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End-to-end Driving in High-Interaction Traffic
Scenarios with Reinforcement Learning

Yueyuan Li, Mingyang Jiang, Songan Zhang, Wei Yuan, Chunxiang Wang, and Ming Yang

Abstract—Dynamic and interactive traffic scenarios pose sig-
nificant challenges for autonomous driving systems. Reinforce-
ment learning (RL) offers a promising approach by enabling
the exploration of driving policies beyond the constraints of
pre-collected datasets and predefined conditions, particularly
in complex environments. However, a critical challenge lies
in effectively extracting spatial and temporal features from
sequences of high-dimensional, multi-modal observations while
minimizing the accumulation of errors over time. Additionally,
efficiently guiding large-scale RL models to converge on optimal
driving policies without frequent failures during the training
process remains tricky. We propose an end-to-end model-based
RL algorithm named Ramble to address these issues. Ramble
processes multi-view RGB images and LiDAR point clouds into
low-dimensional latent features to capture the context of traffic
scenarios at each time step. A transformer-based architecture
is then employed to model temporal dependencies and predict
future states. By learning a dynamics model of the environment,
Ramble can foresee upcoming traffic events and make more
informed, strategic decisions. Our implementation demonstrates
that prior experience in feature extraction and decision-making
plays a pivotal role in accelerating the convergence of RL models
toward optimal driving policies. Ramble achieves state-of-the-art
performance regarding route completion rate and driving score
on the CARLA Leaderboard 2.0, showcasing its effectiveness in
managing complex and dynamic traffic situations.

Index Terms—Deep reinforcement learning, driving decision-
making, end-to-end driving.

I. INTRODUCTION

In real-world traffic scenarios, drivers must continuously in-
teract with other vehicles and road users, negotiating situations
such as merging, turning, overtaking, and reacting swiftly to
traffic signals and lane markings. The ability to understand
and respond to these dynamic and interactive situations is
essential for autonomous driving. However, traditional rule-
based policymakers struggle to generalize across the various
traffic events. Moreover, simply relying on limited human
driving data through Imitation Learning (IL) proves inade-
quate in addressing the diverse and unpredictable nature of
driving. As evidence, CARLA presents 38 highly dynamic and
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interactive scenarios in its Challenge 2023. Despite advances
in the field, no solution has been able to fully master these
tasks without privileged information, with the best-performing
implementations achieving only 18% route completion rate,
highlighting the need for more robust driving solutions [1].

Reinforcement Learning (RL) has shown significant poten-
tial in addressing complex traffic scenarios. Unlike IL, which
is confined to replicating human behavior based on predefined
datasets, RL may explore novel and efficient driving poli-
cies through continuous environmental interaction. With the
guidance of reward signals, a well-designed RL framework
can optimize its behavior towards different driving purposes,
such as safety, efficiency, or passenger comfort. The RL
algorithm has outperformed human champions in the F1 racing
competition [2]. Additionally, in the CARLA simulator, RL-
based models have achieved the highest route completion rates
and driving scores in Leaderboard 1.0 and 2.0 as long as
privileged information is available [3, 4]. These successes
suggest the promise of RL as a robust approach to tackling
the challenges inherent in dynamic traffic scenarios.

One of the primary challenges in applying RL to real-
istic driving scenarios is effectively representing the high-
dimensional observation space. Most well-known RL algo-
rithms, such as DQN, SAC, PPO, and the Dreamer family,
are designed to handle low-dimensional state spaces and only
have their performance tested in naive environments like Atari
and Mujoco [5, 6]. However, realistic driving scenarios involve
complex sensory inputs, such as high-resolution camera im-
ages, LiDAR point clouds, and radar signals, that require more
sophisticated feature extraction and representation methods
[7]. Bridging this gap between high-dimensional sensory input
and RL algorithms remains a critical obstacle in translating its
successes from toy cases to real-world applications.

