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Abstract. This document describes the verification, evaluation, and validation methodologies,
procedures, and protocols allowing to calculate both the tools/models and system of systems/
AI-based components levels of performance/quality/representativeness. This methodology will
be applied on the 5 POCs defined in the D2.8. A set of relevant and adapted metrics and KPI is
proposed and presented.

Résumé. Ce document décrit les méthodologies, procédures et protocoles de vérification,
d’évaluation et de validation permettant de calculer les niveaux de performance, de qualité, et
de représentativité des outils et des modèles, et des systèmes et composants utilisant des mod-
ules et des algorithmes à base d’IA (notamment de Machine Learning). Cette méthodologie
sera appliquée sur les 5 POC définis dans le L2.8. Un ensemble de métriques et KPI pertinents
et adaptés est proposé et présenté.
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1 Introduction

Virtual testing is introduced to reduce the burden of physical tests and effectively provides
evidence on the AI performance across the operational domain of a Automated & Autonomous
Road Transport System (ARTS) (Connected Autonomous Vehicle). Virtual testing, evaluation,
validation, and certification enter a specific design plan adapted from the V-cycle, which is the
reference to present the design life cycle of a product such as an ADAS (Advanced Driver-
Assistance System) or an Automated Driving System (ADS) (Advanced Driving System) as
shown in Figure 1 ([33]). The validation stream is always related to the specification stream,
meaning that validation plans are designed concerning the specifications. However, specifying
and validating complex systems of systems such as a Connected Autonomous Vehicle (CAV)
is a challenging process. To operate validation plans showing a suitable level of safety and
reliability with an acceptable time and budget, virtual method tests from MIL (Model-In-The-
Loop) to VIL (Vehicle-In-The-Loop) now supplement physical testing: closed site tests and
open road tests.

Figure 1: V-cycle for virtual prototyping, test, evaluation, and validation([1])

This deliverable addresses these aspects with 2 points of view:

• The first one is focused on the Verification/Validation of virtual test means for their qual-
ification and performance assessment. This does not in itself address the issue of AI
evaluation and certification (which will be addressed in the second aspect), but only the
evaluation, verification, and validation of the virtual means used to test AI-based systems
or systems of systems. Virtual test means involve tools as well as models. This work has
been done in the task T2.5 of the WP2. More accurately, this evaluation will go through
the definition of the criteria and metrics allowing both the verification and the evaluation
of the simulation platforms as well as the qualification of the level of fidelity to the re-
ality, the relevance and the validity of the ground truths corroborated by the WP3 and
WP4. For this, this deliverable proposes to define a set of indicators validating the rep-
resentativeness and the fidelity of the simulation for the evaluation of ARTS. Concerning
the formal approaches, a verification of their properties on the models will be proposed.
This will involve the generation of conformance tests, and the validity of the simulation.
These actions and relevance of the proposed methodology, procedures, and protocols will
be tested with the 5 POCs defined and presented in the deliverable D2.8. For the last POC
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(CEREMA and LNE), the results are provided in the deliverable of the WP3 presented
the PRISSMA’s evaluation and validation methodology for the controlled environment.

• The second one proposes procedures and protocols for the evaluation and validation of
AI-based systems under test and using simulation tools (verified, validated, and respected
the requirements of WP1). This part corresponding to the task 2.6 aims to propose pro-
cedures and protocols for the evaluation and validation of critical AI-based systems and
subsystems from the evaluation environments chosen in T2.3 and validated in T2.5 (par-
ticularly on the level of realism, the relevance of simulation tools, and the quality of
ground truths in terms of evaluation references). The choice of test equipment will of
course have to be assessed in the light of the recommendations made in Task 2.5, but we
won’t deal with this issue here. In addition, this task will address best practice proce-
dures and implementation of experimentation plans using simulation and co-simulation
platforms. In order to enable the implementation of the evaluation and validation stages,
we will propose definitions, criteria and evaluation metrics for AI-based systems (with
the outputs of the other PRISSMA workpackages as well as the collaboration with Pil-
lar 1 of the French program ”Grand Défi Sécuriser, fiabiliser et certifier des systèmes
dondés sur l’IA”). For the proposed simulation environments, an identification of the op-
timum scope of use (including dysfunctional through the injection of failures, etc.) will
be carried out. These actions will be tested on the 5 POCs defined and presented in the
deliverable D2.8 (a fifth POC, straddling WP2 and WP3, was also carried out between
CEREMA and LNE on the use of test benches and simulation resources for scenarios
in degraded climatic conditions, but will be evaluated as part of WP3). The proposed
evaluation and validation process has to take into account metrics and KPI (for example
on performance, security...) adapted to the level of complexity linked to the applications
(AI-based systems, system of systems, communication and cyber security systems) and
the objectives sought.

Figure 2: Table summarising the four POCs implement in the WP2 of PRISSMA and used to test the PRISSMA’s
verification/evaluation/verification methodology.
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2 Method for Verification/Validation of virtual test means and virtual models

2.1 Section objectives

Globally, subsection 2 is dedicated to the definition of the PRISSMA verification and eval-
uation protocol for the models and tools used in the scope of the simulation platforms, which
implies modifications to the classic V protocol presented in the introduction.

The subsection 2.2 will return to some key concepts of systems analysis, which will help us
to understand what we actually need to study when validating PRISSMA’s virtual test facilities.

The subsection 2.3 is more generic than the PRISSMA framework and illustrates what has
been achieved in the aeronautics sector, the only sector outside the automotive industry to have
tackled the issue of simulation for certification head on and serve as the state-of-the-art. This
example highlights the main guidelines for the validation of virtual test resources in the context
of future homologation in another field, and enables us to set out some major principles, such
as the adaptation of the V-cycle in particular. This example can serve as a concrete example of
how virtual test facilities can be evaluated and this example can evaluate also AI-based virtual
testing facilities which makes it even more special and interesting.

Subsection 2.4 will concretely fit in with the PRISSMA project in terms of validation of
virtual test facilities. In particular, it deals with the evaluation of each sub-part of an automotive
simulator and falls within the scope of the PRISSMA project. This section will go into the
technical details of the PRISSMA procedure for validating virtual test equipment.

The final section will will synthesize the PRISSMA procedure presented in the previous
sub-section, and will provide a clear vision of the procedure to be followed for the validation of
virtual test equipment.

2.2 Virtual testing system analysis

2.2.1 Reminder of system analysis major principles

A system is a group of interacting, interrelated, or interdependent elements forming a com-
plex whole. A System of Interest (SOI) is the system of concern to those who have interest in
it.

System engineering is a key discipline in the design and realization of complex systems. At
the heart of System engineering lies the system analysis, a process that starts with the crucial
definition of the system-of-interest boundaries. This boundary determines what is considered
internal to the system, what is external, and what its environment is for the analysis.
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Figure 3: System context

For example, a car can be analyzed as the system of interest. The internal components
include the engine, transmission, the braking system the steering system and other internal sys-
tems. External to the vehicle are elements such as road infrastructures, other vehicles, and
weather conditions, which interact with the automobile but are not part of its intrinsic compo-
sition. The environment, meanwhile, encompasses broader aspects such as climate conditions,
traffic regulations, and user behaviors, influencing the performance and design of the vehicle
without being directly connected to its components.

The definition of these boundaries has major impacts on understanding, designing, and ef-
ficiently managing the life cycle of this system of interest, allowing engineers to target key
interactions and better anticipate potential challenges.

The concept of system-of-interest is a role attached to a system by stakeholders interested
in a particular system. The perception and definition of a particular system, its architecture
and its system elements depend on a stakeholder’s interests and responsibilities: One stake-
holder’s system-of-interest can be viewed as a system element in another stakeholder’s system-
of-interest. Furthermore, a system-of-interest can be viewed as being part of the environment
for another stakeholder’s system-of-interest Example: For the engineering team designing the
ADS of a CAR, the ADS is the system-of-interest, and the Braking System, or the Steering sys-
tem are parts of the environment of this ADS. For the engineering team designing the braking
system, the braking system is the system-of-interest, and the ADS and the Steering system are
parts of the environment of the braking system. And for the team designing the whole car, the
car is the system of interest, and the ADS, Breaking and Steering system are system’s elements

2.2.2 The enabling systems

Some of the systems that belong to the environment of a particular system-of-interest have a
particularity: they are not present during the utilisation of the system. Such systems are called
Enabling Systems of a given system of interest.
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Figure 4: Enabling system [extract from INCOSE SeBOK]

Enabling systems have some specific properties compared to the other systems belonging to
the environment of a given system of interest:

1. The end users of a given system of interest have generally no particular interest for the
enabling systems, because they don’t use it. For example, except for the people loving
to repair their cars, no one think to buy a car lift at the same time of the car. The main
consequence is that the budget for the enabling systems are usually more underestimated
than the budget of the system of interest.

2. In many cases where the system of interest is new, the enabling systems do not exist yet,
but they are still required at the early stages of the life cyle of the system of interest. A
virtual testing environment or a dedicated software factory are good examples of enabling
systems that are required very early in the development stages, and are also usually not
available out of the box

One consequence on the systems used for the development (like simulators or test systems),
the end users are the developers of the system of interest. This leads to common bias in the
engineering activities where the developers of a system of interest also try to develop some of
this enabling systems themselves. Very often, the needs statement, specification and architec-
ture activities are rigorously carried out only for the system of interest, but not for the enabling
systems, leading to poor designs, technical debt and many more issues. A common example is
the creation of complex excel sheets with macro scripts, that, in the end, took days of work for
test and development, became critical for the enterprises key activities and cost even more to
maintain than to develop.
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2.2.3 When an enabling system becomes a system of interest

For the team designing simulators or test systems, the system-of-interest is the simulator or
test system itself, and the system needing simulation or tests is part of the environment of this
system-of-interest. When specifically addressing test systems, the tested system is called the
system Under test.

Figure 5: When a test system is the system of interest

The consequences, when describing describing a V&V process using V cycle is that the
system of interest targeted by this V&V process must be clearly identified when the system of
interest is an enabling system of another system. For example: when dealing with ARTS as
a system of interest, the level of decomposition targeted must be identified (the ARTS in its
globality, the vehicles, some sub-components like the connected infrastructures or supervision,
or a particular vehicle subsystem like perception or decision).

* The insightful reader will have noticed that the system engineering process associated
with the development, production, commissioning, operational monitoring, maintenance, and
retirement of a particular system of interest are part of the set of enabling systems for the
particular system which is the simulator or the test system.
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Figure 6: example of nested V processes for the system of interest

Since simulator or virtual testing tools fall in the category of enabling systems of an ARTS
or one of its components or subcomponent, it’s important, at the first stages of the V&V process
of these tools, to verify they have been correctly specified, including the environment diagrams
or architecture depicting the systems they are supporting.

And when adressing an enabling system, which can be decomposed into system element
when treated as the system of interest, mentioning the original system this enabling system is
supporting is mandatory.

Figure 7: example of associated nested V processes for the enabling systems

Since simulator or virtual testing tools fall in the category of enabling systems of an ARTS or
one of its components or sub-component, it’s important, at the first stages of the V&V process
of these tools, to verify they have been correctly specified, including the environment diagrams
or architecture depicting the systems they are supporting.
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2.3 Example of the aeronautic methodologies and approaches for verification and vali-
dation

2.3.1 Protocol for AI based software

The first question to handle in the certification or qualification of the software tool for AI
based application is: are these tools independent of AI? For the purpose of these paragraphs,
it has been supposed they are themselves containing AI in order to be closer to the application
they are evaluating. Therefore, it seems like we are stuck in a repeated loop. How can an AI-
based application be qualified through the use of AI-based software tools?

First, all the best practices used to develop the main AI application remain applicable for the
simulation device. Second, the simulation must go through a rigorous safety assessment pro-
cess that takes into account the severity and the frequency of consequences on the application
Operational Design Domains (ODD).

In the following paragraphs, it is assumed that the simulation tools are AI-based. Hence,
their development cycle must follow the adapted software engineering cycle. All the compo-
nents including AI, do follow the “W” approach rather than the classical “V” approach (see. 8).

The following approach is issued from development in aeronautics concerning AI systems
qualification and certification of systems including AI-based software modules. The following
figure from EASA concept Paper: First usable guidance for Level 1 machine learning applica-
tions suggests separating the AI-based subsystem from the classical components. The classical
components go through the normal V&V process while the AI based element follows the W
shaped cycle (steps in blue). Note: EASA designates European Union Aviation Safety Agency
that is a certification organism.
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Figure 8: Global view of learning assurance W-shaped process, non-AI/ML content V-cycle process.

This process remains iterative as shown in the figure below. Learning process verification
affects requirements, data management, learning process management and model training for
the main application that is the automated or autonomous road transport system in the context
of PRISSMA (see 9).

Figure 9: Iterative nature of the learning assurance process.
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2.3.2 Example of the application in aeronautic field

Drones including AI have been among the first AI-based aeronautic systems submitted to val-
idation or qualification. When drones entered the airspace, JARUS (Joint Authorities for Rule-
making on Unmanned Systems) devised a safety plan specific for the drones under the name
of SORA: Specific Operation Risk Assessment. It allowed drone manufacturers sometimes
unacquainted with classical safety methods to have a simple safety method that was still rigor-
ous but user-friendly. The same way EASA concept Paper: First usable guidance for Level 1
machine learning applications (https://www.easa.europa.eu/en/easa-concept-paper-first-usable-
guidance-level-1-machine-learning-applications-proposed-issue-01pdf) shares a matrix with re-
quirements referring to steps of W cycle that may be applicable to the ARTS.

The complete matrix is available in the concept paper. This paper does not only shape re-
quirements but also shares examples of Means of Compliance. To build trustworthiness EC
(Ethic and Compliance) ethical Guidelines rely on seven criteria: Accountability, technical ro-
bustness and safety, oversight, privacy and data governance, non-discrimination and fairness,
transparency, societal and environmental well-being. Errors in simulation tool accuracy could
lead to accidents with human or material loss. The severity of all errors must be identified and
the attention on the simulation must be proportional to the severity of the accidents. Errors in
simulation tools, if they are not detected may result in accidents much later. That is why they
must be anticipated.

2.3.3 Best practices for AI software accuracy

In the Aeronautics domain, the European Union Aviation Safety Agency (EASA) published
the MLEAP deliverable Phase 2 - Interim Public Report on Machine Learning Application
Approval (MLEAP). Currently it is the most recent work dealing with validation and qualifica-
tion of machine learning for multiple transportation domains including aeronautics, automotive,
railway, among others. The MLEAP tasks are:

• Task 1: Data completeness and representativity, with handling of the simulator. This task
allows to evaluate the level of coverage for the dataset. The goal consists to validate the
coverage of the operating domain. In this part, a formal proof is used in order to detect
and identify the missing space/data and the bounds of the dataset (Generalisation bounds
module). Numalis is the start-up developing this concept.

• Task 2: Model development, through the handling of the generalisation properties (related
to the Learning Process Management and Independent data and learning verification steps
in the W cycle). This part is the classical training of the model for supervised Ai-based
systems.

• Task 3: Model validation, in particular in terms of robustness and stability (related to the
Learning Process verification, Interference model verification and integration and Inde-
pendent data and learning verification steps in the W cycle). In this part, depending of the
validation quality of the model, it could be possible to restart the training stage.

The following paragraphs will focus on Task 3 model evaluation. The testing phase will
require indicators and metrics. In case of ARTS the simulation tools shall take in account the
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nominal behaviour but also degraded behaviour of AI based systems like sensors.

Worst cases, edge’s cases, corner cases, rare cases must be “pushed to the limit” to be mod-
elled correctly.

Figure 10: Model evaluation and updating process. 1: A priori evaluation of the coverage of the dataset allowing
to validate the operational domain; 2: model development/adaptation with consist to train the model; 3: training;
4: implementation and embedding

The simulator for ARTS AI-based application allow to measure the quality of training of
these two applications. The evaluation for ARTS AI based application needs to guarantee that
the application AI modules are stable and robust. The reports presents two methods based on
performance measures based on empirical data and validation of explicit properties to verify
stability.

This report gives access to three methods of evaluating desired generalising ability of ML/DL
through the Random labelling, data corruption and finally through evaluation of ML approaches.
Random labelling consists of tagging the data with the wrong labels for example labelling a
dog picture as an air plane while keeping a set of data that is correctly labelled. Then to run
the learning algorithm in parallel to compare the results of a model trained with natural data vs
randomised data. “The hypothesis is that if it turns out to be the same in both cases, it cannot
even distinguish learning from natural data (where generalisation is possible) from learning on
randomised data (where no generalisation is possible).”

Data corruption can also be used to compare the behaviour of a model with natural data vs
partially corrupted data, shuffled pixel data, random pixel data and compare learning process
and performance evolution. Finally, Machine Learning different characteristics can be evalu-
ated separately. ML correctness, robustness and fairness can be evaluated using tools such as
DeepXplore and Themis. The core of ML/DL module can be tested on tools like Tensor Flow
and Scikit-learn. Finally the workflow and application scenarios can be evaluated separately.

ML can be tested through adversarial attacks where the aim is to confuse the model to train
it is robust against such situations. Data integrity and bias: since data is collected by humans, it
may reflect a bias that can remain undetected if the focus of testing is solely on performance..
Behavioural tests can help detect the bias. ML can present failure modes due to performance
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bias failures, robustness failures or model input/output failures. These failures should be taken
in account and to ensure correct evaluation.

2.4 Description of verification and validation protocol for models and tools: the PRISSMA
scope

2.4.1 Platforms, systems and simulation engines

When it comes to simulation-based assessment, the first thing to do is to define the tools
required for the simulation platform. In the PRISSMA project, this important task has been
addressed by deliverable 2.4 and the future deliverable 2.5 (end-of-program update of 2.4).

To summarise these deliverables, the choice of implementation of this platform is mainly
based on the preliminary choices of requirements, ODDs, use cases and scenarios to be ad-
dressed. From there, it is possible to choose the different tools, models, simulation/graphical
engines and simulation platforms needed to answer the evaluation and validation requirements
and constraints. The final stage consists in choosing the evaluation and validation tools, both
for the system under evaluation and for the sub-study platform.

To illustrate, Figure 11 shows an example of the simulation environment set up for WP2
POC 1.

Figure 11: Global view of the simulation environment for evaluation process with its systems, functions, and
components

In the rest of this section, we’ll look at the various elements of the simulation platform and
the means we have to validate and calibrate them.

2.4.1.1 Definition of the types of models and components involved

In this chapter, we will review definitions of different types of models and components com-
monly used in vehicle simulations:

12



[L2.7] Verification, Evaluation, Validation

• Vehicle dynamics model:

– Multi-body dynamics model: represents the mechanical systems of the vehicle, in-
cluding shock absorbers, chassis, steering, tires, and drivetrain. It simulates the
movement, forces, and interactions between these components based on Newtonian
physics principles.

– Powertrain model: simulates the engine, transmission, and other powertrain compo-
nents, accounting for torque, gear ratios, fuel consumption, and performance char-
acteristics.

• Environment Model:

– Terrain model: represents the road surface and terrain features, including elevation
changes, curvature, friction characteristics, and surface irregularities affecting vehi-
cle dynamics.

– Weather and environmental conditions model: simulates weather conditions (such
as rain, snow, fog), lighting, visibility, and other environmental factors that influence
vehicle performance and handling.

• Sensor Models:

– LiDAR model: simulates Light Detection and Ranging sensors that use laser pulses
to measure distances and create 3D point clouds, commonly used for perception in
autonomous driving simulations.

– Radar model: emulates Radar sensors that use radio waves for object detection and
speed measurement.

– Camera model: simulates cameras for visual perception and computer vision tasks,
including object recognition, lane detection, and traffic sign recognition. Of course,
the models can be adapted to suit all different camera technologies (cyclop, infrared,
RGB, fisheye, event-based camera...).

– Navigation models:

* GPS model : refers to a simulated representation of a Global Positioning Sys-
tem (GPS). A GPS model in a vehicle simulation includes the following aspects:
satellite constellation simulation, signal propagation and reception, position
calculation algorithms, error modelling, accuracy and uncertainty Estimation
and integration with vehicle dynamics.

* INS model : inertial Navigation System model. An Inertial Navigation System
(INS) is a navigation aid that uses a computer, motion sensors (accelerome-
ters), and rotation sensors (gyroscopes) to continuously calculate the position,
orientation, and velocity of a moving object without external references such as
GPS. This model includes inertial sensors models (accelerometers measure lin-
ear accelerations, while gyroscopes detect angular velocities) and can include
also integration algorithms, error characteristics and calibration procedures.

* Odometer model: an odometer model refers to a simulated representation of an
odometer, the instrument used to measure the distance travelled by a vehicle.
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– Sensors deployed on the infrastructure : as part of a system of systems, where the
infrastructure plays an important role, we need to add models for all the sensors
and remote equipment that communicate with the vehicle. In this context, V2X
communication must also be modelled.

• Control Systems Model: Represents the electronic control units (ECUs) and control
algorithms responsible for vehicle stability, traction control, anti-lock braking systems
(ABS), and other advanced driver assistance systems (ADAS).

• Driver Behaviour Model: Simulates human drivers’ behaviour, including decision-making,
reaction times, and driving styles, which influences vehicle operation and response in the
simulation.

• Traffic Model: Simulates other vehicles, pedestrians, and entities interacting with the
simulated vehicle. It includes models for vehicle movement, traffic patterns, and interac-
tions with the environment.

• Simulation Framework: Provides the infrastructure to integrate and manage different
models, components, and simulations in a cohesive environment. This includes simula-
tion rendering and physics engines.

• User Interface and Visualisation Tools: Interfaces for users to interact with the simula-
tion, visualise data, and analyse results.

• Data Analysis, Validation and Calibrations Tools: Software tools used to analyze simula-
tion results, compare against real-world data, and validate the accuracy and reliability of
the simulation models.

2.4.1.2 Verification and validation methods and metrics

This section will focus only on Simulation engines and graphical engines (games engines)
with both the verification and validation of constraints about software (capabilities, rendering
level realism, physics engine realism, time management ...) and hardware aspects (sharing
of treads, memory control and access, CPU and GPU control, ...). More over in a more global
view, we address the Verification of the quality of interfaces (data transmission, synchronisation,
calculation time).

From [34] and with an adaptation from PRISSMA objectives, a set of requirements are pro-
vided in order to validate the use of a simulation platform, and more specificaly the graphic and
simulation engine:

• R1. Multi-resource constraint: The platform must support multiple sources of input
data to facilitate world creation and scenario generation.

• R2. Scenario management: The platform must support test automation across multiple
created worlds and scenarios. This also involves the use of a specific scenario format such
as OpenScenario and an event management mechanism to manage transitions between the
scenes constituting the scenario. This also involves the use of a task and action scheduler.

• R3. Scripting Language: Scripting of the test automation process should be possible
using standard scripting languages. This language must be usable at any time and allow
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the management, modification, addition, and deletion of any object, any parameter, and
any action in real time.

• R4. Transparent code: The platform should use open source code as much as possible
for control and decision logic.

• R5. Modularity and adaptability: The platform must provide common core functional-
ity with a configurable modular design. This means that the platform must be made up of
easily loadable or unloadable plug-ins. This architecture must also offer an architecture
allowing this processing to be distributed across several processors and several remote
computers.

• R6. Simulation Fidelity and Quality: The platform will support physics-based worlds.

• R7. Sensor Modelling: The platform must support editable sensor models.

• R8. Sensor Types: The platform must support the most common sensors in the automo-
tive domain. The platform must support at least RADAR, Lidar, GPS, IMU, camera and
ultrasound sensors.

• R9. References and ground truths: The platform must provide ground truth data during
simulation execution.

• R10. Ego-Vehicle Control: The platform must provide the ability to enable a control
channel to control the simulated ego-vehicle.

• R11. Control of actors and extras: The platform must offer the possibility of controlling
several actors, that is to say vehicles other than the vehicle concerned or pedestrians. The
platform must be able to populate the scene to increase loyalty.

• R12. Ensure process parallelisation: The platform must support the ability to run and
evaluate multiple control channels simultaneously.

• R13. Signal scheduler: The platform must offer the possibility of prioritising control
signals between the different channels.

• R14. Control Signals: Each control channel must provide control signals conforming to
the same specification.

• R15. Data flow management and scheduler: The platform must be able to distinguish
control signals coming from different channels.

• R16.Sensors and sources separability: The platform must be able to distinguish be-
tween several sensors of the same type.

• R17. Unexpected events and rare scenarios: The platform will support the creation
of handcrafted worlds and scenarios, as well as their subsequent adaptation to take into
account rare and unexpected scenes and scenarios.

• R18. Usability of Datasets: The scenario database must be reusable in the sense that it
must be independent of the perception and control logic used.
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• R19. Data channel adaptability: The connection of the sensors to the control channel
must be configurable to adapt to the needs of each channel.

• R20. Cyber security and operating safety: The platform must have the ability to inject
faults during execution. Moreover, the platform must provide inputs and mechanism
allowing to simulate cyber attacks (perception, communication, component).

• R21. Generic scripting language: The platform must offer the ability to script fault
injection in the same interface as test automation.

• R22. Generic architecture respecting standard: The platform must support co-simulation
standards such as FMI for large and specialised simulations.

• R23. Reproductibility: The portability of code generated from the platform should not
be limited to a particular hardware configuration.

• R24. Repeatability: The platform must provide the same result after n times the same
scenario with the same platform configuration.

• R25. Real-time constraint: The platform must guarantee a real-time processing of the
involved model, plug-ins, module. For instance, in order to feed a camera model, the ren-
dering stage needs to guarantee an operating with an accurate timestamp and a frequency
at least 2 times higher than the simulated sensors. In a offline process, this mean that
the time engine must operate 2 times higher that the plug-in included the camera model.
Some issues could occur for High frequency sensors like neuromorphic camera operating
at 100 khz.

In [35], a study is proposed on Determinism of Game Engines used for Simulation-based
Autonomous Vehicle Verification. This work address a critical issue related to a key requirement
for simulation-based development and verification: Is the graphic engine determinism? Indeed,
a deterministic process will always produce the same output given the same initial conditions
and event history. Thus, in a deterministic simulation environment, tests are rendered repeatable
and yield simulation results that are trustworthy and straightforward to debug. However, game
engines are seldom deterministic. This work reviews and identifies the potential causes and
effects of non-deterministic behaviours in game engines and more specifically in the well known
CARLA simulation using Unreal engine from NVIDIA. In this work, a method of a general
nature is proposed, that can be used to find the domains of permissible variance in game engine
simulations for any given system configuration. The main potential sources of non-determinism
into game engines and coming from the literature review ([36]) and found in the investigation
made by [35] are the following:

• The Floating-Point Arithmetic: The using of floating-point number representation re-
quires rounding due to a fixed bit width. Consequently, floating-point arithmetic lacks
associativity, leading to potential variations in results based on the order of execution.

