Figure [2] Initially, the scenario data is
represented in natural language as X, encompassing both the instruction I; and the input I;,, which
can be expressed as follows:

Xe = {1, 1} &)

The instruction I; is used in the model to direct the decision-making process and overall operational
behavior of the vehicle. The directive encompasses the motion system S,, along with a set of planning
instructions Z, which collectively govern the planning process. This ensures that the actions of the
vehicle align with human intentions, thereby maintaining both efficiency and strict adherence to
operational constraints. The instruction /; can be expressed as follows:

I, =1{S,.7}. ©6)

We comprehensively detail the entire planning task in instruction [;, by referencing the format
established by GPT-Driver [28]. For the description of the motion system S,, we designed it as
follows. Firstly, we elaborated on the critical coordinate systems for motion planning: the forward
direction aligns with the positive Y-axis, the positive X-axis is perpendicular to the Y-axis on the right,
and the yaw angle represents the counterclockwise rotation from the positive X-axis. Secondly, we
defined the attributes of the vehicle. Each object (including the planned vehicle, surrounding vehicles,
pedestrians, etc.) is represented as a quadrilateral to better illustrate potential collisions. Information
about these objects includes their shape (coordinates of the four vertices of the quadrilateral), pose,
velocity, and other kinematic parameters. Furthermore, we outlined the planning objectives, which
include considerations of the current scenario, action planning, and trajectory generation.



For the description of the planning instructions Z, we designed it as follows. Firstly, we have designed
instructions to enable the planner to perform high-level semantic action representations. These
include both preliminary coarse action planning, such as going straight, and refined final action
planning, such as decelerating to go straight. Additionally, we have developed instructions for the
planner to execute other human-like driving behaviors, such as collision avoidance, obeying traffic
signals, and adhering to speed limits.

For the input I, it encompasses a comprehensive set of descriptions of the planning inputs. Specifi-
cally, this input includes two primary components: the environmental observations, denoted as O,
and the current state of the planned vehicle, represented as S;. These components collectively furnish
a detailed portrayal of the surrounding environment and the vehicle’s motion status, which are pivotal
for effective planning. The input I,, can be expressed as follows:

I, ={0,8:}. )

We have designed the observations O as follows. Firstly, it encompasses detailed information
on nearby objects. This information primarily includes their categories (vehicles, bicycles, or
pedestrians), current motion parameters, and predicted future positions, which are crucial for collision
avoidance. Moreover, it encompasses detailed map information, primarily including traffic signal
status, lane speed limits, current lane coordinates, and lane boundary coordinates, which are crucial
for the comprehension and assessment of lane scenarios. For the ego-state S, the primary components
include its pose, velocity, acceleration, and past trajectory, which are essential for self-planning.

3.3 Chain of Instructions

Through the aforementioned process, we obtain X;. Additionally, it is necessary to perform prompt
design on the output text to acquire Y;. Y; incorporates the InstructChain Z. alongside the final
planning trajectory 7. The InstructChain reflects the instructions Z, offering an interpretation of the
resultant trajectory, thereby significantly enhancing the explainability of the planning process. The
output text Y; can be expressed as follows:

Yy =A{Z., T} ®)

The InstructChain Z. encompasses four primary steps. The first step involves the preliminary action
plan for the current scenario, such as progressing along the current lane. The second step entails
predicting potential collisions by estimating the future position of the ego vehicle and identifying
objects that may pose a collision risk, providing their relative positions to facilitate subsequent action
planning. Objects within a 3-meter radius of the ego vehicle warrant attention, whereas objects
within 1.5 meters require immediate caution. The third step considers factors related to the traffic
environment, including traffic signals, speed limits, and lane lines. For traffic signals, the colors
green, yellow, and red respectively denote the permissions to proceed, prepare to stop and stop. An
unknown state indicates that the signal is not currently applicable. Regarding speed limits, when
the speed is within the limit, the current speed is deemed safe; when approaching the speed limit,
further acceleration is not permitted; when exceeding the speed limit, immediate deceleration is
indicated. Concerning lane lines, the primary consideration is the violation of lane boundaries. The
fourth step involves integrating the information obtained from the previous three steps to produce a
final action plan. Subsequently, the final action plan will be utilized to map the ultimate trajectory
T. The generated trajectory T consists of a series of poses, each characterized by x coordinates, y
coordinates, and f yaw angles, which can be represented as follows:

