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Abstract—Autonomous vehicles (AVs) have the potential to 

significantly revolutionize society by providing a secure and effi-

cient mode of transportation. Recent years have witnessed nota-

ble advancements in autonomous driving perception and predic-

tion, but the challenge of validating the performance of AVs re-

mains largely unresolved. Data-driven microscopic traffic simu-

lation has become an important tool for autonomous driving test-

ing due to 1) availability of high-fidelity traffic data; 2) its ad-

vantages of enabling large-scale testing and scenario reproduci-

bility; and 3) its potential in reactive and realistic traffic simula-

tion. However, a comprehensive review of this topic is currently 

lacking. This paper aims to fill this gap by summarizing relevant 

studies. The primary objective of this paper is to review current 

research efforts and provide a futuristic perspective that will 

benefit future developments in the field. It introduces the general 

issues of data-driven traffic simulation and outlines key concepts 

and terms. After overviewing traffic simulation, various datasets 

and evaluation metrics commonly used are reviewed. The paper 

then offers a comprehensive evaluation of imitation learning, 

reinforcement learning, deep generative and deep learning meth-

ods, summarizing each and analyzing their advantages and dis-

advantages in detail. Moreover, it evaluates the state-of-the-art, 

existing challenges, and future research directions. 

 
Index Terms—Traffic simulation, autonomous driving, data-

driven modeling, learning methods 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

EVELOPING autonomous vehicles (AVs) has be-

come a prevailing trend all around the world due to 

their considerable advantages and lasting influence on 
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future traffic safety and efficiency. With various novel algo-

rithms for AVs surging in recent years, how to conduct effi-

cient and safe tests and validations on these algorithms be-

comes imperative and challenging.  

There are several ways to do AV validation: on-road tests, 

test track tests, driving simulator experiments, and simulation 

[1]. They all constitute integral components within the auton-

omous driving full-chain testing process which is shown in 

Fig. 1. 

• On-road tests may initially appear as the most suitable 

method, but they suffer from inefficiency, high costs, and 

uncontrollable road conditions, affected by factors such as 

the traffic environment and the presence of interacting 

traffic agents. As a result, using immature algorithms or 

models in on-road tests could compromise the safety of 

other road users and erode trust in the technology.  

• Test track tests are conducted in a controlled environment, 

which may not accurately reflect real-world driving con-

ditions. Test tracks are designed to simulate different driv-

ing scenarios, but they cannot replicate the unpredictable 

nature of real-world driving, such as unexpected weather 

conditions, road hazards, and other drivers' behavior. 

• Driving simulator experiments may not completely repro-

duce the real-world driving environment. Driver behavior 

in such experiments might deviate from that in natural 

driving situations due to their awareness of being ob-

served [1]. Furthermore, similar to on-road tests and test 

track tests, driving simulators can be costly and exhibit 

poor scalability [2]. 

To address these challenges, intelligent microscopic traffic 

simulations have been proposed, aiming to make background 

vehicles in simulated environments react to AV behaviors, in 

the same way, drivers would do on the road. Microscopic traf-

fic simulation has been studied for decades in the transporta-

tion engineering field. However, bridging the differences in 

driving behavior between simulation and real world re-

mains a bottleneck in this field.  

There are two main approaches that exist for microscopic 

traffic simulation: ruled-based and data-driven. Rule-based 

simulations can generate feasible trajectories without requiring 

large amounts of data and have strong interpretability, thereby 

enhancing the credibility of the model and adhering to legal 

and ethical requirements. However, they suffer from limited 

accuracy, poor generalization capability [3], a lack of 

adaptive updating [4], and the need for significant expert 

knowledge to establish rules [5]. Three notable examples of 

driving simulators are SUMO [6], VISSIM [7], and CARLA 

[8]. A disadvantage of this solution is that hand-coded actors 

tend to be unrealistic and rarely present a wide enough variety  
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Fig. 1. The full-chain test of AV including traffic simulation tests, simulator experiments, test track tests and on-road tests. Traf-

fic simulation tests and simulator experiments provide a cost-effective means of generating long-tail scenarios for the initial test-

ing of AVs. The controlled, real-world environment of track testing can further validate the safety and effectiveness of autono-

mous vehicles. Subsequently, on-road testing is conducted in uncontrolled and complex traffic environments, which usually rep-

resents the final stage of testing. 

 

 
Fig. 2. The framework for traffic simulation. Traffic simulation is typically based on the principle of direct perception, in which 

motion is generated through the direct interpretation of sensory input. To make the data easy to process and understand, the sen-

sory data is often rasterized or vectorized. In the modeling section, agents and their interactions are modeled, followed using da-

ta-driven methods for learning. Finally, the output data is analyzed, and the simulation is evaluated from various perspectives 

using specific metrics. 

 

 

of behaviors. Alternatively, some driver models, such as the 

intelligent driver model (IDM) [9], generate more reactive 

behaviors in response to diverging ego plans. However, their 

output is limited to deterministic outcomes, ignoring the sto-

chastic nature of vehicle behavior in practical scenarios, and 

facing challenges in producing diverse scenarios. This is due 

to the complexity of human behavior, which makes it difficult 

to describe using manually designed rules. 

To address these challenges, data-driven simulations have 

been proposed to make background vehicles in simulated en-

vironments react to AV behaviors in the same way drivers 

would do on the road. In contrast to rule-based methods, data-

driven methods possess distinct advantages. These advantages 

include the automatic discovery of patterns within substantial 

datasets, as opposed to manual pattern recognition. Addition-

ally, data-driven methods can generate a wider array of driv-

ing behaviors, resulting in greater diversity. Furthermore, they 

excel in simulating more realistic driving behaviors, particu-

larly in rear-end collision scenarios, which is challenging to 

capture for expertise. As a result, most research has shifted 

towards using data-driven methods, which were previously 

limited by the availability of large amounts of data. Neverthe-

less, the emergence of many high-quality datasets has weak-

ened this constraint. 

This paper presents an extensive review of data-driven traf-

fic simulation methods. The necessity of this review stems 

from the numerous emerging studies in this field, which war-

rant a comprehensive and critical analysis. Furthermore, this 
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review addresses a highly relevant subject and fills the exist-

ing gap, as no current review sufficiently encompasses the 

scope and depth of the research question.  

The framework of this paper is shown in Fig. 2. According 

to the simulation process, the framework of the article is orga-

nized into three main phases: input data, core model, and out-

put evaluation. Traffic simulation is typically based on direct 

perception, which generates motion directly from sensory in-

put. The simulation system commences by inputting raw sen-

sory data, which is subsequently rasterized and vectorized to 

enhance the performance of the model. This sensory infor-

mation is utilized as the input to the backbone model, which is 

responsible for generating actions, states, or control signals. 

Finally, the performance of the simulation system needs to be 

evaluated, usually in terms of realism, reactivity, and diversity. 

The contributions of this survey are enlisted as follows: 

1. This survey presents an empirical study of data-driven 

traffic simulation methods. To enhance understanding, we 

provide a comprehensive introduction to traffic simulation, 

covering an overview of traffic simulation and data-driven 

simulation methodology. As far as we are aware, this is the 

first review of data-driven traffic simulation. 

2. An assessment of modeling of agent methods, such as 

rule-based, statistical-based, and learning-based, analyzing the 

strengths and weaknesses of each method. And a concise as-

sessment of implicit and explicit interaction modeling. 

3. An analytical summary is provided for the metrics and 

datasets used to evaluate the performance of traffic simulation. 

4. A comprehensive evaluation is provided for the prevalent 

learning models used in traffic simulation, such as imitation 

learning (IL), reinforcement learning (RL), deep generative, 

and deep learning (DL) models, along with a discussion of 

their advantages and disadvantages. Furthermore, future re-

search avenues are identified. 

The remainder of this paper is as follows. Section 2 outlines 

traffic simulation, including the problem formulation, input 

modalities, dataset, representation of context, modeling of 

agents, modeling of interaction, and metrics for traffic simula-

tion. Section 3 analyzes the latest developments in data-driven 

simulation, categorizing them according to IL, RL, generative, 

and DL methods, and discusses the advantages and limitations 

of each method. Finally, in Section 4, the state-of-the-art tech-

niques are evaluated, challenges are identified, and future pos-

sibilities are explored. 

II. OVERVIEW OF TRAFFIC SIMULATION 

In this section, we begin by defining the non-Markov deci-

sion process (non-MDP) and MDP problems for traffic simu-

lation, outlining the states and actions of actors. We then pro-

vide an overview of the input modalities and datasets utilized 

in traffic simulation, which form the foundation for a compre-

hensive understanding of the surrounding environment for 

vehicles. Additionally, we present two perspectives, Field of 

View (FOV) and Bird's Eye View (BEV), on the representa-

tion of context. To comprehend the behavior of actors, we 

introduce the modeling of agents and interactions. Finally, we 

categorize metrics suitable for evaluating simulation results 

from various perspectives. The framework of this section is 

shown in Fig. 3. 