• Scheduling, Concurrency and Parallelisation: Runtime scheduling is a strategy for
managing resources, distributing computational resources among tasks with varying pri-
orities based on the operating system’s scheduler policy. Scheduler policies can be op-
timised for various objectives, such as maximising task throughput, meeting deadlines,
or minimising latency. Maintaining stability in these optimisations across repeated runs
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is crucial. However, in scenarios where certain elements of the game loop are multi-
threaded or if the scheduler randomly selects from a set of threads with equal priority, it
has the potential to disrupt an otherwise deterministic sequence of events.

• Non-Uniform Memory Access (NUMA): In a repetitive test utilising multiple cores and
governed by a CPU scheduling policy, memory access time can fluctuate based on the
physical proximity of memory to the processor. Generally, a core experiences lower
latency when accessing its own memory compared to that of another core, leading to re-
duced inter-processor data transfer costs. Variations in latency during repeated tests could
potentially result in non-deterministic operation of the game engine. This is particularly
true if tasks are processed out of sequence with equal priority scheduling or, at the very
least, could lead to increased data transfer costs, translating to slower performance.

• Error Correcting Code (ECC) Memory: ECC (Error-Correcting Code) Memory is
widely employed in commercial simulation facilities and servers to identify and rec-
tify single-bit errors in DRAM memory. These errors can arise from various sources
such as malfunctioning hardware, ionizing radiation (including cosmic or environmental
sources), or electromagnetic radiation. If left uncorrected, single-bit errors can lead to
inaccurate computational results, introducing the potential for non-deterministic behav-
ior due to the probabilistic nature of such errors. Estimating the error rate is a complex
task, contingent on factors such as hardware specifications, environmental conditions, and
computer cycles.

• Game Engine Setup: Consideration should be given to the type and version of the exe-
cuted engine code, particularly in managing pseudo-random numbers, maintaining fixed
physics calculation steps (dt), utilising a fixed actor navigation mesh, and ensuring de-
terministic ego vehicle controllers. The loading rates of engine textures, especially in
perception stack testing, are crucial. In Unreal Editor, performance metrics can be moni-
tored using commands like ”unit” to assess Frame, Game, and Draw times. For effective
perception stack testing, control over weather, lighting conditions, and dynamic elements
in the game engine is essential. This includes managing reflections from surface water
and ensuring that textures are not randomly generated.

Figure 12: Accuracy, variance, precision and tolerance meaning in the context of non-determinism (right) and
determinism (left)
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In [36] addressed the issue of detection and identification of the occurrence of intermittently
failing in software and simulation platform. While the identification of root causes for such
failures has been extensively studied at the unit testing level for open source software, there is
a notable gap in research at the system test level, particularly in the context of testing industrial
embedded systems. In this study, the authors introduced a novel metric for categorizing test
cases as intermittent. Through the analysis of over half a million test verdicts, they discerned
between intermittently and consistently failing tests, pinpointing their root causes using various
sources. The findings revealed that approximately 1-3% of all test cases exhibited intermit-
tent failures. The study identified 9 factors associated with test case intermittence, including
assumptions within: test cases, testing complexity, software or hardware faults, test case de-
pendencies, resource leaks, network issues, random number problems, test system issues, and
challenges in code maintenance. These information have been took into account in order to
propose a methodology identifying the potential sources of failure and non determinism (issue
of repeatability and non respect of tolerance constraints) and are summarise in the figure 14. In
order to validate a simulation platform for an evaluation and validation process, it is necessary
to first monitor the different potential failure and non determinism sources.

Figure 13: Determinism and non determinism of a simulation system, a question of tolerance and acceptability
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Figure 14: Presentation of the different level of non determinism and failures

In [37], the author presents the main requirements and functionalities needed to have a
graphic engine usable for evaluation and validation stages. In this report (Figure 1), a simple
comparison is done between the main industrial platforms with respect to their vehicle dynam-
ics models, sensor support, 3D rendering, real-time physics and collisions, actor manoeuvres
and behaviors, model libraries and hardware dependenciest.

From the different studies and the research work develop in University Gustave Eiffel [38], it
appears that a graphic engine is not enough for evaluation and validation of system of systems,
and component AI-based. Graphic engine needs to be extend in order to obtain simulation
engine usable with a high level of fidelity, quality, representativeness. The following functions
and capabilities need to be validated:

• Multi-spectral rendering and modelling of the propagation channel: The simulation
engine needs to have the capability to mimic signals provided on several bandwidth. This
capability is essential for sensors modelling. For instance, the simulation of intrinsic
parameters and operating of the RADAR needs to generate and to process high frequency
signals (24 Ghz or 79 Ghz). Currently, this type of high frequency management is obtain
by using specific libraries and GPU capacities (use of CUDA language).
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• Lights generation and management (see figure 16): Provide the capability to manage a
large set of light sources with an accurate and efficient pixel level rendering (for real time
processing). Generation of accurate and dynamic light masks.

• Shadows generation and management (see figure 16): The simulation engine needs to
manage properly the different light sources and their interaction with the objects and the
environment. This means to propose mechanism providing several shadows renderings
(ambient occlusion map, occlude shadow, cast and catch shadows, self-shading, ...)

• Material and meta material: The simulation engine needs to provide large range and ef-
ficient resource management (graphics (material, texture, ...), Cross Radar Section, Bidi-
rectional Reflectance Distribution Function (BRDF), IR material emission, ...)

• Textures management and generation: Provide shaders and functions allowing to man-
age and generate HDR texture (coding light intensity, see figure 19), procedural and
animated textures, Multiple reflexion mechanism (environment reflection on car body,
windows, wet road, ... with a resolution fitting with requirement of sensors

• Ray tracing mechanism: In order to manage with a high level of accuracy and fidelity
specific dynamic models, interaction between environment objects, or propagation chan-
nel properties (GPS, RADAR, ...), an efficient and real time ray tracing mechanism is
needed.

• Filter mechanism: Library of shaders usable by sensors and implemented specific phys-
ical models allows to apply specific modification and transformation to a raw data gen-
erated by sensors. This mechanism is useful and essential for camera and for weather
conditions generation. These filters implement for instance planar, cubic, cylindrical re-
flections as shown in figure 17, noise, blur, fog, Depth of Field, optical deformation,
colour, self Exposure, auto focus, ...

• Spatial management: The simulation engine need to implement quaternion librarie in
order to avoid errors generation in the positioning and the orientation of the objects.

• Physical engine: Library allowing to apply dynamic model for dynamic object with the
management of physical interactions between objets. For instance, a truck modelling
needs to implement dynamic modelling of the cabin and the trailer with the physical link
between both. At this moment, for robot simulation with physical interaction, the main
physical engine are given in [39] and are ODE, Bullet, Vortex, and MuJoKo. For the game
engine ([40]), the main physic engine are PhysX, Bullet, Havok, MuJoCo, and ODE. In
[2], a comparison of these physical engine is made (see figure 15). Unity also proposes
eXpanSIM in order to model vehicle with physic engine capabilities.

• Particle filter: Provide a efficient mechanism for adverse conditions simulation. Particle
engine allows to generate rain, snow, fog, cloud, smoke, fire effects with a high level of
fidelity.

• Multiple layers management: Provide the capability to manage in same time several
parallel processing for specific ressources and models (i.e. simulation of camera, GPS,
RADAR, and IR in same time with their own physical resources and requirements)

20



[L2.7] Verification, Evaluation, Validation

• Time management: Have the capabilities to provide an accurate mechanism of time
management for orchestration/synchronization of the various simulators and models. This
function needs to generate real-time operating with a high level of repeatability (several
same scenarios and simulations provide the same result with the same time stamping of
the data). The time generator and manager needs to provide a large set of time modelling
(see figure Time). It is essential to control the operating period and frequency of each
sensors.

• Event generation and management: The simulation engine needs to implement event
mechanisms and functions with specific conditions, relations, constraint, situations (spa-
tial, temporal, semantic, climat, ...). Moreover, event variable are essential to provide
an automated validation process with the coverage of a large set of values for significant
parameters and variables under test or generated relevant situations under test.

• Interfaces: the need to interconnect different tools and models with one another has
become a crucial need. It is with this intention that a general standard with the acronym
FMI (Functional Mockup Interface) was created, for easing up the exchange of models
and standardising the way of connecting and sequencing them. This interface needs to
support the transfer of large amounts of information (video streaming, for example). At
this moment, the more efficient and used library is DDS.

• Plug-in mechanism: The using of an architecture based on plug-ins is essential in order
to obtain a highly dynamic and modular simulation platform. This aspect is crucial and
essential in order to have the capability to load plug-in instances during the operating in
real time.

• Modular and distributed architecture: This aspect is based on the 3 previous function-
alities (plug-in, interface, and time management) and is essential to share the specific pro-
cessing and component simulation for time consumption or specific resource using. This
means that the different modules and plug-ins can run either on several process (multiple
CPU/GPU and parallel processing), and/or several remote computer using a network of
computers and an accurate synchronisation mechanism.

• A efficient and dynamic script language: The script language is essential in order to
manage all the parameters, objects, components, filters, environments, conditions, events,
times aspects ... of the simulation in real time. The script language is useful and essential
for the real time and automated scenario management and execution. Some simulation
platforms use their own propriety language but XML based, Python based, LUA based
script languages seems to become a standard. Moreover Open-Scenario seems to become
the standard for the scenario definition, generation, and management.

• Reference and Ground truth generation: provide the different plug-ins, functions,
methods to generate references and ground truth essential and useful in the evaluation
and validation process. The quality of the ground truth needs to be evaluated and labelled
in order to guaranty its fidelity and its accuracy.

• Large scale outdoor environment: This aspect becomes more and more important. The
question concerns the capability of the simulation environment to generate and to use
in real time large outdoor environments in order to simulated long distance travels. this
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requirement is faced with the generation of a large quantity of resources having the con-
straint of being faithful to reality and operating in real time to power sensors on board a
vehicle. Here it is no longer a question of producing a digital twin of a restricted area of
a few square kilometres but of environments of several tens of square kilometres with a
faithful rendering of the terrain and the road environment. Some work attempts to pro-
pose solutions. This is the case of [41] which proposes offers a photorealistic terrain
Simulation pipeline for unstructured outdoor environments.

• Digital Twin of test benches: In order to validate the fidelity of the simulation platform,
it is mandatory to generate not only Digital Twin of real environment but also the virtual
test benches using on these road environment (open road or controlled environment). For
instance, it was the case in UGE for the rain bench (see figure 22) and the crash facilities
(foam dummy) (see figure 23).
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Figure 15: Comparison of the main physic engine used for robotics and game engine. The first column provides
the dynamical system. The second column shows raw speed as thousands of evaluations per second for each physic
engine. The third column shows the speed-accuracy trade-off in terms of consistency measure. ([2])

23



[L2.7] Verification, Evaluation, Validation

Figure 16: Pro-SiVIC, some mechanism allowing to take into account the different types of shadows (catch, cast,
self-shading, occluded) and light conditions with light masks allowing to generate realistic headlight with a volumic
approach

Figure 17: Pro-SiVIC, some mechanism allowing to take into account the different types of environment reflections
(planar, cubic, cylindrical reflections)

Figure 18: LGSVL Simulator with an accurate rendering of light and light mask, shadows, and reflections

24



[L2.7] Verification, Evaluation, Validation

Figure 19: Pro-SiVIC, HDR texture and HDR image generation with a HDR video projector and HDR screen

Figure 20: Pro-SiVIC, multiple filter library for the implementation of physical and rendering filters useful for
sensor data generation

Figure 21: Pro-SiVIC, Dynamic and distributed architecture to share processing on several CPU/GPU or remote
computers. Implementation made in DIVA project for fog detection from infrastructure and fog warning service in
the ego-vehicle
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Figure 22: Pro-SiVIC, Digital Twin of the rain bench facility. Righ part illustrate the Digital Twin in Pro-SiVIC,
and the righ part provide real picture of this rain bench

Figure 23: Pro-SiVIC, Digital Twin of the foam dummy used in UGE for crash test and collision mitigation
systems. Left part is the Digital Twin of the dummy and the dummy projection system with an IR detector and a
hydraulic cylinder. Right part is the real system

The previous section was focused on the graphic engine and simulation engine requirements
and constraints to respect in order to be usable for evaluation and validation processes. In the
next sections, the different sub part of a global simulation platform will be addressed. It is
the case for the sensors, the dynamic modelling of dynamic objects (i.e. vehicle, pedestrian,
motocycle, cyclist), the traffic management and generation, the communication means, and the
weather conditions.

In summary, in order to apply a simulation engine or a graphic engine in a process of evalu-
ation and validation, it is necessary to verify and validate the following criteria:

• The level of fidelity: its capacity to physically mimic and copy the real conditions involv-
ing the key components of the real environment
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• The level of quality:

• The level of reproductibility: Ability of the device/architecture/model/platform to pro-
vide repeated results, regardless of the operator performing the test (variation between
operators). In the PRISSMA framework, it could be the capability to reproduce an eval-
uation and validation process and platform with different models and tools having the
same requirements and capacities/functions to generate equivalent results with an level of
acceptability and tolerance. (see figure 13)

• The level of repeatability: This aspect is link to the determinism concept. Schumann et
al. describe determinism as the property of causality given a temporal development of
events such that any state is completely determined by prior states ([42]). However, in the
context of simulation this should be expanded to include not just prior states but also the
history of actions taken by all actors. Therefore, a deterministic simulation will always
produce the same result given the same history of prior states and actions.

• The level of adaptativity and modularity:

• The level of Time and timestamp management:

Repeatability and reproducibility, commonly called R&R, are link and provide a statistical
method used in process control (SPC) to measure the precision and variation present in an eval-
uation/validation system involving measurers/observers (in our case the platform simulation
reproducing a real environment and its conditions in simulation) and the effectiveness of the
virtual or real architecture (instrument/system/platform) which is built to use it as an evaluation
and validation instrument. As the name suggests, this R&R method has two components, re-
peatability linked to the ability of the device/architecture/model/platform itself to produce con-
sistent results (accuracy) during repetitive tests and experiments according to the same method,
and the reproducibility or ability of the device/architecture/model/platform to provide repeated
results, regardless of the operator performing the test (variation between operators). A complete
R&R study involves at least 10 reference scenarios (target for a camera) and three different op-
erators conducting the experiments, each carrying out 3 tests on each reference scenario. The
total of the 90 tests (for 10 reference scenarios) indicates whether the platform or model meets
the tolerance and is acceptable for use as an evaluation and validation system. A short R&R
study involves 10 different reference scenarios (or conditions/scenes/situation) and 3 tests on
each by a single operator, thus totalling 30 tests.

The tolerance aspect of a model or process is relatively simple. The tolerance limit for a
system or model is the deviation permitted from a given dimension, generally specifications
and precision ranges given by the manufacturer. Tolerance is equal to the difference between
the maximum and minimum limit value expected in the operation of a system or model. For a
sensor, the tolerance is directly link to the datasheet and specification of the sensor provider. For
a LiDAR, the distance accuracy tolerance is related to the range inacuraccy (5% of the distance
for the IBEO LiDAR). A visual explanation is given in the figure 13.

Moreover in [43], the authors present a Comparative Study on the main open source Game
Engines (Unity, CryEngine, Unreal Engine). In this context, a great number of initiative are pro-
posed to provide answer to the prototyping, test, evaluation, and validation in specific domain
(Robotics, medecine, monitoring, ...). For instance, Isaac Sim 2020 (see figure 24) has been
developed for mobile robotics and Omniverse Robotics Experience. This simulator developed
by NVIDIA uses UNREAL engine (https://developer.nvidia.com/isaac-sim
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). Omniverse Kit is NVIDIA’s state of the art platform for simulating the world and natively
supports RTX for photo-realism with real-time ray and path tracing, comes with built-in lat-
est PhysX for stable, fast and GPU enabled physics, and supports MDL materials for physi-
cally based rendering. Omniverse Kit provides extensible functionality and user-customized
UI, python scripting for scene management, and supports workstation, headless and cloud de-
ployment options. Omniverse Connect facilitates robotics scene modelling through plugins for
Maya, Revit, SketchUp, Rhino and Unreal Engine 4. Unfortunately, a dedicated testing tool
specifically designed for physical simulators is currently lacking. In [44], the authors try to
address this issue and propose a falsification framework that can be seamlessly integrated with
physical simulators, e.g., Isaac Sim, as well as OpenAI Gym environments.

Figure 24: Isaac Sim based on Unreal engine, RTX for photorealism rendering, MDL materials for physically
based rendering, and PhysX for dynamic modelling and objects interactions

2.4.2 Sensor models

Research work on the perception system of an AV generally presents sensors as black boxes.
Often the problems that are addressed concern the processing of the data provided by these sen-
sors. However, to evaluate the perception system of an AV or other subsystems using simulation,
it is crucial to be able to model the sensors used for the surrounding environment perception
with great fidelity in terms of the physical laws that govern their operation. The articles by
Francisca Rosique et al. [45] or Jorge Vargas et al. [46] present these sensors from the elec-
tromagnetic spectrum in which they operate actively or passively. Indeed, the high fidelity of
the simulation is a good mean to verify and validate the representativeness of the simulation
compared to the real situation. The first part to evaluate a sensor model is to define the ODD of
the sensor and check that the results of using the model are in the ODD. We have to describe the
part of the real sensors. Then we have to propose a procedure and metrics allowing to validate
the behaviour and the quality of the data provided by the sensor and maybe each subpart of the
sensor. In the following sections, the approaches to verify and validate the sensor simulation
models most used in an automated vehicle will be presented.

2.4.2.1 High level Verification and validation process and concepts for sensors modelling
and simulation

In Figure 25, the term Reality of Interest denotes the physical system from which data is
acquired. Essentially, it encapsulates the specific problem under investigation, be it a unit prob-

28



[L2.7] Verification, Evaluation, Validation

lem, component issue, subsystem intricacy, or the entire system in focus. Take, for instance,
the simulation of a GPS sensor – the scrutiny could be centred on a component of the receiver,
the receiver’s output, the propagation channel, or the holistic system inclusive of the satellite
constellation. The Verification and Validation (V&V) process for a comprehensive system ne-
cessitates the iterative execution of the steps illustrated in Figure 25. This repetition becomes
imperative as the model’s development progresses, transitioning from unit-level concerns to ad-
dressing the intricacies of the entire system. The Mathematical Model component encompasses
the conceptual model, mathematical equations, and modelling data essential for characterising
the Reality of Interest. Typically, the Mathematical Model adopts the form of partial differ-
ential equations (PDEs), constitutive equations, geometry specifications, initial conditions, and
boundary conditions. These elements collectively formulate the mathematical framework re-
quired to precisely describe the underlying physics of the system under scrutiny. As the cor-
nerstone of the simulation process, the Mathematical Model plays a pivotal role in bridging
the conceptualisation of the physical system and the computational framework employed for
analysis.

Figure 25: Simplified overview of the verification and validation process of a model.

The Computer Model serves as the embodiment of the Mathematical Model, typically man-
ifesting as numerical discretization, solution algorithms, and various parameters integral to the
numerical approximation, along with established convergence criteria. Within the Computer
Model, one encounters the computer program (code) itself, underlying conceptual and mathe-
matical assumptions, inputs driving the code, constitutive model and its corresponding inputs,
grid size specifications, solution alternatives, and predefined tolerances. Expanding further,
the comprehensive representation within the Mathematical and Computer Model may extend
to encompass a performance (or failure) model. This inclusion aims to provide insights into
the system’s behaviour under various conditions, adding a layer of depth to the simulation.
Moreover, an uncertainty analysis method, diverse solution options, and specified tolerances
may further refine the model’s sophistication. The preceding stages of the modelling process
involve critical activities. Modelling is the meticulous process of selecting vital features and
formulating mathematical approximations that aptly represent the intricacies of the Reality of
Interest in the Mathematical Model. Following this, Confirmation takes precedence, involving
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the evaluation of the correctness and fidelity of the modelling choices made. The subsequent
Verification activity zooms in on the meticulous identification and rectification of errors within
the Software Implementation of the Mathematical Model. This step aims to enhance the reli-
ability and accuracy of the Computer Model by ensuring it aligns precisely with the intended
mathematical representation. The meticulous attention to detail during these phases is crucial
for the robustness and effectiveness of the overall simulation process.

Figure 26: High-level overview of the development, verification, and validation process of a model.

Verification encompasses two distinct yet interconnected activities: Code Verification and
Calculation Verification. Code Verification revolves around the meticulous identification and
elimination of errors within the software code. On the other hand, Calculation Verification
delves into quantifying the errors introduced during the application of the code to a specific sim-
ulation. Notably, a critical facet of Calculation Verification involves undertaking a grid or time
convergence study. This entails progressively refining the mesh or time step until a satisfactory
level of accuracy is achieved. In the culminating phase, the Validation activity is undertaken
with the objective of gauging the accuracy of the model. This is achieved through compre-
hensive comparisons between experimental data and the Simulation Outcomes derived from
the Computer Model. It’s crucial to recognise that Validation is an ongoing process, evolving
as experiments improve or parameter ranges are expanded. Strictly speaking, complete model
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validation is challenging; instead, the focus lies in validating specific model calculations or a
range of calculations for a particular class of problems, using the code as a reliable tool for
simulation. By intertwining Verification and Validation activities, the modelling and simulation
process strives for robustness, ensuring that the Computer Model not only operates without cod-
ing errors (Code Verification) but also provides accurate representations of the intended physical
phenomena in simulated scenarios (Calculation Verification and Validation). This iterative and
systematic approach is fundamental to the development of reliable and predictive simulation
models.

To establish an effective verification and validation process, it is imperative to articulate and
comprehend several key facets:

• Comprehensive Representation of Activities: Clearly delineate the diverse activities
encompassing the design, execution, and presentation of experimental results. This in-
volves a meticulous overview of the experimental process, ensuring that each step is
well-defined and contributes to the overall validation effort.

• Parallel and Cooperative Roles: Emphasise the parallel and cooperative roles of both
experimentation and simulation. Recognise the symbiotic relationship between these two
components, acknowledging how they complement each other in refining and enhancing
the overall validation process.

• Quantification of Uncertainties: Address the quantification of uncertainties inherent in
both experimental and simulation outcomes. This involves a thorough understanding of
the potential sources of uncertainties and the development of methodologies to quantify
and manage these uncertainties effectively.

• Objective Mechanism for Improvement: Establish an objective mechanism for improv-
ing the agreement between experiment and simulation. This involves iterative feedback
loops that allow for the refinement of simulation models based on insights gained from
experimental outcomes and vice versa.

In Figure 26, an intricate depiction of a detailed verification and validation process is pre-
sented, encapsulating the interplay of these various aspects. This visual representation offers
a holistic overview of the systematic steps involved in ensuring the reliability and accuracy
of simulation models through rigorous verification and validation methodologies. The figure
serves as a comprehensive guide, illustrating the interconnected nature of the processes and
emphasising the importance of a well-structured approach to achieve robust and dependable
simulation outcomes.

In Figure 26, the right branch delineates the progression of developing and applying the
model, while the left branch outlines the steps involved in acquiring pertinent and high-quality
experimental data through physical testing. The closed boxes within the diagram symbolise ob-
jects or data, with the connectors represented by black solid lines signifying various modelling
or experimental activities. Additionally, the connectors illustrated by dashed red lines denote
critical assessment activities integral to the overall verification and validation process. The right
branch encapsulates the iterative cycle of model development and utilisation. This involves the
formulation of the conceptual model, its translation into mathematical equations, the implemen-
tation of a computer model, and the subsequent exercise of this model to simulate the intended
physical system. This iterative loop ensures the refinement and improvement of the model over
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successive cycles. Conversely, the left branch elucidates the steps associated with obtaining re-
liable experimental data. This process encompasses the design and execution of physical tests,
the collection of relevant data, and the meticulous validation of these experimental outcomes.
The continuous interaction between experimentation and simulation, represented by the con-
nectors, underscores the cooperative nature of these two realms in refining and validating the
overall model. The connectors in dashed red lines highlight the crucial assessment activities that
bridge the two branches. These activities involve a comprehensive evaluation of the agreement
between experimental data and simulation outcomes, allowing for the identification of dispar-
ities and the subsequent refinement of the model to enhance its accuracy and reliability. The
figure provides a visual road-map, emphasising the interconnected nature of these processes and
underscoring the significance of a well-integrated and systematic approach in achieving robust
verification and validation outcomes. The Mathematical Model depicted in Figure 1 undergoes
a detailed breakdown into a Conceptual Model and a Mathematical Model, as illustrated in
Figure 26. An ideal scenario involves collaborative development by both the model developer
and experimenter. The process of developing the Conceptual Model is intricate, involving a
comprehensive consideration of various factors:

• Computational Objective: Clearly define the computational objective, outlining the spe-
cific goals the model aims to achieve within the simulation framework.

• Agreement Level Requirements: Determine the required level of agreement between
experimental and simulation outcomes, establishing the benchmarks for success in align-
ing these two realms.

• Domain of Interest: Identify the precise domain of interest, encapsulating the specific
spatial and temporal boundaries that the model will encompass.

• Physical Processes and Assumptions: Enlist all significant physical processes and as-
sumptions that need to be incorporated into the Conceptual Model to ensure a compre-
hensive representation of the real-world scenario.

• Failure Mode Considerations: Address the failure mode of interest, emphasising po-
tential scenarios where the system might deviate from expected behaviour, allowing for a
robust analysis of critical conditions.

• Failure Mode Considerations: Address the failure mode of interest, emphasising po-
tential scenarios where the system might deviate from expected behaviour, allowing for a
robust analysis of critical conditions.

• Validation Metrics: Define validation metrics, specifying the quantities to be measured
and establishing the basis for comparison between experimental data and simulation out-
comes.

Collaborative efforts between the model developer and experimenter during the development
of the Conceptual Model contribute to a more holistic and accurate representation of the under-
lying system. By addressing these key aspects, the Conceptual Model serves as the foundational
framework guiding subsequent steps in the modelling and simulation process.

Following the development of the Conceptual Model, the modelling process proceeds with
the construction of the Mathematical Model, while concurrently, the experimenter formulates
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the design for the Validation Experiment. The Mathematical Model represents a set of mathe-
matical equations specifically crafted to articulate the intricacies of physical reality. In the realm
of mechanics, this model encompasses fundamental components such as:

• Conservation Equations: Inclusion of conservation equations governing mass, momen-
tum, and, in certain cases, energy. These equations provide a quantitative framework for
understanding the fundamental principles underlying the physical system.

• Spatial and Temporal Domain Specification: Definition of the spatial and temporal
domain that the model will encapsulate. This delineates the geographical and time-related
boundaries within which the mathematical representation operates.

• Initial and Boundary Conditions: Specification of initial conditions, representing the
state of the system at the onset of the simulation, and boundary conditions, outlining the
interactions with the external environment.

• Constitutive Equations: Integration of constitutive equations that define the material
properties and behaviours, contributing to a more nuanced understanding of how the sys-
tem responds to various stimuli.

• Uncertainty Relationships: Incorporation of relationships describing the uncertainty in-
herent in the model. This acknowledgement of uncertainty is crucial for a comprehensive
analysis, particularly when dealing with real-world complexities.