Another obstacle lies in effectively leveraging the temporal
features inherent in traffic scenarios. Most RL methods rely
on the Markov assumption, which presumes that the current
state contains all necessary information for decision-making.
However, in autonomous driving, understanding the intentions
and behaviors of other traffic participants requires capturing
temporal dependencies that extend beyond the current state.
Integrating this temporal information is crucial for making
informed decisions in dynamic environments [8].

This paper proposes an end-to-end model-based RL algo-
rithm called Ramble to address these challenges. Ramble is
designed to process multi-modal, high-dimensional sensory
inputs while effectively managing the temporal complexities
of interactive traffic environments. By learning a dynamics
model of the environment, Ramble can predict future outcomes
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and plan actions accordingly, leading to more informed and
strategic decision-making.

Through our implementation, we observed that prior expe-
rience in feature extraction and decision-making plays a vital
role in guiding large-scale RL models toward convergence to a
reasonable policy. To this end, we propose a method to inject
privileged information into the RL framework, which can ef-
fectively resolve the cold-start training issue. The contributions
of this paper are as follows:

1) We design the first RL-based driving model to accom-
plish routes in CARLA Leaderboard 1.0 and 2.0 without
relying on privileged information at the inference phase.

2) We propose a method to injects privileged information
and prior driving experience into an RL framework,
which can effective resolve the cold-start training issue.

3) We establish a reproducible baseline for the CARLA
Leaderboard 2.0 by migrating multiple state-of-the-art
algorithms from the CARLA Leaderboard 1.0, providing
the research community with a solid foundation for
future advancements.

II. RELATED WORKS

A. End-to-end Driving with Deep Learning

End-to-end driving models map raw sensor inputs directly to
driving actions. This framework aims to avoid explicit feature
extraction, which may result in the omission of crucial latent
features and the accumulation of errors. Most of the end-to-
end driving models fall into two main classes: IL and RL [9].

In recent years, IL-based driving models have become the
mainstream in the field. They primarily focus on leverag-
ing features from high-dimensional inputs and imitate expert
behavior during policy learning for rapid convergence. This
approach has been popular since the introduction of the
first end-to-end driving model, DAVE-2 [10]. Many IL-based
driving models have since devoted to improving perception ca-
pabilities. Notable examples include Transfuser and InterFuser,
which utilize transformer-based architectures to integrate fea-
tures from multi-view images and LiDAR point clouds [11,
12]. Models such as ReasonNet and CarLLaVA further refine
performance by generating intermediate features with semantic
meaning, improving context awareness [1, 13]. Besides, some
research attempts to ensemble outputs. For instance, TCP
combines action commands with waypoint predictions, which
is an effective improvement adopted by many subsequent
works [14]. Similarly, Transfuser++ enhances performance
by decoupling waypoint prediction from velocity estimation
[15]. However, the main drawback of IL-based driving models
is their reliance on high-quality trajectory data or command
records from experts [16–18], so their performance naturally
degrade in corner cases or unseen scenarios. Furthermore, due
to their limited exploration ability, these models struggle in
traffic scenarios with dense interaction, a limitation clearly
highlighted in CARLA Leaderboard 2.0.

While IL-based methods have thrived, RL-based driving
models have encountered more challenges. Despite early ef-
forts in specific scenarios [19–21], researchers have found that
training RL agents is costly due to the need for real-time

feedback from the environment. Additionally, model-free RL-
based driving models face significant challenges in processing
high-dimensional inputs and achieving stable convergence to
a reasonable policy [22, 23]. While models like Roach and
Think2Drive have demonstrated the potential of RL in driv-
ing decision-making, their reliance on privileged information
makes them impractical for real-world applications [3, 4].
To enable models to learn scenario context from complex
raw sensor data, Peng et al. proposed using expert driving
behavior to guide the learning process, which has been shown
to converge to safer policies [24]. RL-based driving models
are expected to achieve better generalization performance than
While RL-based models are expected to generalize better due
to their ability to explore the environment, they still lag behind
IL-based models in overall performance.

