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Let Hybrid A" Path Planner Obey Traffic Rules:
A Deep Reinforcement Learning-Based Planning Framework

Xibo Li*, Shruti Patel*' and Christof Biiskens*'

Abstract—Deep reinforcement learning (DRL) allows a sy-
stem to interact with its environment and take actions by
training an efficient policy that maximizes self-defined rewards.
In autonomous driving, it can be used as a strategy for high-
level decision making, whereas low-level algorithms such as
the hybrid A" path planning have proven their ability to
solve the local trajectory planning problem. In this work, we
combine these two methods where the DRL makes high-level
decisions such as lane change commands. After obtaining the
lane change command, the hybrid A" planner is able to generate
a collision-free trajectory to be executed by a model predictive
controller (MPC). In addition, the DRL algorithm is able to
keep the lane change command consistent within a chosen time-
period. Traffic rules are implemented using linear temporal
logic (LTL), which is then utilized as a reward function in DRL.
Furthermore, we validate the proposed method on a real system
to demonstrate its feasibility from simulation to implementation
on real hardware.

Index Terms— Deep Reinforcement Learning, Linear Tempo-
ral Logic, High-Level Behavior Planning, Real-World Deploy-
ment, Hybrid A* Path Planning, Autonomous Driving.

I. INTRODUCTION

Over the past few years, Advanced Driver Assistance
Systems (ADAS) have improved road transportation safety
and efficiency [1]. Autonomous driving, considered to be the
next step of ADAS, has also made great progress due to the
development of sensor technology, control theory, and deep
learning [2]. Despite the advances in autonomous driving,
when and how to choose the current driving behavior is
still quite a challenging task in complex driving scenarios
[3]. Rule-based methods are usually implemented in order
to solve straightforward scenarios such as lane change, lane
merging, emergency braking, and so on. However, these
hand-crafted rules can be inefficient in dense traffic with
multiple moving vehicles.

Recently, reinforcement learning (RL) has shown its po-
tential in solving complicated tasks and achieving a better
performance than human experts while playing Atari games
[4] and the game of Go [5]. Meanwhile, those RL methods
are also extended in behavior planning in order to make
feasible decisions in different driving scenarios [6] [7].
Simulation tools such as SUMO [8] and CARLA [9] are used
to construct various driving scenarios in order to train the RL
agent. Referring to real-world implementations, mainly end-
to-end approaches have been applied [10] [11]. However,
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tively, with the high-level decision being made by RL; real-time trajectory
planning in the visualization; and the action distribution of the RL Agent
after training.

Clockwise from the left: two ADAS model cars driving coopera-

several challenges persist when applying RL methods to
autonomous driving.

Firstly, the RL policy trained in simulation is hard to
directly apply in real-world situations because the simu-
lation environment does not adequately mirror real-world
conditions. Secondly, when the steering and acceleration are
generated by end-to-end approaches, a reliable, smooth, and
comfortable trajectory is hard to ensure. Thirdly, the RL
agent is not able to obey basic traffic rules. To address the
first challenge, we propose an RL platform based on the
EB Assist Automotive Data and Time-Triggered Framework
(ADTF), commonly used in the automotive industry [12].
The RL agent is initially trained in the ADTF simulation
environment and then directly implemented on an ADAS
model car, as depicted in Fig. [I] Further details of the model
car can be found in [13]. To tackle the second challenge,
we propose a framework for combining deep reinforce-
ment learning with local trajectory planning. The proposed
framework is structured into two components, high-level
behavior planning and low-level trajectory planning. High-
level behavior planning employs DRL methods to generate
lane change commands, while the hybrid A* planner serves
as the low-level trajectory planner tasked with generating
the local trajectory [14]. Specifically, the Proximal Policy
Optimization (PPO) [15] algorithm is implemented to gene-
rate discrete lane change actions, aiding the local trajectory
planning module in generating reliable and efficient lane
change trajectories. As for the third challenge, the RL agent
is trained to comply with traffic rules, which are encoded
using LTL and incorporated into the agent’s reward function
[16] [17]. This approach ensures that our agent obeys traffic
rules when making decisions.