Simultaneously, the experimenter undertakes the design of the Validation Experiment, a cru-
cial step in aligning the model with empirical observations. This experiment serves as a bench-
mark, offering empirical data to validate and refine the Mathematical Model. The cohesive
development of the Mathematical Model and the execution of the Validation Experiment form
a symbiotic relationship, fostering a robust and accurate representation of the physical sys-
tem. This iterative process allows for continuous refinement and improvement, ensuring that
the model aligns closely with the intricacies of the real-world scenario under investigation. The
Computer Model serves as the practical realisation of the equations formulated in the Mathe-
matical Model, typically manifested through numerical discretization, solution algorithms, and
convergence criteria. This implementation involves translating the mathematical abstraction
into a tangible form that can be processed by a computer. The Computer Model is essentially
a numerical procedure, often employing finite element, finite difference, or similar techniques,
to solve the equations outlined in the Mathematical Model through the execution of a com-
puter code. In the context of complex sensor modelling like RADAR, the codes employed are
equipped with methodologies for discretizing equations and modules both in space and time.
This involves breaking down the continuous mathematical representation into discrete elements,
facilitating computational efficiency. Additionally, these codes incorporate algorithms specifi-
cally designed for solving the resultant approximate equations. This intricate process ensures
that the Computer Model is not just a static representation but a dynamic tool capable of simu-
lating the behaviour of the physical system over both space and time. Moreover, the Computer
Model plays a pivotal role in transforming abstract theoretical concepts into actionable insights.
The numerical methods utilised, whether finite element or finite difference, enable the com-
putation of complex interactions, providing a practical framework for analysing mechanical
systems. This integration of computational tools with mathematical principles enhances the
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model’s ability to simulate real-world scenarios accurately, contributing to the overall efficacy
of the simulation process.

Within the Computer Model, a segment is dedicated to incorporating nondeterministic solu-
tion methods, uncertainty characterisations, and the corresponding convergence criteria. This
aspect introduces a layer of complexity to the simulation process, acknowledging and man-
aging uncertainties inherent in the modelling. Various nondeterministic theories (theories of
uncertainties), such as probabilistic methods, fuzzy and possibilistic sets, interval theory, and
evidence theory, find application in this domain, allowing for a more nuanced representation of
uncertainty. The uncertainties within the model are characterised by the chosen methodology
to represent them. For instance, a probability distribution might be employed to capture the
variability in data generated by a sensor, or intervals could be used to delineate bounded inputs.
This approach forms the foundation of Uncertainty Quantification, a crucial step in the simula-
tion process aimed at quantifying the impact of all input and model form uncertainties on the
computed simulation outcomes. In addition to the primary model response, Simulation Out-
comes now encompass more than just a deterministic result. They include quantified error or
confidence bounds, providing a comprehensive understanding of the potential variations in the
model’s predictions. This extension enhances the interpretability/explainability/understanding
of simulation results, offering a measure of the uncertainty associated with the computed model
response. The inclusion of uncertainty considerations and quantification not only reflects the
realism of real-world scenarios but also facilitates more informed decision-making based on a
thorough understanding of the simulation’s inherent uncertainties.

The Computer Model undergoes rigorous assessments in the form of Code and Calcula-
tion Verification to systematically identify and rectify potential errors within the programming.
These assessments aim to enhance the reliability and accuracy of the model by addressing var-
ious aspects, including insufficient grid resolution, solution tolerances, and considerations re-
lated to finite precision arithmetic. The next 4 stages have to be addressed in the Computer
Model verification process:

• Code Verification: Code Verification focuses on the identification and elimination of
errors in the programming itself. This involves a meticulous examination of the code to
ensure that it accurately reflects the intended mathematical model. Common issues such
as syntax errors, logical inconsistencies, and programming oversights are identified and
rectified during this phase.

• Calculation Verification: Calculation Verification delves into the numerical aspects of
the Computer Model. It addresses issues related to grid resolution, ensuring that the dis-
cretization adequately represents the underlying mathematical equations. Solution toler-
ances are scrutinised to guarantee that the numerical solution aligns with the desired accu-
racy. Additionally, considerations regarding finite precision arithmetic, where numerical
errors may arise due to the limitations of computer arithmetic, are carefully evaluated and
mitigated.

• Enhancing Precision: The assessments involve strategies to enhance precision and min-
imise numerical errors. Techniques such as refining grid resolution, adjusting solution
tolerances, and employing advanced numerical methods contribute to the overall improve-
ment of the model’s accuracy.

• Iterative Refinement: Code and Calculation Verification are iterative processes, where
identified errors lead to refinements in the model. The goal is to create a robust and
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accurate representation of the physical system, minimising discrepancies between the
simulated outcomes and the intended mathematical model.

By systematically addressing programming errors, numerical considerations, and precision-
related challenges, Code and Calculation Verification ensure that the Computer Model aligns
closely with the intended mathematical representation. This iterative refinement process con-
tributes to the creation of a reliable and effective simulation tool for analysing complex systems.
This step is essential and critical in the new complex models of sensors sharing the codes on
CPU, GPU, and remote computers.

Within the experimental domain depicted on the left side of Figure 26, the inception and
design of a physical experiment give rise to what is termed a Validation Experiment. The fun-
damental objective of a Validation Experiment is to furnish the requisite information essential
for validating the model. This necessitates a meticulous approach where all assumptions are
not only acknowledged but are comprehensively understood, well-defined, and rigorously con-
trolled throughout the experiment. To facilitate this precision, the undertaking of Pretest Calcu-
lations, which may encompass sensitivity analyses, proves invaluable. These calculations serve
multiple purposes, such as identifying optimal locations for measurements within the experi-
ment and determining the most effective types of measurements required. The insights gained
from these calculations are pivotal in streamlining the experimental design, ensuring that the
gathered data will be not only relevant but also instrumental in validating the corresponding
model. The dataset acquired from a Validation Experiment extends beyond mere response mea-
surements. It encompasses a comprehensive array of measurements, including those crucial
for defining model inputs and elucidating uncertainties associated with loadings, initial con-
ditions, and boundary conditions. For instance, the symmetrical placement of sensors within
the experiment allows for the quantification of obstacle/tracking/recognition variabilities for a
RADAR sensor. Concurrently, conducting multiple validation experiments aids in quantifying
test-to-test variations, contributing to a more robust understanding of the experimental setup.
By embedding this meticulous approach into the experimental design phase, researchers can
leverage both the Validation Experiment and Pretest Calculations to not only validate the model
but also to uncover critical insights into the variability and uncertainties inherent in the physical
system under study. This comprehensive understanding is pivotal for ensuring the accuracy and
reliability of both the experimental setup and the subsequent model validation process.

The connection denoted by Pretest Calculations in Figure 26 serves as a vital link bridg-
ing the experimental and computational branches. This connection underscores the critical
interaction between the modeller (sensor model provider) and the experimenter, emphasising
the necessity for ongoing collaboration to guarantee that the measured data not only aligns
with expectations but is also indispensable, pertinent, and accurate for the modelling process.
Throughout the Pretest Calculations phase, it is imperative for the modeller and experimenter
to engage in a collaborative dialogue. This ensures a mutual understanding of the experimental
requirements and the information essential for validating the computational model. The intri-
cacies of the physical system, the model assumptions, and the expected outcomes need to be
clearly communicated, fostering a shared vision that enhances the likelihood of a successful and
informative experiment. However, once the Validation Experiment and Pretest Calculations are
concluded, a shift occurs, and the modeller and experimenter often proceed independently. This
phase allows each party to focus on their specific domain of expertise. The modeller refines and
advances the computational model, incorporating insights gained from the experimental data.
Simultaneously, the experimenter may delve into post-experiment analyses, ensuring the accu-
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racy and reliability of the acquired data. The subsequent independent work serves to optimize
both the experimental and computational components. When the time arrives for comparing
outcomes from the experiment and the simulation, the independence fostered in the interim
phase facilitates a more objective and comprehensive assessment. This iterative and collab-
orative approach, with distinct phases of interaction and independence, ensures that the final
validation process is robust, accurate, and mutually beneficial for both experimental and com-
putational aspects of the study.

The experimental phase (Experimentation) encompasses the systematic gathering of raw data
from diverse reference and ground truth sensors deployed in the physical experiment. In addi-
tion to the real sensor to test (real version of the simulated sensor), the sensors used as ”ground
truth” must be accurate enough, different from the sensor under test, and need to be calibrated.
The outcome of this data collection process is the generation of Experimental Data, which may
comprise a multitude of information such as strain measurements, time histories of responses,
as well as visual records. In certain instances, experimental data can be further transformed
into distinct ”features” to enhance its direct utility for comparison with simulation results. To
fortify the robustness of the experimental findings and to facilitate the quantification of uncer-
tainties inherent in the experimental setup, it is often imperative to conduct repeat experiments.
These repetitions serve a dual purpose: firstly, they aid in quantifying the lack of repeatability
attributed to systematic errors or biases inherent in the experimental apparatus, and secondly,
they help in capturing uncontrollable variabilities that may influence the outcomes. In the pur-
suit of experimental validation, it is crucial to consider not only the primary measurements but
also the derived features that can enhance the compatibility with simulation results. Moreover,
the inclusion of repeat experiments underscores a commitment to rigorously assessing the re-
liability and consistency of the experimental outcomes. This comprehensive approach ensures
that the experimental data, in its various forms, is not only rich in information but is also well-
characterised in terms of uncertainties, contributing to a more robust and insightful comparison
with the results obtained from computational simulations.

Following the experimental phase, Uncertainty Quantification becomes a pivotal step in sys-
tematically assessing and quantifying the impact of various sources of uncertainty on Experi-
mental Outcomes. This process involves a comprehensive evaluation of factors such as mea-
surement errors, design tolerances, as-built uncertainties, and fabrication errors, among others.
The outcome of Uncertainty Quantification typically manifests as Experimental Outcomes pre-
sented alongside associated error bounds, elucidating the range of uncertainty as a function of
time or load. It is noteworthy that Uncertainty Quantification is emphasised on both the left
and right branches of Figure 26, underscoring its crucial role in elucidating uncertainties and
instilling confidence in both the experimental and simulation outcomes. This dual considera-
tion ensures a holistic understanding of the uncertainties inherent in both domains. The subse-
quent phase involves the Quantitative Comparison of Experimental and Simulation Outcomes,
a process essential for drawing meaningful insights from the validation exercise. This com-
parison extends beyond a mere visual assessment and takes the form of a statistical statement
regarding selected validation metrics. For instance, if the chosen metric involves the difference
between simulation and experimental outcomes (commonly referred to as ”error”), the Quanti-
tative Comparison articulates the expected accuracy of the model. An example statement might
be, ”We are 98% confident that the error is between 1% and 5%.” This statistical approach offers
a nuanced understanding of the model’s performance and establishes a quantifiable measure of
confidence in the alignment between experimental and simulation outcomes. This aspect imply
the using of the tolerance and acceptability bounds using. In essence, the tandem application
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of Uncertainty Quantification and Quantitative Comparison fortifies the validation process, en-
suring a comprehensive evaluation of uncertainties and providing a statistically sound basis for
assessing the agreement between experimental and simulation results.

The assessment of Model Validation is a critical step in determining the accuracy of a model
as a representation of the real world, particularly in the context of its intended applications.
This evaluation seeks to answer whether the model achieves an Acceptable Agreement with the
experiment, signifying alignment with predefined criteria specified in the Conceptual Model.
However, it is crucial to recognise that the question of adequacy for the intended use is more
expansive than the decision block depicted in Figure 26. The decision point for Acceptable
Agreement concentrates solely on the level of concordance between Experimental and Simu-
lation Outcomes. This alignment is assessed against predefined criteria embedded in the Con-
ceptual Model, providing a quantitative measure of how well the model reflects the real-world
behaviour as observed in the experiment. In instances where the agreement falls short of ac-
ceptability, there are two potential avenues for improvement: Model Revision and Experiment
Revision. Model Revision involves adjusting fundamental aspects such as assumptions, struc-
ture, parameter estimates, boundary values, or initial conditions to enhance alignment with ex-
perimental outcomes. Conversely, Experiment Revision entails modifying aspects of the exper-
imental design, procedures, or measurements to improve agreement with simulation outcomes.
The decision on whether to revise the model, the experiment, or both is a nuanced judgement
made by the model developer and experimenter. This process requires a careful consideration of
the nature of discrepancies, insights gained from the validation process, and the overall objec-
tives of the study. It is through this iterative and collaborative decision-making that the model
evolves and refines, progressively becoming a more accurate and reliable representation of the
real-world system for its intended applications.

In [4], the authors provide a succinct examination of existing Verification and Validation
(V&V) methods commonly employed in traditional simulations (see figure 27). Building upon
this comprehensive review, they introduce a pioneering framework specifically tailored for the
V&V of simulations designed to predict the behaviours of autonomous robots. To demonstrate
the efficacy of this novel framework, the authors apply it to a practical use-case involving the
navigation task of an autonomous Unmanned Ground Vehicle (UGV). In the application of the
framework, the authors focus on the crucial aspect of model validation, specifically targeting
sensor models associated with the Global Positioning System (GPS), inertial measurement unit
(IMU), and RGB camera. This validation process is essential for ensuring the accuracy and
reliability of these sensor models in capturing real-world data and translating it into simulation
outcomes. Furthermore, the framework extends its application to the validation of these sensor
models within the context of a specific camera-based autonomous navigation algorithm—stop
sign detection. This additional layer of validation demonstrates the versatility and adaptability
of the proposed V&V framework to address diverse functionalities within autonomous robotic
systems. By delving into the intricacies of sensor models and their application in a real-world
scenario like autonomous navigation, the authors contribute to advancing the validation method-
ologies specifically tailored for autonomous robots. This research not only underscores the im-
portance of rigorous V&V processes in autonomous systems but also provides a practical and
applicable framework for enhancing the reliability of simulations in predicting the behaviours
of autonomous robots.

37



[L2.7] Verification, Evaluation, Validation

Figure 27: Real World and Simulation World Relationships with Verification and Validation, and development
cycle proposed by [3] and used in [4]

In 2023 and in the referenced work [5], the authors introduce a methodology aimed at facil-
itating the establishment and using of assumptions within the modelling process. The method-
ology encompasses a structured approach for conducting simulation projects, an associated
assumptions taxonomy, and a method designed to streamline the management of these assump-
tions. Additionally, the authors advocate for an expansion of the conventional Validation, Veri-
fication, and Accreditation processes, proposing a comprehensive framework comprising eight
distinct phases (as illustrated in Figure 28). These phases collectively span the entire life cycle
of a model, offering a more thorough and integrated approach to ensure the reliability and accu-
racy of simulation outcomes. This methodology is mainly focus on the proposal of a Continuous
Process for Validation, Verification, and Accreditation of Simulation Models.
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Figure 28: Life cycle for a simulation project based on 8 distinct phases involving Verification, Validation, and
Accreditation. Work proposed by [5]

The proposed life cycle for a simulation project is delineated through a visual representation
in Figure 28. Within this schematic, squares signify various products, encompassing elements
such as the definition of the problem, model coding, and obtained solutions. Validation and
verification actions, denoted by stars, are integral to ensuring the accuracy of these products. If
at any point the validation or verification process fails, the project iterates back to the preced-
ing product. Navigating from one product to another involves specific actions, exemplified by
processes like coding to transition from the Conceptual Model to the Computerised Model. The
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cyclical nature of this process is mapped across different phases as proposed by [19].
In Figure 28, eight key products pertinent to the simulation project are represented within

squares:

• Goals: The elucidation of relevant elements governing the organisation, constituting a
standalone product.

• Problem Entity: The definition of the problem slated for analysis, generated by the
organisational goals.

• Conceptual Model: A comprehensive and unambiguous representation of the model
under consideration.

• Scenarios/Configurations: The diverse scenarios or configurations earmarked for anal-
ysis.

• Computerised Model: The simulator responsible for coding and embodying the model.

• Solutions: Outcomes derived through simulation.

• Accepted Solutions: Solutions validated and accepted through model-based discussions.

• System Itself: The system is modified based on the solutions accepted through the model-
based discussions.

This structured approach guides the evolution of a simulation project through distinct phases,
ensuring a systematic and iterative progression while maintaining a focus on validation, verifi-
cation, and continual refinement of the modelled system.

In [6], the author discerns that the omission of uncertainties, limited information in vali-
dation results, restricted extrapolation capability, and the ensuing narrow application scope are
impeding the contemporary validation processes from meeting evolving requirements. Through
a thorough analysis scrutinising over twenty frameworks, this work elucidates that statistical
methods possess significant potential to address these four critical inadequacies. The study ex-
tensively justifies that adopting consistent statistical validation is not only necessary but also
important and crucial for the precise quantification of reliability. This precision, in turn, facili-
tates accurate model selection, knowledge development, and decision-making within the realm
of modern automotive vehicle-dynamics simulations. The incorporation of statistical methods
is posited as a transformative approach, bridging gaps and enhancing the robustness of the val-
idation process to meet the heightened demands of contemporary simulation requirements.
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Figure 29: Overview of statistical validation showing the four main steps A. uncertainty identification, B uncer-
tainty quantification, uncertainty propagation and D total prediction uncertainty. Work proposed by [6]

2.4.2.2 Some requirements, properties, and concepts about synthetic data verification
and validation

In order to encapsulate the full breadth of applications and approaches to synthetic data, [47]
proposes the following definition for synthetic data:

Definition: Synthetic data is data that has been generated using a purpose-built mathemati-
cal model or algorithm, with the aim of solving a (set of ) data science task(s).

We contrast synthetic data with real data, which is generated not by a model but by real
world systems (e.g camera image, radar signal, GPS frame etc.). The model – the synthetic data
generator – can take many forms, from a real time graphical engine with rendering process,
deep learning architectures such as the popular Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs), or
Variational Auto-encoders (VAEs), through agent-based and bio-inspired models, to a set of
(stochastic) differential equations modelling a physical or/and dynamical system.

From [47], it appears that a good synthetic data generator (for the simulation of data gener-
ated by specific sensor model reproducing actual data provided by actual sensor) should simul-
taneously satisfy the following properties:

• Syntactical accuracy: The generated data should be plausible (e.g. a synthetically gen-
erated road environment need to involve a road surface with signage, road side furniture,
and dynamic or static elements above the road surface). However, this also requires that
certain structural/physical properties of the data are preserved. This means to guaran-
tee a physical, spatial, and temporal coherence. For example, with time-series data, it is
mandatory to ensure that data points are not generated using information coming from
the extrapolation process or knowledge from the future.

• Privacy: It should be possible to accurately quantify the amount of information about
the original data revealed by the diffusion of the synthetic sample of data. Exactly how
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one measures privacy will depend on the specific task at hand and the type of synthetic
data that will be generated. Although differential privacy is a popular way to assess the
amount of information disclosed through synthetic data generators, a different notion may
be necessary when data is sparse or one wishes to move away from the limits of worst
case. For example, the use of datasets that have not been properly anonymity and are used
to build synthetic data generation models could, when using the model, generate data
containing confidential and potentially critical information. Additionally, information
produced by the generator must not inadvertently regenerate confidential information.

• Statistical accuracy: It should be possible to accurately quantify the statistical similarity
(or lack thereof) between the synthetic and the original data. When measuring statistical
accuracy, one might be interested in capturing certain marginal distributions and certain
relationships between variables, but not others. A good synthetic data generator should
allow for control over this. In order to quantify the level of fidelity and quality of a
synthetic data relatively to the actual one, it is necessary to apply a set of metrics defined
in the next sections.

• Efficiency: The algorithm should scale well with the dimension of the data space (i.e.
feature space). It is well known that, in general, approximation of distributions can suffer
from the curse of dimensional, and consequently sampling from unstructured distributions
is an NP-hard problem.

While it is relatively straightforward to design algorithms that satisfy a subset of the desired
properties for Synthetic Data Generation (SDG), there is currently no systematic framework to
achieve all four properties simultaneously. Challenges arise, particularly in the conflict between
generating statistically accurate and private data. In the realm of deferentially private synthetic
data, it is demonstrated the non-existence of a computationally efficient algorithm that simulta-
neously ensures differential privacy and preserves correlations between pairs of features. This
holds as a general result, implying that there is no universal algorithm that works for all datasets.
However, it is possible that:

• for a specific application (e.g., dataset), it is possible to efficiently generate DP synthetic
data;

• one may not be interested in the correlations being preserved (i.e. the application may
demand a different fidelity notion).

Despite the impossibility of a universal deferentially private synthetic data generation method,
it emphasises the necessity to evaluate privacy and fidelity on a case-by-case basis. The absence
of a ”one-size-fits-all” solution is underscored. In a related study (reference [48]), the authors
demonstrate that a computationally efficient algorithm exists by relaxing the requirement to
match most correlations instead of all. While promising, this raises the challenge of quantify-
ing which aspects of the data structure are not being matched. These findings emphasise the
importance of tailoring synthetic data generation to specific use cases. It suggests that for a
given application, relevant statistical properties can be preserved, while others may be disre-
garded in favor of privacy. Concrete examples of such use cases are provided, accompanied by
a caution against misguided endeavours in synthetic data applications.

In order to provide a label on a synthetic data in a order to be usable in an evaluation and vali-
dation process, it is mandatory to address the synthetic data fidelity, quality, and diversity. These
3 concepts are related concepts but represent distinct aspects in the context of data generation:
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• Synthetic Data Fidelity:

– Definition: Fidelity refers to the accuracy with which synthetic data replicates the
statistical properties and patterns of the original data. This aspect is link to the
physical accuracy of the synthetic structure or data generated by a model. In this
context, the generated synthetic data must be experimentally validated and must fit
with characteristics of the real system, sensor, data. Generated samples resemble
real samples from Pr (real distribution of data). A high-fidelity synthetic data set
should contain “realistic” samples, e.g. visually-realistic images.

– Focus: It emphasises how closely the synthetic data mimics the key characteristics,
distributions, and relationships present in the real dataset.

– Metrics: Evaluation involves comparing statistical measures (mean, variance, cor-
relations, etc.) between the original and synthetic datasets.

• Synthetic Data Quality:

– Definition: Quality encompasses a broader range of characteristics and features that
contribute to the overall usefulness and appropriateness of synthetic data for a spe-
cific purpose.

– Focus: It considers factors beyond statistical accuracy, including the relevance, util-
ity, and effectiveness of synthetic data in achieving specific objectives.

– Metrics: Assessment involves various criteria, such as the ability of synthetic data
to maintain privacy guarantees, support intended analyses, and align with the goals
of the data generation task.

• Synthetic Data Diversity:

– Definition: Synthetic data diversity refers to the variety and richness of informa-
tion captured within a dataset generated through artificial means. It emphasises
the representation of different patterns, characteristics, and scenarios to ensure a
comprehensive and realistic reflection of the underlying real-world data. Generated
samples are diverse enough to cover the variability of real data, i.e., a model should
be able to generate a wide variety of good samples. Diversity could be link to the
generalisation: Generated samples should not be mere copies of the (real) samples
in training data, i.e., models that overfit to real datasets are not truly “generative”.

– Focus: The primary focus of synthetic data diversity is to create a dataset that mim-
ics the complexities and variations present in the authentic data it aims to replace.
This involves capturing a wide range of features, relationships, and distributions to
enhance the model’s adaptability and generalisation.

– Metrics: Entropy: Measures the unpredictability or disorder in the dataset, reflecting
the diversity of information; Coverage: Evaluates the extent to which the synthetic
dataset covers the entire spectrum of possible values and scenarios present in the
real data; Distribution Matching: Compares the statistical distributions of features
in synthetic and real datasets to ensure similar patterns; Representativeness: As-
sesses how well the synthetic data represents the diversity of instances, ensuring a
balanced portrayal; Variability: Measures the extent of variation in features, empha-
sising diversity in different dimensions; Cluster Analysis: Examines the formation
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of distinct groups or clusters within the synthetic data, indicating diverse subgroups;
Augmentation of Rare Events: Ensures that rare or uncommon events in the real data
are appropriately represented in the synthetic dataset.

in [7], the authors propose a comprehensive 3-dimensional metric, (↵-Precision, �-Recall,
Authenticity), designed to evaluate the fidelity, diversity, and generalisation capabilities of gen-
erative models across diverse application domains. This metric combines statistical divergence
measures with precision-recall analysis, allowing for both sample- and distribution-level as-
sessments of model fidelity and diversity. Additionally, it introduces generalisation as a crucial
dimension for evaluating how well a model reproduces training data, especially relevant in sce-
narios involving sensitive information. The three components of the metric are interpretable
probabilistic quantities, and their estimation can be achieved through sample-level binary clas-
sification. This sample-level nature inspires a novel application called model auditing, where
individual sample quality from a (black-box) model is assessed, leading to the identification
and removal of low-quality samples, ultimately enhancing the overall model performance in a
post-hoc manner.

Figure 30: Evaluation and auditing pipelines for Generative Models ([7])

In summary, fidelity primarily addresses the statistical resemblance between synthetic and
real data, while quality extends the evaluation to include considerations of usability, relevance,
and the fulfilment of specific requirements. The last aspect (diversity) aims to produce high-
quality datasets that mirror the intricacies of the real-world data distribution. These 3 aspects
are crucial in determining the suitability of synthetic data for various applications, with fidelity
focusing on accuracy, quality encompassing a broader set of attributes, and diversity providing
a large coverage of encounterable situations/conditions/configurations.

2.4.2.3 Verification and validation methods and metrics for cameras

The principle of operation of the sensor by accumulation of charges is a source of different
biases which may depend on the environment observed by the camera lens. Reading noise
is inherent to the sensor whatever the situation. On dynamic scenes, motion blur is visible
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depending on the sensors and the integration time chosen. In high light conditions, blooming
and smearing phenomena appear due to the saturation of the CCD sensors. In the Table 1, we
present the result of work done in eMOTIVE regarding the faults of a camera and the associated
measurement protocols to highlight them. Faults highlighted in bold are those that are typically
used to calibrate camera models. In difficult environmental situations, certain defects modify the
acquired images significantly, that is to say sufficiently to disrupt the behaviour of the sensor and
the perception systems using the images generated by the sensor. Noise and vignetting become
significant compared to other defects in low light conditions; the blooming occurs when the
brightness is too strong; distortion can cause bias when attempting pattern recognition; and
motion blur occurs in the event of sudden dynamic movements.

In order to validate the quality of the data generated and provided by camera, it is necessary
to validate 2 sub parts of the camera model in close relationship with the camera’s defaults
mentioned in Table 1: the intrinsic operating/behaviour of the camera and the extrinsic aspect
involving the image generation depending on the current environment with its disturbers.

Intrinsic parameters: The first sub part is relative to the intrinsic parameters. In order
to address this validation, the current way will be to use the virtual sensor model with a set of
digital twin for the calibration chart and a digital twin of the DXO bench shown in the figure 31.
The process consists, as proposed in [49] [50], firstly to generate both virtual and real data com-
ing from cameras (virtual and real) by using the real and virtual calibration chart in the DXO
bench. Secondly, once these data collected, we use the DXO software to assess the intrinsic
parameters of both cameras (real and virtual). Thirdly, a comparison is apply on the two dataset
generated and a gap is generated. Depending of the gap, the virtual camera will be accepted or
rejected.