T - {(xla y1,91)7 (an 92792), ey (xnayn; Hn)} (9)

The output trajectories 7 can be integrated into the nuPlan simulation environment for rigorous
evaluation of motion planning. Extensive and detailed testing ensures robustness and effectiveness.
Through the aforementioned prompt design, data can be utilized to fine-tune the model, resulting in
an autonomous driving motion planner that aligns with human driving habits.

3.4 InstrucDriver

Through the aforementioned process, data with instructions that align with human driving habits
were obtained. Subsequently, we refer to the method of LLaMA2-Accessory [44] [15] to fine-tune
this data accordingly. For the input text X4, it is processed via the preprocessing function P. The



preprocessed text is subsequently transformed into encoded vectors X through the embedding
function E. This embedding function maps the text into a high-dimensional space, encapsulating the
semantic information within a continuous vector representation. The aforementioned process can be
delineated as follows:

X = B(P(X,)). (10)

After the text X; is represented as encoded vectors X, it is subsequently processed through the model
F,,,. The model F,, incorporates Low-Rank Adaptation (LoRA) technology [22]], which is designed
to enhance the efficiency of model fine-tuning by leveraging low-rank matrix approximations. The
output of this process is the aforementioned logical logarithm Y}, for the vocabulary. The delineation
of this process is as follows:

Yiog = Fin (X, Att(X, A, B,b), wR(X)), (11)

where Att represents the Attention module [38], with b denoting its associated bias term. The
matrices A and B are employed as low-rank approximations within the LoRA technology, aiming to
reduce both the number of parameters and the computational complexity. Furthermore, R denotes the
RMSnorm (Root Mean Square Layer Normalization) [42], a normalization technique that contributes
to the stabilization of the training process and enhances convergence. The variable w represents the
weight parameter of the RMSnorm output. The parameters A, B, b, and w are fine-tuned to develop a
planner that aligns with human driving habits.

4 Experiment

4.1 Dataset

The nuPlan dataset offers an extensive collection of data encompassing a wide range of traffic
scenarios and driving conditions, providing researchers and developers with rich experimental
resources. Each data set within the nuPlan dataset corresponds to a specific scenario, from which
relevant information is extracted using feature builders. We utilized the same feature builder as
planTF [6] to gather data on the motion of the ego vehicle for the past 2 seconds and the next 8
seconds, with a time resolution of 0.1 seconds, and includes up to 32 nearby objects. It is important
to note that only a subset of the collected dataset was employed for training purposes due to different
time resolutions. Specifically, our experiments were conducted using a time resolution of 0.5 seconds.
Regarding feature processing, we adhered to the settings described in planTF, where the position
of the ego vehicle is designated as the origin (0,0), and all other coordinates are defined relative to
this point. Similarly, the yaw angle of the ego vehicle is set to zero, and the yaw angles of all other
objects are adjusted relative to the direction of the ego vehicle.

4.2 Evaluation Metrics

We utilize the official evaluation metrics provided by nuPlan, comprising the open-loop score (OLS),
nonreactive closed-loop score (NR-CLS), and reactive closed-loop score (R-CLS). The OLS is a
composite indicator, incorporating calculations such as the Average Distance Error (ADE), Average
Heading Error (AHE), Final Distance Error (FDE), Final Heading Error (FHE), and the Missing Rate,
among others. The NR-CLS and R-CLS are both closed-loop scores and are also comprehensive
indicators. Their computations involve assessments of the appropriateness of the driving area
and direction, similarity in driving trajectories, and adherence to traffic regulations. The primary
distinction between them is that R-CLS integrates background traffic control through an IDM [37]]
during simulations [6]. All scores range from 0 to 100.