Concretely, the main contributions of our work are sum-



marized as follows:

1) We propose a novel hierarchical decision-making fra-
mework named Time-Period Reinforcement Learning
(TPRL). With TPRL, the action can be sampled within
fixed time period and remain consistent for the duration
of each period. As a hierarchical framework, it combi-
nes the Hybrid A* trajectory planning algorithm with a
PPO-based deep reinforcement learning approach and
ensures a collision-free and executable trajectory in a
lane change scenario.

2) We encode the LTL into the reward function, which
enables the RL agent to learn and adhere to traffic
rules and make reasonable decisions.

3) The gap between simulation and real-world imple-
mentation is minimized by directly training the RL
algorithm on ADTF, where the proposed method can
be easily validated in realistic scenarios. A short video
demonstrating real-world cooperative driving with our
TPRL algorithm is available at https://youtu.
be/S06FYFLgvCOL

II. RELATED WORKS
A. Heuristic-based Behavior Planning

Heuristic-based behavior planning methods attempt to
solve the behavior planning problem by developing a set of
rules for various driving scenarios. For example, in [18], a
rule-based behavioral layer with three sub-components: lane
driving, intersection handling, and goal selection, is desi-
gned in order to make tactical decisions. Additionally, other
heuristic methods such as decision trees [19] or finite state
machines [20] are also explored in other autonomous driving
systems. However, these methods are primarily employed to
tackle limited, uncomplicated scenarios. As the complexity
of driving situations increases, the effectiveness of hand-
crafted rules diminishes due to the challenges associated
with managing their growing complexity and tuning hyper-
parameters.

B. Learning-based Behavior Planning

By interacting with the environment, learning-based me-
thods enable a system to execute actions based on pre-defined
rewards. Deep Q Network (DQN) is first implemented to
execute reasonable lane change decisions across various
simulated environments [6] [7]. In addition to DQN, safe,
efficient, and comfortable lane change decisions are executed
using PPO in mandatory lane change scenarios within SUMO
Simulation [21], where in [22] safe lane change decisions
are ensured by designing an additional safety layer between
the agent and the environment. By combining RL with
Imitation Learning, [23] employs bird’s eye view images
as the state input and achieves impressive performance for
different traffic scenarios such as the stop signs, lane chan-
ging, merging, and US-style junctions in CARLA Simulati-
on. Another imitation learning method, Adversarial Inverse
Reinforcement Learning (AIRL) is utilized in [24] in order
to learn both a behavioral policy and a reward function. For
the autonomous overtaking problem in high-speed situations,

[25] implements curriculum reinforcement learning in a
racing game and achieves a comparable performance to the
experienced human driver. Besides the end-to-end methods,
the authors of [26] [27] also implement some hierarchical
structures in simulated urban environments. These previous
works have shown the potential of using learning-based
methods to solve the behavior planning problem. However,
very few combine learning-based methods together with local
trajectory planning. Most of the works only test the perfor-
mance in simulation environments. In this paper, we present
a comprehensive learning-based framework that combines
PPO with trajectory planning and control. Furthermore, the
performance is also validated both in simulation and real-
world situations.

III. PROBLEM DESCRIPTION

A lane change action in road traffic can occur either
mandatorily or discretely. In the mandatory scenario, the
decision is typically made when exiting the highway or
merging from multiple lanes into a single lane. These si-
tuations involve a high volume of vehicles with a complex
traffic flow. To simplify the scenario, we initially demonstrate
it with two vehicles before expanding to more complex
situations. Therefore, in this paper, we primarily focus on
the discretionary lane change scenario, which is suitable for
testing with two ADAS model cars.