 

 

 
Fig. 3. The framework of the overview of traffic simulation. 

 

 

A. Problem Formulation 

The traffic simulation comprises maps and actors. Given a 

map 𝑀  and the initial dynamic state 𝑆  of traffic actors, the 

objective is to simulate their actions 𝑎 forward. The map 𝑀 
comprises two components: the static semantic map 𝑀𝑠 repre-

senting drivable areas such as lanes and intersections, the dy-

namic environment 𝑀𝑑  primarily referring to traffic signals. 

The state 𝑆  of 𝑁  actor states at time 𝑡  are denoted as 𝑆𝑡 =
{𝑠𝑡

1, 𝑠𝑡
2, . . . , 𝑠𝑡

𝑁}. The collection of 𝑁 actor actions at time 𝑡 is 

denoted by 𝑎𝑡 = {𝑎𝑡
1, 𝑎𝑡

2, . . . , 𝑎𝑡
𝑁} and is selected from a dis-

crete or continuous range within an action space referred to as 
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𝐴. The action space 𝐴 may encompass high-level commands 

(“go       h ”, “turn    h ”, “slow   w ”    .),             -

level waypoint trajectories for vehicles to track, or low-level 

control actions such as throttle, brake, and steering. Thus, the 

key components of traffic simulation can be described by a 

tuple {𝑀, 𝑆, 𝐴}. Based on the above concept, the traffic simula-

tion model can be formulated:  

 𝑎𝑇′ ⇐ 𝑓(𝑀, 𝑆1:𝑇 , 𝐴; 𝜃) (1) 

 

where 𝑓  is a behavioral model of actors that takes environ-

mental information, (historical and current) states, and action 

space as inputs, and outputs for future actions of all controlla-

ble actors in traffic scenarios. The argument 𝜃 is a set of pa-

rameters in a learning-based model.  

Based on the above-mentioned problem definition, traffic 

simulation can also be modeled as MDPs, as learning models 

have demonstrated their capability to address sequential deci-

sion problems. The goal in solving an MDP problem is to find 

an optimal policy, which is a mapping from states to actions, 

that maximizes the expected cumulative reward over time. 

Each vehicle is an agent that interacts with its environment by 

making observations and selecting appropriate actions, e.g., 

steering, and longitudinal acceleration, via a policy 𝜋 . This 

policy helps an agent make decisions that lead to the best pos-

sible outcomes in an uncertain environment. In the MDP prob-

lem, vehicles are described as agents that can perceive the 

environment, process information, and take actions to achieve 

predefined goals or objectives. In addition to the aforemen-

tioned elements such as action space 𝐴 and state space 𝑆, it 

also includes elements like the transition probability function 

𝑃, and reward function 𝑅. So, the MDP problem can be for-

mulated as:  

 𝑀 = {𝑆, 𝐴, 𝑃𝑎 , 𝑅𝑎, 𝛾} (2) 

 

where 𝑃𝑎 denotes the describes the probabilities of transition-

ing from state 𝑠 to 𝑠′  when specific actions 𝑎 are taken. 𝛾  is 

the discount factor. It models how the traffic system evolves 

over time, considering the effects of actions and uncertainties. 

𝑅𝑎 assigned numerical values (rewards or costs) received after 

transitioning from state 𝑠 to 𝑠′, due to action 𝑎. It quantifies 

the desirability or undesirability of particular traffic conditions 

and actions, such as minimizing congestion, keeping driving 

safety, or reducing travel times. When an agent receives in-

complete information regarding the state at each time step, the 

issue can be formally represented as a partially observable 

Markov decision process (POMDP). 

Prior research on traffic modeling has often utilized non-

MDP methodologies, which forecast forthcoming events by 

analyzing past agent trajectories within a brief time frame. 

This non-MDP framework enables greater adaptability for the 

network to leverage data across multiple steps, which could 

potentially improve the precision of predictions. However, 

these models lacking the MDP structure may present difficul-

ties in solving the sequential decision-making problem under 

long-time traffic simulation. 

 

B. Input Modalities 

In traffic simulation, to ensure safe and effective driving 

decisions, AVs necessitate a detailed and comprehensive un-

derstanding of their surrounding environment, encompassing 

both dynamic objects and static infrastructure. Data for traffic 

simulation environments are typically derived from multiple 

input modalities, such as camera, Light Detection and Ranging 

(LiDAR), radar, Global Navigation Satellite System (GNSS), 

High-definition (HD) map, etc. 

 

C. Dataset 

In traffic simulation, the quality and richness of data play a 

crucial role in model training. The quantity and quality of in-

formation provided to the model have a significant impact on 

the outcomes it produces. We introduce the driving dataset 

with different views, FOV and BEV. FOV datasets are better 

suited for training AV algorithms that rely on egocentric in-

formation, while BEV datasets are limited to a fixed region, 

making them more suitable for analyzing the behavior of ob-

jects against a stable background. Then, the datasets are sum-

marized based on their data modalities, including camera, Li-

DAR, GNSS, and HD map. We compared the volume of da-

tasets based on the number of scenes, hours, and frames. 

Weather conditions can also affect the performance of the 

model. Some datasets, such as the Waymo open dataset, en-

compass all weather conditions, ranging from sunny to snowy. 

The details are provided in TABLE I. It is worth mentioning 

that the year in the table refers to the most recent year in 

which the dataset was updated. 

 

D. Representation of Context 

Two common methods for characterizing autonomous driv-

ing simulation environments are through the use of FOV and 

BEV.  

FOV approaches entail observing the world from the vehi-

cles' perspective, typically utilizing visual data such as images 

or videos as inputs. A key advantage of the FOV approach is 

its provision of a more realistic and immersive simulation ex-

perience, as agents perceive the environment from their own 

viewpoint [10]. Consequently, this can result in more accurate 

and realistic agent behavior, as they respond to the environ-

ment in a manner that closely resembles real-world driving.  

BEV approaches employ algorithms to process data from a 

top-down, map-like view. In comparison to the FOV counter-

part, BEV representations of the world, particularly in traffic 

scenarios, offer rich semantic information, precise localization, 

and absolute scales that can be directly utilized by various 

subsequent applications (e.g., planning, and control) [11]. 

In BEV, for traffic simulation, we need to learn context rep-

resentation from the map. There are three main methods exist: 

rasterized representation, vectorized representation and graph-

based representation.  

Many researches [12, 13] addressed this problem as a se-

mantic segmentation issue, which rasterizes map elements into 

pixels and labels each pixel with a class [14]. This formulation 

enables the direct utilization of fully convolutional networks. 

Rasterized maps are computationally efficient and straight-
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forward to process, as they are represented as a pixel grid, 

which makes them ideal for tasks such as image classification 

and object detection. Moreover, they can be seamlessly inte-

grated with other image-based data types, such as LiDAR or 

satellite imagery. However, they have two primary drawbacks. 

Firstly, they do not offer instance information that is required 

to distinguish map elements with identical class labels but 

different meanings, such as left and right boundaries. Second-

ly, ensuring spatial consistency within the predicted rasterized 

maps is challenging, as nearby pixels may possess opposing 

semantics or geometries [14].  

The vectorized map represents road structures including 

traffic signs, lanes, buildings, drivable areas, etc., which are 

often defined in terms of geometric primitives such as lines, 

planes, and meshes. Vectorized maps offer the advantage of 

representing intricate geographic features with a high degree 

of precision and detail because data isn't dependent on grid 

size. However, they also have several drawbacks, including 

their potential for being more computationally intensive and 

memory-consuming than rasterized maps, particularly when 

working with large datasets.  

Graph-based methods, utilized for representing context, 

model relationships and dependencies between entities 

through nodes and edges in a graph. These methods exhibit 

high levels of expressiveness, robustness, and flexibility in 

portraying complex relationships and dependencies between 

various entities. However, the inherent complexity and sparsi-

ty of graphs present significant challenges in managing large 

datasets, often resulting in less accurate representations. 

The illustrations of rasterized representation, vectorized rep-

resentation and graph-based representation are shown in Fig. 4. 

 

 
Fig. 4. Illustrations of rasterized representation, vectorized 

representation [15] and graph-based representation [16]. In 

graph-based representation, the features of the node may in-

clude information regarding the type of vehicle, the desired 

destination, the route points, the traffic lights, and other ele-

ments. 