B. Model-based Reinforcement Learning

RL is a potential learning paradigm for exploring behav-
ioral strategies in complex environments. Model-based RL
distinguishes itself by learning a dynamics model of the
environment, which enables it to plan actions with foresight
into future outcomes [25]. This approach tends to be more
sample-efficient and capable of handling more complex tasks
compared to model-free RL.

Model-based RL has achieved impressive performance on
well-known benchmarks like Atari. Many successful model-
based algorithms are built upon the foundational ideas of
the world model framework [26], which emphasizes learning
compact representations of the environment to predict future
states and guide planning. SimPLe employs a basic neural
network to model environment dynamics and incorporates
a stochastic model to handle the environment uncertainty,
resulting in higher sample efficiency than model-free methods
[27]. In PlaNet, Hafner et al. introduced the recurrent state-
space model to better manage environments with complex vari-
ations, providing higher cross-domain robustness [28]. This
innovation set the stage for the widely adopted Dreamer family
of algorithms [6]. Beyond advancements in underlying mecha-
nisms, researchers are continuously upgrading the network ar-
chitectures within model-based RL frameworks. For instance,
IRIS demonstrates the effectiveness of transformer-based mod-
els in learning environment dynamics [29], while STORM en-
hances performance further by integrating a stochastic model
to better address environmental uncertainty [30].

Despite the success of model-based RL in toy environments,
its application in real-world scenarios remains challenges. Very
few attempts have been made to apply model-based RL to
autonomous driving [4]. The main obstacle is the difficulty of
learning an accurate dynamics model from high-dimensional
sensor inputs. The complexity of the traffic scenarios makes
it challenging to predict future states. In this paper, we will
show that Ramble is a promising model-based RL algorithm
to tackle the issues metioned above and is applicable to
autonomous driving.
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Fig. 1. The overview of Ramble at training phase.

III. METHOD

A. Overview

The overall structure of Ramble is illustrated in Figure 1.
Our approach builds upon the framework established in the
original world model [26]. Following this paradigm, Ramble
first processes high-dimensional input observations, encoding
them into abstract, compressed latent features. These latent
features are then fed into a sequence model, which captures
the temporal information across a series of observations. The
latent features obtained directly from the observations and
those containing temporal information are then integrated as
inputs to the agent, which makes driving decisions.

B. Latent Feature Encoder

The feasibility of model-based RL agents has been proven
in Atari games, where observations consist of relatively sim-
ple 210 × 160 pixel images [31]. However, in the context
of autonomous driving, the observation space is typically
much higher in dimension. Lower-dimensional input would
not provide sufficient information for the agent to make
decisions. Consequently, it is necessary to design a more
powerful encoder capable of compressing high-dimensional
input observations into a lower-dimensional latent space.

Our input observations consist of multi-view RGB images
and LiDAR point clouds. Detailed sensor configurations are
provided in Appendix B. The RGB images are captured at
a resolution of 640 × 480 from the front, left, right, and
rear views. The LiDAR data comprises approximately 31,000
points from a 360◦ scan. These inputs are recorded at 10 Hz.

To effectively manage the complex input data, we designed
a latent feature encoder inspired by BEVFusion [32]. The
structure of this encoder is shown in Figure 2. Raw camera
data is initially processed by a Swin Transformer [33] to
extract multi-scale features, which are then merged into a
feature map using an FPN [34]. Following the core concept of
BEVFusion, the camera features are projected into BEV and
mapped onto 3D grids. Simultaneously, LiDAR point clouds
are voxelized and mapped to 3D grids using a PointPillars
network [35]. Since the point cloud features are natively in
BEV format, no additional view transformation is needed. The
image and point cloud features are then concatenated and fused
through a convolutional neural network. Finally, the route
points information is processed by a multi-layer perceptron
and fused with the sensory data by cross-attention mechanism
and sent to the Variational Autoencoder (VAE).