Here we formulate the discretionary lane change scenario
as a partially observed Markov decision process [28] defined
by a tuple < S, A,0,T,E,R,v >. The state, action and
observation spaces are represented by S , A and O , where
the state vector at timestep ¢ is denoted as s; € S, the action
taken by the ego agent at timestep ¢ is defined as a; € A
and the observation received by the ego agent at timestep ¢
is o € O. The transition model 7 at timestep ¢ is defined
as pt(Stt1|9t, at), where p; denotes the current transition
probability from state-action pair (s;,a;) to the next state
5¢+1. The emission probability £ at timestep ¢ is defined as
pt(0¢|st), which represents the probability of an observation
o, being generated from a state s;. The reward function is
defined by 7(s¢,a;) € R and the discount factor is denoted
by v € [0, 1]. The overall objective function of reinforcement
learning is to maximize the expected discounted return by
finding an optimal policy 7*:

thr(st,at)] , ()

t=0

7 = argmax E
T

IV. METHODOLOGY

A. Overview of the Reinforecement Learning Framework in
ADTF

To the best of our knowledge, no relevant literature has
described how to integrate reinforcement learning with the
ADTF middleware. We propose a framework that enables
ADTF simulation to interact with the RL agent. As is shown
in Fig. ] the RL agent communicates with the ADTF
simulation through TCP/IP communication. The action gene-
rated by the RL agent is immediately transmitted to ADTF
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Fig. 2. Reinforcement learning pipeline with ADTF framework
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Fig. 3. Hierarchical planning framework combining reinforcement learning
with trajectory planning and control

simulation and the observation, for example, states of ego
and target vehicle, is generated by the simulation and sent
back to the RL agent. The well-known RL library Gym [29]
is used to enable the RL agent to interact with environment
and implement RL algorithms. Meanwhile, all other algo-
rithms, such as positioning, trajectory planning, and control,
are implemented in C++ and packaged as corresponding
ADTEF filters. Details of trajectory planning and control are
described in [14] [30] [31].

B. PPO-based Hierarchical Planning Framework

As presented in Fig. [3] a hierarchical planning framework
is proposed based on the PPO algorithm. Tab. [I] defines the
required action and observation space. At timestep ¢, the RL

gradient VLEIP ()
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Fig. 4. Observation space in Frenet Coordinates [32]
TABLE I
DEFINED ACTION SPACE
Action Description
0 Stay in current lane
1 Change to the left lane
2 Change to the right lane
State Description
Ts Relative longitudinal distance between ego and target vehicle
rq Relative lateral distance between ego and target vehicle
d; Distance to the left lane boundary of ego vehicle
dr Distance to the right lane boundary of ego vehicle
v Ego vehicle velocity

agent receives the observation o; € O = {rs,rq,d;, d,,v}
from ADTF simulation. To simplify the geometric relation-
ship between the ego and target vehicle, states {rs, 74, d;, d,}
are calculated in Frenet coordinates system. Fig. [4] depicts
the geometric relationship between the vehicle and lane
boundary. After receiving the observation, the high-level
action a; € A = {0,1,2} is generated by the RL agent using
the PPO algorithm. Later on it will be denoted as al*’ to
distinguish it from the low-level action a.* . The optimization
objective of PPO LELIPTVE®S () is given as:

LtCLIP+VF+S (0) _ Et [LfLIP (9) _ ClLYF (0)

oS ol (s1)] @

where LT is the clipped objective (see Eq. B), LY is

a squared-error loss (see Eq. ) and S is an entropy bonus.
Here ¢y, co are coefficients and 6 represents the trainable
weights of the actor-critic network. The clipped objective
and the squared error loss are defined as follows:

LELIP (9) = min (Tt(H)At, clip (r¢(6),1 —€,1 +¢) At) ;
3)

LY (0) = (Vi(s) — V™), )

where () % denotes the probability ratio. As
stated in Eq. [I] the pblicy mp is generated from the actor-
critic network in the current iteration and g, is the old
policy before the update. A, is an estimator of the advantage
function at timestep ¢, which can be computed by a general
advantage estimator [33]. The explanation of the function
clip (r4(0),1 — €,1 + €) A, can be found in the original paper
of PPO [15]. As for the second loss term L} ¥, Vi (s;) is the



estimated value function and V;"® i

from the critic network.