 

E. Modeling of Agents 

The modeling of vehicle agents is to simulate the behavior 

of vehicles in traffic, which can be achieved through three 

primary approaches: physics-based, statistical-based, and 

learning-based. These models consider factors such as vehicle 

dynamics, road conditions, traffic flow, and driver behavior, 

with the objective of generating a realistic representation of 

how vehicles move and interact with other traffic participants 

in a given scenario. 

Physics-based [17] methods refer to all the scientific hy-

potheses about the movement of cars, taking into account fac-

tors such as current position, velocity, acceleration, and road 

constraints, e.g. IDM, Krauss, Adaptive Cruise Control (ACC), 

etc. They are transparent and interpretable, which means that 

the rules used to generate behavior can be easily understood 

and modified by human experts. Wh  ’      , they are com-

putationally efficient, as they do not require large amounts of 

training data or complex neural network architectures. How-

ever, lacking consideration of the anthropomorphic nature of 

agents and dynamic environmental adaptability, they cannot 

be applied to situations that are not well-defined.  

Statistical-based methods that utilize probabilistic models 

facilitate the prediction of complex maneuvers, such as lane 

changes and turns at intersections, by revealing the underlying 

pattern and accounting for the uncertainty and variation of 

motion patterns. Many existing works utilized Gaussian pro-

cesses (GPs) [18-20], Monte Carlo sampling [21, 22], Gaussi-

an mixture models (GMMs) [23], and hidden Markov models 

(HMM) [24]. However, these models often assume that vehi-

cles are independent entities and do ’  account for interactions 

within the context or with other agents. Additionally, they may 

struggle with complex patterns or long-term dependencies. 

Learning-based methods refer to cutting-edge models that 

mimic human intelligence, mostly leveraging neural networks 

(NNs) as driving models. The NNs commonly used in re-

search related to this field have been classified into many cat-

egories, such as multi-layer perceptron (MLP) [15], convolu-

tional neural network (CNN) [25], recurrent neural network 

(RNN) [26-28], graph neural network (GNN) [29], transform-

er, etc. They can be used to generate behavior that is not lim-

ited by pre-defined rules or heuristics, which can make them 

more flexible and adaptable to different scenarios. Additional-

ly, learning-based training methods such as reinforcement 

learning can be utilized to account for implicit interaction rela-

tionships between agents. However, learning-based methods 

may require large amounts of training data and complex neural 

network architectures, which can be computationally expen-

sive and time-consuming. Furthermore, learning-based meth-

ods may not be as transparent or interpretable as physics-based 

and statistical-based methods, which can make it difficult to 

understand how the behavior is generated. Existing learning-

based methods are typically insufficient, yielding behaviors of 

traffic participants that frequently collide or drive off the road, 

especially over a long horizon. Many researchers [30] have 

concentrated on exploring methods that combine learning-

based approaches with other techniques to enable the genera-

tion of interpretable behavior that adheres to dynamics while 

also demonstrating adaptability to complex environments. 
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F. Modeling of Interaction 

Modeling of interaction is an important task in simulation 

when reasoning about multi-agent behaviors. Many existing 

approaches rely on using implicit latent variables to model 

interactions [56-59] or incorporating modeling interaction into 

agent modeling which reflects interactivity through the reac-

tions of other vehicles. Learning from real-world data, implicit 

interaction relationships exhibit greater adaptability under 

complex tasks.  

Modeling explicit interaction relations can gain better inter-

pretability. These explicit relations allow to production and 

manipulation of different types of interactive scenarios. In 

prior studies [60-62], agent relations have been defined based 

on pass and yield relationships and predicted using a machine 

learning model as a classification problem. These predicted 

interactions help guide multiple agents to generate consistent 

trajectories [63].  

In addition to the above methods, one of the most popular 

approaches is the game-theory-based framework in decision-

making for AVs that consider interaction. However, game 

theory models are typically designed for specific traffic sce-

narios such as intersections without traffic lights and lane-

changing, lacking universality. Therefore, learning-based im-

plicit or explicit interaction modeling methods are still mostly 

used in traffic microsimulation. 

 

G. Evaluation Metrics for Traffic Simulation 

Simulation evaluation is commonly classified into two types: 

open-loop and closed-loop evaluation. In open-loop evaluation, 

the simulation system is designed to mimic a human driver. 

During open-loop evaluation, the agent's predictions are not 

utilized to drive it forward, which implies that the network 

never receives its own predictions as input [64]. In this case, 

no agent interactions are considered. In closed-loop evaluation, 

the simulator generates a planned trajectory using the availa-

ble information at each timestep, similar to open-loop evalua-

tion [65]. However, in closed-loop evaluation, the proposed 

trajectory is utilized as a reference for a controller, and as a 

result, the planning system is gradually corrected at each 

timestep with the updated state of the vehicle. Furthermore, 

closed-loop evaluations are crucial for accurately assessing the 

real performance of driving models, as open-loop evaluations 

can be misleading [64]. Moreover, evaluation indicators for 

open-loop and closed-loop evaluation often overlap. 

Evaluation metrics are crucial in traffic simulation as they 

provide a quantitative measure of the realism, reactivity, and 

diversity of the simulated traffic system. These metrics are 

specifically designed to assess various aspects of the simula-

tion and can be utilized to compare the simulated results with 

real-world data or other simulation models. The evaluation 

metrics applied in traffic simulations are shown in TABLE II. 

Simulation realism: Simulation realism metrics refer to the 

measure of the difference between the simulation output and 

input data. An ideal simulation system should be able to accu-

rately reproduce the behavior of other agents recorded in the 

input data. They can measure how well the simulation can 

reconstruct real-world traffic scenarios. In some literature, 

they are also defined as controllability or reconstruction ability 

indicators. Agents that possess controllability or reconstruc-

tion ability should be able to generate trajectories or behaviors 

that approximate the distribution of real-world data. 

Simulation reactivity: Simulation reactivity metrics are uti-

lized to assess the capacity of target vehicles to respond safely 

and effectively to the dynamic and intricate transportation 

environment. It is important to note that complex traffic condi-

tions go beyond hazardous situations, as reactivity indicators 

encompass safety evaluations throughout the driving process. 

Simulation diversity: Simulation diversity metrics evaluate 

the discriminability and the coverage of agent policies. Higher 

diversity is desired, but it is only meaningful when the diverse 

samples have a similar level of realism. 

III. DATA-DRIVEN SIMULATION METHODOLOGY 

Data-driven methods employ large datasets and machine 

learning techniques to explore, discover, and analyze implicit 

relationships between vehicle behavior and the surrounding 

environment within the data, and to utilize this information for 

tasks such as trajectory prediction and intent recognition. It 

aims to generate varied and credible behaviors by leveraging 

real-world driving logs as demonstrations. From a modeling 

perspective, data-driven methods can be classified into four 

major types: IL models, RL models, deep generative models, 

and DL models. In this section, reviews of the three models 

are provided, respectively, as shown in Fig. 5. The recent 

methods in data-driven traffic simulation can be seen in TA-

BLE III. 

 
Fig. 5. The framework of data-driven simulation Methodology 
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TABLE II 

EVALUATION METRICS APPLIED IN THE LITERATURE 

 

Perspectives Metrics Formula Description 

Realism 

Final Dis-

placement Er-

ror, FDE 

𝐹𝐷𝐸 = |�̂�𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑌𝑒𝑛𝑑| 

The discrepancy between the predicted final location 

 and the actual final location 

 at the conclusion of the prediction horizon. 

Average Dis-

tance Erroe, 

ADE 
𝐴𝐷𝐸 =

1

𝑇
∑ ‖𝑌�̂� − 𝑌𝑡‖

2

𝑇

𝑡=1

 

the distance between the predicted location �̂� and the 

actual location 𝑌𝑡throughout the 

prediction horizon, which is defined as T 

minADE  The smallest ADE value among K predictions 

minFDE  The smallest FDE value among K predictions 

meanADE  The average ADE value among K predictions 

meanFDE  The average FDE value among K predictions 

Along-track 

Error, ATE 
 The lateral distance error between the vehicle's cur-

rent position and the reference trajectory 

Cross-track 

Error, CTE 
 The perpendicular distance error between the vehi-

cle's current position and the reference trajectory. 