The feature extraction network and the VAE’s encoder
together are referred to as the observation encoder qϕ(ω),
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Fig. 2. The structure of latent feature encoder.

while the VAE’s decoder is denoted as the observation decoder
pϕ(ω). ω represents the parameters of the latent encoder’s
network. To enhance the generalization ability of the whole
model, the latent encoder does not directly output the latent
feature zt. Instead, it models the environment dynamics with a
distribution Zt, from which the latent feature is sampled [36].

Observation encoder: zt ∼ Zt = qω(zt|ot)
Observation decoder: x̂t = pω(zt)

here ot represents the raw sensor observations at time t, and
x̂t is the reconstructed observation.

We use two different letters because the encoder’s output
is not the same as the input in our model. The raw sensor
observation is too complex for a reconstruction task. Moreover,
the encoder is heavy in parameters, so it is irrational to expect
it to learn the necessary latent features by training directly
alongside the rest of Ramble. To address this, we pre-train
the encoder with BEV binary semantic segmentation xt as
the label. This approach helps discover features that may be
critical for driving tasks. A detailed explanation of the training
process can be found in Section III-E. Given the imbalance in
the semantic labels, we use sigmoid focal loss to handle the
reconstruction loss [37]. The component loss functions used
during the pre-training phase are defined as follows:

Pt = xt · σ(x̂t) + (1− xt) · (1− σ(x̂t))

Lrec
t (ω) = −α(1− Pt)

γ · log(Pt)

Lkl
t (ω) = KL(qω(zt|ot)∥pω(zt))

where σ(·) means the sigmoid function. Pt is the probability
of the reconstructed observation being correct. Lrec

t (ω) is the
reconstruction loss, whose sample balancing factor is α and
focusing parameter is γ. Lkl

t (ω) is the KL divergence loss.
Gathering them together, we can obtain the loss function

L(ω) for pre-training the latent feature encoder:

Lt(ω) = Lrec
t (ω) + βklLkl

t (ω)

where βkl as a scalar factor that balances the reconstruction
and KL divergence losses.

C. Sequence Model

To extract temporal information from the sequence of latent
features, it is necessary to apply capable of capturing inter-
connections. The initial version of the world model uses a
Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) network [26]. However,
the Transformer architecture has been proven to be more
effective at capturing long-range dependencies in sequential
data [36]. Therefore, we follow the design of STORM to
implement the sequence model with a transformer [30]. As is
demonstrated in the following equations, the latent feature zt
sampled from Zt is combined with the action at, using multi-
layer perceptron (MLP) and concatenation. This manipulation
is denoted as mϕ, and the mixed feature is et. We then adopt a
GPT-like transformer fϕ with a stochastic attention mechanism
to process the mixed feature. The output of the transformer is
the hidden state ht. Finally, the hidden state is fed into three
different MLPs: gDϕ predicts the next environment dynamics
distribution, gRϕ predicts the reward, and gCϕ predicts the
continuation probability. ϕ represents the parameters of the
sequence model. The expressions of these components are as
follows:

Action mixer: et = mϕ(zt, at)

Sequence model: h1:T = fϕ(e1:T )

Dynamics predictor: Ẑt+1 = gDϕ (ẑt+1|ht)

Reward predictor: r̂t = gRϕ (ht)

Continuation predictor: ĉt = gCϕ (ht)

The sequence model is trained jointly with the latent feature
encoder, and its loss function comprises multiple components,
each targeting a different optimization goal. The dynam-
ics loss, Ldyn

t , and the representation loss, Lrep, guide the
prediction of the next distribution and maintain similarity
between the sequence model’s output and the encoder’s latent
features. The reward prediction error is captured by Lrew

t using
symlog two-hot loss, while the continuation prediction error
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is represented by Lcon
t using binary cross-entropy loss.