is the target value function

C. Time Period Reinforcement Learning

The conventional reinforcement learning methods require
the RL agent to communicate with the environment in every
single step. For example, for continuous control tasks such as
balancing a pendulum or cart-pole, it is reasonable to genera-
te the control signal in each control step. However, this poses
a problem when it comes to the high-level behavior planning
task. For instance, the hybrid A* path planner generates a
trajectory to execute that takes more than 100 simulation
steps. During these simulation steps, the behavior planning
command should remain consistent. However, conventional
RL methods cannot achieve this goal. In order to overcome
this problem, we propose the TPRL method to sample the
action in a certain time period and remain consistent in this
time period. Inspired by [27] and [34], we also divide the
policy into two levels. One is generated from RL Agent with
PPO algorithm and the other is generated from the hybrid
A" path planner. Although the output of hybrid A" path
planner is not like the RL policy, we consider it as a policy
in this hierarchical framework. As is shown in Fig. ] the
environment state is partially observed by the RL agent, and
the reward and observation are saved in the set of samples
Dy, every N time steps. Here we call N as action sampling
interval. In this hierarchical framework, the action a*" from
the RL agent only gives an intermediate behavior planning
action. The hybrid A* trajectory planner actually generates
the action a2 and interacts with the environment. As for the
RL Level, the reward 7L sff+(N_1)At7a§f+(N_l)At) of
the TPRL algorithm should be accumulated from time ¢ until
time ¢ + (N — 1) At. The accumulative reward of each high-
level decision step is summarized as:

Algorithm 1 Training Procedure of TPRL Algorithm

1: Input: initial policy parameters 6y, initial value function
parameters ¢
2: for k=0,1,2,... do
3. Collect set of samples 7 € Dy, = {71, 72, ..., T | after
running policy 7 = 7(6y) in the environment, where
a single sample is

_ (<RL ,RL .RL ( .RL RL
T=\s 0,77 (st:t+(N—1)At’ at:t+(N—1)At))
4: Compute rewards-to-go:

Z rRL aBL
=, t’ t’+(N71)At7 tt' +(N—1)At |

5:  Compute advantage estimates, At based on the current
value function Vi, .

6:  Update the policy by maximizing the PPO-Clip ob-
jective:

T
I i ( 0)A
k+1 = argmax |Dk|T Z Zmln T’t( ) ty

TE€D t=0
clip (ri(6),1 — €,1+¢) A

via stochastic gradient ascent with Adam.
7. Fit value function by regression on mean-squared
error:

Pr4+1 = arg Imn

3 Z(w 5) )

|D | TED) t=0

typically via some gradient descent algorithm.
8: end for

LT INY3

the temporal operators “next”, “until”, “globally”, and “fi-

nally”, respectively. Similarly to [16], we also separate the
rules into premise and conclusion,
ritt (st tH(N—1)At> aft t+ (N— 1)At) Z v <S?+71At7a?+nAt> o = 0(pP = ©°) (7)
n=0
&)

D. Reward Definition by LTL

In some situations where RL is applied, the goal is quite
clear, so the definition of the reward function is straightfor-
ward. However, when applying RL in high-level behavior
planning, the reward function can get complicated when the
RL agent needs to understand traffic rules. To incorporate
the reward function with current traffic rules, LTL is used to
formulate the traffic rules logically. We formulate the traffic
rules referring to [16]. At first we define AP as a set of
atomic propositions. The syntax of LTL formula is given by

@ ==0|=p|p1 A pa2|p1 V pa|er = o
O ¢l U ¢[Op| 0w,

where each atomic proposition ¢ € AP is a Boolean
statement, -, A, V, = denote the Boolean operators “not”,
“and”, “or”, “implies”. Meanwhile, (), U, [J, and ¢ denote