DxO bench: The DxO Calibration Bench is a tool used to evaluate the image quality of
cameras in various industries, such as aerospace, automotive, photography, medical, smart-
phones, computer vision, action cameras, defence, surveillance and many others. It is designed
to measure, compare and optimize the image quality of cameras using image quality evaluation
software, equipment and test protocols. The Analyser system offers a complete laboratory suite
for measuring and optimising camera image quality. The software includes a comprehensive
library of image quality assessment metrics and can process both still images and videos. The
Analyser system is modular and highly configurable, working with both raw and processed data.
It is a valuable tool for image signal processing (ISP) optimisation and provides both mandatory
features and optional premium services. DxO Analyser uses a comprehensive library of image
quality evaluation metrics to measure, compare, and optimize camera image quality. Here are
some of the metrics used in the Analyser system:

• Effective Focal Length, distortion,

• Effective Focal LengthColor Fidelity and Sensitivity and consistency,

• Noise (SNR, Dynamic Range, Tonal Range)

• White Balance Accuracy etc.

For example, the bench used in UGE includes:
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Main camera defaults
Characteristics Variables Measurement

tools
Technics Measurement

Gain (linearity) light uniform calibration
target, luxmeter

white calibration
target with uniform
lightning

linear function

Offset Temperature, ex-
posure time, gain

temperature sensor darkness measure-
ment, constant
exposure time

offset for each pixel

Uniformity light calibration target un-
saturated, light sensor

uniform light range response distribution,
standard deviation

Thermal noise temperature, ex-
posure time

mean, standard devia-
tion

Reading noise Temperature, ex-
posure time

mean, standard

photonics noise light quantity

Distance focal/pitch graduated calibration
target, range sensor

variation of the dis-
tance plan focal-target
: resolution of the pin-
hole model equations

focal distance/ pitch

Vignetting uniform calibration
target, homogeneous
ambient lighting

variation of attenua-
tion over average val-
ues of groups of ROI
pixels

attenuation coefficient

geometric aberra-
tion

checker-board
calibration pattern

distortion computa-
tion

distortion coefficient

optical definition focusing dis-
tance, diaphragm

frequencial calibra-
tion target, luxmeter

image analysing cutoff frequency

out of focus focusing dis-
tance, diaphragm

sinusoidal calibration
target, lux-meter

contrast and FTM
analysing, measure-
ment of the spatial
frequency

depth of field, cutoff
frequency evolution

Flare Position of the
light source

calibration target with
black square and
white background,
position sensor

image analysing position and dimen-
sion of the flares

Blooming light intensity, in-
tegration time

lux-meter image analysing number of saturated
pixels depending on
light intensity and in-
tegration time

Smearing light lux-meter image analysing position and dimen-
sion

Shutter light black and white rotat-
ing calibration target,
speed sensor

response time
analysing

integration time

Dynamic range contrast contrast calibration
target

image analysing dynamics

Response time light variation,
gain level

lux-meter, chronome-
ter

image analysing response time

blur of movement integration time,
object/camera
speed

lux-meter, chronome-
ter, black and white
rotating calibration
target

image analysing black/white transition
depending on the
speed of the calibra-
tion target and the
integration time

Table 1: Summary of the main camera defaults
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(a) (b)

Figure 31: (a) DxO Bench. (b) DxO bench’s digital twin

• a structure for the calibration as it is shown in the figure 31,

• Two light projector of 2000W each

• Different calibration targets

• A lux meter

• An accurate Laser telemeter

But other additional components can be added.
In order to compare real cameras and simulated ones, we follow a well-defined character-

isation protocol. First of all, we perform a camera calibration on the DxO optical bench. To
analyse an optic, we capture a calibrated target image. The focus must be extremely accurate, as
well as the parallelism between the target and the plane of the sensor. These levels are checked
by auto collimation.

For the calibration, and the characteristic comparison between digital and real images, some
calibration targets can be used. For instance in [50], three calibration targets are used and are
shown in figure 32:

• A 1.2m⇥0.9m dot chart that is used for the lens distortion, the focal length and vignetting
measurement. Each dot has a diameter of 2cm. The tolerance for the test targets is in the
range of 0.2mm on the diameter and the position of the dots.

• The retro-lighting chart or noise targets is a transmission target placed on top of a uni-
form light box. The transmission target is a DxO’s design made of a thick black plastic
plate with precision-drilled holes. These holes (or “patches”) are equipped with range
of neutral density filters designed to absorb light in the same way for all wavelengths.
The filters are made of pure optical glass with no structures that could be measured as
noise. The light box behind the target features two fluorescent daylight spectrum tubes
with a diffuser sheet on top to achieve perfect uniformity on each filter. The luminance
is approximately 1500cd/m2. The light absorption levels of the filters range from 0% to
99.99% in order to test across a dynamic range of 4 density steps.When shooting such
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 32: The three calibration targets used with DxO Bench: (a) DxO’s Dot chart (b) The noise target is a
transmission target placed on top of a uniform light box for noise and tonal range calibration. (c) Macbeth Chart
for the colour sensitivity measurement.

a chart, the sensor of the test camera is exposed to a wide range of light levels, with a
1/10,000 ratio from minimum to maximum.

• The Macbeth chart is a colour calibration target consisting of a cardboard-framed ar-
rangement of 24 squares of painted samples. The chart’s colour patches have spectral
reflectances intended to mimic those of natural objects such as human skin, foliage, and
flowers, to have consistent colour appearance under a variety of lighting conditions, espe-
cially as detected by typical colour photographic film, and to be stable over time. Colour
sensitivity measurement requires knowing the RAW response of the sensor to a selection
of known colours.

In parallel with this work, the optical bench as well as the different test patterns are digitally
reproduced in order to be integrated into the Simulation software. From the different param-
eters characterising each camera, it is possible to reproduce a simulated camera module with
characteristics similar to the real sensor. Subsequently, we seek to qualify the fidelity of the
optical sensor model by comparing characteristics of digital images to those of the real images.
Following the application of different filters and parameters to the simulated camera module
(same characteristic as the real camera), the synthetic images of three targets are acquired in the
same way as for the real sensor. The results obtained using the simulator camera module are
compared to those of the real system. For a first metric we can use the relative error:

E =
measuresim �measurereal

measurereal
(1)

As example, hereafter, the results of the study by [50] are presented: three cameras and
their digital twins are calibrated utilising the procedure: Philips SPC1030NC webcam, JAI’s
CM040MCL with a 4.0mm focal length objective and JAI’sGE040CB. The calibration will be
carried out for focal length, distortion, vignetting and the sensor linearity.
First, the figure 33 shows the images of the targets by the three real cameras and by the simulated
optical sensors.

Finally, the quantitative difference between the digital twins’ images for focal length, distor-
tion and vignetting. For the focal length calibration provide the following results presented in
the Table 2

For the distortion, the mathematical model that fits the three tested camera is the radial model
defined by the equation (2) . Radial distortion causes straight lines to appear curved. Radial
distortion becomes larger the farther points are from the centre of the image.
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Figure 33: Images of the dot and retro-lighting charts for real cameras in the two right-hand side column and
simulated ones in the two left-hand side column. The first line is the images for the Philips Webcam. The second
line is the images for JAI CM040CL camera and the last line is the images for JAI GE040CB camera.

Table 2: Focal Length measurement with the uncertainty in milimeter(mm)

optical systems: Philips SPC1030NC JAI CM040MCL JAI GE040CB
Real device 2.89± 0.01 4.01± 0.01 11.99± 0.01

Simulated device 2.88± 0.01 4.06± 0.01 11.96± 0.01

8
<

:
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The two parameters k1 and k2 of the equation (2) are determined from the measurements a the
dot charts in the real camera calibration step. These parameters are used as parameters in the
simulated camera. The table 3 shows the distortion parameters of the three cameras:

Table 3: Distortion parameters k1 and k2 for the tested cameras

optical systems: Philips SPC1030NC JAI CM040MCL JAI GE040CB
k1 0.9752 �0.2894 0.3102
k2 �0.1464 0.0641 0.2654

As it is shown in the figure 34, the relative error is increasing with the radial position of the
pixel.

Optical vignetting is the attenuation of the illumination received by the system with increas-
ing field. We take into account of this in the form of a map. The user can easily obtain such a
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(a) Philips Webcam.

(b) JAI CM040MCL

(c) JAI GE040CB
Figure 34: Relative error of distortion for the three tested cameras

map by acquiring an image of a target illuminated homogeneously and that does not saturate the
camera. The figure 35 shows the relative error of the vignetting effect of the simulated cameras.
It is obvious that the relative error of the tested camera depends on the camera model and for
the Philips webcam, the error is quite important with value more than 15% while for the two
other camera, the error is less than 6%.

In this first part, from the different intrinsic parameters characterising each camera, we repro-
duce a simulated camera module with characteristics similar to the real sensor. Subsequently,
we seek to qualify the fidelity of the optical sensor model compared to reality using measure-
ments. To achieve this part, a calibration bench, such as DxO bench, is very useful.

Image Generation: The second sub part is relative to the image generation using the road
infrastructure and the environment conditions (weather, light). This second sub part validation
is a critical stage for not only the verification and validation of the camera model and its ca-
pability to generate realistic data, but for the simulation engine and its capabilities to generate
the effects allowing to generate a realistic rendering. For a couple of years, a significant num-
ber of synthetic datasets have emerged to overcome the lack of real data with the objective of
creating increasingly large and realistic synthetic datasets, which is crucial for AI-based algo-
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(a) Philips Webcam.

(b) JAI CM040MCL

(c) JAI GE040CB
Figure 35: Relative error of vignetting effect for the three tested cameras

rithms. But to what extent can we say that the computer-generated images are faithful to reality?
Then it is essential to propose some metrics to quantity the level of fidelity of these kinds of
images. Plenty of metrics already exist to quantify image quality but none to quantify the fi-
delity of synthetic images. The term fidelity is preferred to realism due to its subjective nature,
making quantification a complex task. Additionally, a comprehensive conceptual framework of
fidelity has already been proposed. In the PRISSMA methodology for simulation verification
and validation, the fidelity can refers to the extent of similarity between some selected features
in the virtual environment and their corresponding reference features in the real environment.
Therefore, high-fidelity simulations can correspond to a faithful representation of the real envi-
ronment’s features, while low-fidelity simulations may correspond to a simpler representation
of these features in comparison to the real world. The figure below illustrates the comprehen-
sive diagram of the proposed verification method, which consists of introducing a set of metrics
to quantify the fidelity of synthetic images. Learning and statistic-based approaches are used to
exploit the image information such as textures and others that are relevant to real images.
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Figure 36: Diagram of the proposed verification method to assess the fidelity level of a virtual image coming from
a virtual camera

A linear combination of these metrics allow to computes the fidelity scores for the synthetic
datasets. The same process is applied to the real datasets to provide reference scores, giving an
indication of the fidelity level of synthetic images. This method has shown promising results,
but it needs to be extended to various types of scenes. The experiments were conducted using
data from urban areas under clear daytime conditions. The next step is to apply this method
to different scenes and under adverse weather conditions. The image information will vary
significantly depending on scenarios, like under foggy conditions.

Figure 37: Taxonomy of the scenario encounter by a virtual camera

Generating a score is essential to determine whether a virtual data set will be sufficiently
representative and true to reality to be used in learning, assessment, and validation procedures.
At this moment, researches focused on this topic address mainly the generation of realistic
images from the human point of view and not from the camera point of view. Indeed, concerning
human vision and the level of realism of a synthetic image, certain metrics or criteria commonly
used to characterise it are sometimes questionable and weakly correlated with human vision. In
this part, we only deal with images produced by a camera, which is very different from the
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constraints and conditions posed by the human eye as a sensor. Compared to a camera, the
human eye is a “poor quality” sensor. As we can observe in Figure 38, the part producing
precise information as a camera would do is very small.

Figure 38: Modelling of the human eye with the different fields of view with their angles and functions. Bottom
right provide the simple modelling of a RGB camera with the main parameters.

For instance, in the recent work presented in [51], the authors propose an exploration of
Metrics and Datasets to Assess the Fidelity of Images Generated by Generative Adversarial
Networks. Ensuring the quality of synthetic images involves evaluating them. The classical
metrics used in this objective are metrics like:

• FID (Frechet Inception Distance)[52], which is more consistent than the Inception
Score. The Fréchet distance also known as Wasserstein-2 distance measures the differ-
ence of two Gaussians (i.e synthetic and real-world images). The Fréchet distance d(., .)
between the Gaussian with mean (m, C) obtained from p(.) and the Gaussian with mean
(mw, Cw) obtained from pw(.) is called the “Fréchet Inception Distance” (FID). The
FID is consistent with increasing disturbances and human judgement. The FID seems to
capture efficiently the disturbance level. Even if this distance is strongly used, because it
does not differentiate the fidelity and diversity aspects of the generated images, recent pa-
pers have introduced variants of precision and recall metrics to diagnose those properties
separately. FID is calculated with d

2 = ||µ1 � µ2||2 + Tr(C1 + C2 � 2
p
C1 · C2)

• IS (Inception Score): The inception score is a metric designed to measure the image
quality and diversity of generated images. It was initially created as an objective metric
for generative adversarial networks (GAN). In order to measure the image quality, gen-
erated images are fed into a pre-trained image classifier network in order to obtain the
probability score for each class. If the probability scores are widely distributed then the
generated image is of low quality. This metric was shown to correlate well with human
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scoring of the realism of generated images from the CIFAR-10 dataset. The IS uses an
Inception v3 Network pre-trained on ImageNet and calculates a statistic of the network’s
outputs when applied to generated images. A wide probability distribution is commonly
referred to as “high entropy”. entropy = �

P
(pi · log(pi))

• KID (Kernel Inception Distance) [53]: KID uses polynomial kernel methods to measure
the disparity between empirical distributions of features in real and generated images. The
compared features are extracted from the pool3 layer of an inception network. The KID
metric is useful for assessing the quality and diversity of generated images in the context
of generative models. Moreover, it has been demonstrated to be superior to IS and FID
[53]. The polynomial kernel used is : k(x, y) = (1

d
x
T
y + 1)3 where d is the dimension

representation.

• LPIPS(Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity), which align with human percep-
tion of image quality, but not with camera perception. LPIPS essentially computes the
similarity between the activation of two image patches for some pre-defined network.
This measure has been shown to match human perception well. A low LPIPS score means
that image patches are perceptual similar. In [54], a new version of this similarity distance
has been proposed (R-LPIPS (Robust Learned Perceptual Image Patch Similarity)).

It is important to emphasise that these methods are open to criticism because they all depend
on the Inception network. The rating is good if the type of image has already been seen by the
network, otherwise the rating that will be given will be low and potentially of no real value.

Moreover, for GAN, proper dataset segmentation and pre-processing are crucial for accu-
rate model training. GANs face yet challenges in training due to the constant competition be-
tween generator and discriminator networks, leading to instability. Many researchers overlook
the importance of correctly filtering datasets for GANs, impacting image generation quality.
Careful selection and preparation of datasets are essential and mandatory for optimal results in
GAN-based image generation. Improving realism in generating images of individuals requires
addressing road actors variability through advanced segmentation techniques, promising better
representation and more authentic images with diverse datasets. This work which analyse met-
rics and datasets generated by GANs, provides some advice and a good practice guideline for
researchers in order to understand the strengths, weaknesses, and areas for further research on
generative adversarial networks. Also this work ultimately enhances image generation precision
and control by detailing dataset preprocessing and some quality metrics for synthetic images.

To evaluate synthetic data sets, in addition to the metrics proposed to [51], some other works
use:

• Moving Average (MA) which computes the time-average of parameters. In time series
analysis, the moving-average model (MA model), also known as moving-average process,
is a common approach for modelling uni variate time series. The moving-average model
specifies that the output variable is cross-correlated with a non-identical to itself random-
variable.

• Exponential Moving Average (EMA) computes an exponentially discounted sum. Ex-
ponential smoothing, also known as exponential moving average (EMA), is a technique
for smoothing time series data by applying an exponential window function. Unlike sim-
ple moving averages that assign equal weights to past observations, exponential smooth-
ing utilises exponentially decreasing weights over time. This method is simple to under-
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stand and apply, making it a popular choice for making determinations based on user-
defined assumptions like seasonality. Exponential smoothing finds frequent use in the
analysis of time-series data. This simple form of exponential smoothing is also known as
an exponentially weighted moving average (EWMA). Technically it can also be classified
as an autoregressive integrated moving average (ARIMA) (0,1,1) model with no constant
term.

• Precision/Recall (P1/R1) ([55]) and Improved Precision & Recall (P&R) ([56]): In the
second case, the quality of a generator is decoupled into two separate values to aid in
the detection of mode collapse and mode dropping. Mode dropping refers to the case
wherein modes of Pr are underrepresented by Pg, while mode collapse describes a lack
of diversity within the modes of Pg.

• Density/Coverage (D/C) ([57]). The precision and recall metrics are not reliable enough
to assess fidelity and diversity (coverage) aspects. For instance, they fail to detect the
match between two identical distributions, they are not robust against outliers, and the
evaluation hyper parameters are selected arbitrarily. The main motivation behind this
two-value metrics is to provide a capability to have a diagnosis involving the fidelity and
diversity of generated images.

• Parzen window likelihood (P W ) [58]) Given a set of d -dimensional samples, the
Parzen window estimate the underlying probability distribution. When log-likelihoods
are unavailable, a common alternative is to use Parzen window estimates. Here, samples
are generated from the model and used to construct a tractable model, typically a kernel
density estimator with Gaussian kernel. A test log-likelihood is then evaluated under this
model and used as a proxy for the true model’s log-likelihood. It is suggested to fit the
Parzen windows on both samples and training data, and to use at least as many samples
as there are images in the training set.

• Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR): Signal-to-noise ratio is a measure used in science
and engineering that compares the level of a desired signal to the level of background
noise. SNR is defined as the ratio of signal power to noise power, often expressed
in decibels. A ratio higher than 1:1 indicates more signal than noise. PSNR is com-
monly used to quantify reconstruction quality for images and videos subject to lossy
compression. PSNR is calculated using the mean squared error (MSE) or L2 distance.
PSNR = 20 · log10(MAXI)� 10 · log10(MSE)

• Structural Similarity Index (SSIM) or Perceptual Quality (PQ): The Structural Simi-
larity Index (SSIM) is mainly used as a perceptual metric that quantifies image quality
degradation caused by processing such as data compression or by losses in data trans-
mission. This L2 Distance uses pixel differences to measure the structural differences
between two images (sample and reference). In [59], the class of SSIM metrics are stud-
ied with a mathematics approach. The main conclusions are that SSIM can be partitioned
into a set of components (mainly 2 or 3). For instance, the SSIM metric can identi-
fies these 3 metrics from an image: Luminance l(x, y) , Contrast c(x, y), and Structure
s(x, y). Each of these components can be transformed into a valid distance metric. The
metrics can be either combined to a single scalar-valued distance metric applying a norm
with the increasing property or be used to form a vector-valued generalised (cone) metric.
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Like the MSE, the SSIM index and SSIM-based metrics are preserved under orthogo-
nal or unitary transformations. Convexity, quasi-convexity, and generalised convexity
have been locally hold for the metrics derived from SSIM. The properties may find broad
applications in many optimisation problems in image processing where objective func-
tions correlated with perceptual image quality are desirable. Instead of taking global
measurements of the whole image some implementations of SSIM take measurements of
regions of the image and then average out the scores. This method is known as Mean
Structural Similarity Index (MSSIM) and has proven to be more robust. SSIM(x, y) =
[l(x, y)]↵ · [c(x, y)]� · [s(x, y)]� and MSSIM(X, Y ) = 1

M

P
M

j=1 SSIM(xj, yj)

• Wasserstein distance (W) is used for many tasks in statistical machine learning in-
cluding: Two-sample testing without smoothness, goodness-of-fit, analysis of mixture
models, image processing, dimension reduction, generative adversarial networks, domain
adaptation, signal processing. But this distance does have problems. First, it is hard to
compute. Second, a way to do inference for the distance is not available. This reflects the
fact that the distance is not a smooth functional which is, itself not a good thing.

• Kernel Inception distance (KID) measures the maximum mean discrepancy between
real and generated images after transforming Inception features using a kernel function.

A part of these metrics are more dedicated to the fidelity assessment. For the diversity
aspect in the generated images, it is relevant to use measures such as entropy, diversity score, or
coverage. In a nutshell, a part of the metrics mentioned above serve distinct and complementary
purposes in evaluating two sets of images:

• Inception Score: Measures the realism of an image concerning a pretrained model.

• FID Score: Assesses the similarity between one group of images and another group.

• LPIPS Score: Evaluates changes in the structure of a patch and quantifies the extent of
those changes.

• SSIM, MSSIM, PSNR: Gauges the level of noise in a generated image in comparison to
a ground truth image.

The effectiveness of these metrics depends on the specific characteristics and requirements
of the task at hand.

In [8], the authors propose the feature likelihood score (FLS): a novel sample-based score
from December 2023 that captures sample fidelity, diversity, and novelty (see figure 40). FLS
enjoys the same scalability as popular sample-based metrics such as FID and IS but crucially
also assesses sample novelty, over-fitting, and memorisation. From the authors, evaluation using
FLS has many consequential benefits:

• Explainability: Samples that contribute the most (and the least) to the performance are
identified.

• Diagnosing Overfitting: As over-fitting begins (i.e., copying of the training set) FLS
identifies the copies and reports an inferior score despite any drop in sample fidelity and
diversity.
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• Holistic Evaluation: FLS simultaneously is the only score proposed in the literature that
simultaneously evaluates the fidelity, diversity, and novelty of the samples

• Universal Applicability: FLS applies to all generative models, including VAEs, Normal-
ising Flows, GANs, and Diffusion models with minimal overhead as it is computed only
using samples.

• Flexibility: Because of its connection with likelihood, FLS can be naturally extended to
conditional and multi-modal generative modelling.

Figure 39: Succinct outline of the metrics, datasets, and GAN architectures used for the generation of high fidelity
synthetic images
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Figure 40: Sub-spaces of generative model evaluation with the “trichotomy”: fidelity, diversity and novelty [8]

In [60], the authors address the same issue (generation of high fidelity images and quantifi-
cation of the level of fidelity) but not in the road eco-system, but in the complicated underwater
environment where lighting conditions lead to severe influence on the quality of underwater
imaging. o effectively evaluate the quality of underwater images, an underwater image quality
assessment dataset is constructed from synthetic to real-world, and then a new objective un-
derwater image assessment method based on the characteristics of the underwater imaging is
proposed (UICQA). Considering that the transmission map can effectively reflect the character-
istics of the underwater imaging, statistical features are extracted from the transmission map for
distinguishing underwater images of different quality. Further, considering that the transmis-
sion map negatively correlates with scene depth, a local-to-global transmission map weighted
contrast feature is constructed. Additionally, the color features of human perception and tex-
ture features based on fractal dimensions are proposed. Finally, the experimental results of this
work show that the proposed UICQA method exhibits the highest correlation with ground truth
scores compared to state-of-the-art UIQA (Underwater Image Quality Assessment) methods.
In this method, statistical methods were used to analyze the USRD dataset (DataSet generated
with 420 underwater synthetic images and 320 real underwater images). A statistical method is
used to test whether mean opinion score (MOS) value (subjective evaluation made by humans)
matches the image quality of different waters. 3 classes of features are estimated in order to
build a fidelity score:

• The statistical features: The mean subtracted contrast normalised (MSCN) coefficients
of the images on both scales, transmission map and 0.5× transmission map, are fitted
to the generalized Gaussian distribution (GGD) and asymmetric generalised Gaussian
distribution (AGGD) to obtain the statistical feature characteristics.

• The Perceptual features: In this part, local-to-global Transmission Map Weighted Con-
trast Features are extracted. Moreover the colourfulness is also extracted. Combining
colorfulness features in the spatial domain with those in the frequency domain (DCT
map) provides a more comprehensive representation of colourfulness feature (CF).
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• The texture features: The fractal dimension is extracted to represent the texture features
of the underwater image.

The three extracted feature sets represent all properties of the underwater images, including
statistical features on the transmission map, local-to-global weighted contrast features, color-
fulness feature, and texture feature, as shown in Table 3. According to MOS value and 73
dimensional features of underwater image, the SVR (for feature regression) is used for UICQA.
Then, the matching image quality scores is computed.

This last method could be the basis of a verification and validation of the fidelity level of
synthetic images generated from a real image with the addition of specific disturbances like the
fog, the rain, the snow fall, the smoke, and the dust cloud.

Figure 41: Flow chart of the UICQA method shared in 3 dedicated classes of features: Statistical, Perceptual, and
Texture ([9]

In [10], the same ”underwater” image issue is addressed but with another interesting ap-
proach. They propose an Underwater IQA (UIQA) method based on color space multi-feature
fusion. In this context, the proposed method converts underwater images from RGB color space
to CIELab color space, which has a higher correlation to human subjective perception of under-
water visual quality. In this context, we do not speak about the level of fidelity of a synthetic
image but the generation of a quality score for an image. The interesting aspects of this work for
PRISSMA methodology and the evaluation of the level of fidelity of a synthetic image concern
the type of features extracted from an image and which space seems to be relevant. The pro-
posed method extract histogram features, morphological features, and moment statistics from
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luminance and color components and merge these features to obtain fusion features to better
quantify the degradation in underwater image quality. After features extraction, support vector
regression(SVR) is employed (like in [60]) to learn the relationship between fusion features
and image quality scores, and gain the quality prediction model. In this method, the different
features extracted are the following:

• f1: LBP histogram feature

• f2: Luminance component morphological feature

• f3: Luminance component moment statistic feature

• f4: Luminance histogram feature

• f5: Chromatic component moment statistic feature

• f6: Chromatic component morphological feature

Figure 42: Evaluation of image quality using the fusion of luminance and chromatic features ([10]

But what is a good fidelity score to be able to validate a simulated image or a dataset to
construct a module in an AI-based system? This clearly depends on the task to be carried out,
in AI there is no ”good” fidelity score in absolute terms, no standard or regulation currently
sets a score to validate the quality of the simulated data used. Consequently, the threshold to be
taken into account for this score will depend solely on the interpretation of the expert in relation
to the complexity of the task and the existing state of the art. 50% may be a “good” score for a
business expert on a certain task and disastrous for another task.