Ldyn
t (ϕ) = max(1,KL[sg(qϕ(zt+1|ot+1))∥gDϕ (ẑt+1|ht)])

Lrep
t (ϕ) = max(1,KL[qϕ(zt+1|ot+1)∥sg(gDϕ (ẑt+1|ht))])

Lrew
t (ϕ) = symlog(r̂t, rt)

Lcon
t (ϕ) = ct log ĉt + (1− ct) log(1− ĉt)

Here, sg(·) is the stop-gradient function, and symlog(·) is the
symlog two-hot loss.

The total loss Lt is a weighted sum of these components:

Lt(ϕ) = E
[
βdynLdyn

t (ϕ) + βrepLrep
t (ϕ) + Lrew

t (ϕ) + Lcon
t (ϕ)

]
where βdyn and βrep are the weight factors.

D. Agent

1) Learning Algorithm: We adopt an actor-critic structure
inspired by DreamerV3 to develop the driving policy [6]. The
agent’s input state st is composed of a concatenation of the
latent feature zt and the hidden state ht. The agent’s action at
is sampled from the policy πθ(at|st) held in the actor network,
where θ represents the parameters of the actor network.

State: st = [zt, ht]

Action: at ∼ πθ(at|st)

The critic network evaluates the policy’s performance by the
state-value function Vφ(st).

Vφ(st) ≜ Eπθ

[ ∞∑
k=1

γk−1rt+k|st

]
where φ represents the parameters of the critic network and
γ is the discount factor for future rewards.

Similar to DreamerV3, we employ the λ-return Gλ
t to

balance short-term and long-term rewards effectively.

Gλ
t = rt+1 + ct · γ

[
(1− λ)V (st+1) + λGλ

t+1

]
The variable ct describes whether the episode continues at time
t. Obviously, if the episode ends, the future return should be
reset to zero.

The loss of the actor and the critic networks are described
as follows:

L(θ) = E
[
−sg

(
Gλ

t − Vϕ(st)

max(1, S)

)
− ηH (πθ(at|st))

]
L(φ) = E

[(
Vφ(st)− sg(Gλ

t )
)2

+ (Vφ(st)− sg(VφEMA(st)))
2
]

where H(·) is the entropy function and η is the coefficient for
entropy loss. S in actor’s loss is a normalization ratio:

S = percentile(Gλ
t , 95)− percentile(Gλ

t , 5)

Originally, the critic’s loss included only the first term.
STORM recommends incorporating the exponential moving
average (EMA) of the critic network to stabilize the training
process and reduce the risk of overfitting.

2) Reward Function:

rcol
t =


− 2, collided with other pedestrian
− 1.8, collided with other vehicle
− 1.6, collided with other object
0, no collision

rvio
t =


− 1.4, violated stop sign
− 1.2, violated other rules
0, no violation

rcon
t =

{
0.1, continuing the route
0, interrupted

rspe
t = tanh(vt − vmin) + 1

rrou
t = RCt −RCt−1

rt = rcol
t + rvio

t + rcon
t + rspe

t + rrou
t

E. Training Recipe

Fig. 3. Ramble infers the actions from t to t + n. The actions since t + 1
are generated based on imagination.

IV. EXPERIMENT

A. Benchmarks

We evaluated our methods using CARLA’s official bench-
marks: Leaderboard 1.0 and Leaderboard 2.0. Leaderboard 1.0
provides routes without any special events in relatively small
maps, while Leaderboard 2.0 adds 39 types of challenging
interactive traffic scenarios to the routes in large maps. These
benchmarks facilitate a relatively fair comparison of different
methods by offering an online platform where users can test
their methods on unseen route sets. We selected Leaderboard
1.0 because it is the most widely acknowledged benchmark
for comparing end-to-end driving methods [9]. Meanwhile,
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Leaderboard 2.0 is appealing because of the more rigorous
test, which better exposes the limitations of current state-of-
the-art methods evaluated under Leaderboard 1.0.