(6)

where P means the current state of the environment or
the prerequisite condition. When this condition is fulfilled,
the corresponding traffic rule (conclusion) will be checked.
¢ denotes the conclusion that defines the legal behavior of
the ego agent when the premise is fulfilled. After the LTL
format is defined, the formalized rules can be concluded in
Tab. [} Fig. [6] shows some examples of the geometrlc relati-
onship of LTL labels in-front"=%), behind"=9), left"=7)
and right"~7) between the ego and target vehicle. The
Tdense denotes the distance between the ego and surrounding
vehicles.

Based on these basic labels, the required traffic rules can
be formalized in the format of premise and conclusion. In
Tab. we summarize two rules that can be used as the
reward terms. When the ego agent violates R; or Ry once,
the reward will be —1 for the current timestep. If it fulfills the
traffic rules, then the reward is to be 0, indicating that it will
not get punished when it obeys the traffic rules. Therefore,
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TABLE I
ATOMIC PROPOSITIONS AND INTERPRETATIONS

o€ AP Interpretation

dense(® % is closer than 7genge to specific number of vehicles
right(¥—9) 1 is to the right of j

left(#=3) iis to the left of j

in-front(v—7)
behind(¥—7)
sd-front(?)
sd-reard)
Iane—change(i)
rightmost- lane()

4 is in the front of j
4 is behind of j
4 has a safe distance to the preceding vehicle
% has a safe distance to the following vehicle
4 is crossing a lane boundary
7 is in the rightmost lane

in-front"=7)  pehind 7 Jeft?7) right(iHj )
_J_o__io_di__J _ @i
B W @ @
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Fig. 6. Vehicle position defined by LTL, where the grey color stands for

the ego vehicle and the purple color stands for the target vehicle.

the reward can be written as

R+ Ro )

’I"RL (Si%L RL)
)

V. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

To demonstrate the performance of the proposed TPRL
algorithm, we designed several experiments based on our
simulation environment and also validated it in real-world

TABLE III
TRAFFIC RULES FORMULATED BY LTL

Rule

Formula ¢

Ry: keep in right most lane [ (ﬁdense(i) = rightmost-lane")

Rj: safe lane change O (lane—change == sd—front(i)>

Time Period Reinforcement Learning with the hybrid A* path planner

situations. The entire training and testing process is conduc-
ted on a Lenovo Thinkpad T14 Laptop with an AMD Ryzen
7 PRO 4750U CPU kernel, accompanied by AMD Radeon
Graphics. Each trial requires approximately 24 hours for
complete training. The real-world experiments are conducted
using two ADAS model cars, and the hardware configuration
details can be referenced in [13]. A fully-connected multi-
layer perceptron network with two hidden layers is employed
to represent the policy, comprising 64 units in the first layer
and 32 units in the second layer. The implemented code
related to the RL aspect is based on OpenAI’s Spinning Up
[35]. The entire trajectory planning and control algorithm is
implemented in C++ with the ADTF middleware while the
RL algorithm is developed in python using the TensorFlow
platform [30].

A. Experimental Setup

1) Training setups: To validate the generalization ability
of the proposed algorithm, we train our RL agent on a very
simple oval map and validate it with a more complex cross
road map in ADTF simulation. As is shown in Fig. [7a] the
target vehicle is initialized with 0.278 m/s (1 km/h), and
after 8 seconds the ego vehicle is initialized with 0.556
m/s (2 km/h). Due to the time gap, the target vehicle is
in front of the ego vehicle in the very beginning. Then,
the ego vehicle will consistently overtake the target vehicle
because the target vehicle is slower than the ego vehicle.
The purple trajectory in Fig. [7a] is generated when the ego
agent receives the lane change decision from our RL agent.
Otherwise, the ego vehicle will follow the target vehicle
in front with 0.278 m/s. Thanks to our hybrid A* path
planner [14] and the emergency stop function, a collision-
free trajectory is ensured. The ego vehicle drives 5 circles
along the map for each episode. Referring to [35] and [36],
we also implemented a similar RL framework with the gym
library. The selection of hyperparameter parameters is also