4.3 Implementation details

We utilized 8 NVIDIA 3090 GPUs for fine-tuning and a single NVIDIA 3090 GPU for inference.
The batch size was set to 1, with each training session spanning 4 epochs and including a 1-epoch
warmup phase. The learning rate was configured at Se-5, with a minimum threshold of Se-6. We set
the weight decay at 0.02, applied gradient clipping at 2, and configured gradient accumulation to 2.
For the input to the LLM, the maximum number of tokens was limited to 12,288. The temperature
parameter was set to 0, and the top-p parameter was configured at 0.75.



Table 1: Comparison of simulation results with state-of-the-arts on Test14-random and Test14-hard
benchmarks. Numbers in bold represent the highest values within the indicators, while numbers
underlined indicate the second-highest values. The evaluation results for other methods are sourced
from planTF[6].

Planners Test14-random Test14-hard

Type Method \ OLS NR-CLS R-CLS \ OLS NR-CLS R-CLS
Rule-based IDM [37]] 34.15 70.39 7242 |20.07 56.16 62.26
PDM-Closed [12]] 46.32 90.05 91.64 | 26.43 65.07 75.18
RasterModel [3]] 62.93 69.66 67.54 | 52.40 49.47 52.16
UrbanDriver [33]] 82.44 63.27 61.02 |76.90 51.54 49.07
Learning-based GC-PGP 77.33 55.99 51.39 | 73.78 43.22 39.63
PDM-Open [12]] 84.14 52.80 57.23 | 79.06 33.51 35.83
PlanTF [6] 87.07 86.48 80.59 | 83.32 72.68 61.70
Hvbrid GameFormer [24]] 79.35 80.80 79.31 75.27 66.59 68.83
y PDM-Hybrid [12]] 82.21 90.20 91.56 | 73.81 65.95 75.79

LLM-based InstructDriver (Ours) | 85.17 70.31 66.96 |81.12 57.37 52.95
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Figure 3: Comparison of simulation results with varying temporality and data volumes, with M
denoting millions.

4.4 Main Results

We utilized a dataset of the same scale as that in planTF [6], comprising one million scenarios, to
fine-tune LLaMA2-7B as our planner. Following the fine-tuning of the model, we evaluated its perfor-
mance within the nuPlan simulation environment. This simulator uses a Linear Quadratic Regulator
(LQR) controller for trajectory tracking and updates the state through an intrinsic kinematic model,
based on control commands. The simulation parameters were set according to the specifications
in [6], with a duration of 15 seconds and a frequency of 10 Hz. We conducted evaluations using
Test14-random and Test14-hard, with the simulation results summarized in Table[T} Our designed
planner demonstrated commendable performance in both open-loop and closed-loop metrics, achiev-
ing the second-best result in open-loop metrics. Additionally, we visualized specific scenarios and
their corresponding InstructChain, as depicted in Figure[d These visualizations indicate that our
method produces human-like planning across various scenarios.

4.5 Ablation and Analysis

More scenarios are effective. Handling temporally correlated data helps the model learn relationships
between different time frames, leading to more coherent trajectory outputs. Exposure to diverse
scenarios enhances the planner’s contextual understanding and response strategies. We conducted
comparative experiments to evaluate the impact of temporal correlations on model performance.
One experiment used 300,000 scenarios without temporal correlations, while the other used 20,000
scenarios with 16 frames each. Despite the smaller data volume, the model trained without temporal
correlations performed better, likely due to greater scenario diversity, as shown in the left image of
Figure[3] Additionally, we compared models trained on varying data volumes. As depicted in the right



Table 2: Comparison of simulation results with different model inputs. PT denotes the planned
trajectory from the previous frame, while CC represents the corrected category, indicating that the
category of the object is corrected based on its shape.

Model | PT | CC | OLS | NRCLS | R-CLS
InstructDriver-npt-ncc 59.91 38.45 37.35
InstructDriver-pt-ncc v 6.38 24.83 25.52
InstructDriver-npt-cc v 63.11 45.07 40.58

Table 3: Ablation study of InstructChain. The steps sl1, s2, s3, and s4 respectively represent the first,
second, third, and fourth steps of the InstructChain process.