Miss Rate, 

MR 
 The percentage of missed cases over all cases 

Maximum 

Mean Discrep-

ancy, MMD 

𝑀𝑀𝐷2(𝑝, 𝑞) = 𝔼𝑥,𝑥′~𝑝[𝑘(𝑥, 𝑥′)]

+ 𝔼𝑦,𝑦′~𝑞[𝑘(𝑦, 𝑦′)]

− 2𝔼𝑥~𝑝,𝑦~𝑝[𝑘(𝑥, 𝑦)] 

A measure of the distance between two distributions 

𝑝 and 𝑞 

Jensen-

Shannon Diver-

gence, JSD 
𝐽𝑆(𝑃‖𝑄) =

1

2
[𝐾𝐿(𝑃‖𝑀) + 𝐾𝐿(𝑄‖𝑀)] 

A measure of the similarity between two distribu-

tions 𝑃 and 𝑄. M is the average of 𝑃 and 𝑄. 

Wasserstein 

distance, WD 
𝑊(𝑃, 𝑄) = 𝑖𝑛𝑓

𝛾~𝛱(𝑃,𝑄)
𝐸(𝑥,𝑦)~𝑦[‖𝑥 − 𝑦‖] A measure of the distance between two distributions 

𝑃 and 𝑄. 

Negative log-

likelihood, NLL 
𝐻(𝑞, 𝑝) = 𝐸𝑥~𝑝 − log(𝑝(𝑥)) 

The trajectory distribution of the model is represent-

ed by 𝑝, whereas 𝑞 denotes the distribution of the 

ground truth data. 

mean average 

precision, mAP 
𝑚𝐴𝑃 =

1

𝑁
∑ 𝐴𝑃𝑖

𝑁

𝑖=1

 𝐴𝑃 is the average precision for 𝑖 

Root Mean 

Square Error, 

RMSE 
𝑅𝑀𝑆𝐸 =

1

𝑇
∑  

𝑇

𝑡=1

√
1

𝑀
∑  

𝑀

𝑚=1

(𝑠𝑡
(𝑚)

− �̂�𝑡
(𝑚)

)
2
 

It measures the difference between the recovered da-

ta and the actual data. 𝑠𝑡
(𝑚)

 and �̂�𝑡
(𝑚)

 are the true value 

and recovered value of the position or speed of vehicle 

𝑚 at time 𝑡 respectively. 

Coverage 

 Coverage 

=
∑  𝑁

𝑓=−𝑁 𝑣model (𝑓)

∑  𝑁
𝑓=−𝑁 𝑚𝑎𝑥(𝑣model (𝑓), 𝑣human (𝑓))

 
is the amplitude at frequency 

Intersection 

over union, IoU 
 The intersection over the union area of model and 

human data 

Fréchet In-

ception Dis-

tance, FID 

 
The Fréchet inception distance between the synthe-

sized images and the ground-truth images 

Fréchet Vid-

eo Distance, 

FVD 

 
The Fréchet video distance between the synthesized 

and the truth videos. 
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TABLE II 

EVALUATION METRICS APPLIED IN THE LITERATURE 

 

Perspectives Metrics Formula Description 

Realism 
Route Con-

sistency, RC 
 

It measures the path-to-path distance 

   w            ’                    

the route reconstructed from its execut-

ed trajectory, averaged over agents and 

scenarios. 

Reactivity 

Collision Ve-

locity, CV 
 The relative speed at the time of col-

lision 

Collision rate, 

CR 
𝐶𝑅 =

  Num ( collision vehicles/scenarios/trajectories )

 Num ( all vehicles/scenarios/trajectories )
 

The average percentage of collision 

vehicles in each scenario or collision 

scenarios or trajectories. 

Success Rate, 

SR 
 The ratio of episodes where the agent 

arrives at the destination 

Failure Rate  The average fraction of agents expe-

riencing a critical failure 

Off-Road, 

OR 
 The percentage of time that an inter-

active agent spends off the road 

Average Col-

lision Time, 

ACT 

 
The average time between the detec-

tion of an obstacle and the occurrence 

of a collision. 

Average Col-

lision Frequen-

cy Per Second, 

CPS 

 The average number of collisions 

that occur per second of driving time. 

Average Col-

lision Frequen-

cy Per Meter, 

CPM 

 The average number of collisions 

that occur per meter of driving distance. 

Average Col-

lision Distance, 

ACD 

 
The average distance between the 

vehicle and the obstacle at the time of 

collision. 

Number of 

lane changes 
 

The average of the number of lane 

changes made by the self-vehicle in 

each time period. 

Traffic Rule 

Violation Rate, 

TRV 
𝑇𝑅𝑉 =

𝑁𝑢𝑚(𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑓𝑓𝑖𝑐 𝑟𝑢𝑙𝑒 𝑣𝑖𝑜𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠)

𝑁𝑢𝑚(𝑎𝑙𝑙𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑓𝑓𝑖𝑐 𝑟𝑢𝑙𝑒 𝑜𝑏𝑠𝑒𝑟𝑣𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛)
 

It measures the percentage of time 

that a vehicle violates traffic rules or 

regulations during a given period. 

Progress 
 

 

The total traveled distance of all 

simulated agents divided by the number 

of simulated agents.  

Diversity 

Map-aware 

Average Self-

distance , 

MASD 

𝑀𝐴𝑆𝐷 = 𝑚𝑎𝑥
𝑘,𝑘′∈1,…,𝑙

 
1

𝑁𝑇     

∑  

𝑁

𝑛=1

∑  

𝑇     

𝑡=1

∥
∥𝑧𝑡

𝑛,𝑘 − 𝑧𝑡
𝑛,𝑘′

∥
∥

2
 

The average distance between the 

two most distinct samples that do not 

violate traffic rules 

Mean Was-

serstein dis-

tance, meanWD 

 meanWD =
2

𝑛(𝑛 − 1)
∑  

𝑛−1

𝑖=1

∑  

𝑛

𝑗=𝑖+1

Wass (𝜌𝑖 , 𝜌𝑗) 
The Wasserstein distance between 

the density profiles  

Inter-policy 

Diversity, IPD 

𝐷𝐼𝑃(Π) =
1

|Π|(|Π| − 1)
∑  

𝜋∈Π

∑  

𝜋′∈Π

𝐷𝐼𝑃(𝜋, 𝜋′) 

where 𝐷𝐼𝑃(𝜋, 𝜋′) =
1

|𝑆𝜋⋂𝑆
𝜋′|

∑  𝑠∈𝑆𝜋∩𝑆
𝜋′

𝑑 (𝜏𝑠(𝜋), 𝜏𝑠(𝜋′)) 

The average distance of two policy 

pairs 

Overall Di-

versity, OAD 

𝐷𝑂𝐴
𝒯 (Π) =

1

∣ 𝑆 ∣
∑ 𝐷𝑂𝐴

𝒯,𝓈(Π𝑠)

𝑠∈𝑆

 

where 𝐷𝑂𝐴
𝒯,𝑠(Π) = 𝑖𝑛𝑓

𝛾∈Γ(𝜏𝑠(Π),𝒯)
 𝔼(𝜏,𝜏′)∼𝛾[𝑑(𝜏, 𝜏′)] 

The distance between the obtained 

trajectory and the expected trajectories 
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TABLE III 

RECENT METHODS IN DATA-DRIVEN SIMULATION 

 
Learn-

ing 

Method 

Ref. Method Year Dataset 

M

D

P 

Represen-

tation of 

context 

Backbone 

Model 

Interac-

tion 

Evaluation 

Perspective 
Loss 

IL 

Xu, et al. 

[66] 

BITS 2023 
Lyft Level 

5, nuScenes 
√ Raster ResNet-18 Implicit 

Realism, 

Diversity 

Cross-entropy 

loss 

Guo, et al. 

[16] 

HMMIL 2023 pNEUMA √ Graph GNN Implicit 
Realism, 

Reactivity  
NLL loss 

Bergamini

, et al. [67] 
BC 2021 Lyft Level 5  √ Raster ResNet-50 Implicit 

Realism, 

Reactivity 
Imitation loss 

Zheng, et 

al. [68] 
IL 2020 

Private da-

taset 
√ - NN Implicit Realism 

Binary classifi-

cation negative 

log loss 

Yan, et al. 

[69] 

GAIL 2023 RoundD √ - 
Trans-

former 
Implicit Realism 

Adversarial 

loss, Imitation 

loss 

Zhu, et al. 

[70] 

GAIL 2023 NGSIM √ - 
Diffusion 

model 
Implicit Realism Entropy loss 

Bhattachar

yya, et al. 

[71] 

GAIL 2022 NGSIM √ - 
GRU/ML

P 
Implicit Realism Logistic loss 

Behbahani

, et al. [72] 

Horizon 

GAIL 
2019 Video √ - 

Resnet-

101 
Implicit 

Realism, 

Diversity 

Cross entropy 

loss 

Bhattachar

yya, et al. 

[73] 

GAIL 2018 NGSIM √ - RNN Implicit Realism 
Average cross-

entropy loss 

RL 

Cao, et al. 