B. Evaluation Metrics

The CARLA Leaderboards employ three key metrics to as-
sess model performance: route completion, infraction penalty,
and driving score. Route completion measures the average
ratio of successfully completed routes. Infraction penalty
reflects adherence to traffic regulations, diminishing by a
percentage when the agent commits infractions or violates
traffic rules. The driving score is derived from the product
of the route completion ratio and infraction penalty. It offers a
comprehensive evaluation of the agent’s efficiency and safety.
The detailed infraction items are defined and automatically
obtained by the CARLA leaderboards, including

• collision with pedestrians (Collisions pedestrians)
• collision with other vehicles (Collisions vehicles)
• collision with static elements (Collisions layout)
• running a Red light
• running a Stop sign
• driving Off-road
• agent taking no action for a long time (Agent blocked)
• failure to Yield to emergency vehicle
• failure to maintain Minimum speed
• failure to pass a scenario in time (Scenario timeouts) -

This metric is only available in Leaderboard 2.0 because
“scenario” is defined before.

• deviation from the routes for a distance (Route deviations)
• failure to complete a route in time (Route timeout)

C. Experts

Due to the difficulty of the routes in CARLA’s leader-
boards, most end-to-end driving models cannot guarantee the
completion of all the routes without relying on privileged
information, such as the ground-truth states of surrounding
traffic participants, precise positions of static obstacles, and
the specific details of traffic signs. To estimate the upper limit
performance of learning-based end-to-end driving models, we
adapted several representative experts.

1) Roach: The RL-based expert developed by [3] serves
as the coach that guides the training of the IL agent using
only permissible data. This model leverages the states of traffic
lights and semantic segmentation images as privileged infor-
mation, effectively demonstrating RL’s capability to formulate
driving policies from scratch. We reproduced the performance
of Roach’s expert model on CARLA Leaderboard 1.0, and
then adapted and trained it on CARLA Leaderboard 2.0. This
approach allows us to illustrate the potential upper limits of
model-free RL’s performance in autonomous driving scenarios.

2) Think2Drive: Think2Drive is an RL-based expert model
incorporating a world model to enhance its understanding
of the environment [4]. It stands out as the first learning-
based model to successfully complete routes on CARLA
Leaderboard 2.0. Still, it relies on some privileged information,
including real-time bounding boxes of surrounding traffic
participants and obstacles, HD maps, and the states of traffic

lights. Due to the code’s unavailability1 and the substantial
computational resources required, we reference the scores
reported in Think2Drive’s publication to illustrate the potential
performance of learning-based models.

3) PDM-Lite: PDM-Lite is a rule-based expert model de-
veloped by [1] to gather data from CARLA Leaderboard 2.0.
It is the only open-source model reported to achieve a 100%
route completion rate on most of the routes in Leaderboard 2.0.
This model extracts scenario types and traffic signals from the
backend, generating a list of feasible waypoints. It employs
bicycle models to predict trajectories for both the ego vehicle
and nearby traffic participants. Using the gathered contexts,
it calculates control commands through a longitudinal linear
regression controller and a lateral PID controller. Due to
its heavy reliance on identifying scenario types, an attribute
absent in Leaderboard 1.0, PDM-Lite is only referred to for
performance comparison in Leaderboard 2.0.

D. Baselines

We have reproduced various SOTA driving models on
CARLA Leaderboard 1.0 and transited them to Leaderboard
2.0 to assess their ability of generalization. Notably, all the
end-to-end driving models achieving top positions on the
leaderboards are based on IL. IL possesses an advantage
over model-free RL in its superior capacity to handle high-
dimensional environmental data. Additionally, the availability
of ground truth trajectory data facilitates faster convergence in
the policy network. The absence of standout RL-based state-
of-the-art models is another reason why we introduce RL-
based expert models for comparison experiments.