60



[L2.7] Verification, Evaluation, Validation

2.4.2.4 Verification and validation methods and metrics for Neuromorphic/event-based
camera

The event based camera is new sensor that is developed in the early 2000’s [61]. Although,
the research interest is growing in this field, it is still very seldom to use an event based camera
in autonomous driving. To the best of the author’s knowledge, the only known event-based
camera models are published in [62, 63, 64, 65]. We can here classified these models into
simplified model [62] and medium-fidelity models [63, 64, 65]. Thus, the V&V of the models
are not yet as well-developed as for the other sensors. However, the V&V principle remind the
same but we need to take into account of the sensor’s specificities. As for the RGB camera and
other sensors, our method is to set up a real calibration bench (For the Event-based camera the
DxO bench can not be used without modification). Here are two levels of V&V of the sensor
model that it is interesting to discuss: the calibration level and the event point cloud level.

calibration level : A digital twin of the calibration bench must also be set up. The calibra-
tion targets are different compared to the RGB camera’s calibration target. Due to the specifici-
ties of the event-based camera, the calibration target must blink or move during the calibration
step. Thus, it will be to set up a calibration that allow movements with known speed or a screen
that displays a blinking target. The usually used target is the chessboard. The camera manufac-
turers like Prophesee or IniVation provide the chessboard pattern image file in the development
kit.

event point cloud level : The event-based camera doesn’t produce pictures. The output
of the camera is a set of vector with 4 components e = (t, x, y, p) for each single pixel of the
image, where t is the time stamp of the event, (x, y) is the position of the pixel and p 2 0, 1 is the
state of the pixel: p = 0 stands for a decreasing brightness and p = 1 stands for an increasing
brightness. The pixel intensity is not an output of the camera. Another specificity of the event
based camera is the asynchronicity. The event points are not output at the same time. The time
between two output events is the order of two microsecond. Unlike the simulation of sensors
such as cameras, LiDARs or RADAR, with which the raytracing technique allows for high
simulation fidelity, the simulation of the event simulation needs a high frequency in the event
simulation. Following [65], to quantify the accuracy of the event simulation, it is not a right
solution to compare the generated event point-cloud with respect to the ground truth event point
clouds because there is still no clear metric to compute the similarity between two point clouds.
The proposed solution is the evaluation of a sampling strategy by comparing the estimated
brightness signal with respect to a ground truth brightness signal obtained by oversampling the
visual signal at 10Khz. The metric used is the root mean square error. Furthermore, to produce
an event point e, the observed object must move or blink. In order to compare the sensor
model and the real sensor, we should define some important parameters such as the speed of the
object, the trajectory of the object and the frequency of the blinking. As example of validation,
in [65], the movement of the camera is simulate at various speeds and rotations up to 1000
degrees per second. Thus, the V&V scenarios should emphasise the movement of the sensor or
the movement of the observed obstacle. It is also need to take into account of the texture and
patterns of the environment.

61



[L2.7] Verification, Evaluation, Validation

2.4.2.5 Verification and validation methods and metrics for IR cameras

There are two types of infrared-based sensors: active (which emit IR) and passive. The val-
idation of active IR camera models emphasises the source and emission of infrared, while for
passive IR cameras, the focus is on accurately modelling thermal characteristics and tempera-
ture variations. Both types of cameras require thorough validation, but the specific criteria and
validation steps differ based on their distinct operation.

Compared to the validation and calibration stages of conventional cameras such as RGB,
calibration for an infrared camera involves adjustments to factors like temperature sensitivity,
sensor response to IR wavelengths, and sometimes correction for IR lens distortion. Calibra-
tion tools for IR cameras might include black-body calibration devices that emit known levels
of infrared radiation or specialised targets designed for IR wavelengths. Calibration is centred
around parameters linked to infrared radiation sensitivity, temperature mapping, and other IR-
specific features like reflective properties of materials in the IR spectrum.

One example of a black-body calibration device available commercially is the ”FLIR Sys-
tems Black-body Calibration Source.” FLIR Systems is a prominent manufacturer of thermal
imaging cameras and related equipment, including black-body calibration sources. They offer
various models designed for different calibration needs in the field of thermal imaging and in-
frared cameras. Another well-known manufacturer of black-body calibration devices is Santa
Barbara Infrared (SBIR). They produce black-bodies under the name ”Black-body Calibration
Sources” tailored for calibrating infrared cameras, sensors, and systems used in various in-
dustries such as automotive, aerospace, and defence. These devices are engineered to emit
precise and stable infrared radiation at known temperatures, allowing accurate calibration and
validation of the temperature measurement capabilities of infrared cameras and sensors. The
black-body sources from these manufacturers often come in different sizes, temperature ranges,
and features to suit specific calibration requirements across industries and applications.

Validating an infrared (IR) camera model within an automotive simulation platform involves
a comprehensive process to ensure the accuracy and reliability of the simulated camera’s be-
haviour. Establishing ground truth data is essential for validation. This involves having precise
information about the actual temperatures, material properties, and any other relevant factors
present in the scenes captured by the real IR camera. Ground truth data serves as a reference
for validating the simulation’s output. Utilising the collected dataset and ground truth data, the
simulation model’s output is compared against the real-world IR images. This involves adjust-
ing and calibrating the simulation parameters to minimise the differences between the simulated
IR images and the real ones. Parameters adjusted during calibration might include temperature
sensitivity, emissivity settings, noise levels, and other factors specific to IR imaging.

Metrics are established to quantitatively evaluate the performance of the simulated IR camera
model. These metrics can include temperature accuracy, spatial resolution, signal-to-noise ratio,
and other image quality parameters.
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2.4.2.6 Verification and validation methods and metrics for RADAR

Figure 43: RADAR functions in a Digital Twin of the sensor

Figure 44: Different levels of RADAR modelling implemented in ProSIVIC®. (a) presents 2 simplified models
of RADAR. First one with Depth map, voting method with objects impacted by RADAR signal, multi-object
tracking generating a Continental RADAR message, second one with ray-tracing (transmitted power, length of
path and multiple path), transmitter/receiver modelling with antenna; (b) A more complex modelling with ray-
tracing, RCS, and Transmitter/receiver modelling; (c) A physical modelling of the propagation channel (green
box in the figure 43) an illumination of the environment allowing multi-reflections (waveguide effect), energy
concentrations, scattering, absorptions. This level of modelling also simulates the Doopler effect; (d) Realistic
physical simulation of the sensor (electronic and signal processing part presented in orange boxes of the figure 43)

Depending on the objective, the simulation of the sensor can be more or less complex and
detailed. We can therefore have simulation levels like those that exist on the Prosivic platform
for example:
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1. Simplified physics-based model: the model is simulating the Field Of View (FoV) in
azimuth and elevation, the targets’ distances and speeds without considering the radar
signal processing block chain. The outputs of this sensor are ideal targets with appropriate
distance and speed.

2. Physics based radar: this kind of model considers radar antenna diagram of single input
single output (SISO) RADAR, Single-Input multiple Output SIMO, and multiple-input
Multiple Output (MIMO) output and the bumper effect on radar. The simulation consid-
ers the Radar Cross Section (RCS) of targets to estimate electromagnetic wave energy
and it includes the signal processing tool chain (signal modulation, Fourier transform
and tracking). This type of sensor can perform real-time simulations depending on the
scenario. The simulation outputs are typically those of a real radar (targets list) with ap-
propriate distance, speed, angles, and energy reaching and departing from objects in the
propagation channel

3. High fidelity physics radar: the model is a very complex model of the RADAR with
more detailed modelled physics. It is dedicated to more advanced radar simulation to
study physics phenomena such as the effects of the environment and the interference
between multiple targets and other radars.

The verification and validation (V&V) method must take into account the complexity of the
model. The method must take into account the sensor, the target and the environment. First,
to V&V a given RADAR model, it is compulsory to have the real RADAR as reference. The
first step will be the calibration of the real sensor and the digital twin as well. Secondly, for
an accurate V&V, it is useful to use some test bench and facilities. For the RADAR, a serious
measurement must be carried out with a anechoic chamber or some smaller test bench that
includes an anechoic chamber.

Calibration targets : RADAR calibration targets are used to ensure that the data obtained
from the RADAR is accurate. There are several types of calibration targets for RADARs, in-
cluding point targets, distributed targets, and corner reflectors. Point targets are small objects
that are used to calibrate the range and velocity measurements of a RADAR system. Distributed
targets are larger objects that are used to calibrate the spatial resolution of a RADAR system.
Corner reflectors are objects that are designed to reflect the RADAR signal back to the RADAR
system in a specific direction. These targets are designed to reflect the RADAR signal back
to the RADAR system with a known RCS (Radar Cross Section) value. The RCS value of the
target is used to calibrate the RADAR system so that it can accurately measure the RCS of other
objects.

The calibration targets are used to refine the inaccurate transmitter and receiver positions. A
nearby corner reflector or target of known location could be used to calibrate range and antenna
position but with drawbacks. When a corner reflector is used, the target signal can be obscured
by ground clutter (A unique radar calibration target https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/
document/6203713).

Anechoic Chamber: This is a room designed to stop reflection or echoes of electromag-
netic waves. The chambers range from small compartments with the size of a microwave oven
to ones as larges as an air plane hangar. The size of the chamber will depends on the size of
the objects and frequency being tested. The internal appearance of the radio frequency (RF)
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Figure 45: Passive calibration target for RADAR.

anechoic chamber is similar to that of an acoustic anechoic chamber, however, the interior sur-
faces of the RF anechoic chamber are covered with radiation absorbent material (RAM) instead
of acoustically absorbent material. The RF anechoic chambers are used to test antennas and
radars, and they are typically used to house the antennas for performing measurements of an-
tenna radiation patterns and electromagnetic interference.

Figure 46: A RF anechoic chamber.

V&V of a simplified RADAR model For the simplified model, the V&V can be carried
out by comparing outputs of the simulation that are high level data such as FoV in azimuth and
elevation, positioning and speed of an ”ideal target” and the real measurements from a physical
simulation using the anechoic chamber or tests benches from dSPACE or Rohde & Schwartz
companies.

In [66], a more advanced way to V&V the model is presented. The approach is to include
the Hardware in the simulation so that the RADAR sensor model can be compared to the real
sensors output with the same scenarios. The so-called ASGARD1®is a RADAR Target Sim-
ulator (RTS) that enable Over-the-Air target stimulation for the Radar Under Test. Typically,
the device is positioned in front of the radar under examination and can stimulate the radar to
identify one or more simulated targets with different ranges and velocities. By intercepting the
radar signals, the RTS can perform over-the-air validation tests by modifying the signals based
on target information such as speed and distance before returning them to the radar. The target
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Figure 47: The dSPACE test bench and the Rohde & Schwartz test bench

information is usually simulated using either models of the target’s response or data derived
from real recordings. This solution with the test bench shown in the figure 47 is also provided
by dSPACE as it is illustrated in the figure 48.

Figure 48: dSPACE’s solution for a V&V based on HIL.

V&V of a (high fidelity) Physics based RADAR model With more complex physics
based RADAR model, the V&V of the model is more involved. With such kind of models,
it is also necessary to consider the position of the antennas (SISO, SIMO and MIMO), the an-
tenna diagram or the RCS. These characteristics from the sensors and the targets are important
for the fidelity of the model and are critical for the simulated outputs (speed, range etc.). Thus,
it is necessary that theses simulated features are as closed as possible to the real signals.

To validate the simulated RCS, the usual solution is to measure the RCS of the real road
users targets and compare the measurements to the simulated output as it is proposed in [67]. It
is also possible to verify the simulated antenna diagram by comparing it to the real diagram of
the real RADAR by measuring the antenna diagram using the anechoic chamber. For instance,
in [66], an example of simulated antenna diagram by ProSIVIC®platform is shown with and
without the bumper effect.
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2.4.2.7 Verification and validation methods and metrics for LiDAR (UGE)

Figure 49: LiDAR functions in a Digital Twin of the sensor

Figure 50: LiDAR Parameters for the main type of automotive LiDAR [11]
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The general specifications and intrinsic and extrinsic parameters of automotive LiDARs are
presented in the figure 50 and involved at least:

• frames per second (FPS)

• accuracy (Acc.)

• detection range (RNG)

• vertical FoV (VFOV)

• horizontal FoV (HFOV)

• horizontal resolution (HR)

• vertical resolution (VR)

• wavelength (�)

• diameter (Ø)

Figure 51: LiDAR modelling in ProSIVIC®with multiple layers and impact of weather conditions on the received
laser beams

As for the radar, the simulation of the sensor can be more or less complex and detailed model.
The classical approach to construct LiDAR models are:

1. Simplified physics-based model: the model is simulating the Field Of View (FoV) in
azimuth and elevation, the targets’ distances and speeds without considering the LiDAR
signal processing block chain. The outputs of this sensor are ideal targets with appropriate
distance and speed.
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2. Physics based LiDAR: Utilise physics-based modelling to simulate the behaviour of light
and disturbers (rain, fog, snow, dust, smoke) in the environment. This approach involves
either ray-tracing techniques to emulate laser propagation, reflection, and refraction ac-
curately, or Z-buffer techniques with some physical models simulating the propagation
channel. Sometime, a hybride version merge both ray-tracing and model based approach.

3. Sensor Fusion and Machine Learning: Combine LiDAR simulation with other sensor
models (such as cameras or radars) and employ machine learning techniques to enhance
the accuracy of the generated point cloud or to improve object detection and classification.

4. Hybrid approaches: Combine different methods, such as using pre-existing LiDAR sen-
sor models and customising them to match specific requirements, or integrating simplified
physics-based models with machine learning algorithms to enhance realism.

The construction of a physics based LIDAR model could follow these steps:

• Understanding LiDAR Principles: Before starting, grasp the fundamental principles of
LiDAR, including laser emission, time-of-flight measurement, and point cloud genera-
tion.

• Choose Simulation Software: Select a simulation platform or software that supports the
creation of custom sensor models and has capabilities for physics-based simulations.

• Sensor Characteristics and Parameters: Define the specifications of the virtual LiDAR
sensor, such as its field of view, range, resolution, scanning pattern, wavelength, and
accuracy. Real-world LiDAR specifications can serve as a reference.

• Simulating Laser Emission and Propagation: Implement algorithms to simulate the emis-
sion of laser pulses from the LiDAR sensor and model their propagation through the
virtual environment. Consider factors like beam divergence, attenuation, and reflection
properties.

• Detecting and Recording Returns: Simulate how laser pulses interact with objects in the
environment, calculate the time-of-flight for each reflected pulse, and generate a virtual
point cloud by recording the position and intensity of returns.

• Error Modelling and Calibration: Incorporate error models to account for sensor inaccu-
racies, noise, and other real-world limitations. Calibration procedures may be simulated
to adjust for imperfections.

• Integration with Simulation Environment: Integrate the LiDAR model into the simulation
software, allowing it to interact with other simulated components like vehicles, pedestri-
ans, or dynamic environments.

When constructing a LiDAR model for simulation software, it’s crucial to validate the model
against real-world data or known scenarios to ensure its accuracy and reliability in various
conditions. Additionally, iterate and refine the model based on feedback and new developments
in LiDAR technology.

We can use these steps to evaluate and calibrate a LiDAR model:

• Evaluation of LiDAR model:
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– Data collection: gather real-world LiDAR data from sensors in various environ-
ments, capturing different scenarios, such as urban, suburban, rural, or indoor set-
tings. This data will serve as a reference for evaluating the simulated LiDAR output.

– Comparative analysis: compare the virtual LiDAR-generated point clouds with the
real-world data. Use metrics like point cloud density, accuracy in object detection,
range measurements, and the ability to capture detailed features.

– Error analysis: assess discrepancies between the simulated LiDAR output and the
real-world data. Identify sources of error, such as inaccuracies in sensor parameters,
simulation environment modelling, or algorithms used for simulation.

– Validation scenarios: design specific validation scenarios to stress-test the LiDAR
model in challenging conditions, such as low-visibility situations (fog, rain, snow)
or scenarios with complex reflective surfaces (glass, mirrors).

• Calibration of LiDAR model:

– Adjusting sensor parameters: modify the parameters of the virtual LiDAR sensor
based on the observed differences between simulated and real-world data. This
includes fine-tuning values like field of view, range, resolution, beam divergence,
and sensor orientation.

– Error correction algorithms: implement correction algorithms to account for system-
atic errors identified during the evaluation phase. These algorithms can compensate
for sensor noise, calibration errors, or environmental factors affecting LiDAR per-
formance.

– Model refinement: update the LiDAR model based on insights gained from the
evaluation process. Refine the simulation algorithms, sensor behaviour, or environ-
mental interactions to better mimic real-world LiDAR performance.

– Iterative process: calibration is often an iterative process. Make incremental adjust-
ments to the model parameters, validate the changes against real-world data, and
continue refining until the simulated LiDAR output closely matches observed real-
world behaviour.

– Validation and verification: validate the calibrated LiDAR model in various sce-
narios and environments to ensure its improved performance and accuracy across a
wide range of conditions.

Tools and Techniques:

• Use of accurate, calibrated tools and targets.

• Statistical analysis to quantify discrepancies between simulated and real data.

• Optimisation algorithms for parameter tuning.

• Machine learning techniques to fine-tune models based on observed errors.

• Sensor calibration procedures to mimic real-world calibration processes.
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Calibration and evaluation are ongoing processes in LiDAR model development, ensuring
that the virtual sensor’s behaviour aligns closely with real-world performance and remains ac-
curate across different scenarios and environments. But for the calibration part, we can rec-
ommend doing it with both a real sensor with a calibration bench and its digital model and
calculating the error ✏ = |vmodel � vreal| made by the model. As an example, in [68], a very
sophisticate calibration and evaluation bench is proposed using motorised rotation stage and
motorised goniometer by Newport company to have an accurate measurement of horizontal
and vertical Field of View and the angular resolution. The devices are shown in the figure 52.
Moreover a rail system is also used for an accurate positioning of calibration targets or heavy
obstacle.

Figure 52: Motorised rotation stage and goniometer by Newport for the sensor’s field of view measurement.

For the evaluation part, it will also interesting to use the hardware-in-the-loop (HIL) solution
as it this presented in [66] with the RADAR but the solution can be also applied to LiDAR using
the HIL simulation tools by dSPACE as shown in figure 48.

2.4.2.8 Verification and validation methods and metrics for GPS

Developing a GPS simulation for autonomous driving involves addressing various high-level
requirements to ensure accurate and realistic positioning information. Here are a set of the main
requirements to consider:

• Realistic Geographical Data: Utilise high-quality and up-to-date geographical data, in-
cluding maps, road networks, landmarks, and relevant infrastructure. This requirement
allows to take into account realistic environments for the simulation to accurately repre-
sent real-world driving scenarios having interactions with the GPS receiver.

• Dynamic and Real-Time Positioning: Simulate dynamic and real-time GPS position-
ing updates to reflect changes in the vehicle’s location as it moves through the simu-
lated environment. This requirement implies to take into account the computation of the
pseudo-distances and to use these pseudo-distances in order to generate NMEA frame.
The goal consist to mimic the continuous and instantaneous updates required for accurate
autonomous navigation.

• Satellite Constellation Simulation: Simulate a realistic satellite constellation, including
the positions and movements of GPS satellites, to generate authentic GPS signals. This
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requirement imply the generation of clock correction. The use of the ephemera file with
positioning of satellites ensure that the GPS simulation accurately replicates the satellite
signals received by an actual GPS receiver.

• Atmospheric layers modelling: Simulate a high quality propagation a the GPS signal
(CA frame, L1 and L2 signals ...) though the atmospheric layers with the impact and
interaction on the signal transmission and the pseudo-distance accuracy. The main layer
to model are the ionospheric and the troposphere layers.

• Accuracy and Precision Control: Enable control over the accuracy and precision of the
GPS simulation to mimic different real-world scenarios and GPS receiver capabilities.
Allow testing under varying conditions, from high-precision scenarios to situations with
lower GPS accuracy.

• Signal Interference and Jamming Simulation: Introduce scenarios with signal inter-
ference or jamming to assess the robustness of autonomous systems under challenging
GPS conditions. Evaluate how well the system can navigate in environments where GPS
signals may be compromised.

• Multi-Constellation Support: Support the simulation of multiple satellite constellations
(e.g., GPS, GLONASS, Galileo) to assess the performance of multi-constellation GNSS
(Global Navigation Satellite System) receivers. Reflect the real-world scenario where
multiple satellite constellations are available for navigation.

• Simulation of Urban Canyon Effects: Model the effects of urban canyons, tall build-
ings, or tunnels on GPS signals to evaluate the system’s performance in challenging urban
environments. Replicate scenarios where line-of-sight to satellites is obstructed or reflec-
tions cause signal inaccuracies.

• Dynamic Elevation Changes: Simulate dynamic elevation changes, such as hills and
valleys, to accurately represent the impact of terrain on GPS positioning. Ensure the
system can handle changes in elevation for precise navigation.

• Differential system of positioning: Simulate remote station allowing to provide posi-
tioning error for the GPS correction (DGPS and GPS RTK). Mimic the complementary
use of a reference using the same satellites in order to send by using of communication
means the positioning correction.

The objective of the verification and validation protocol for GPS simulation consists to re-
spect the requirements identify for GPS and ensure the accuracy, reliability, and performance
of the GPS model integrated into the vehicle simulation software. The final objective consist
to validate that the GPS model provide a high level of fidelity with the data and the behaviour
of a real GPS. This verification and validation process involved the satellites constellation at
a specific date, the use of atmospheric layer model with the associated models (ionosphere,
troposphere), the low altitude propagation channel (occlusion, multiple reflection), the com-
putation of the pseudo-distance, and finally the capability to generate NMEA frame defined
in the standard NMEA 0183. For instance the figure 53 and and 54 show the result obtained
in Pro-SiVIC for the GPS simulation. We can see that NMEA frames are generated and the
coordinates (WG84) generated from the latitude/longitude/altitude extracted from this NMEA
frame provides a realistic positioning (projection of the WG84 coordinated in Google Earth).
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In this modelling, the simulation of the satellite constellation consists of calculating the posi-
tion of all satellites for a given date. Thanks to the downloadable satellite ephemeris files on
the International GNSS Service website, it is possible to calculate the satellite positions either
by performing Lagrangian interpolation or by using the orbital parameters derived from these
ephemerides. Of course, in practice, the trajectories of satellites (and therefore their positions)
are affected by errors. These errors are observed by ground control systems and used to correct
the satellite’s trajectory relative to its theoretical trajectory. In the simulator, the only trajectory
errors will depend solely on the accuracy of the ephemerides. We would like to remind you that
three types of ephemeris files exist and can be used depending on the desired precision:

• IGS: ”precise” satellite ephemerides (within 2 weeks)

• IGR: ”rapid” satellite ephemerides (within 72 hours)

• IGU: ”ultra-rapid” satellite ephemerides (within 24 hours)

Figure 53: Result of NMEA frame generation and projection in Google Earth
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Figure 54: Modelling of the environment in order to take into account ground disturbances (multiple reflection and
occlusion)

The complexity of a GPS model can vary greatly. In all cases, it is necessary to validate all the
components of the chosen model. For instance, either the model of the GPS is very simple and
apply a noise on a positioning generated by the car position in the simulation environment, or the
model could be more realistic, complex, and respect a high level of fidelity with the real system.
In this second condition, it will be necessary to take into account the satellite constellation, the
different signal disturbers (ionospheric and tropospheric errors, reflection phenomena), the time
and clock errors (see figure 55), and the different function of the receiver (see figure 56). All
these functions represent a complex process for the modelling of a high level GPS simulation.

Figure 55: Diagram of the different disturbances on the GPS signal (functions involved in the Pro-SiVIC’s GPS
model)
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Figure 56: Diagram of the different functions involved in the GPS reveiver)

In [12], a GNSS model is proposed for urban area with the modelling of the main issues
encountered by real GNSS. From the figure 57 it is possible to have a list of effects to check in
a high fidelity GNSS simulation in order to validate it:

• Effect of diffracted and reflected signal impacting the pseudo distance assessment

• Open-Sky C/N0

• Multipath effect and noise

• Doppler shift effect

• Satellite clock bias

• Receiver clock bias

• Ionospheric delay

• Tropospheric delay

• Elevation-based tropospheric delay variance

All these aspects and parameters will have a significant impact on the pseudo range assessment.
The simulation like with the real GNSS system need to provide a physical twin of this effects.
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Figure 57: Diagram of realistic GNSS simulation in urban multi-agent context (GNSS RUMS) [12]

Figure 58: Main effect encountered in urban areas including (a) the LOS signal; (b) the diffracted signal; (c) the
reflected signal [12]
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Figure 59: Left: Ionospheric normalized errors over 24 hours. In green, errors assessed by the Klobuchar model
disseminated by the GPS system. In blue, EGNOS corrections obtained over several months. In red, a random
and continuous representation of EGNOS corrections. Righ: Tropospheric errors over 24 hours. In blue, the
measurements obtained with a UBLOX receiver. In red, the evaluation of these errors by the Hopfield model.

Figure 60: Calculations of possible pseudo-distances based on multi-paths.

Verification of possible components of a GPS Model:

• Atmospheric Layer Models:
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– Verify the implementation of models (e.g., ionospheric and tropospheric models)
affecting GPS signals.The ionosphere is the uppermost layer of the atmosphere, ex-
tending from approximately 50 km to 750 km in altitude, with an average altitude
of 350 km. It introduces delays in the transmission of electromagnetic waves that
pass through it. These disturbances depend on the ionosphere’s exposure to sunlight
or solar radiation. Indeed, sunlight ionises the hydrogen molecules in this layer,
causing variations in the Total Electron Content (TEC) and thus delaying the trans-
mission times of signals emitted by satellites to varying degrees. The greater the
solar radiation, the higher the TEC value, and the more significant the delay. Con-
versely, when this layer is not exposed to sunlight (during the night), this delay is
modelled as constant and of low amplitude. These delays result in errors on the or-
der of a few meters in the measurement of pseudo-distances. The most widely used
model for representing and correcting ionospheric errors is the Klobuchar model
(other models exist, such as the Global Harmonic Model (CODE) or local model
(RGP), but they are much more complicated to implement). It provides an assess-
ment of the propagation delay of a GPS signal induced by the passage through the
ionosphere. It is also integrated into most GPS receivers and used to calculate cor-
rection grids for SBAS systems (EGNOS, WAAS, MSAS, etc.). The characterisa-
tion of ionospheric error behaviour should rely on this theory. Figure 59 depicts
the normalised delay evaluated with the Klobuchar model disseminated by the GPS
system (the green curve) and, sampled over time, the assessments obtained from
EGNOS data collected over several months (the blue points). Taking into account
these results and the general formula of the Klobuchar model, it is logically possible
to formulate a mathematical model capable of simulating ionospheric errors. The
troposphere is the lower layer of the atmosphere, in direct contact with the Earth’s
surface. Its thickness varies from 8 km (at the poles) to 17 km. It is a non-dispersive
medium. Indeed, refraction (delay in signal propagation) is independent of fre-
quency for electromagnetic waves with a frequency lower than 15 GHz. Taking into
account Fermat’s principle, the measurement error on the distance travelled by an
electromagnetic wave in the troposphere can be defined. This model needs to take
into account the Refractive index (2 parts: dry and wet aspects), the partial air pres-
sure (dry and wet), the temperature, the air compressibility factor (dry and wet), and
a set of empirically determined coefficients. The figure 59 is representative of the
statistical studies conducted on a large set of experimental data collected in eMO-
TIVE project. This figure indicates that at a constant altitude, tropospheric errors
can be modelled by summing: 1) the estimate evaluated by the Hopfield model, 2) a
constant bias, and 3) non-white noise which can be modelled by a first-order auto-
regressive model. Note that the bias is not actually constant but largely depends on
the altitude of the receiver. A study to characterize the bias as a function of altitude
is necessary but proves to be challenging to implement. If we remain at an altitude
that varies little, then this estimation is not justified.