Model | s1 | s2 | s3 | s4 | OLS | NR-CLS | R-CLS
no InstructChain 67.69 40.84 41.25
InstructChain-s1 v 68.10 39.49 40.88
InstructChain-s1-s2 v Ve 67.67 32.65 36.32
InstructChain-s1-s2-s3 v v v 67.22 35.15 38.23
InstructChain-full v Ve v v 69.50 36.71 41.15

image of Figure 3] results showed that exposure to more scenarios improves planning performance.
Fine-tuning LLMs is computationally intensive, so controlling training data volume is crucial. These
findings suggest that, when training data volume is fixed, prioritizing exposure to diverse scenarios is
more important than enhancing trajectory coherence.

Planned trajectory made planner learn only the mapping. We attempted to use the planned
trajectory from the previous frame as input for planning in the current frame, and the results are
presented in Table[2] It can be observed that incorporating the planned trajectory from the previous
frame to input significantly reduces performance across all metrics. We contend that including the
previous frame’s planned trajectory leads the model to learn a simple mapping between the planned
trajectories of successive frames, due to the minimal differences between them. Consequently, the
trained planner disregards its own motion state and the perception of the surrounding environment,
focusing solely on mapping the trajectory from the previous frame to the current one.

Accurate input is crucial. During our experiment, we observed that there were issues with reading
object categories from the scenario. For instance, pedestrian data was sometimes categorized as
unknown, leading to unexpected outputs from the planner. We addressed this issue by correcting
the categories based on the size of the objects. As shown in Table[2] the performance of the planner
improved across all metrics after these category corrections. We believe that for methods involving
LLMs, it is crucial to ensure the accuracy of even attributes with a relatively minor impact on planning,
such as object categories, to achieve the expected outputs.

InstructChain makes planning more intuitive. We conducted extensive ablation experiments on
InstructChain, as illustrated in Table@ It can be observed that the inclusion of InstructChain enhances
the open-loop metrics of the simulation results. More importantly, InstructChain provides a represen-
tation of the intermediate processes involved in output planning. Specifically, InstructChain reflects
the entire planning process, including the understanding and reasoning based on the instructions.
As shown in Figure[d] using the example of crossing the intersection, InstructChain reveals that the
planner initially proceeds straight based on the current lane markings, then notices collision risks
from the left front and right front. Considering that the traffic light is currently green and there is
no speeding, it finally plans to accelerate straight ahead. This indicates that the planner can perform
motion planning consistent with human driving habits based on the given instructions.

5 Limitations

The performance of InstructDriver still lags behind conventional methods. However, InstructDriver
demonstrates aligned behaviors with humans through visualization analysis, demonstrating its po-
tential to learn human-driving knowledge with instructions. The current use of LLMs for motion
planning is impractical for real-time applications, necessitating the consideration of more lightweight
models. Furthermore, the proposed method’s performance in closed-loop simulation experiments
remains suboptimal, indicating a need for further instruction design to enhance closed-loop per-
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3. Transportation Considerations:
- Traffic Light: Gréen: Continue with eaution)
- Speed Limit: Safe: Currently traveling at 8.77 m/s, which is
within the speed limit of 15.65 m/s. Continue monitoring speed|
and proceed with cautio
- Borderline: Detected proximity or contact with the left boundary
line. Initiate corrective steering to the right, unless a lane change
‘maneuver is currently underway.
4.Final Action: AGcelerates to go straight!

Achieve straight-line acceleration
&

Cross the intersection

Waiting for red light

Thoughts:
1.Preliminary Action: Follow Current Lane Centerline [[-16.94,
0.06]. [-15.33, 0.04]. [-8.89, 0.01]. [-2.45, 0.03], [3.99. -0.06],
[10.42,-0.09]. [13.64, -0.11]], Gostraight,

2.Collisions Considerations:

ego-vehicle at [0.0, 0.0] to [0.01, -0.03], predicted Shape is [[2.59,
-LI8]. [2.59, 1.12], [-2.58, 1.12], [-2.58, -L18]].

- 1.0s later near ego-vehicle:

11 vehicle [0] at [6.02. 2.94] to [6.02. 2.94]. located on the left. Its
right rear near left front of ego-vehicle at a distance of 1.01m.
Immediate action required for left front in critical state!