[74] 
RLHF 2023 nuScenes √ - 

Diffusion 

model 
Implicit Realism 

Average nega-

tive log-

likelihood 

Sackmann, 

et al. [75] 
AIRL 2022 

Private da-

taset 
√ Vector NN Implicit 

Realism, 

Reactivity 

Binary cross 

entropy loss 

Zheng, et 

al. [25] 
IRL 2022 

Private da-

taset 
√ - CNN Implicit Realism IRL loss 

Niu, et al. 

[76] 

DRL 2023 HighD √ - NN Implicit Reactivity RL loss 

Chen, et 

al. [77] 

DRL 2022 SPMD √ - CNN Implicit Reactivity Q-learning loss 

Zhang, et 

al. [78] 

DRL 2022 
INTERAC-

TION 
√ Vector NN Implicit 

Realism, 

Reactivity, 

Diversity 

Max-margin 

classification 

loss+smooth L1 

regression 

loss+RouteLoss

; RL loss 

Mavrogian

nis, et al. 

[79] 

DRL 2022 - √ - MLP Implicit Reactivity MSE loss 

Kothari, et 

al. [80] 

DRL 2021 Lyft Level 5  √ Raster 
NN/Repla

y logs 
Implicit 

Realism, 

Reactivity 

L2 imitation 

loss 

Feng, et al. 

[81] 

DRL 2021 SPMD √ - 
Decision 

Tree 
Implicit Reactivity RL loss 

Shiroshita, 

et al. [82] 

DRL 2020 - √ - CNN Implicit Diversity RL loss 
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TABLE III 

RECENT METHODS IN DATA-DRIVEN SIMULATION 

 
Learn-

ing 

Method 

Ref. 
Meth-

od 
Year Dataset 

M

D

P 

Represen-

tation of 

context 

Backbone 

Model 

Interac-

tion 

Evalua-

tion Per-

spective 

Loss 

DL 

Yang, et al. 

[83] 
CNN 2023 PandaSet × - CNN Implicit Realism 

Photometric loss, 

perceptual loss 

Suo, et al. 

[29] 
GNN 2023 

Argoverse 

2, Highway 
√ Vector GNN Implicit 

Realism, 

Reactivity 

average Huber 

loss 

Chang, et al. 

[84] 

Vec-

tornet 
2022 

INTERAC-

TION 
× Vector Vectornet Implicit 

Realism, 

Reactivity 
Train loss 

Sun, et al. 

[63] 
RNN 2022 

Waymo 

Open Mo-

tion Dataset  

× Vector, 

raster 
ResNet-50 explicit 

Realism, 

Reactivity 
Cross entropy loss 

Chen, et al. 

[85] 
NN 2021 

UrbanData, 

Argoverse  
× Graph 

PointNet, 

MLP 
Implicit Realism The LiDAR loss 

Genera-

tive 

Model 

Feng, et al. 

[86] 

AR 2023 

Waymo 

Open Da-

taset, Ar-

goverse 

× Vector 
LSTM+M

CG 
Implicit 

Realism, 

Reactivity 

Binary cross en-

tropy 

Tan, et al. 

[87] 
AR 2021 

ATG4D, 

Argoverse 
× Raster 

Con-

vLSTM 
Implicit Realism 

Average negative 

log-likelihood  

Zhang, et al. 

[88] 
VAE 2023 

Waymo 

Open Da-

taset 

× Vector 
Tans-

former 
Implicit Realism 

Smooth L1+KL-

divergence+cross-

entropy loss 

Rempe, et 

al. [89] 
VAE 2022 nuScenes × Vector GNN Implicit Reactivity - 

Jiao, et al. 

[90] 

Adver-

sarial 
AE 

2022 Argoverse × Graph CNN Implicit Realism 

Smooth L1 loss, 

negative Log-

Likelihood 

Suo, et al. 

[59] 
VAE 2021 ATG4D × Raster CNN Implicit 

Realism, 

Diversity 
- 

Tang, et al. 

[91] 
VAE 2021 

INTERAC-

TION 
× Vector MLP Implicit Realism MSE 

Krajewski, 

et al. [92] 
VAE 2019 High D × - CNN Implicit Realism 

Mean Absolute 

Error KL diver-

gence 

Krajewski, 

et al. [93] 

VAE, 

GAN  
2018 HighD × - NN Implicit 

Realism, 

Reactivity 

MSE, KL diver-

gence 

Zhang, et al. 

[94] 
GAN 2022 Lyft Level 5  × Vector 

Graph 

Attention 

Network 

With 

Trans-

former 

Implicit 
Realism, 

Reactivity 

Negative Log-

Likelihood, Mean 

Absolute Error, 

Mean Square 

Error 

Yin, et al. 

[95] 
GAN 2021 

Argoverse, 
INTERAC-

TION 

× - MLP Implicit Reactivity 

Negative Log-

Likelihood, Mean 

Absolute Error 

Zhong, et al. 

[96] 

Diffu-

sion 

model 

2023 nuScenes × Raster 
Diffusion 

model 
Implicit 

Realism, 

Reactivity 

Analytical loss 

functions based 

on STL rules  

Pronovost, 

et al. [97] 

Diffu-

sion 

model 

2023 
Private da-

taset 
× Raster CNN Implicit Realism 

Classifica-

tion+L1+vertex 

loss, reconstruc-

tion loss+L2 

Wang, et al. 

[98] 

Diffu-

sion 

model 

2023 nuScenes × - 
Diffusion 

model 
Implicit Realism 

Mean-squared 

error and L1 loss 
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TABLE IV 

A COMPARISON OF BC AND GAIL 

 

 

 

A. Imitation Learning Models 

To date, IL has proved its noticeable competence in robot 

learning tasks, the main idea of which is to use supervised 

learning with expert data to mimic the behavior of demonstra-

tors. IL-based agents can efficiently learn from demonstration 

(LfD) to perform tasks as expert-like as possible, demonstrat-

ing its outstanding advantages in behavioral reproducibility. In 

terms of autonomous driving, increasing studies in recent 

years have utilized IL to enable AVs to behave more like ex-

pert human drivers, which is mainly attributed to the large 

development of real traffic data because they can provide a 

large number of demonstrations to learn. Therefore, following 

this idea to make BVs in simulations behave like human driv-

ers becomes possible. The key challenge is that we need to run 

the system closed loop, where errors accumulate and induce a 

shift from the training distribution [99]. There are two com-

mon ways to perform IL: behavior cloning (BC) and Genera-

tive adversarial imitation learning (GAIL). A comparison of 

them is shown in TABLE IV. 

 BC aims to reproduce behavior close to expert demonstra-

tion, in a supervised fashion, learning the mapping from state 

to action as a behavior predictor from demonstration data, 

without requiring agents to interact with the environment. This 

problem can be expressed as using a training dataset 𝐷 to es-

timate strategy 𝜋𝜃  which is trained to predict 𝑎  under 𝑠 . A 

classical estimation method is maximum likelihood estimation, 

so the parameter set 𝜃 can be optimized by: 

 𝑚𝑎𝑥
𝜃

∑ log(𝜋𝜃(𝑎|𝑠))(𝑠,𝑎)∈𝐷  (3) 

 

However, this approach can result in causal confusion [72]. 

Furthermore, behavioral cloning training necessitates a signif-

icant amount of demonstration data and is vulnerable to distri-

bution shift [99] caused by the discrepancy between the distri-

bution of the training data      h                ’  state.  

Zheng, et al. [68] are the first to consider the traffic simula-

tion problem as a learning problem, comparing GAIL with BC 

and car-following model. In ChauffeurNet [64], this shift is 

mitigated by letting the model learn from synthesized data 

with perturbed driving trajectories which may cause unfavora-

ble outcomes including collisions and driving off the road, 

where an additional learning loss is used to punish bad action 

while encouraging good one. SimNet [67] retains BC but also 

describes the simulation problem as a Markov Process, in 

which the authors leverage conditional generative adversarial 

networks (cGANs) [100] to model the initial distribution of 

states and ResNet-based CNNs [101] to model behavioral pol-

icy of BVs. Both methods alleviate the distribution shift prob-

lem by introducing synthetic perturbations to the training tra-

jectories. However, SimNet and ChaufferNet also reveal an-

other failure case in BC, which is known as causal confusion 

[72], with an example that a vehicle controlled by Chauffeur-

Net will keep waiting at the intersection until the vehicle be-

hind it starts moving. Xu, et al. [66] systematically deconstruct 

the learning problem into a two-tiered hierarchy, comprising 

high-level goal inference and low-level goal-conditioned poli-

cy, and is trained using a bi-level IL approach. This decompo-

sition holds the promise of bolstering both sample efficiency 

and behavioral diversity. To generate stable long-term simula-

tions, Guo, et al. [16] proposed a history-masked multi-agent 

IL method that eliminates the historical trajectory information 

of all vehicles and introduces perturbations to their current 

positions during the learning process. 