1) LAV: LAV processes multi-modal sensory data, includ-
ing RGB camera and LiDAR inputs, to directly output control
commands [18]. The model is elegantly designed, empha-
sizing that the quality of the ground truth trajectory during
training significantly influences performance. This model was
selected because it ranks 1st regarding route completion rate
on CARLA Leaderboard 1.0.

2) Transfuser++: Transfuser++ is an enhanced version of
Transfuser [11, 15], maintaining a similar structure while im-
proving the transformer’s efficiency and reducing ambiguity in
the model’s output by disentangling trajectory prediction from
velocity. Among the various implementations of Transfuser++,
we opted to reproduce the version with waypoint prediction
(TF++ WP) and adapted it for CARLA Leaderboard 2.0.

3) TCP: TCP is a camera-only IL model [14], which
proposes combining trajectory and control prediction outputs
to enhance the model’s generalization ability. This innovative
framework allows TCP to be seamlessly integrated as an
output module for other models. We have reproduced TCP’s
performance on CARLA Leaderboard 1.0 and transited it to
Leaderboard 2.0 to evaluate its generalization ability.

4) ReasonNet: ReasonNet is the successor to InterFuser
[12, 13]. Its main improvement is the introduction of a global
reasoning module that enhances the model’s environmental
understanding. This model has achieved the highest driving

1Li and Jia’s lab is located upstairs from us. We have checked with them
that they have no plan to open-source their code recently.
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TABLE I
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON IN CARLA LEADERBOARD 1.0. THE METHODS MARKED WITH ∗ ARE NOT REPRODUCED BY US.

Method DS RC IS Collisions
pedestrians

Collisions
vehicles

Collisions
layout Red light Stop sign Off-road Agent

blocked
Route

deviations
Route

timeout

%, ↑ %, ↑ ↑ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓

Roach [3] 78.1 98.6 0.80 0.00 0.30 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.05
Think2Drive∗ [4] 90.2 99.7 - - - - - - - - - -

ReasonNet∗ [13] 80.0 89.9 0.89 0.02 0.13 0.01 0.08 0.00 0.04 0.33 0.00 0.01
LAV [18] 61.85 94.46 0.64 0.04 0.70 0.02 0.17 0.00 0.25 0.10 0.09 0.04
TF++ [15] 66.32 78.57 0.84 0.00 0.50 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.12 0.71 0.00 0.00
TCP [14] 75.14 85.63 0.87 0.00 0.32 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.04 0.54 0.00 0.00

Ramble (Ours)

TABLE II
PERFORMANCE COMPARISON IN CARLA LEADERBOARD 2.0. THE METHODS MARKED WITH ∗ ARE NOT REPRODUCED BY US.

Method DS RC IS Collisions
pedestrians

Collisions
vehicles

Collisions
layout

Red
light

Stop
sign

Off-
road

Agent
blocked

Yield
emergency

Min
speed

Scenario
timeouts

Route
deviations

Route
timeout

%, ↑ %, ↑ ↑ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓ #/km, ↓

Roach [3]
Think2Drive∗ [4] 56.8 98.6 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
PDM-Lite [1] 43.6 96.4 0.45 0.00 0.10 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.00 0.00

CarLLaVA∗ [1] 6.9 18.1 0.42 0.05 1.17 0.05 0.00 0.11 0.01 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.08 0.00
LAV [18]
TF++ [15]
TCP [14]

Ramble (Ours)

score on the CARLA Leaderboard 1.0. However, the code for
ReasonNet has not been made public. Given that reproductions
of InterFuser have shown a significant drop in performance2,
we cannot ensure the reproduction of ReasonNet would
achieve similar results. Consequently, our comparison in Table
I is based on the scores reported in the leaderboard.