TABLE IV
HYPERPARAMETERS USED IN PPO ALGORITHM

Parameters Value
Policy optimizer learning rate le~3
Number of gradient descent steps 80
Value function optimizer learning rate ~ 3e~4
PPO clip ratio 0.2
Discount factor A 0.99
Minibatch size 46
Steps per episodes 20000
Action sampling interval N 300
Advantage estimation discount factor 0.97
Neural network nonlinearity tanh
@
®_
e ]
&L l 1
N =
©) o 1@
— @\ -
)

(a) Training settings in oval map, whe-
re the vehicle shaded with the two
green circles is the target vehicle.

(b) Test settings in cross
road map, where those ar-
rows show the path of ego
vehicle.

Fig. 7. Maps used for training and test enviroments

similar to [35] and we list it in the Tab.

2) Reference algorithm for comparison: Although com-
bining a rule-based state machine with the hybrid A* path
planner could achieve better results, when it adapts to our test
scenario. It lacks scalability as the scenario becomes more
complex. The goal of this paper is to validate whether the
reinforcement learning algorithm can be combined with the
hybrid A* path planner and to evaluate its performance. The-
refore, another state-of-the-art RL algorithm, Double DQN
(DDQN), is implemented and benchmarked as the reference
algorithm. Conventionally, the RL. Agent will interact with
the hybrid A" path planner in every single simulation step. In
our case, to validate the performance of the TPRL algorithm,
we provide three time skip variants for benchmarking:

o No skip: Every action generated by the RL agent will
be used as input for the ADTF Simulation. However,
to maintain the consistency of the trajectory, the action
will be refused when the hybrid A* path planner has
generated the trajectory. All state-action pairs will be
saved in the set of samples Dy.

e Period skip: Similar to what is stated in [37], the
no skip method could lead to an excessive number
of lane changes, which can confuse the path planner.
Therefore, a large lane change duration is required
for the RL agent. The RL agent will skip the action
for a certain time period and only transmit new lane-
changing commands after this duration. In our case,
the time period is configured as 300 simulation time
steps because the execution time of a single trajectory
generated from hybrid A* is around this number of
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(b) Reward for the rule R2

Separate reward curve of LTL defined reward

simulation time steps. All state-action pairs generated
during this time period will be saved in the set of
samples Dy.

o TPRL: This is similar to the period skip but only the
accumulated reward and observation every 300 time
steps will be saved in the set of samples Dx.

3) Test setups and metrics: After completing the training
process, the model is frozen and used for the test scenario.
The test is conducted on the cross road map in Fig. |7b| and
evaluated using three metrics:

o Traffic rule compliance: This measures the ratio of the
simulation timesteps where the ego vehicle follows the
traffic rules to the total simulation timesteps.

o Emergency brake rate: This indicates how often the ego
agent activates the emergency brake during the entire
test.

o Time costs: This refers to the overall time consumption
when the ego agent completes the entire test.

We implement the test scenario similarly to the training
setups. The target vehicle is initialized with 0.278 m/s, and
after 8 seconds, the ego vehicle is initialized with 0.556 m/s.
The ego vehicle drives 10 times along the cross road map
and is evaluated using the aforementioned metrics.