GAIL-based methods aim to uncover the hidden reward 

function of human driving behavior and acquire the driving 

policy by maximizing the learned reward. GAIL enabling the 

agent to interact with the environment during training, can 

theoretically address the covariate shift of BC in a single-agent 

context. Behbahani, et al. [72] propose video-to-behavior 

(ViBe) based on a novel Horizon GAIL as well as an actor-

critic approach. This end-to-end framework can directly learn 

a model from raw video data and output the naturalistic behav-

ior of BVs in a decentralized way. Igl, et al. [102] employ 

model-based GAIL (MGAIL) along with a hierarchical 

framework dividing the model into goal generation and goal 

conditioning, using a parallel beam search to preserve behav-

ioral realism and diversity of BVs. Although many strategies 

Methods Advantages Disadvantages 

BC 

Deterministic Policy Learning: BC typically 

learns a deterministic mapping from states to 

actions based on expert demonstrations. This can 

result in stable and predictable behavior. 

Lack of Adaptability to Novel Situations: BC tends to 

perform poorly in situations that deviate significantly from 

the expert's demonstrations. It may struggle to handle 

unforeseen scenarios or situations not encountered during 

training. 

Reduced Exploration Effort: BC directly imitates 

the expert's actions, bypassing the need for costly 

exploration in the environment. This can lead to 

faster training times and more reliable policies. 

Limited Robustness to Noisy Data: BC is sensitive to noise in 

expert demonstrations, which can lead to suboptimal policies. 

If the expert data contains errors or noise, BC may learn 

incorrect behaviors. 

GAIL 

Improved Robustness to Noisy Data: GAIL is 

more robust to noise in the expert demonstrations 

compared to BC. It can better filter out errors or 

noise in the expert data, leading to more accurate 

policy learning. 

Potential for Mode Collapse: GAIL, like other GAN-based 

methods, can suffer from mode collapse, where the generator 

fails to capture the full diversity of expert behavior. This can 

lead to a limited range of generated traffic scenarios. 
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have been used to unearth the behavioral diversity buried in 

real-world data, due to the existence of long-tail events, the 

models learned from training data cannot cover all circum-

stances, i.e., the training data may not record some safety-

critical events that rarely happen but do exist in the real world. 

In this case, the models may output abnormal behavior of 

agents because of missing references. To overcome this prob-

lem, [69] develops a GAIL-based behavioral modeling 

framework with statistical realism. This framework leverages 

a Transformer model [103] to learn the interaction among BVs 

and also considers their behavioral uncertainty, allowing un-

safe behaviors of BVs prone to safety-critical events such as 

collisions and near-misses. Zhu, et al. [70] suggested Realistic 

Interactive TrAffic flow (RITA) to enhance existing simula-

tors by facilitating high-quality traffic flow for evaluating and 

optimizing driving strategies. In the traffic generation module, 

they compared multiple GAIL-based algorithms and found 

that the multiagent reactive agent (MAGAIL) has the highest 

safety rate, whereas the multi-modal reactive agent (InfoGAIL) 

exhibits greater diversity. 

 

 

Fig. 6. Depiction of the GAIL method. It involves a generator, 

representing the agent's policy, and a discriminator, which 

distinguishes between the agent's and expert's actions. During 

training, the generator and discriminator engage in a minimax 

game, resulting in an agent that effectively imitates the ex-

pert's behavior and performs complex tasks efficiently. 

 

Wh  ’      ,  h  performance of GAIL declines when ap-

plied to multi-agent IL due to the dynamic environment, re-

sulting in a challenging training process. Bhattacharyya, et al. 

[73] expand upon GAIL to address the challenge of generaliz-

ing models learned from single-agent scenarios to multi-agent 

driving situations that arise due to observations at training and 

testing stages being sampled from different distributions. They 

employed a parameter-sharing technique rooted in curriculum 

learning to overcome this limitation. Bhattacharyya, et al. [71] 

proposed variations to GAIL that are useful specifically for the 

problem of driver modeling: parameter sharing to facilitate 

multi-agent imitation, reward augmentation to incorporate 

domain knowledge, and mutual information maximization to 

reveal individual driving styles. Nonetheless, since the out-

come of GAIL is solely a policy and not a reward function 

[104], it precludes learning in scenarios beyond the training 

situations. 

 

B. Reinforcement Learning ModelS 

RL-based methods present a promising solution to tackle 

distribution shift challenges. The primary goal of RL is to op-

timize cumulative rewards over time by interacting with the 

environment, wherein the network derives driving decisions 

from its actions to acquire rewards or incur penalties. IL, on 

the other hand, faces difficulties when confronted with novel 

situations that substantially deviate from the training dataset. 

Nonetheless, RL demonstrates resilience to this problem as it 

investigates all pertinent scenarios throughout the training 

process. Current research focuses on applying Deep Rein-

forcement Learning (DRL) methods and Adversarial Inverse 

Reinforcement Learning (AIRL) methods within traffic simu-

lation. A comparison of the two methods when applied in traf-

fic simulation is shown in TABLE V.  

Recently, several approaches proposed to apply RL in simu-

lation learning problems such as generating scenarios that 

match diversity and authenticity or learning a variety of realis-

tic driving skills. Shiroshita, et al. [82] balanced diversity and 

driving skills by utilizing the representational and exploratory 

capabilities of DRL. Kothari, et al. [80] proposed an open-

source environment, DiverGym, which supports reactive agent 

behavior and log replay to control agent behavior. Zhang, et al. 

[78] proposed TrajGen, a method that decomposes trajectory 

generation into two stages: trajectory prediction, which is gen-

erated using LanGCN, and trajectory modification, which is 

performed to avoid collisions using Twin Delayed Deep De-

terministic Policy Gradient algorithm (TD3). They developed 

a simulator, I-Sim, to ensure the trajectories generated by Tra-

jGen adhere to vehicle kinematic constraints. Mavrogiannis, et 

al. [79] proposed a traffic simulator that integrates behavior-

rich vehicle trajectories associated with varying levels of ag-

gressiveness, utilizing the CMetric algorithm [105]. Subse-

quently, they employed DRL to train a behaviorally-guided 

policy, which maps a state to a high-level vehicle control 

command. Niu, et al. [76] customized a Reversely Regularized 

Hybrid Offline-and-Online ((Re)2H2O) RL approach to fur-

ther penalize Q-values on real-world data and reward Q-values 

on simulated data, which ensures that the generated scenarios 

are both diverse and adversarial. Feng, et al. [81] constructed a 

driving environment that offers spatiotemporally continuous 

testing scenarios for AVs. They addressed the bias and ineffi-

ciency issues associated with the Naturalistic Driving Envi-

ronment (NDE) by employing the importance sampling theory 

to a small subset of variables while applying the Crude Monte 

Carlo theory to the remaining variables. In [77], the authors 

employed DDPG to train adversarial agents and subsequently 

implemented a nonparametric Bayesian method for clustering 

the adversarial policies, and ultimately facilitated the genera-

tion of vehicle trajectories. 
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Fig. 7. Depiction of the RL (left) and IRL(right) methods. RL methods and IRL methods empower agents to interact with the 

environment to make decisions and optimize their actions. By receiving feedback in the form of rewards or penalties, the agent 

seeks to maximize its cumulative reward over time. The key distinction between these approaches lies in the construction of the 

reward function: in RL, the function is artificially designed, while in IRL, it is derived from the observed behavior of experts. 

 

TABLE V  

A COMPARISON OF DRL AND AIRL 

 

 

 

For these above works, the reward design is necessary but 

complicated because it is difficult to mathematically interpret 

 h    h    ’         j      . So, some researchers focused on 

AIRL which can reconstruct reward function from expert ex-

perience. Zheng, et al. [25] proposed a parameter-sharing 

AIRL model for dynamics-robust simulation learning which 

can imitate a vehicle's trajectories in the real world while con-

currently recovering the reward function that discloses the 

vehicle's true objective, which remains invariant to differing 

dynamics. Sackmann, et al. [106] employed AIRL to recon-

struct rewards using a real-world dataset and subsequently 

maximize these rewards, effectively mitigating distribution 

shift issues. Upon comparing AIRL with GAIL and BC, they 

observed that AIRL demonstrates significantly greater robust-

ness. 

Incorporating realistic traffic models that align with human 

knowledge is a crucial component of effective simulation. 