5) CarLLaVA: CarLLaVA is an IL-based driving model
that leverages a large language model LLaMA to encode the
environmental context and imitate driving behavior generated
by PDM-Lite [1]. This model has achieved the highest driving
score on the CARLA Leaderboard 2.0. The code for Car-
LLaVA has not been made public. Moreover, we cannot afford
to train a model with the same scale as CarLLaVA due to a
limit in computational resources. Therefore, our comparison
in Table II is based on the scores reported in the leaderboard.

E. Devices
When developing our model, we utilized a server equipped

with four GeForce RTX 3090 GPUs to implement our method
and obtain trained results. However, due to resource limita-
tions, we conducted our efficiency comparison experiments
on a server outfitted with a single i9-10920X CPU (24 cores)
and two GeForce RTX 3090 GPUs.

V. RESULT AND DISCUSSION

A. Comparison of Performance
In Tables I and II, we present a performance comparison

between the baseline methods and our proposed approaches,

2See https://paperswithcode.com/sota/autonomous-driving-on-carla-leaderboard.

based on the evaluation metrics defined by CARLA (as de-
tailed in Section IV-B).

Table I presents the results on CARLA Leaderboard 1.0. For
expert models that utilize privileged information, we report
offline test results based on the testing routes provided by the
official leaderboard. The other algorithms were submitted to
the online leaderboard for a more rigorous evaluation.

Table II shows the results on CARLA Leaderboard 2.0.
Offline test results are provided for expert models using
privileged information, based on the official validation routes.
Due to recurring crashes in the CARLA simulator when
running routes 3 and 13, we excluded these routes from our
tests. The remaining algorithms were evaluated via the online
leaderboard to ensure a more convincing assessment.

The algorithms marked with a star indicate those for which
we were unable to reproduce the results due to limited access
to source code and large-scale computational resources. For
these cases (Think2Drive, ReasonNet, and CarLLaVA), we
directly reference the results reported in the original papers.

Roach follows the implementation of ThinkTwice [38],
which version reaches a higher driving score than the original.

B. Comparison of Efficiency

Table III and IV

https://paperswithcode.com/sota/autonomous-driving-on-carla-leaderboard
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TABLE III
EFFICIENCY COMPARISON IN CARLA LEADERBOARD 1.0

Training Running

Method Episodes Time per episode Memory GPU Average step duration Average speed Memory GPU
# minutes GB, ↓ GB, ↓ ms, ↓ m/s, ↑ GB, ↓ GB, ↓

Roach [3]

LAV [18]
TF++ WP [15]
TCP [14]

Ramble (Ours)

TABLE IV
EFFICIENCY COMPARISON IN CARLA LEADERBOARD 2.0

Training Running

Method Episodes Time per episode Memory GPU Average step duration Average speed Memory GPU
# minutes GB, ↓ GB, ↓ ms, ↓ m/s, ↑ GB, ↓ GB, ↓

Roach [3]
PDM-Lite [1] - - - - 10 0

LAV [18]
TF++ WP [15]
TCP [14]

Ramble (Ours)

C. Ablation Study

D. Visualization

VI. CONCLUSION
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APPENDIX A
DETAILS OF MODEL STRUCTURE

TABLE V

Annotation Description

t Time
ot Raw sensor inputs at time t
xt The ground truth semantic segmentation at time t
x̂t The estimated semantic segmentation at time t
at The action taken at time t

APPENDIX B
SENSOR CONFIGURATION

TABLE VI
CAPTION

Sensor x y z roll pitch yaw FOV

Camera (front) 0.2 0.0 1.8 0◦ 0◦ 0◦ 120◦
Camera (left) -0.1 -0.4 1.8 0◦ -15◦ -90◦ 120◦
Camera (right) -0.1 0.4 1.8 0◦ -15◦ 90◦ 120◦
Camera (rear) -0.5 0.0 1.8 0◦ 0◦ 180◦ 120◦
LiDAR 0.0 0.0 2.0 0◦ 0◦ 0◦ 360◦
IMU 0.0 0.0 0.0 0◦ 0◦ 0◦ -
GPS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0◦ 0◦ 0◦ -
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