3 Transportation Considerations:

- Traffic Light: RedCome fo/a complete stop at thestopline!

- Speed Limit: Safe: Currently traveling at 0.0 m/s, which is
within the speed limit of 13.41 m/s. Continue monitoring speed
and proceed with caution.

- Borderline: No proximity or contact detected with the left and
right boundary line. Maintain current trajectory.

4 Final Action: [Keep/in placel

Maintain a stationary position

-

J _ Y,
—| ‘Waiting for pedestrian to cross ! N Vs I Moving at high de speed } N
Thoughts:
1.Preliminary Action: Follow Current Lane Centerline [[-39.0, -
ary Action: Follow Current Lane Centerline [[-3.19, 02224]3~ [1133785-1-%31-0[-12&250 trll»‘]l- [;1‘164- -0.07], [-11.04, 0.0,
4.81,39.72], [-9.18, 29.76], [9.79, 18.9], [-6.6, 8.5], [- [-2:43,0.07), [1.87. 0.1)), GoStraigh
51,1429, -3.51]], Malrn Fight} 2.Collisions Considerations:
2.Collisions Considerations: ego-vehicle at [0.0, 0.0] to [13.0, -0.41], predicted Shape is
ego-vehicle at [0.0, 0.0] to [3.85. -0.02], predicted Shape is [[6.44, [[1‘3(1“5%‘; :2{[61: 590-&7':} [10.41,0.74], [1041, -1.56]).
-1.17), [6.44,1.13], [1.26, 1.13], [1.26, -1.1
-1 gjl.[\cmmﬂ]u,lwh. 31126117 0 ] to [19.49, -2.99], located on the right.
I o P T Tl ight front of ego-vehicle at a distance of 1.51m.
3.Transportation Considerations: Y T 1*3"*“3';1 lemsllli-9 251, ocated on the .1
- Traffic Light: Unknown. Proceed with caution and adhere to vehicle [3] at [-7.91,3.4] to [5.59, 3.5], located on the left. Tis
prevailing traffic rules right front near left front of ego-vehicle at a distance of 2.69m.
- Speed Limit: Safe: Currently traveling at 2.97 m/s, which is ;ﬁ#phnee needuz Oanmnlr
within the speed limit of 4.47 mys. Continue monitoring speed and Transportation Considerations:
proceed with caution. - Traffic Light: Green. Continue with caution.
- Borderline: Detected proximity or contact with the left boundary - S(Tf“; Limit ;\Ilm' “}'T;f‘\“‘svf/ﬁd‘:l '(?r‘:lm s ;i\lm OﬂW m's
line. Initiate corrective steering to the right, unless a lane change yndo b spe i of 13,41 o', N aFiReE acsslratin
maneuver is currently underway. allowe
4 Final Action: Decelérate o make aiFight turn) - Borderline: No proximity or contact detected with the left and
: tight boundary line. Maintain current trajectory.
4.Final Action: Uniforin o g0 straight.
Execute a right turn after pedestrians have crossed Moving at high speed while ensuring safety
J )

Figure 4: The illustration of the planning process, including specific scenarios and corresponding
InstructChain, demonstrates that the planner can generate plans that align with human driving behavior

based on given instructions.

formance. Lastly, due to the high computational resource demands of LLM inference, the current
method has not been simulated within the val14 framework, which includes more diverse scenarios.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose the InstructDriver, designing driving instruction data and an interpretable
InstructChain based on human driving logic, and fine-tuning LLM as a motion planner. Furthermore,
we evaluate the performance of InstructDriver through both open-loop and closed-loop experiments
within the nuPlan simulation framework, achieving competitive results. We conducted several
different comparative experiments on training data, demonstrating that a larger variety of scenarios
in the training data leads to better planning outcomes for LLMs. Lastly, we conduct extensive
ablation studies on InstructChain and visualize several example scenarios, illustrating that the planner
can generate human-like driving behaviors based on instructions. InstructChain reflects the entire
planning process, including the comprehension and reasoning of the instructions.
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