However, the limited expressiveness of the above methods in 

capturing human preferences for realism in traffic simulations 

remains a challenge. Cao, et al. [74] introduce TrafficRLHF, a 

framework utilizing human feedback to enhance traffic models 

for realistic scenario generation. 

 

          w               

     

           

                 

  w            

                    

           

     

  w      

Methods Advantages Disadvantages 

DRL 

Adaptability: DRL can adapt to dynamic environments 

in traffic simulations, by continually updating its policy 

based on interactions with the environment. 

Weak robustness: DRL-based methods can be sensitive to 

changes in the environment, such as changes in the 

reward function or the introduction of new obstacles. 

Real-time decisions: DRL can make real-time decisions, 

which is essential for simulating traffic scenarios that 

require quick responses to changing conditions. 

Sparse rewards: In traffic simulations with sparse 

rewards, DRL might struggle to optimize its policy due to 

the lack of sufficient feedback. 

Flexibility: DRL supports the exploration of various 

strategies and can learn optimal policies in different 

traffic situations. 

Sensitivity to hyperparameters: Hyperparameter tuning 

can be challenging in DRL, especially in complex traffic 

simulations with multiple interacting agents. 

AIRL 

Expert demonstrations: AIRL can capitalize on expert 

demonstrations, including real-world traffic data, to 

expedite the learning process and generate more 

accurate traffic simulations. 

Dependence on demonstrations: AIRL relies on the 

availability of expert demonstrations, which may be 

difficult to obtain or may not cover all possible traffic 

scenarios. 

Transferability: AIRL learns a reward function, which 

can potentially make it easier to transfer the learned 

knowledge to other traffic scenarios or environments. 

Mode collapse: AIRL can suffer from mode collapse, 

where the learned policy may only cover a subset of 

expert behavior, resulting in less diverse traffic 

simulations. 

Robustness to noise: AIRL is more robust to noise in 

expert demonstrations, making it suitable for traffic 

simulations where the data might be noisy or 

incomplete. 

Computational complexity: AIRL's adversarial training 

process for learning both the policy and the reward 

function can be computationally demanding, especially 

for large-scale traffic simulations. 
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C. Deep Generative Models 

Data-based simulators can implicitly learn multi-vehicle in-

teractions from natural driving environments, and simulate 

how the vehicles interact with each other. However, these 

simulations rely heavily on the collected dataset, making it 

difficult to edit and expand the scenarios, resulting in the prob-

lem of scenario fragmentation. 

Deep generative models (DGMs) identify probabilistic 

models that represent the distribution of training data and can 

generate new samples from the corresponding distribution. In 

traffic simulation problems, BVs' behavior is assumed to con-

form to certain probability distributions. Therefore, DGMs are 

commonly utilized to learn a probabilistic distribution over 

traffic scenes and are frequently employed for generating 

long-tail or realistic scenarios. Some common types of DGMs 

include deep Autoregressive Model (DAR) [86, 87], Varia-

tional Auto-encoder (VAE) [88, 89, 91], Generative Adversar-

ial Network (GAN) [67] [94], Diffusion Model [96, 97]. Once 

the DGMs are successfully trained, they will turn into behav-

ioral models and can be deployed to sample new behaviors of 

BVs. A comparison of these methods when applied in traffic 

simulation is shown in TABLE VI. 

 

 

TABLE VI  

A COMPARISON OF GENERATIVE MODELS 

 

Methods Advantages Disadvantages 

DAR 

Temporal Context Sensitivity: DAR models are 

capable of incorporating a rich temporal context, 

which is crucial for modeling time-dependent traffic 

patterns and predicting future states. 

Computational Intensity: Implementing and training DAR 

models can be computationally demanding, particularly for 

large-scale traffic networks, potentially requiring significant 

computational resources.  

Non-Linear Relationships: DAR models can capture 

complex non-linear dependencies within traffic data, 

allowing for a more accurate representation of 

dynamic traffic behaviors.  

Model Interpretability: The high complexity of neural 

networks may make it more challenging to interpret the 

learned relationships between variables compared to simpler 

models.  

VAE 

Latent Space Representation: VAEs provide a 

compact latent space representation of traffic data, 

allowing for meaningful feature extraction, anomaly 

detection, and traffic segmentation. 

Latent Space Ambiguity: Interpreting the latent space can be 

challenging, as individual dimensions may not have clear 

semantic meanings. Understanding the learned 

representations may require additional effort. 

Generative Capabilities: VAEs can generate 

synthetic traffic samples from the learned latent space 

distributions, facilitating the creation of new 

scenarios for micro-traffic simulation. 

Mode Collapse: VAEs may struggle to capture the full 

diversity of complex traffic patterns, potentially leading to 

the generation of samples that lack variability. 

GAN 

Realistic Sample Generation: GANs excel at 

producing highly realistic and diverse traffic samples, 

which is essential for simulating complex and 

dynamic traffic environments. 

Mode Collapse: Like VAEs, GANs can suffer from mode 

collapse, where the model generates a limited range of 

traffic scenarios, potentially leading to unrealistic 

simulations. 

Diffusion 

model 

Capturing Complex Dependencies: Diffusion models 

excel at modeling intricate dependencies between 

variables in traffic data, allowing for a more accurate 

representation of traffic dynamics. 

Interpretability Challenges: The complex nature of diffusion 

models may make it more challenging to interpret the 

learned relationships between variables, requiring additional 

analytical effort. 

 

 

1) DAR: The autoregressive model generates an explicit 

density model that is facile to manipulate for maximizing the 

likelihood of the training data. Since transportation environ-

ments are highly dynamic, nonlinear and complex, deep auto-

regressive generative models are often used. Tan, et al. [87] 

presented a neural autoregressive model named SceneGen, 

which inserts actors (vehicles) of diverse classes into the scene 

and generates their sizes, orientations, and velocities. These 

methods enable the modeling of high-dimensional features of 

scenarios, thereby enhancing their fidelity and scalability. In 

Feng, et al. [86] study, TrafficGen employs an autoregressive 

neural generative model with an encoder-decoder architecture 

that utilizes a novel vector-based context representation, mul-

ti-context gating (MCG) [28], learning to synthesize realistic 

traffic scenarios from the fragmented data collected from the 

real-world. 

2) VAE: VAE can learn the latent representation of data and 

generate new data. It is a neural network-based model that 

consists of an encoder and a decoder. Although VAEs can 

model diverse behaviors without dropping modes, they are not 

well-suited for learning robust policies. Krajewski, et al. [93] 

proposed two neural network architectures, Trajectory Genera-

tive Adversarial Network (TraGaN) and Trajectory Variation-

al Autoencoder (TraVAE), capable of generating lane change 

maneuver trajectories. They demonstrated that TraGaN's latent 

space is more disentangled and intuitive. Krajewski, et al. [92] 

introduced a novel neural network architecture, Bézier Varia-

tional Autoencoder (BézierVAE), based on TraVAE, that em-

ploys a Bézier-curve layer and additional loss terms to gener-

ate smooth trajectories in the position and speed domains, 

thereby improving reconstruction accuracy. Rempe, et al. [89] 

present STRIVE, a method that leverages a conditional Varia-
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tional Autoencoder (VAE) with an expressive data-driven mo-

tion prior to creating challenging scenarios for stress-testing 

AV systems. Zhang, et al. [88] presented TrafficBots, which 

can effectively generate realistic multi-agent behaviors in 

densely populated urban environments, leveraging a shared, 

vectorized context and assigning each TrafficBot a personality 

learned using conditional variational autoencoder (CVAE). In 

multi-agent modeling, a frequently used formulation of Varia-

tional Autoencoders (VAEs) is vulnerable to social posterior 

collapse, a phenomenon in which the model tends to overlook 

the historical social context when predicting an agent's future 

trajectory. This can lead to significant prediction errors and 

suboptimal generalization performance [91]. Tang, et al. [91] 

developed a GNN-based framework, termed Social-CVAE, 

which incorporates an innovative Sparse-GAMP layer. This 

layer aids in detecting and analyzing social posterior collapse 

effectively. Jiao, et al. [90] propose a novel Trajectory Auto-

encoder (TAE) that incorporates drivers' behavior, such as 

aggressiveness and intention, into the latent space using a 

semi-supervised adversarial autoencoder and transportation 

domain knowledge. 