B. Results and Discussions

1) Training results: As stated in subsection [V-A] we
train our RL agent with DDQN and PPO based on three
time skip variants and each is trained with three random
seeds. In Fig [§] and Fig. 0] the colored lines represent the



reward mean of five training results where the shaded areas
indicating the standard deviation. Fig. |8| shows the overall
reward mean curve rRL(sREL qBL) of DDQN and PPO
respectively. For PPO methods, agents trained with no skip
and period skip exhibit considerable variance compared to
the TPRL algorithm, which indicates that the training process
is not so stable. Conversely, with the TPRL algorithm, the
agent follows traffic rules better and achieves a higher overall
reward mean. It’s essential to highlight that a large negative
reward indicates frequent violations of defined traffic rules by
the ego vehicle. Furthermore, Fig. [Pa and Fig. Ob] represent
the trained reward mean for each rule. Due to frequent lane
change decisions, the no skip method achieves a slightly
higher reward for the rule R,. However, the rule R; is not
well obeyed because of the frequent lane change. Therefore,
we could conclude that the TPRL algorithm outperforms
the other two algorithms in terms of sample efficiency. The
reason behind this is that, in TPRL the observation and
reward are efficiently sampled from the environment. In
contrast, in the period skip method, all state action pairs
and rewards are stored in the set of samples, where only the
action in every 300 time steps is executed in the environment.

2) Test results: Fig. shows test results of the PPO
algorithm with three time skip variants. Training results
based on DDQN and PPO have confirmed that the TPRL al-
gorithm achieves adequate performance for both algorithms.
Therefore, we only compare test results based on PPO
algorithm. The RL algorithm is trained with three random
seeds, and thus, we test it with three inferences generated by
those seeds in the testing scenario. Here the box plot is used
to illustrate the median, maximum, and minimum values of
three random seeds. The red line in Fig. [I0] represents the
median value of three inferences, while the points, where the
horizontal lines terminate, denote the upper and lower values
of test results based on three metrics.

From the box plot, we can conclude that both of our
agents, based on the TPRL algorithm with accumulated or
average reward, achieve a sufficient rule compliance rate
when finishing the test scenario. Compared to the algorithm
with period skip or no skip, the rule compliance rate is
higher and the variance is lower because the lane change
action is sufficiently executed. The agent efficiently learns
the safe lane change rules because we use not the Cartesian
coordinates but the Frenet coordinates. The relative geome-
tric relationship based on the Frenet coordinates leads to the
effective transfer of the learned policy.

For the period skip method, the results vary considerably
with rule R,, because it is not well obeyed in one test. The
test results align with the reward curves observed during
the training phase. In Fig [8| the reward curve of period skip
exhibits large variance and meanwhile, in Fig @] we observe
that the period skip method does not consistently adhere to
the Ro. In one test round, we find that the RL agent almost
only follows the target vehicle and makes fewer lane change
decisions. Therefore the lowest Ry value of period skip is far
from the standard. Throughout the training and test process,
our TPRL algorithm demonstrates greater stability than the
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Fig. 10. Test results in cross road map based on three metrics

period skip and achieves a better rule compliance rate.

Regarding the no skip method, we observe that lane
change commands are executed at a very high frequency
which is initially rejected by our planner. Consequently,
the R; is not adequately obeyed. The lower bound of R;
reaches 0.78 whereas TPRL consistently exceeds 0.85. The
emergency brake caused by TPRL is also less than no skip
method. In summary, the performance of the TPRL algorithm
exceeds the no skip or period skip methods. With the LTL
defined reward, the RL algorithm can achieve reasonable
lane change decisions and learn the defined traffic rules. In
addition, we find that by averaging the reward, more stable
training and test results can be achieved.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

We present a hierarchical decision-making algorithm that
combines DRL with the Hybrid A" trajectory planner. The-
rein, the time period reinforcement learning is proposed
in order to sample a single action in a fixed time period.
This method maintains consistency in lane change actions,
enabling the local trajectory planner to successfully plan and
execute trajectories within specific time periods. Furthermo-
re, LTL rules are implemented as reward functions and tested.
We find that the agent is able to follow the traffic rules
based on LTL and the TPRL algorithm, whereas the simple
period skip or no skip methods fail to achieve a sufficient
rule compliance rate. In addition, we also implement the
algorithm in a real-world scenario and validate its real-time
feasibility. Future work will involve utilizing a bird’s-eye
view as input and scaling up the scenario, testing it in more
complex real-world traffic situations.
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