– Validate against known atmospheric conditions data using statistical metrics: Mean
Absolute Error (MAE) of signal delays and Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) of
signal delays.

• Calculation of Pseudo-Distances:
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– Verify algorithms for calculating pseudo-distances between satellites and the re-
ceiver. This algorithm is a well-known method. The main difficulties are related to
the errors assessment used in the pseudo distance computation.

– Validate pseudo-distances against known ground truth data or simulated scenarios:
Check accuracy using Relative Positioning Error metrics and validate against ground
truth data using RMSE of calculated pseudo-distances.

• Generation of NMEA Frames:

– Verify the generation process of NMEA (National Marine Electronics Association)
frames.

– Validate NMEA frames against unexpected outputs: Check for compliance with
NMEA standards (e.g., NMEA 0183) using parsing and validation tools. Verify
correctness of parameters (latitude, longitude, time, etc.) within NMEA frames. In
the NMEA 0183 standard, all data is transmitted in the form of ASCII characters,
including all printable characters, as well as the [CR] Carriage Return and [LF] Line
Feed characters, at a transmission speed of 4800 bauds. The data is sent in the form
of frames (sentences, phrases). Each frame starts with the character $ followed by
a group of 2 letters for the receiver identifier (GP, LC, OM, ...). Then the message
includes a group of 3 letters for the frame identifier (type of frame). The main types
of frames are: GGA (GPS Fix and Date), GLL (Geographic Positioning Longitude
Latitude), GSA (DOP and active satellites), GSV (Visible satellites), VTG (Direc-
tion (course) and speed (in knots and km/h)), RMC (Minimum usable specific data).
Generally, the first three types of messages are more commonly used. The frame
is completed by a number of fields separated by a comma, and finally, an optional
field called checksum preceded by the ⇤ sign, which represents the exclusive OR
of all characters between $ and ⇤ (except for the $ and ⇤ boundaries). Finally, the
sequence is closed with a [CR][LF]. A total of 82 characters maximum are used for
a frame.

• Multi-Reflection/multi-path Modelling:

– Verify the modelling of multi-path effects in the GPS signals. The consequences of
multi-path on measurements are twofold: signal attenuation and the introduction of
a propagation delay with each reflection. While signal attenuation is observable and
provided by the receiver as a signal-to-noise ratio, identifying the propagation de-
lay of signals related to multi-path is challenging compared to delays introduced by
other error sources. Moreover, these delays depend solely on the environment’s con-
figuration, making it impossible to characterise and therefore simulate them other
than from a theoretical perspective. Generally, the simulation of multi-path effect
involves 3 steps: 1) determining the possible paths through which signals emitted
by satellites can reach the receiver, 2) selecting the path that is both the shortest and
has undergone the least number of reflections (beyond 2 reflections, the signals are
too attenuated, and therefore, the corresponding paths are excluded from consider-
ation), and then 3) recalculating the theoretical distance between the receiver and
visible satellites (see figure 60 developed in eMOTIVE project and implemented in
Pro-SiVIC).
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– Validate against simulated scenarios or empirical data: Quantify multi-path error
using metrics such as Signal-to-Noise Ratio (SNR) degradation. Validate against
known multi-path scenarios using statistical methods.

• Satellite Orbit and Clock Models:

– Validate the accuracy of satellite orbit models (ephemeris data) and clock models
used for satellite position and time corrections. If the ephemeris data for a specific
date are downloaded and used, then it is possible to obtain the corrections of the
satellite’s clocks.

– Verify against known satellite positions and clock data provided by satellite agencies
(like the International GNSS Service - IGS).

– Metrics: Evaluate Mean Time Difference (MTD) or orbit deviations.

• Receiver Dynamics and Sensitivity:

– Validate receiver dynamics and sensitivity to different signal strengths, frequencies,
and environmental conditions.

– Assess the receiver’s ability to handle weak signal scenarios, signal acquisition time,
and sensitivity to signal interference.When the time of flight is evaluated by the
receiver, the time reference becomes that provided by the receiver’s clock. Since the
quartz in the receiver is much less stable than the atomic clocks on satellites, this
time reference quickly diverges over time, introducing a bias in the measurement of
time of flight and, consequently, in pseudo-distance measurements. It is noted that
the receiver clock drift is considered as an unknown in the system of equations used
to calculate the receiver’s position. Based on results obtained during experiments
in the eMOTIVE project, and except for discontinuities, it is easy to see that the
clock drift over time can be represented by a linear drift (in our experiments, it
was approximately 1 µs/s). It should be noted that the discontinuities are explained
only by a self-correction of the receiver’s clock, although this is not specified in the
technical documentation of the used receiver.

– Metrics: Sensitivity analysis, Time to First Fix (TTFF), Signal-to-Noise Ratio (SNR)
thresholds.

• Error Sources and Correction Models:

– Validate error sources such as clock biases, satellite ephemeris errors, and atmo-
spheric delays.

– Assess the effectiveness of correction models (like Differential GPS - DGPS) in
reducing errors.

– Metrics: Differential corrections applied, comparison of corrected vs. uncorrected
positions.

• Signal Propagation and Signal Degradation Models:

– Validate signal propagation models considering terrain, obstructions, and atmo-
spheric effects.
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– Assess signal degradation due to foliage, buildings, or other environmental factors.

– Metrics: Signal strength attenuation models, Probability of Line-of-Sight (LOS)
obstruction.

• Real-Time Kinematic (RTK) and Precise Point Positioning (PPP):

– Validate high-precision positioning techniques like RTK and PPP if implemented in
the GPS model. This also means the RTK behaviour and operating in the case of the
lost of signal and L1/L2 correlation issue (correlation between emitter and receiver)

– Compare simulated RTK/PPP outputs against known high-precision reference data.

– Metrics: Accuracy improvement achieved by RTK/PPP, convergence time.

• Integration with Vehicle Dynamics:

– Validate the integration of GPS with vehicle dynamics and navigation algorithms.

– Assess the impact of GPS outputs on vehicle navigation accuracy and stability.

– Metrics: Navigation accuracy, impact on vehicle trajectory prediction.

To validate the operation of a GPS simulator, it is generally necessary to conduct several ex-
periments. These involve a comparative study between the results obtained using the simulator
and the results acquired with a real GPS receiver. These results depend on numerous parameters
(receiver position, environment, satellite constellation, atmospheric conditions). In practice, it
is not possible to evaluate each individual error source, and only their overall contribution is
taken into consideration. Thus, the comparative study usually involves performing a statistical
analysis of simulated and real positioning errors.

These experimental validations are carried out in two steps: firstly, with static positioning,
and then with dynamic positioning. The dynamic experimentation is conducted by integrating
the simulation computer, real GPS, and RTK GPS into a real vehicle. The RTK GPS serves
as a reference and allows for controlling the position of both the ego-vehicle and the simulated
receiver. Data collection is performed using a platform like RTMaps with synchronised data
timestamps. It is also important to have a faithful and accurate digital twin to reproduce the
effects of multipath reflection. For a more accurate evaluation and validation, We can propose
this possible, and more difficult to implement, methodology for the validation, this protocol
serves as a framework and an actual implementation and specific metrics may vary depending
on the software, the model, the requirements and available resources:

1. Simulation Environment Setup: configure simulation parameters including vehicle dy-
namics, environmental conditions, and GPS constellation. This step is essential and needs
to validate the Digital Twin of the environment with the capabilities to mimics multi-path
effects. In this stage, we need to validate the availability of the ephemeris files.

2. Model Implementation Verification:

• Conduct unit tests for individual components of the used GPS model (atmospheric
models, pseudo-distance calculation, NMEA frame generation, multi-reflection, etc).

• Verify algorithms against analytical solutions or well-established models.

• Use code review and static analysis tools to ensure implementation correctness.
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3. Data-Driven Validation: Collect real-world GPS data or use pre-existing datasets for
validation purposes and compare simulation output against real-world data using estab-
lished metrics (e.g., MAE, RMSE). To obtain a representative characterisation of GPS
error behaviour, experimental data need to be collected over several weeks or months.
The collect of this large amount of GPS data allow to meet various atmospheric condi-
tions such as sunny weather, rain, snow, and frost which could have a significant effect
on the GPS operating and performance. With a set of experimentation with a 24 hours
duration, these acquisitions will be relevant to study the actual GPS error behaviour, par-
ticularly ionospheric errors during both day and night. To ensure experiment repeatability,
the receiver need to be placed and kept in a high and clear viewpoint like the roof of a
building overlooking its surroundings throughout all acquisitions. This configuration is
necessary to avoid partial satellite occlusion or the introduction of multi-path effects that
make it difficult to characterise other sources of errors. A dedicated dataset need to be
built for the occlusion and multi-path effect. For all these dataset, it is mandatory to add
ephemerid files for the specific time period.

4. Scenario-Based Validation: design specific scenarios to stress-test the GPS model (e.g.,
urban canyons, open fields, signal blockage) and validate model performance under these
various scenarios and compare against expected outcomes.

5. Cross-Validation: do not hesitate to use several validation approaches to ensure consis-
tency and reliability of results.

For instance, with the Pro-SiVIC GPS model and in a static position experimentation without
multi-path effects (actual and simulated GPS at the same place), the horizontal errors have been
estimated.
The horizontal errors h are defined as the norm of the horizontal components of the positioning
results. We also assume that their statistical behavior follows a Rayleigh distribution knowing
that hRMS is the root mean square of the errors horizontal. Figure 61(a) and Figure 61(b)
show the dispersion of measured and simulated horizontal errors, respectively. Figure 61 (c)
and Figure 61 (d) present their probability distributions as well as the theoretical Rayleigh
distributions deduced from these same errors (curves in black). From these figures, qualitatively
we can deduce that the measured and simulated errors do indeed follow a Rayleigh distribution.
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horizontal errors without multi-path
measured theoretical simulated theoretical

hMean 4.736 4.928 4.665 4.730
hRMS 5.562 5.338
hCEP 4.205 4.617 4.294 4.431
hR95 10.130 9.734 9.460 9.342

Table 4: Horizontal error similarity test without multipath

Figure 61: Horizontal errors without multi-path: (a) errors measured using a GPS receiver, (b) simulated errors,
(c) probability distribution of measured errors, (d) probability distribution of simulated errors

Quantitatively, to carry out the similarity tests, we can choose the following evaluation crite-
ria: the average error hMean, the circular probable error hCEP such that P (h  hCEP ) = 0.5
and the probable error at 95 % hR95 such that P (h  hCEP ) = 0.95. The results in Table 4
support this hypothesis.

The vertical errors v are defined as the absolute value of the vertical component of the po-
sitioning results. We also assume that their statistical behaviour follows a half-normal dis-
tribution. Figure 62(a) and Figure 62(b) respectively present the probability distributions of
measured vertical errors and simulated as well as the theoretical half-normal distributions de-
duced from these errors (curves in black). From these figures, qualitatively we can deduce that
the measured and simulated results follow a half-normal distribution.
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Vertical errors without multi-path
measured theoretical simulated theoretical

vMean 6.063 6.203 6.552 6.662
vRMS 7.774 8.350
vR50 4,910 5.243 5.408 5.632
vR95 15.390 15.240 16.610 16.370

Table 5: Vertical error similarity test without multi-path

Figure 62: Vertical errors without multi-path: (a) probability distribution of measured errors, (b) probability distri-
bution of simulated errors

Quantitatively, the following similarity criteria are used: the average error vMean, the prob-
able error at 50% vR50 such that P (v  vR50) = 0.5 and the probable error at 95% vR95 such
that P (v  vCEP ) = 0.95 allows us to validate this hypothesis as shown in Table 5.

By taking into account the statistical study of horizontal and vertical errors, it is therefore
easy to show that all of the errors measured and simulated follow the same laws of probability.
The results provided by the GPS simulator are consistent with reality and therefore the simulator
works correctly without multi-path.

In order to evaluate and to validate the quality of the GPS model, another experimental
validation was also carried out in a specific configuration allowing multiple reflection of GPS
signals. The GPS receiver was positioned in a parking area near a building in such a way
that multi-paths would disrupt the positioning results. The experimental and simulated data
are provided in an ENU frame of reference centred on the exact position of the receiver. The
experimental plan was the same and the results are showed in the figure 63 for the horizontal
error and in figure 64 for vertical errors.
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Figure 63: Horizontal errors with multi-path: (a) errors measured using a GPS receiver, (b) simulated errors, (c)
probability distribution of measured errors, (d) probability distribution of simulated errors

Figure 64: Vertical errors with multi-path: (a) probability distribution of measured errors, (b) probability distribu-
tion of simulated errors

As already mentioned, the complexity of a GPS model can vary greatly. The more complex
and step-numbered the GPS simulation is, the more difficult it will be to validate from end-to-
end.

In fact, we have described in the previous pages (and in general terms) a simulation model
(that of Pro-Sivic) which starts from the satellites, their orbital and clock parameters, the at-
mospheric crossing, and the multipath. From there, Pro-Sivic runs, step by step, a GPS solver
using perturbed pseudo-ranges to generate solutions.

Another approach has been adopted in the COST action SaPPART [69] and [70] in its ap-
pendix. It is more directly that of simulating solutions without going through ranging, propa-
gation, a GPS solver, etc. And simulating solutions is ultimately a learning process and can be
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regarded as such. It is a data science approach, rather than a physical model (such as that of
Pro-Sivic).

Furthermore, the method which makes it possible to validate that a simulation is faithful to
the truth is not simple. Examples and illustrations have been given previously but the question
remains whether or not it is enough? As far as we know, this question is still a field of research.

About the comparison metrics between simulation and truth, SaPPART proposed examining
the cumulative distribution functions (CDFs) AND the auto-correlations (ACs) of both. Actu-
ally, the temporal shape of the GPS positioning error matters for navigation and driving process
later.

The figures 65 and 66 examine the resemblance between models and real position errors,
in dynamic conditions in Paris centre, with three different models to benchmark. Both CDF
and AC are examined. Note that along-track and cross-track positioning errors are simulated,
because it is well known, in urban environments, that streets make canyons and cause plane
error distribution being non-isotropic.

To conclude, research investigations are still on-going relatively to the question of simulating
GPS and GNSS in general. With one pending question remaining opened about how much data
one should collect, in real world, to be confident with the simulated data and not miss possible
behaviour of a GPS receiver which may rarely happen.

Figure 65: Actual and simulated along-track and cross-track CDFs for CDF-based, Cauchy and Laplace-Cauchy
models for the Paris data set
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Figure 66: Actual and simulated along-track and cross-track auto-correlation functions for CDF-based, Cauchy
and Laplace-Cauchy models for the Paris data set

2.4.3 Mobile dynamics

2.4.3.1 Definition of the types of models and components involved

Mobile dynamics have to be modelled for multiple purpose in simulation. Their behaviour
should be described as they interact with sensors, with the other actors, with the environment
and with the algorithms. That is why three main aspects should be defined for each mobile:

• their behaviour model : for traffic purpose this behaviour is more accurately described in
the next section;

• their dynamic model which makes the behaviour of the mobile physically credible,

• their geometric model which describes how the mobile is viewed by the other actors or
sensors.

These three aspects should be accurate enough regarding the validation purpose. That is why
these models can be created at different scale regarding the type of mobile that needs to be
defined. It is important to distinguish the ego-vehicle (which is the object of interest embed-
ding the system under test), and the other static or dynamic ”actors”, as well as the ”figures”.
Regarding the modelling of the dynamics of dynamic objects, it applies both to the ego-vehicle
and potentially to mobile actors including dynamic road users. The ego-vehicle needs to have
dynamic very realistic. But this is also the case for the actors who surround and interact with the
ego-vehicle. Then we have the extras who populate the environment and who, in the majority
of cases, do not need the same level of realism and fidelity.
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Figure 67: Different functions implemented in the dynamic modelling of a vehicle of Pro-SiVIC (UGE and ESI
group)

Vehicles For any vehicle, the dynamic model can be defined as simple as the ”Bicycle
Model” [71]. The chosen dynamic model can be more accurate if it is able to take into ac-
count more parameters such as multi-axles, 4 road picking computation, suspensions, engine,
transmission, steering, etc. Even more accurate model can be used in order to describe every
mechanical part of the system. That is the case of models such as MADA model developed by
Renault, or CALLAS model by AV Simulation [72]. Each type of vehicle then has its specifici-
ties.

• Cars: Most of them have two axles and can be described by the bicycle model in the
case of a simple kinematic model. Usually, simple models are used to predict the traffic
vehicles behaviours but for an ego vehicle, using a simple dynamic model will not be
sufficient. Indeed, a correct control model should have an accurate dynamic model asso-
ciated to have calibrated direction (depending on the steering column) and calibrated gas
and brakes (depending on the whole mechanical parts of the vehicle). That is why such
use cases rely on sophisticated models such as CALLAS model.

• Trucks: The articulation of the trailer adds a specificity to the dynamic model that can be
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modelled with CALLAS model for example.

• Motorcycle: Motorcycles should take into account the different behaviour and rules and
add the balancing aspect of the dynamic model.

• Bicycle: Bicycles have a different dynamic model and can be assimilated as pedestrians
by some AIs.

Other objects or mobiles With other objects than vehicles, the dynamic models are differ-
ent. Moreover, the geometry of these objects should be representative, in order to be correctly
classified by any viewer or sensor. Particularly, a difficult part of the description comprises
the pedestrian or animal object animation that must be realist in order to have a predictable
behaviour for the object (a standing pedestrian will not have the same behaviour as a walking
pedestrian, or a running pedestrian or a playing child for example).

• Pedestrian: Pedestrians are defined with different dynamic models to be able to predict
the behaviour of any human on sidewalks or crossing the roads (example: WALKER-
TRAFFIC model in SCANeR Studio)

• Other dynamic objects: The same kind of dynamic models as the Pedestrians models can
be used to set the behaviour of any moving target (especially animals) to present diverse
situations.

Existing simulation platforms involving high-level vehicule dynamic modeling are AMESIM
from Siemens and CarMaker from IPG. In these 2 types of models, the different functions need
to be validated with real bench.

Figure 68: AMESim (SIEMENS) full vehicle model running on HiL platform [13]
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In 2023, Graz University of Technology and IPG have proposed a framework for the Valida-
tion of Automated Driving Function Based on the Apollo Platform. This platform vehicle-in-
the-Loop Testbed involving IPG product for dynamic modeling of vehicle.

Figure 69: vehicle-in-the-Loop Testbed with Apollo platform and IPG CarMaker model [9]

2.4.3.2 Verification and validation methods and metrics

Verification and validation for mobile dynamics can be done at different scales :

• Real testing: Several type of validation methods such as conducting tests on closed
tracks, in controlled environments, using a digital twin, various driving scenarios can
be simulated. Otherwise dynamic validation on testing benches can be done at different
level (Hardware in the Loop, Vehicle in the Loop, Human in the Loop).

• Comparison with reference model: Without real tests, reference model can be used to
validate mobile dynamics. That is the case with CALLAS model that can be used as a
dynamic reference models for other simple models.
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Figure 70: The CALLAS Model description

In [14], a framework is proposed for Vehicle Dynamics Model Validation. The authors
started their study and framework proposal from the work presented in [73]. In this previous
work, a set of five test cases are defined as primary validation manoeuvres for vehicle dynamic:

• steady-state lateral dynamics (low-frequency cornering)

• Transient lateral dynamics (wide frequency range steering input)

• Longitudinal acceleration (throttle inputs)

• Longitudinal deceleration (braking inputs)

• Road disruption input (suspension kinematics and ride dynamics

This verification and validation process was done to validate a 1997 Jeep Cherokee for the
National Advanced Driving Simulator. A sixth group is defined as well, called ’other manoeu-
vres’ - which are imitations of a real-life situations such as double lane change or a fishhook
- but are not considered as a primary validation manoeuvres. The tests performed in [14] and
[15] include steady-state, transient and frequency domain responses. The following maneuver
sequence was followed:

• Quasi-steady-state

• Step response

• Pulse response (evaluated in frequency domain)

• Real-world like manoeuvre: lane change
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Regarding data comparison time domain was used for steady-state, low-frequency, and non-
linear effects, then frequency domain was used for high-frequency transient maneuvers. Wade-
Allen et. al. [74] used both steady-state and transient manoeuvres:

• Quasi-steady-state steering wheel ramp input

• Pulse response (in frequency domain)

• Double lane change

• Fishhook maneuver

In [75], a flowchart of comparing system response quantity (SRQ) is proposed and obtained
from both the simulation and real-life experiment. The SQR is defined as : The SRQ can be any
type of physically measurable quantity, or it can be a quantity that is based on, or inferred from,
measurements. For example, the SRQ can involve derivatives, integrals, or more complex data
processing of computed or measured quantities such as the maximum or minimum of functional
over a domain. When significant data processing is required to obtain an SRQ, it is important to
process both the computational results and the experimentally measured quantities in the same
manner.

[75] refers to validation metric, as the ”mathematical procedure that operates on the computa-
tional and experimental SRQs.” The main task to validation is comparing the validation metrics’
results with the accuracy requirements (which depends on many factors) for the intended use of
the model. In [75] three validation metrics approaches were reviewed:

• Parameter estimation and system identification,

• Hypothesis or significance testing,

• Bayesian analysis, or Bayesian statistical inference.

[75] proposed six properties that validation metrics should include to be useful in the engi-
neering decision-making process. The six attributions are presented here in a manner that only
includes the information relevant to our current vehicle simulation domain:

• Validation metrics should either:

– explicitly include an estimation of numerical error in the SRQ resulting from the
computational simulation - such as including the upper and lower estimated bound
on the error in the SRQ, but it would add significant complexity to the calculation
and interpretation of the metric.

– Or exclude the numerical error in the SRQ, only if the numerical error was previ-
ously estimated to be small compared to the experimental uncertainty.

• The metrics should be a quantitative evaluation of the aggregate accuracy for a specific
SRQ, including:

– the combined modeling assumptions,

– the physics approximations,

– the physical parameters of the model.
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• A metric should include, an estimate of the error resulting from post-processing of the
experimental data that is compared to the simulation result.

• A metric should explicitly incorporate an estimate of the measurement errors in the exper-
imental data for the SRQ that are the basis of comparison with the computational model.
There are two types of measurement errors:

– bias (systematic) errors
– precision (random) errors

The minimum requirement for validation metrics is to include an estimation of precision
errors. As much as possible, the metrics should include an estimate of bias errors as well.

• A metric should take into account the number of experimental measurements. The authors
emphasise the importance of multiple measurements and estimating the accuracy of the
experimental result.

• A metric should not include any indications of the level of agreement between compu-
tational and experimental results (e.g. characterising them as ”good” or ”excellent”).
Validation metrics should be used to assess the degree of agreement between computa-
tional models and experimental measurements. The metric should be kept separate from
how satisfying the results are.

In [76], common measures are used to quantify the discrepancy between time histories in
fields such as statistics, computational mechanics, signal processing, and data mining. The
following existing metrics were evaluated:

• Vector norms,

• Average residual and its standard deviation,

• Coefficient of correlation and cross-correlation,

• Sprague and Geers (S&G) metric,

• Russell’s error,

• Normalized Integral Square Error (NISE),

• Dynamic Time Warping (DTW).

Their proposal is a structured combination of some of these measurements. The new metrics
classifies error components associated with three physically meaningful characteristics :phase,
magnitude, and topology, and utilises norms, cross-correlations, and algorithms such as dy-
namic time warping to quantify discrepancies.

• For phase error, a cross-correlation method is used with a tunable penalty function to
have a linear penalty for small time-step (local errors) and larger time-step (global errors)
differences.

• Magnitude error is analysed after minimising the global local phase difference between
the data sets and also the slope differences - because slope difference is a topological
error, not a magnitude error.

93



[L2.7] Verification, Evaluation, Validation

• Dynamic Time Warping is used to reduce local phase and slope differences.

• After that L1 vector norm is used to measure the relative magnitude differences.

• The topology error - the measure of discrepancies in the slope - is calculated on the
derivative of the time-shifted, warped channels. Then L1 norm is used to quantify the
topology error.

In [14], a new more efficient and relevant validation architecture for dynamic vehicle mod-
elling is proposed following the definition of the validity criteria. This framework is presented
in Figure 71). In this context, individual parameter estimations for each important subsystem are
performed to the most sufficient level, implying that the subsystems with a significant impact on
vehicle behaviour in the investigation domain should be thoroughly measured. In addition to the
individual parameter measurements, the measurement system constants - such as the position
of the acceleration sensor in the chassis coordinate system - must be measured since they are
critical for proper post-processing of the vehicle dynamics measurements. In the next block, ve-
hicle dynamics measurements are carried out with a sophisticated measurement system - which
is capable of measuring all the important movements, phenomenons such as vehicle body move-
ment, suspension movement, tire forces and moments, side-slip angle, camber, etc. Then based
on the measurements - in the previous two blocks - the vehicle model parameter identification is
solved by an automated system (denoted by the dashed line on figure 71), as an output, it gives
the base parameter set for the simulation environment, also after the post-processing the driver
inputs (steering wheel angle, throttle position, brake pedal force/position, gear) and the mea-
sured system outputs (vary for each model, but usually vehicle speed, longitudinal and lateral
acceleration, yaw velocity, etc.) are present for the comparison of simulation and real-world
response quantities. Finally, the recursive process of validation (denoted by doted line on figure
71) is to be fulfilled by appropriate machine learning algorithm, the main steps of the iterative
validation process are presented with the blue and red shapes on figure 71. As an output of the
parameter estimation, the mean value of the parameters and the uncertainty of the estimation
are given. This will define the base parameter set for the simulation. The iterative loop is the
following:

• Running the simulation using the driver inputs from vehicle tests.

• Compare the two SRQ set by computing the previously defined validation metrics.

• Compare each metric with the belonging validity criteria.

• If the criteria is not met, then fine-tune the vehicle parameters, in the range given by the
uncertainty of the estimation.

• The process ends when the validity criteria is met.
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Figure 71: High level layout of recent framework for vehicle dynamics model validation. [14]

In [15], SAE proposed a definition and Application of a Standard Verification and Validation
Process (figure 72) for Dynamic Vehicle Simulation Models.
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Figure 72: Overview of the verification and validation process proposed by SAE. [15]

In [77], an applied survey is proposed about simulation validation approaches for a vehicle
dynamics Model.

In [78], Four standard manoeuvres have been considered, as defined below:

• Coast Down: this manoeuvre is one of the most frequent tests for motor vehicles. It
consists of running the vehicle in a straight line, starting at a certain speed and letting
it slow down until it stops. The main goal of this test is to evaluate the values of the
resistant forces acting on the vehicle at a certain speed and road conditions, to validate
the longitudinal dynamics model. Please, note that as the real tests have been carried out
with different gears, it has been necessary to model the engine brake accordingly to the
real ICE (internal combustion engine).

• Step Steer: the main objective of this test is to asses the lateral dynamic behaviour of a
vehicle. Driving in a straight line at constant speed, the steering wheel is rotated as fast as
possible to the target angle position, in which the vehicle’s lateral acceleration will start
to increase as it begins to turn.