3) GAN: GAN is a DL-based model comprising two neural 

networks: a generator and a discriminator. The generator net-

work produces synthetic data, such as images, while the dis-

criminator network assesses the authenticity of the generated 

data. During the training process, the generator learns to gen-

erate samples that are increasingly similar to the real data, 

while the discriminator becomes better at distinguishing be-

tween real and fake data. This adversarial relationship between 

the two networks leads to the generator producing increasingly 

realistic samples, while the discriminator becomes more accu-

rate at identifying fake data. GAN allows one to learn more 

robust policies with fewer demonstrations, but adversarial 

training introduces another difficulty called mode collapse, 

where the generator produces only a limited number of sam-

ples that fail to capture the full diversity of the data. SimNet 

[67] uses conditional generative adversarial networks (cGANs) 

to initialize the state while ensuring consistency with the train-

ing distribution. Zhang, et al. [94] introduced D2Sim, a trajec-

tory generation model that employs the Graph Attention Net-

work with Transformer model and the Traffic Scenario Gener-

ation Information Maximizing GAN, which can effectively 

capture intricate and stochastic human driving behaviors de-

rived from empirical data. Yin, et al. [95] propose RouteGAN, 

a generative model that generates diverse vehicle interactions 

by separately controlling their styles to produce trajectories 

with varying safety levels. 

4) Diffusion: The diffusion model employs an Encoder-

Decoder architecture, comprising a diffusion stage and an in-

verse diffusion stage. During the diffusion stage, the model 

progressively transforms the data from the original distribution 

to the desired distribution by iteratively adding noise to the 

original data, such as using Gaussian noise to convert the orig-

inal data distribution to a normal distribution. In the inverse 

diffusion stage, a neural network is utilized to recover the data 

from the normal distribution to the original data distribution. 

Importantly, diffusion models allow a notion of control at 

generation time through so-called guidance, which has bene-

fited several tasks. Zhong, et al. [96] proposed a controllable 

and realistic traffic simulation model that integrates the ad-

vantages of both heuristic-based and data-driven methodolo-

gies. By utilizing diffusion modeling and differentiable logic, 

they effectively steered generated trajectories to comply with 

rules established through signal temporal logic (STL). 

Pronovost, et al. [97] employed a unique combination of diffu-

sion and object detection techniques to generate realistic and 

physically plausible configurations of discrete bounding boxes 

for agents, designed to simulate the output of a perception 

system in a self-driving car. Wang, et al. [98] proposed a 

world model called DriveDreamer, which can interpret com-

plex environments, generate high-quality driving videos, and 

formulate realistic driving policies. They utilized Conditional 

Traffic Generation model (CTG) [96] model to construct a 

comprehensive representation of the complex environment. 

 

D. Other Deep Learning Models 

DL models employ neural networks to learn from vast 

amounts of data and make predictions. This type of artificial 

intelligence mimics the structure and function of the human 

brain. DL algorithms are designed to enhance their perfor-

mance with increasing exposure to data. In traffic simulation, 

DL-based approaches are primarily utilized for two tasks: re-

active simulation [29, 63, 84] and vision-based simulations 

from the FOV perspective [83, 85, 107-109]. 

1) Reactive simulation 

Chang, et al. [84] treated VectorNet as a controller to simu-

        h      ’           h       and integrated a kinematic 

vehicle model into their framework to enhance closed-loop 

stability. However, this approach is vulnerable to distribution 

shifts. InterSim [63] resolved the issue of causal confusion by 

analyzing the interaction relationships between agents in the 

scene and producing realistic trajectories for every environ-

ment agent that aligns with these relationships. Leveraging 

graph neural networks (GNN) to combine the features of the 

agent and lane graphs, Suo, et al. [29] modeled agent goals as 

routes on the road network and trained a reactive route-

conditional policy that explicitly incorporates these goals. 

2) Vision-based simulations from the FOV perspective 

Chen, et al. [85] presented a geometry-aware image compo-

sition process, GeoSim, which synthesizes novel urban driving 

scenarios by augmenting existing images with dynamic ob-

jects extracted from other scenes and rendered at novel poses. 

MetaSim [107] uses a graph neural network (GNN) to trans-

form the attributes of each actor in the scene graph which has 

fewer constraints on possible generated scenes and can explic-

itly model a downstream task. Unfortunately, these approaches 

are still limited by their hand-crafted scene grammar which, 

for example, constrains vehicles to lane centerlines. Yang, et 

al. [83] developed UniSim, utilizing neural feature grids to 

reconstruct the static background and dynamic actors in the 

scene. It then composites them to generate LiDAR and camera 

data at novel viewpoints, with actors added or removed and at 

different locations. Currently, numerous researchers exploit 

NeRFs' realistic rendering capabilities for simulating autono-

mous driving scenarios. Utilizing training data obtained from 

real-world environments ensures a minimal sim-to-real gap. 

Wu, et al. [109] propose the integration of map priors into 
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neural radiance fields (NeRF) for the synthesis of views out-

side the driving trajectory while maintaining semantic road 

consistency. Wu, et al. [108] introduced the initial open-source 

modular framework based on NeRF for simulating photoreal-

istic autonomous driving, capable of managing both static and 

dynamic properties of instances.  

IV FUTURE WORK 

Through the summary and research of the above content, 

we find several potential research directions that can shape the 

traffic simulation landscape. Here, we outline the identified 

futuristic research directions as follows: 

• Enhancing the robustness of models: Current research in 

traffic simulation primarily focuses on IL, RL, and genera-

tive models, as well as DL. IL learns from demonstrations 

without interacting with the environment, which can lead 

to distribution shift and causal confusion, especially in 

long-term simulation. In contrast, RL allows the agent to 

learn by interacting with the environment and reward 

function, avoiding these issues. However, RL suffers from 

computational instability and difficulty in shaping the re-

ward function. Generative models can generate long-tail 

scenarios by learning and capturing the underlying data 

distribution, but their computational complexity and re-

source-intensive nature are notable disadvantages. DL 

models, especially those with many parameters, are prone 

to overfitting, where they memorize the training data in-

stead of generalizing to unseen data. Therefore, future 

work must address these problems to improve traffic 

simulation performance. 

• Improving the interpretability of models: Most of the ex-

isting research uses neural networks to model agents, 

which are often considered as "black boxes" due to their 

intricate structures and nonlinear transformations. This 

lack of interpretability makes it difficult to understand the 

underlying decision-making processes and can hinder the 

identification of potential weaknesses or biases within the 

models. Game theory models have been widely used in the 

decision-making process of AVs, which can provide in-

sights into the interactions between traffic participants and 

improve interpretability. However, their lack of universali-

ty limits their applicability to diverse traffic scenarios, due 

to the specific characteristics of game formulations. Liu, et 

al. [110] developed a three-level decision-making frame-

work that uses a normal-form game to capture the interac-

tions between the ego vehicle and surrounding vehicles. 

The framework includes a neural network designed analyt-

ically based on game principles, which enhances interpret-

ability compared to existing data-driven approaches. 

However, this framework has not yet been extended to 

multi-vehicle scenarios. Future work can combine with 

other methods, such as game theory, or modularize the 

agents to enhance the interpretability of generating trajec-

tories or behavior and interactions. 

• Large language models: In the domain of artificial intelli-

gence (AI), considerable interest has been garnered by 

large language models (LLMs). The application of rein-

forcement learning with human feedback (RLHF) has ex-

emplified its scalability and promise as an approach to fi-

ne-tuning LLMs [74, 111]. The introduction of RLHF in 

the field of autonomous driving simulation presents a 

promising approach to enhance the realism and complexi-

ty of generated traffic scenarios. By incorporating human 

input and expertise into the learning process, RLHF ena-

bles the creation of more realistic and diverse situations 

that closely resemble real-world driving environments. 

V CONCLUSIONS 

Given the safety concerns and high costs associated with re-

al-world vehicle testing, autopilot simulation has become a 

widely utilized tool for rapid iteration and verification of driv-

ing algorithms [8]. Consequently, there is significant interest 

from researchers and industries in developing high-quality 

simulators. The current research focus is primarily on enhanc-

ing the realism and diversity of simulated scenarios by learn-

ing methods. We conducted a comprehensive investigation of 

data-driven traffic simulations for the first time. This survey 

paper not only contributes to a better understanding of auton-

omous driving simulation but also serves as a guideline for 

future research in the field. We have conducted a clear modu-

larization of each part of the traffic simulation problem, from 

input modalities to modeling and finally output evaluation. In 

order to facilitate further research and development in this 

field, we have compiled a publicly available summary table of 

datasets. Subsequently, a classification of simulation models 

based on different methods was performed. Finally, this paper 

presents an overview of promising research directions in the 

field of traffic simulation, highlighting the necessity for mod-

els that are more robust and interpretable, as well as the incor-

poration of emerging technologies. The survey aims to offer 

valuable insights for both researchers and practitioners in this 

field and to steer the future development of traffic simulation. 
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