• Ramp Steer: the goal of this test is to determine the steady-state circular driving charac-
teristics of the test vehicle, increasing the lateral acceleration. This test is handled at a
constant speed and increasing the lateral acceleration. We use a steering ramp input until
the limit of adherence is reached.
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• If the criteria is not met, then fine-tune the vehicle parameters, in the range given by the
uncertainty of the estimation.

• Frequency response: This test aims is to determine the lateral transient response be-
haviour of the test vehicle in the frequency domain. The test covers a steering input
frequency range between 0.1 - 4 Hz.

First, the vehicle is driven at the test speed on a straight line. Then, continuous inputs to the
steering wheel at very low frequency are initiated. This input is increased until the maximum
frequency. Additionally, the steering-wheel amplitude is maintained as constant as possible
throughout the test, and each run is ended with a straight-line driving.

2.4.4 Communication means

In this section, we address the KPI and verification protocol for communication means
(V2X). Even if some references are given about LTE and 5G protocols, the main protocol stud-
ied will be the WiFi 802.11p dedicated to CAV. This media is a medium-to-short range system
(¡1km) and is a part from the WAVE framework (with IEEE 1609). In order to propose rele-
vant KPIs, we propose to seperate the telecommunication system for V2X in a set of sub parts
(sub modules) involving Communication protocol, strategies, and OSI layers (Open Systems
Interconnections), Emitter and receiver models, antenna diagram modelling, and Propagation
channel modelling. For each of these sub-parts, we propose a short state of the art and to give
a list of the main relevant KPIs. This study shows that the main KPIs applied are the ones
identified in the propagation channel modelling.

Simulating communication means for autonomous driving involves addressing various as-
pects to ensure the effectiveness and reliability of the communication systems. Here are 10
main high level requirements to consider:

• Realistic Communication Protocols: Simulate realistic communication protocols used
in autonomous driving systems, such as V2X (Vehicle-to-Everything) communication,
DSRC (Dedicated Short Range Communication), or cellular networks like 5G. This re-
quires to take into account the 7 OSI layers has presented in figure 73.

• Network Latency and Bandwidth Simulation: Requirement: Simulate network la-
tency and bandwidth constraints to replicate real-world communication challenges.

• Dynamic Traffic and Environment Simulation: Integrate dynamic traffic and environ-
mental conditions to emulate realistic scenarios with complex situations, dense commu-
nication traffic. It is necessary to take into account communication systems under diverse
situations, including heavy traffic, adverse weather, and complex road conditions which
simulate issues like message loss or message collision.

• Security and Privacy Testing: Implement security and privacy testing scenarios to assess
the resilience of communication systems against cyber threats and protect sensitive data.
The communication simulation needs to give models and mechanisms which allows to
test the safety and security aspects of autonomous vehicles against potential malicious
activities. A presentation of the main classes of cyber attacks is given in the figure 74.

• Interoperability Testing: Validate the interoperability of communication systems by
simulating interactions with different types of vehicles, infrastructure, and devices. Guar-
antee seamless communication between autonomous vehicles and their environment.
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• Scalability and Density Simulation: Simulate scenarios with varying numbers of con-
nected vehicles to assess scalability and network congestion. The proposed modelling
need to allow to Understand how communication systems perform as the number of con-
nected vehicles increases (message collisions, latencies, ...).

• Reliability and Redundancy Assessment: Provide models which allow to evaluate the
reliability and redundancy mechanisms in communication systems. This level of simula-
tion allows to test the communication failures or disruptions, and assess the impact on the
safety of autonomous vehicles.

• Integration with Sensor Data: Integrate communication simulation with sensor data and
perception data to mimic the holistic perception of the vehicle. This imply to simulate
and to generate realistic communication messages of the facilities OSI layer like CAM
(Cooperative Awarness Messages), DENM (Decentralized Event Notification Messages),
CPM (Collective Perception Message), .... (see figure 74).

• Edge Case Scenarios: Simulate edge case scenarios, such as communication blackouts
or intermittent connectivity, to assess system behaviour under extreme conditions.

• Regulatory Compliance Simulation: Incorporate simulation scenarios that comply with
existing and anticipated regulations for autonomous vehicle communication.

By addressing these requirements in communication simulation for autonomous driving, it is
possible to conduct comprehensive testing and validation of communication systems in a con-
trolled environment before deploying them in real-world scenarios. In addition to these high
level requirements, it is also mandatory to model hardware components of the communica-
tion system, and the propagation channel interactions and effects on the electromagnetic signal
emitted and received by antennas. In this context, antenna modelling also is essential.

2.4.4.1 Communication protocol, strategies, and OSI layers

In order to provide an aswer to the first requirement, it is necessary to take into account the
7 OSI layers. This is already done in the NS3 library for instance.

Figure 73: Overview of the OSI model and the fitting with TCP/IP.
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Figure 74: Overview of the different message format and possible cyber attacks by level of the OSI model

2.4.4.2 Emitter and receiver models

• Transmission Power: for instance the specifications of MK5 OBUs/RSUs Cohda wire-
less modules is from -10 dBm to 23.0dBm

• Receiver Sensitivity: for instance the specifications of MK5 OBUs/RSUs Cohda wireless
modules is -97.0dBm at 6Mbps

• Transmission latency (Ts): This quantification reflects the latency generated by the
transmitter due to the packet size (PS) and the transmission rate (TR): Transmission la-
tency (Ts) = PS/TR.

• Theoretical maximum baud rate (throughput): The number of bits which can be sent
by second. This quantity depends of the technology used.

• MIMO technology: At the end of 2009, the 802.11n standard offered a maximum com-
munication speed of 150 Mbps. The arrival of MiMo (Multiple Inputs Multiple Outputs)
with the 2x2 MiMo made it possible to reach 300 Mbps using 2 receiving antennas and
2 transmitting antennas, hence “2x2 MiMo”. We then find the 3x3 MiMo (3 antennas in
reception, 3 antennas in transmission) capable of offering up to 450 Mbps and the 4x4
MiMo (4 antennas in reception, 4 antennas in transmission) with speeds of up to 600Mbps
in 2 ,4 and 5GHz. Note that all these flow rates are theoretical, and might be different
from what can be observed in real deployments.

2.4.4.3 Antenna diagram and modelling

A large set of antenna exists to perform telecommunications. In this document, we will focus
our study and evaluation protocol to antennas dedicated to V2V and V2X communications. In
this study, an antenna will be represented by the following quantities as well as the antenna
diagram and modelling:

• Radiation diagram: 3 types of emission are possible, either directional or bidirectional,
or omnidirectional broadcastings. This information is a graphical representation of the
signal emitted by the antenna.
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• Radiation angle: This is the beam-width of the antenna expressed in terms of its hori-
zontal and vertical degrees. This number indicates the coverage area where the radiation
pattern is emitted.

• The antenna gain: This quantity is given in dBi. This is a power measurement that rep-
resents how efficiently the antenna converts electricity into radio waves. Gain can affect
the direction in which the antenna operates. The higher the gain, the more directional the
antenna. Antenna power doubles for every 3dBi. Decibel-isotropic (dBi) is a hypothetical
reference point where an isotropic antenna transmits a signal in a perfect sphere. It should
be noted that a perfect sphere is impossible to create, so 0Dbi is a practically impossible
number.

• The frequency : The transmission frequency on which the transmitted message is mod-
ulated (in GHz). For WiFi and 802.11p (dedicated to automotive applications), mainly
2 frequencies are possible: (i) around 2.4 GHz and (ii) around 5 GHz. The width of
each channel is 20MHz. For (i), this frequency offers 13 channels ranging from 2400
to 2483.5MHz, the width of each channel is therefore approximately 20 to 22MHz. For
(ii), this frequency offers 22 channels, from number 32 to number 140, ranging from
5150MHz to 5710MHz. As with all terrestrial frequencies, lower frequencies carry fur-
ther but high frequencies generally offer more bandwidth and allow higher data rates.
The 2.4GHz and 5GHz bands are high frequencies (UHF or Ultra High frequency). IEEE
802.11p standard typically uses channels of 10 MHz bandwidth in the 5.9 GHz band
(5.850–5.925 GHz). At present cellular operators are opting for 3 ranges of 5G frequen-
cies which can be distinguished as Low, Mid and High band. Low band frequencies
include frequencies around 600-700 MHz, while mid band frequencies are around 2-5
GHz and High band frequencies are in mmWave range of 28-46 GHz.

• Channel width: The different channel widths for the different frequencies and WiFi
standard are given in the figure 75. 3 main channel widths are used: 20MHz, 40MHz,
and 80MHz.

• The effective range and coverage area: The effective range represents the range of mes-
sage transmission between 2 static antennas without external disturbances. It means the
distance from a transmitter (sending a message) and a receiver receiving this message
with enough power. The coverage is the physical area in which a signal can still be re-
ceived and transmitted. In general, the more powerful an antenna is, the more coverage it
provides. However, the more powerful an antenna is, the more directional the signal be-
comes. For WiFi systems applied in C-ITS, the range could reach in favourable conditions
600 to 700 meters (depending of the propagation channel and the relative speed between
the 2 antennas). But real experiments, demonstrates the range rather varies between 200
and 600 meters.

• WiFi standard: WiFi 1 to WiFi 6.

• Effective Isotropically Radiated Power (EIRP): Approximate the actual power output
at the antennas.
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Figure 75: WiFi standard with the main parameters

2.4.4.4 Propagation channel

Modelling of the environment in order to take into account collusion and reflection Trans-
mission modelling depending on relative speed between emitter and receiver, lost rate, delay
of transmission, short range reflection A study about the representativeness and the KPIs to be
used for the communication modelling evaluation has been addressed in BPI SINETIC project.

The main parameters to take into account concerning the effect of the propagation channel
on the communication efficiency are:

• Average range

• Average jitter

• Average packet loss rate

• Average bit rate (throughput)

• Loss Rate depending of the number of communication nodes

• Received signal strength indicator (RSSI)

• Network capacity

• Average Latency : This metric represents the delay in the reception of a message. This
delay is due to the packet size PS, the transmission rate TR, and the number of packets
NP. The Averagelatency = (NP � 1)PS/(2 ⇤ TR). To this quantity, it is necessary to
add some external disturbers like multi-reflection, and degraded conditions.

• End-to-end latency: the quartiles of the time interval between sending a message and its
reception by the recipient.
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• Channel Busy Ratio (CBR)

• Packet Delivery Ratio (PDR)

• Packet loss rate / reception rate: the ratio of packets sent to those received.

• Effective Throughput: The effective throughput refers to the real amount of data re-
ceived by all vehicles receiving application messages per unit of time.

In [79], the authors have proposed an analytical model allowing to evaluate the broadcasting
performance on CCH in IEEE 802.11p/WAVE vehicular networks. This model explicitly ac-
counts for the WAVE channel switching and computes packet delivery probability as a function
of contention window size and number of vehicles.

In [80], the authors propose an recent analytical model for 5G network with mode 2 that
estimates the packet loss rate and the network capacity taking into account the peculiarities of
Mode 2 and, in contrast to the existing models, provides the accuracy required in the emerg-
ing V2X scenarios. This model can be used to find the optimal transmission parameters that
maximise the network capacity and/or to select the required bandwidth.

In [81], the authors propose an interesting set of analytical models that capture the perfor-
mance of vehicle-to-vehicle (V2V) communications using the IEEE 802.11p standard. The
models consider detailed representations of propagation, interference effects, and the hidden
terminal problem. They quantify the Packet Delivery Ratio (PDR) based on the transmitter-
receiver distance and provide analytical models for estimating the probabilities of the four types
of packet errors that can be encountered in IEEE 802.11p transmissions. Each with distinct clas-
sifications:

• SEN Error (Sensing Error): Occurs when a packet is lost due to being received with a
signal power below the sensing power threshold, preventing the initiation of the decoding
process.

• RXB Error (Receiver Busy Error): Packet loss happens if the received signal power is
above the sensing power threshold, and the receiver is occupied decoding another packet.

• PRO Error (Propagation Error): Packet loss due to propagation effects occurs when
the received signal power is higher than the sensing power threshold, but the Signal-to-
Noise Ratio (SNR) is insufficient for successful decoding.

• COL Error (Collision Error): Packet loss can result from interference and collisions
with other vehicles if the received signal power is higher than the sensing power threshold,
the radio interface is free, but an interfering packet arrives during decoding. Such errors
are classified as COL if not categorised under SEN, RXB, or PRO errors.

A packet is correctly received if none of these 4 identified types of error occur. The PDR can
then be expressed as a function of the probability of each type of transmission errors. More-
over, this work introduces an analytical model for accurately estimating the Channel Busy Ratio
(CBR) metric, even in scenarios with high channel load. Validation through simulation demon-
strates the models’ reliability across various parameters such as traffic densities, transmission
frequencies, power levels, data rates, and packet sizes. This recent work proposed detailed and
rigorous models which could be efficiently applied in simulation platforms.
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2.4.4.5 The performance metrics to evaluate the communication means

In addition to the different KPI already presented in the previous sub sections related to Com-
munication protocol, strategies, and OSI layers, Emitter and receiver models, antenna diagram
modelling, and Propagation channel modelling, we propose additional performance metrics di-
vided into two parts. The fist one is dedicated to network performance and the second part is
dedicated to the qualitative performance of the service.

For the first part, the relevant metrics are the following:

• Network disconnection percentage: the division of the total duration of network dis-
connections compared to the overall connection duration, including network availability
and unavailability for the user.

• Redundant messages: the total number of messages re transmitted due to disconnection,
message loss, malfunction, or re authentication.

• Data age: the quartiles of the time interval from the collection of information by the
source vehicle to its reception by the concerned vehicles, specifying the distance of the
receiving vehicles from the event.

• Network overhead: overhead refers to the ratio representing the quantity of useful data
or application data compared to signaling data, which is used, for example, to announce
the presence of vehicles on the network or to establish a specific routing path.

For the second part, we have the following metrics:

• Service accessibility: the percentage of requests processed by the server or vehicles,
compared to the total number of received requests. This result is influenced by the number
of vehicles equipped with a communicating module in the case of a Car2Car service
because vehicles process their requests with each other. A processed request in a Car2Car
application may involve informing vehicles affected by a certain event in a timely manner.
For other services, it may be receiving a response from the server.

• Server resilience and response time in increased load situations: this parameter is very
important in increased load situations, aiming to evaluate the server’s capacity to handle
a large load of requests and ensure continuous service under such conditions.

• Quantity of data: the total number of messages exchanged during service use.

• Accuracy of exchanged data: the percentage of correct data exchanged compared to the
total number of messages, including false alarms as may be the case in a safety applica-
tion, and outdated data not updated.

• Security of exchanged data: This parameter is essential to evaluate the integrity, authen-
ticity, and non-repudiation of data exchanged by different peers on the network.

• Quality of Experience (QoE): it is the perceived service quality by the user, which can
also reflect the user’s satisfaction level with the service.
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2.4.4.6 verification and validation of simulation model

UGE Protocol extended for PRISSMA :
In UGE and in its experimental plan allowing to collect data about communication means,

omnidirectional stick antenna (Antenna’s reference: Doradus 50-1360, 5.0 to 5.9 GHz) has been
used with a 8 dBi gain in the horizontal plane. The chipset’s transmission power is lowered to
20 dBm. The Effective Isotropically Radiated Power (EIRP) can be used to approximate the
actual power output at the antennas. It can be computed from equation:

EIRP = Ptx +G� Lc (3)

where Ptx is the transmission power at the emitter (dBm); G is the antenna gain, relative to a
(theoretical) isotropic reference antenna, in dBi; and Lc represents cable and connectors loss (in
dB). In our architecture Lc is approximated from manufacturers’ data to 2.5 dB, accounting for
one pigtail connector, the efficiency of the antenna, and about 2 metres of coaxial cable. Thus,
we have EIRP = 20 -2.5 + 8 = 25.5dBm for the power emission. The experimental protocol need
to be kept voluntarily simple. We consider vehicle-to-vehicle and no relaying or rebroadcasting.
The scenario has a receptor vehicle passing by a static emitter (static vehicle or RSU), which
is located on the track’s side. It is suggested by previous researches and PICSL’s experience,
that the absolute speed of 802.11 emitters and receptors in the environment’s referential does
not have much effects on IVC’s (Inter Vehicular Communication) quality. On the other hand,
the speed difference between the emitter and the receptor is a major parameter. As we consider
a static emitter, the speed difference and speed relative to the environment are equivalent. We
advice to use speed intervals. In previous experimentation, the following speeds were tested:
30, 50, 70, 130 and 170 km/h (approximately 20, 30, 45, 80 and 105 mph). Measurements need
to be performed both on an actual test track and the simulation environment with the digital
twin. For instance the Satory’s speed track, the UTAC test track, or the TRANSPOLIS test
track. The used speed track need to be isolated from regular traffic. The speed track needs to
respect at least 2-kilometres long quasi-straight line, with 2 lanes, allowing for 1.4 kilometres
of direct line of sight (LoS). The emitter is either located at the track’s eastern end, or near
the slight bend, so to have LoS with all the track’s length. In order to reproduce motorway
situation, the track’s surroundings need to be largely open. Data must be collected on a great
set of different days spread out on several month in order to be representative of a large set of
uncountable conditions. In the proposed protocol “closing” will refer to items relevant to when
the receptor vehicle is moving toward the emitter; “away” will refer to items relevant to when
the receptor vehicle is moving away from the emitter. The real communication system analysis
was made for the range of communication, the antenna quality, the latency, and the frame loss.
The average transmission ranges for different speeds and for the driving direction is given by
figure 76. We can quote that the communication range is clearly impacted by the relative speed
between the transmitter and the receiver. With 30 km/h, the range is up to 700 meters, and with
170 km/h the range decrease to 300 meters. In order to have a better understanding of the energy
propagation in the propagation channel and the antenna diagram, some additional experiments
have been carried out. Figure 77 shows the SSI result and the antenna diagram. It is possible to
observe that the omnidirectional antenne does not respect this datasheet. Also it is possible to
observe the decrease of the SSI relatively to the range of communication.
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Figure 76: Average transmission ranges for different speeds, according to the direction of driving

Figure 77: SSI according to direction of driving, and differences with the average SSI (in dBm) for 8 angular
sectors (in degrees) of the receiving antenna (in red) and of the emitting antenna (in green)

For the frame loss, it is defined as the percentage of frames that are missed during a certain
measurement interval, which we define temporarily and according to range. It is straightfor-
ward to deduce the actual bitrate from the nominal bitrate and the measured frame loss. The
maximum range is an important indicator, but does not say anything about the quality of trans-
missions within this range. Typically, one could receive frames up to a thousand metres, yet
have 90% frame loss beginning as soon as 400 metres away from the emitter. Thus, it is also
important to measure the quality of transmission within the transmission range, typically via
frame loss. Here, frame loss is viewed from the logging application point of view. That means
that any frame that is not passed on to the IP layer is seen as lost. This include frames that are
not received, or only partially received, but also corrupted frames.
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Figure 78: Detailed frame loss measurements for 30, 50, 70, and 130 km/h (5 metres intervals); red is the maximum
value and green the average

From this dataset, a set of 802.11p models have been proposed. These models (polynomial,
semi-logistical, and semi-linear) are defined for a point-to-point connection and communication
(2 nodes) in a motorway configuration (straight road or road with a very low curvature). The
proposed set of functions of Frame Loss probability are function of the inter-distance and the
relative speed between 2 communication nodes. These models have for constraint to reproduce
the experimental data and have the capability to generate new plausible data. Nevertheless,
these models are accurate and representative for motorway but not enough generic for all rural
and suburban area. Moreover these models provide an approximation of the lower OSI layers
in a small-to-medium-sized network (no complex topology). The real dataset have been used
in order to assess the models parameters. The latency aspect is only based on the frame’s size.
The 3 models are presented in the figure 79.
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Figure 79: The 3 models of 802.11p communication standard proposed by UGE with the motorway dataset.

Figure 80: Decomposition of a frame loss profile with its parameters. This profile is share in 2 parts, the red
one for the short range reflection interference given a significant loss of signal, the blue part representing the
communication profile without interferences
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Figure 81: Distribution of parameter C (the central distance of strongest ground reflection interferences) for the
three speed classes (right axis), compared to the received signal strength theoretical value (left axis)

For the logistical model, d is the distance between the emitter and receptor; and A,B, ..., E

are parameters estimated from empirical data. ⌧ is the addition of two models, as illustrated in
figure 80. Term A. expB.(d� C)2 represents the frame loss area corresponding to the strongest
ground reflection interferences, centred at distance C. At this point the ground-reflected signal is
strong enough to cancel out a large proportion of the incoming direct signal’s energy, pushing a
proportion of frames under the reception threshold of the chipset; the frame loss corresponding
to this proportion is represented by A. The width of the bell curve is in proportion to B; note
that B is always negative. The model assumes that no counter-measure is applied to reduce the
frame loss induced by interferences at C. The Friis transmission equation, modified to account
for ground reflections, can be used to theoretically confirm the value of C. Assuming a dry con-
crete ground and realistic antenna heights, the Friss equation yields the received signal lowest
strength at a distance of 120 metres. The probability densities for the location of C are shown in
figure 81, together with the theoretical value computed with the Friss equation. Factors such as
speed, vehicle body shape, altitude profile of the track and pitch variations, explain that C is not
always recorded at the same distance. Term exp (D.d+ E)/(1+ exp (D.d+ E)) is a logistical
regression where the log-odds of ⌧ is modelled linearly as a function of distance d. This term
represents the progressive increase of frame loss as the received signal strength decreases. D
and E by themselves have no direct physical meaning; however, the ratio �E/D corresponds to
the distance from the emitter at which the average frame loss passes over 50 %. Similarly, 4/D
expresses the distance between the 10 % and 90 % frame loss thresholds. This profile is very
interesting because it could be used both as a ground truth in order to validate other propagation
channel models, or as a propagation channel in a communication simulation model. The imple-
mentation of this model in Pro-SiVIC is presented in the figure 82 with a platoon of 7 vehicles
using a ”lobe” model for antenna, a generation of a graph of possible paths between antenna,
and with the 802.11p propagation channel model.
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Figure 82: Simulation of communication: Emitter, receiver, antenna, and propagation channel

International Studies on telecommunication means performances
In [82], an experimental protocol is proposed for IEEE 802.11p Performance Evaluation in

both Simulations and Real Experiments conditions. In this study, three key metrics are evalu-
ated:

• the maximum range

• packet delivery rate (PDR)

• packet inter-reception time (PIR)

This study compared NS-3 simulation results with real device measurements for evaluating
IEEE 802.11p in V2I and V2V communication scenarios. The impact of different modulations
and speeds on packet delivery rate (PDR) and packet inter-reception time (PIR) was analysed,
along with static experiments assessing the maximum range. Notably, only the 6 Mbps PHY
rate modulation provided a satisfactory 700 m range. The study observed disparities between
simulation and real-world results, especially in the impact of mobility. The findings underscore
the need to enhance NS-3 models for vehicular network simulations. Future work will explore
the effects of denser vehicular networks and compare results with the Veins simulator. But
this study is mainly focus on the propagation channel effect on the effectiveness of 802.11p
communication means.

In [83], The goal of the measurements was to assess communication performance between
two moving vehicles using metrics such as Throughput, Jitter, and Packet Loss Rate. The study
involved vehicles travelling on a straight path of around 350 meters under different conditions.
Initially, vehicles moved in opposite directions at speeds of 15 km/h, 30 km/h, and 40 km/h.
Subsequently, they moved in the same direction at a constant speed of 20 km/h. Measurements
were taken at intervals of 200 ms, and contact time between vehicles varied inversely with travel
speed.

In [84] a study is mage focusing on the IEEE 802.11p standard and the WAVE system in
Vehicular Ad Hoc Networks (VANETs), particularly analysing the broadcast process for safety
and non-safety applications. While a prior work proposed an analytical model for broadcast
packet loss on the control channel, it doesn’t encompass all phenomena affecting VANETs.
This research conducts an extensive simulation campaign using the NS-3 simulator to study the
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average loss rate of broadcast packets in various scenarios, comparing results with an analytical
model proposed by [79]. The analysis explores factors like contention window, packet size,
vehicle count, and additional influences on the loss rate, highlighting discrepancies with the an-
alytical model, especially in channel switching-related losses. The research provides valuable
insights into the loss process in VANETs, shedding light on factors beyond the existing analyti-
cal model’s scope. This study addresses another interesting KPI related to Loss Rate depending
of the number of communication nodes.

In [85], a study conducts an experimental analysis of two MAC protocols, IEEE802.11p
and HCMAC (a hybrid MAC protocol). HCMAC is implemented on the IEEE802.11p physi-
cal layer using DSRC-compliant devices. The performance of beaconing messages in various
highway scenarios is evaluated in terms of RSSI, PDR, and PIR. Results indicate that vehicle
mobility minimally affects connection performance, but packet collisions significantly degrade
beaconing. In multiple test scenarios, HCMAC outperforms IEEE802.11p by up to 88% in
PDR and 47% in PIR. Cooperative transmission scheduling, exemplified by HCMAC, emerges
as an efficient solution to mitigate collisions and enhance overall performance compared to
IEEE802.11p.

In [86], a pilot platform based on IEEE-802.11p, LTE, and 5G test network (5GTN) is de-
signed to leverage road traffic and weather information for enhanced road safety. Real-time
and accurate data on road conditions are essential, and a combination of networks is employed
for delivering updated information. The work compares vehicle-to-vehicle (V2V) and vehicle-
to-infrastructure (V2I) scenarios using IEEE 802.11p as the primary vehicular communication
channel, supported by LTE and 5G networks. The analysis focuses on network performance,
including latency, packet loss, and throughput in both V2V and V2I scenarios.

In [87], a comparison of IEEE 802.11p and LTE-V2X is made in order to provide an evalu-
ation of the communication performances With Periodic and Aperiodic Messages of Constant
and Variable Size. These aspects are important and need to be took into consideration in com-
munication simulation and in the propagation channel model. The figure 83 presents their study
about the range of communication and the percentage of message collision in dense traffic con-
ditions.
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Figure 83: Percentage of packets lost due to propagation and collision errors when messages are (left figure)
periodic and of constant size (simplified model), and (right figure) aperiodic and of variable size (empirical CAM
model).

2.4.5 Traffic generation (AVS / UGE)

Modeling the surrounding and obstacle vehicles around the Ego vehicle enables to explore
relevant and usual dynamic scenarios.

Developing a realistic and high quality and performances traffic generator for autonomous
driving involves meeting several critical high-level requirements to create realistic and diverse
traffic scenarios. Here are 10 main requirements to consider:

• Traffic Pattern Variety: Generate diverse traffic patterns, including highway, urban,
suburban, and mixed scenarios, to simulate real-world driving conditions. This implies
to have Digital Twin and HD Maps of specific representative areas. The respect of this
requirement is essential to provide a comprehensive set of scenarios for testing and vali-
dating autonomous driving systems.

• Dynamic Vehicle Behaviour: Simulate dynamic and realistic behaviours for different
types of vehicles, including acceleration, deceleration, lane changes, and interactions
with other road users. This requirement is important to evaluate the adaptability and
responsiveness of autonomous systems in complex traffic situations.

• Realistic Vehicle Types: Include various vehicle types, such as cars, trucks, motorcycles,
bicycles, and pedestrians, to reflect the diversity and the complexity of road users. This
requirement allows to address the capability of autonomous systems to interact with and
respond to different types of vehicles.

111



[L2.7] Verification, Evaluation, Validation

• Traffic Density Control: Enable control over traffic density to simulate both sparse and
congested scenarios. This requirement is essential to evaluate system performance under
varying traffic conditions, including peak hours and low-traffic situations.

• Traffic Light and Sign Simulation: Model realistic traffic light and road sign behaviour,
including changes in signal timing, yellow light intervals, and adherence to traffic rules.
This requirement will be used to assess the interaction of autonomous vehicles with traffic
control infrastructure and generate specific risky and critical scenarios allowing to address
interaction between AV and the other road users in intersection areas.

• Pedestrian and Cyclist Behaviour: Simulate realistic pedestrian and cyclist behaviours,
including jaywalking, crossing at intersections, and interactions with vehicles. This type
of scenarios allow to evaluate the ability of autonomous systems to navigate safely in the
presence of vulnerable road users.

• Adaptive Road Conditions: Incorporate adaptive road conditions, such as changes in
weather (rain, snow) and road surface conditions (dry, wet, slippery). This requirement
is essential in order to guarantee a large coverage of the situations (environmental fac-
tors generating modifications and variations of the road environments) which could be
encounter by AV.

• Simulated Road Events: Introduce mechanisms to simulate road events, such as acci-
dents, construction zones, road work areas, temporary conditions (object falling on the
road surface) and detours, to assess the response and decision-making of autonomous ve-
hicles. This requirement and the generation by the traffic generator of this events will give
the possibility to assess the ability of autonomous systems to handle unexpected events
and deviations from regular traffic conditions.

• Scenario Customisation: Allow users to customise specific traffic scenarios, includ-
ing the introduction of specific vehicles, road configurations, and event triggers. The
implementation of this requirement facilitate targeted testing for specific use cases and
scenarios relevant to the development and validation process.

• Scalability and Performance: Ensure that the traffic generator can scale to simulate
large-scale scenarios while maintaining computational efficiency. Application of this re-
quirement allows to guarantee the capability to replicate realistic traffic conditions in a
scalable manner to assess the scalability and performance of autonomous driving systems.

By meeting these requirements, a traffic generator for automated mobility (involving systems
of systems, or AI-based systems) can provide a versatile and realistic environment for testing
and validating autonomous systems in a wide range of scenarios.

2.4.5.1 Definition of the types of models and components involved

Traffic generation in simulation relies on several types of models aiming to mimic various
components of the surrounding traffic composed of obstacle vehicles accurately. Some models
focus on replicating the traffic flow dynamic with a microscopic description of the interactions
between vehicles [88], while others aim at describing how a predetermined and nominal trajec-
tory might be affected by human errors or approximations when driving a vehicle [89].

Usually, the distinction between models is developed as follows:
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• Random traffic generation: Vehicles and their dynamic properties are randomly gener-
ated to randomly populate the environment around the Ego. With this easy-to-implement
and basic approach, nothing ensures that the traffic dynamic is adequately reproduced
since trajectories are predetermined and do not respond to traffic.

• Microscopic traffic rule-based model: Incorporating traffic rules and regulations re-
garding road signalization. Such models ensure a high representativeness level of the
traffic flow dynamic for the obstacle vehicles populating the environment around the Ego.
Among the set of of existing simulators, we can mention SUMO, VISSIM, AIMSUN
Next, and SymuVia. Vrbanic et al. [90] compared three highly popular traffic flow sim-
ulators (SUMO, VISSIM, and AIMSUN Next) paired with telecommunication network
simulators. They analyze the features related to the modeling process They conclude that
traffic environments generated by AIMSUN Next are more suitable to achieve a traffic
model with a low complexity, while VISSIM enables to cope with high complexity levels.
Despite their distinction according to modeling options and configuration tools, simulator
frameworks are mainly discriminated according to the natively hosted car-following mod-
els, especially those used to describe the vehicles’ longitudinal movement. Mahapatra et
al. [91] distinguish the following car-following approaches:

– Analytical models, covering the following approaches:

* Gazis-Herman-Rothery (GHR) approach [92]: this approach states that the
driving behavior of vehicles mainly depends on speed differences between two
successive vehicles and their free flow regime. This approach is hosted by MIT-
SIM (MIcroscopic Traffic SIMulator) framework.

* Safe distance [93] and psycho-physical [94] approach: this approach describes
the car-following movements with the physical perspective, by including phys-
ical motion equations, based on a safe following distance. Accordingly, in such
a model, a collision should be expected when the following vehicle infringes
on the safe gap with its leader. This is one of the most popular car-following
approaches implemented into microscopic traffic simulators. It encompasses a
set of alternative models: Gipps’model [93] (by default in AIMSUN), Krauss
models [95] (by default in SUMO)... Some were tested and compared by Brock-
feld et al. [96]. This approach is hosted by the following frameworks: AIM-
SUN, CORSIM, CARSIM, SimTraffic, NETSIM, SUMO. Alternatively, VIS-
SIM framework is mainly based on a psycho-physical approach, like Wiede-
mann models [94].

* Intelligent Driver Model [97]: it is a time-continuous car-following model de-
veloped as an extension of Gipps’ model [93] by Treiber [97] to cope with the
losses of accuracies observed in the deterministic limits of Gipps’ model.

* Optimal Velocity approach: based on Bando et al. [98] works, this approach
formulates an interesting description of the vehicle interaction using only the
relative spacing and the desired velocity of the leader and follower. It becomes
popular due to its simple formulation and its single-variable function.

– Rule-based models, covering the following approaches:

* Fuzzy-logic approach [99];
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* Cellular Automata approach [100]: this approach discretizes space and time
into small cells (typically 7,5 meters long cells) occupied or not by a vehicle.
Such models describe the transition dynamic from one cell to another, which is
computationally efficient for large scale simulation but less realistic of micro-
scopic movements.

* Newell approach: this model, described by Newell [101], can be understood
as a continuous cell-transmission model. This is the main car-following model
hosted by the SymuVia simulator.

• Behavioural models: By representing various driving behaviours, this kind of traffic can
have various outcomes and trigger diverse conditions. [89] develops a behavioural model
enabling the reproduction of mistakes or misbehaviours of human drivers. It enables to
finely reproduce the impact of human-driven obstacle vehicles (errors) on the Ego vehicle.
Nevertheless, in opposition to the traffic rule, the trajectories of the obstacle vehicles do
not respond dynamically to current traffic conditions and are completely determined at
the beginning of the simulation

• Manoeuvre-based model: This kind of model focuses on specific scenarios to reproduce
realistic simulations of complex traffic. Trajectories of the obstacle vehicles are accu-
rately computed and predetermined to match some specific scenarios, usually identified
as critical.

All of these models can be mixed to replicate the different types of behaviour with more or
less randomness and diversity. Many subjects focus on the representativeness of such models by
comparing them to real driving datasets. Adding Artificial Intelligence modules to such models
can help increase realism, representativeness, and diversity of traffic generation.

2.4.5.2 Verification and validation methods and metrics

Most validation approaches for traffic simulation rely on comparing real data with simulated
data. They are usually developed according to the model type under consideration (please
refer to section 2.4.5.1. Several works have already been done and some examples are given
thereafter:

• Long drive simulation: A first method relies on letting behavioural traffic models being
simulated on long drive scenarios to combine different atomic situations in order to fuse
them into a general traffic that can be analysed and supervised. A study of this supervised
simulation as a traffic validation model has been done for example in the 3SA Project.
[102]

• Reference traffic model: Validating the traffic generation can be achieved using a ref-
erence traffic model, like SUMO (Simulation of Urban MObility) that is conceived to
handle large traffic networks.

• Real validation data: More and more real traffic data is used as traffic model validation
and can also be used to train Artificial Intelligence Traffic model. That is the case, for
example, with roads recorded with drones for several days to have a description of the
different models
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Beyond the approach adopted to validate the models, the usual validation processes sys-
tematically aim to reproduce indicators observed in the real world. The validation processes
are usually formulated as an optimisation process with objective functions describing the gap
between observations and simulation for a set of specific indicators. Consequently, the main
features discriminating the approaches are the following:

• the indicators under consideration when comparing observation and simulation: this
feature is the most critical in the context of validating traffic simulation models since
it strongly depends on the purpose and the use of the traffic flow. Usually, the traffic
simulation aims at reproducing accurately the traffic flow to dynamically mimic con-
gestion propagation through the road network, while approximations might be tolerated
regarding the microscopic behaviour of cars with each other, like approximations in the
lane-change manoeuvres with instantaneous lane changes, etc. Consequently, the usual
calibration processes applied to validate traffic simulators might not be relevant when the
target is to measure safety indicators. For example, in the specific case of traffic generated
through physic rule-based approaches, most metrics rely on aggregated and macroscopic
traffic indicators, like traffic volume, traffic density, or Average Speed, which can be mea-
sured in real-world with classical loop sensors [96]. Such indicators enable us to validate
that the traffic flow and congestion are consistent with real-world observations, but do
not ensure an adequate reproduction of the safety indicators of paramount importance
when validating automated vehicles. Only a few and recent studies explore the calibra-
tion of microscopic traffic simulators with the perspective of automated vehicle testing.
Wang et al [16] develop an exhaustive literature review about the existing methods of car-
following models in the literature (84). They adopt the perspective of the driver by draw-
ing the analysis opposing Human versus Automated drivers with the driving behaviour as
background. They further discuss the model calibration methods.

• the formulation of the metrics measuring the gap between observation and simulation:
for this purpose, usual indicators are under consideration, like the classic Root-Mean-
Square-Error (RMSE) or the Mean Absolute Error (MAE) and its percentage version: the
Mean Absolute Percentage of Error (MAPE). However, Brockfeld et al. [96] use a specific
error formulation dedicated to measuring errors between vehicle pairs, called Theil’s U-
value [103]. [17] found that 7 GOFs (goodness-of-fit function)(RMSE, RMSPE, Theil’s
U, MAE, MAPE, ^RMSPE, NRMSE) and 4 MoPs (measure of performance)(i.e., s, v,
a, �v) were used in the literature on CF modelling and their quality and the performance
evaluation and validation. In total, 21 combinations of GoFs and MoPs, i.e., objective
functions, were adopted. The description of these GOFs and MoPs is given in [17] and
given in the figure 85.

• the resolution procedure of the optimisation problem: various approaches are ob-
served, from direct optimisation, like the gradient-free optimisation method known as the
”downhill simplex method” [96] to the use of heuristics, like Genetic Algorithms [104].
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Figure 84: Summary of car-following models for HDVs and AVs: (a) development process of car-following models
for HDVs; and (b) modelling framework of car-following (CF) models for AVs ([16])

Figure 85: Formulas of possible combinations of the 7 GoFs and the 4 MoPs ([17])

Whatever the adopted approach, the analogy with fluids mechanics is made a several time,
and lots of studies exist to present validation method [105].
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In [18], a survey is proposed about Traffic Modelling Based on Data-Driven Method for
Simulation Test of Autonomous Driving. In this recent work, Evaluation Metrics for Traffic
Simulation. Moreover a framework is given and a survey is done about the evaluation of traffic
simulation with 3 criteria:

• Simulation realism: Simulation realism metrics gauge the extent to which the simula-
tion output aligns with input data, measuring the fidelity of the simulated environment to
real-world scenarios. An ideal simulation system should adeptly replicate the behaviours
of other agents as documented in the input data. Often referred to as controllability or re-
construction ability indicators, these metrics assess the system’s capability to reconstruct
genuine traffic scenarios accurately. Agents demonstrating controllability or reconstruc-
tion ability should generate trajectories or behaviours that closely mirror the distribution
observed in real-world data.

• Simulation reactivity: Simulation reactivity metrics, on the other hand, focus on eval-
uating the ability of target vehicles to respond safely and effectively within the dynamic
and intricate transportation environment. It is crucial to emphasise that reactivity indi-
cators extend beyond hazardous situations, encompassing safety assessments throughout
the entire driving process. These metrics provide insights into how well vehicles navigate
diverse and challenging traffic conditions, contributing to a comprehensive evaluation of
their performance.

• Simulation diversity: Simulation diversity metrics play a key role in evaluating the dis-
criminability and coverage of agent policies within the simulation. Higher diversity is
desirable, but its significance lies in the assurance that diverse samples maintain a com-
parable level of realism. This ensures that while the simulation encompasses a wide array
of scenarios and behaviours, each scenario remains realistic and contributes meaningfully
to the overall simulation landscape.

Figure 86: The full-chain test of AV including traffic simulation tests, simulator experiments, test track tests and
on-road tests
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Figure 87: The framework for traffic simulation proposed by [18]

Simulation evaluation is commonly categorised into two main types: open-loop and closed-
loop evaluation. In the open-loop evaluation, the simulation system is configured to emulate
a human driver. During this process, the agent’s predictions do not influence its own actions,
meaning the network does not receive its own predictions as input. This setup eliminates agent
interactions from consideration. Conversely, closed-loop evaluation involves the simulator gen-
erating a planned trajectory based on available information at each time-step, similar to open-
loop evaluation. However, in closed-loop evaluation, the proposed trajectory serves as a refer-
ence for a controller. Consequently, the planning system undergoes gradual adjustments at each
time-step, incorporating the updated state of the vehicle. Closed-loop evaluations are pivotal
for accurately assessing the real performance of driving models, as open-loop evaluation alone
can be misleading. It ensures a more dynamic and responsive evaluation by considering the
interactive nature of driving scenarios. Evaluation metrics play a vital role in traffic simulation,
offering a quantitative measure of the realism, reactivity, and diversity of the simulated traffic
system. These metrics are specifically crafted to assess various aspects of the simulation and
can be employed to compare simulated results with real-world data or other simulation models.
The comprehensive evaluation metrics applied in traffic simulations are detailed in figure 88
and figure 89, providing a structured framework for gauging the effectiveness and fidelity of
simulated traffic scenarios.
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Figure 88: Evaluation metrics applied to traffic simulation and generation for realism aspect. Study made by [18]
from a literature survey
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Figure 89: Evaluation metrics applied to traffic simulation and generation for reactivity and diversity aspects.
Study made by [18] from a literature survey
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2.4.6 Degraded and adverse conditions and disturbances

2.4.6.1 Definition of the types of models and components involved

Autonomous vehicles are expected to operate outdoors and in uncontrolled environments.
This means that many uncontrollable environmental factors can impact the performance of an
automated system. In addition to the parameters related to other objects on the road and road
users (other vehicles, pedestrians, animals, etc.), which are dealt with in the figure 90, we will
list the factors impacting performance (particularly perception):

• Weather conditions: fog, rain, rain drops, snow

• Road surface cracks, wears, soiling...

• Light disturbances

• Particles: dust, smoke, spay of water

• Soiling of road and traffic signs

• Material effects: glare, reflection, specularity

• Electromagnetic disturber and interference

• Loss of connectivity (urban canyon, tunnel...)

Figure 90: Type of disturbances.

In the following, we will focus on environmental disturbances other than those related to
road users and connectivity (dealt with in dedicated sections).

The conditions listed below impact the perceptive sensors (camera, LiDAR, RADAR) due to
the light absorption ans scattering by the particles in the atmosphere (fog, rain, snow, dust) or
the modification of the light reflection properties of the materials.

The World Meteorological Organization [106] defined precipitations as the liquid or solid
products of the condensation of water vapour falling from clouds or deposited from air onto
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the ground. It includes rain, hail, snow, dew, rime, hoar frost and fog precipitation. The total
amount of precipitation which reaches the ground in a stated period is expressed in terms of the
vertical depth of water (or water equivalent in the case of solid forms) to which it would cover
a horizontal projection of the Earth’s surface. Snowfall is also expressed by the depth of fresh,
newly fallen snow covering an even horizontal surface.

Automated vehicles sensors can be affected by other air particles which are not water: smoke
or dust. The extinction of radiation due to the presence of these particles is governed by the same
physical phenomena as for water particles.

The World Meteorological Organization defines fog as a suspension of very small, usually
microscopic water droplets in the air, reducing visibility at the Earth’s surface at a level less
than 1 km. The most impact of fog is the contrast loss leading to more difficulties to detect or
recognize objects. The rain affects perception of the road environment in different ways. Like
fog, heavy rain can reduce transmission through the atmosphere, by scattering light. But it also
has other effects: the impact of water on the windscreen, water sprayed up from the road by
vehicles, light reflected from wet objects, etc. In the METAR terminology (METeorological
Aerodrome Report) which is recognized by the World Meteorological Organization, the snow
is defined as a precipitation of snow crystals, mostly branched in the form of six-pointed stars.

For all these types of phenomena, the extinction of the radiation is a key parameter charac-
terizing the impact of weather conditions of optical sensors. The visibility, or meteorological
optical range (MOR), is the distance for which the luminous flux of a collimated light beam is
reduced to 5% of its original value [106, 107]. According to this definition, the visibility MOR
is related to the extinction coefficient � as follows:

MOR =
�ln(0.05)

�
⇡ 3

�
, (4)

It is important to mention that in Equation (4) � is considered in the visible band and is assumed
constant by the WMO [106]. This is not relevant for infrared wavelengths [108].

In order to model perception sensors under harsh weather conditions, it is necessary to be
able to model the path of a light ray interacting with the particles in the air. The propagation of
electromagnetic waves in participating media, such as fog, rain, snow or dust, is governed by the
radiative transfer equation (RTE) in which the optical parameters (related to scattering, absorp-
tion and extinction) of the medium are considered. Assuming unpolarized light, by using the
Mie scattering theory [109], these wavelength-dependent parameters can be computed thanks
to the particle size distribution (PSD) of the scatters. The RTE serves to simulate the radiance
L�(t, r, u) corresponding, for a wavelength �, to the intensity of the electromagnetic energy
flux (in W) of the radiation propagating in the direction u, per unit of area (in m2) perpendicular
to the direction of propagation, per unit of solid angle (in sr) and per unit of wavelength (in
microns), and expressed in W/m

2
/µ/sr. The RTE can be expressed as [109]:
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@L�
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(t, r, u) + u ·rrL�(t, r, u) =

� ��(r)L�(t, r, u)� �(r)L�(t, r, u) +
��(r)

4⇡

Z

S2
L�(t, r, v)��(r, v, u)dv + q(t, r, u), (5)

where c is the speed of light, t, r, u, ��, �, �� and q(t, x, u) denote, respectively, the time,
the position in space, the wave propagation direction, the scattering coefficient, the absorption
coefficient, the phase function for the wavelength � and a space continuous source. The three-
dimensional unit sphere is denoted by S2. Optical passive objects and local light sources are
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taken into account thanks to the boundary conditions of Equation (5). For each light source
occupying the space region S and emitting light from its surface @S, we have:

8 r 2 @S, 8 u 2 S2
, u · nS

r
> 0, L�(t, r, u) = E

S

�
(t, r, u), (6)

where n
S

r
denotes the outward normal vector of S at point r 2 @S, and E� is given. For each

passive object occupying the space region O with a surface denoted by @O, we have:

8 r 2 @O, 8 u 2 S2
, u · nO

r
> 0, L�(t, r, u) =

Z

v2S2, v·nO
r <0

L�(t, r, v)B
O

�
(r, v, u)dv, (7)

where nO

r
denotes the outward normal vector of O at point r, and B

O

�
(r, ·, ·) is the Bidirectional

Reflectance Distribution Function (BRDF) of object O at point r 2 @O. When the time can be
removed from the physics and under the assumption of a phase function depending only on v ·u
(scalar product), the following stationary case of Equation (5) can be considered:

u ·rrL�(r, u) = ���L�(r, u) +
��

4⇡

Z

S2
L�(r, v)��(v · u)dv + q(r, u), (8)

where we note �� = ��+� the extinction coefficient at the wavelength �. Boundary conditions
related to this stationary case are given by Equations (6) and (7) in which the time t is removed.
The physical significance of the phase function �� is important. Indeed, for a photon moving
at the speed of light in a medium, the phase function gives the probability of the resulting
direction of the photon when it interacts with a scattering particle (water drop, snowflake, dust
aerosol or molecule of the air). From an energy point of view, coefficients �� and � define
the amount of energy scattered and absorbed by the particles. These optical characteristics of
the medium (��, � and ��) are determined according to Mie theory and PSD measurements,
under the assumption of spherical scatters (this assumption can be avoided by using the T-matrix
method).

The phase function �� for six radii of spherical water droplets and different wavelengths
from the visible to the thermal infrared range is shown in polar coordinates in Figure 91. One
angle ✓ = u · v is sufficient to represent this phase function due to the spherical symmetry. We
can notice a very weak influence of the wavelength on the phase function for small spheres (r
= 0.05µm and r = 0.2 µm), which is in accordance with Rayleigh’s theory under unpolarized
incident light [109, 110]. On the other hand, for sphere radii beyond 0.5 µm, the influence of
the wavelength is noticeable, and back-scattering gradually disappears. Finally, it should be
noted that all of the curves presented in Figure 91 consider the variation in the complex refrac-
tive index of water according to the wavelength. This shows the importance of using accurate
microscopic fog data (actually the measured DSD), not just approximate models simply recali-
brated on macroscopic fog density, as already explained [111].
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Figure 91: Polar representation of the phase function for six radii (r) of spherical particles and different wavelengths
(�).

The RTE equation can be simulated thanks to a Monte-Carlo based algorithm (ray tracing)
which is reputed to require a lot of computing time. A particular case of Equation (8) is often
used in a way to achieve an analytical solution. It consists of eliminating the collision (integral)
term in (8) and assuming a constant source q. In this case, assuming there is no object and no
local source between points r0 and r = r0 + xu for x a real and u 2 S2, we have:

L�(r0 + xu, u) = L�(r0, u)e
���x +

q

��

�
1� e

���x
�
, (9)

leading to the Beer–Lambert solution if q = 0:

L�(r0 + xu, u) = L�(r0, u)e
���x. (10)

The simple case presented above corresponds to the framework of the Koschmieder theory [112,
113] allowing the contrast between a black object and a sky background to be evaluated based on
visibility attenuation due to the extinction of the medium between the object and the observer.
This theory is used in image processing to artificially add fog to an image: the intensity I(x, y)
of a pixel (x, y) is linked to the intensity I0(x, y) without fog and an air–light intensity Is:

I(x, y) = I0(x, y) e
��d(x,y) + Is

�
1� e

��d(x,y)�
, (11)

where d(x, y) is the real-world distance between the observer (camera) and the real point as-
sociated with the pixel (x, y), and � is the extinction coefficient of the medium for the visible
range (� ' 550 nm).
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The choice of the RTE modelling is important for the simulated fog added to a clear image.
The images in Figure 92 are obtained with the Cerema Monte-Carlo based SWEET simulator
[114] without/with fog (a and b) and with the Koschmieder model for the same visibility and
the same airlight radiance (c). A blur effect can be noticed in the SWEET image, which is not
the case for the Koschmieder image. As we can notice in Figure 92c, Koschmieder’s model
brightens the foggy image much more than SWEET (Figure 92b). This can be critical because
some objects in the scene are not even visible with the SWEET simulation and are partially
visible with the Koschmieder model (e.g., the two pedestrians on the right).

(a)

(b) (c)

Figure 92: Simulated images for the intra-urban scene with the SWEET simulator without fog (a) and with fog
(MOR = 20 m, (b)) and with the Koschmieder model (c) in day conditions.

The microphysics of the meteorological meteors have to take into account since they can
impact light propagation. In [111], results on experiments made in the Cerema Fog and Rain
PAVIN platform show the sensitivity of extinction to the PSD of fog droplets. The simulated
radiance (or intensity) thanks to the RTE (8) with two different PSD are showing in Figure 93).
It can be observed different behavior of extinction for two fog PSD corresponding to the same
meteorological visibility. We can remark that sensitivity depends on the wavelength (visible
range at 0,55 µm) and thermal infrared range at 12 µm.

125



[L2.7] Verification, Evaluation, Validation

Figure 93: Simulated intensity w.r.t. the distance of a lambertian source for a fog with normalized visibility 0,75
m with small droplets (blue PSD on the left) and bigger droplets (red PSD on the left) at wavelength 0,55µm (top
right) and 12µm (bottom right).

Rain affects perception of the road environment in different ways. Like fog or dust, heavy
rain can reduce transmission through the atmosphere, by scattering light. Due to the fall speed
of the drops and the exposure time of cameras, rain streaks appear in images. For example,
based on the well-known works of Garg and Nayar [115], a rain simulator was developed in
[19] in order to add rain on “clear” images. The method is sketched in Figure 94.
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Figure 94: Scheme of the rain simulator developed in [19].

The simulator uses the most well-known laws of rain physics: PSD thanks to the Marshall
and Palmer law [116], fall velocity depending on the size of the water drops parameterised by
[117, 118], uniform distribution of raindrops in the air volume [115]. The modelled camera is
a lens and aperture camera, essential for proper understanding of the phenomena generated by
rainfall on images. Contrarily to a pinhole camera, the advantage of this type of model is that
it does not have an infinite depth of field as do pinhole cameras. This would give images with
consistently sharp raindrops. But Garg and Nayar (2007)has shown that the camera settings
(which are used to adjust the field depth) are very important as far as the visibility of rain is
concerned. Regarding the luminance emitted by a drop, [115] was able to show that it is on
average constant. It actually corresponds to the diffusion of what is behind the drop in an
angular field of 160°. In practice, this means that it can be considered that the luminance of
the drops corresponds to that of the sky, as the latter is on average largely predominant (in
luminance) in usual outdoor scenes. The luminance of the drops is therefore be set to a value L
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in the simulator.
Rain directly affects the driver’s perception (transmission through the atmosphere) but also

produces changes in visibility through its action on vehicle headlights and windscreens. It also
reduces the visual effectiveness of road markings and their contrast with the road by day and by
night. An example of images generated by ProSivic are done in Figure 95.

Figure 95: Rain and snow effect in simulated images of ProSivic (specular reflection on wet materials, drops on
windscreens and snow on roads) - source UGE.

The optical reflection characteristics of road environment materials (including wet materials)
have to be considered in the simulators. We refer to [119] for a study on the spectral reflectance
characterisation of the road environment to optimize the choice of autonomous vehicle sensors.

The LiDAR can be simulated for fog, rain and dust thanks to the well-know LiDAR equation.
In [120, 121], the LiDAR equation for fog, rain or dust, for a target at a distance z from the
sensor is expressed as:

Pr(z) = El

c⇢(z)Ar

2R2
⌧T ⌧R�backexp(�2

Z
d

0

↵(z 0)dz 0) (12)

With Pr the power received by the LiDAR sensor in W, El the laser pulse energy in J, c
the speed of light in m · s�1, ⇢(z) the back-scattering coefficient of the target, �back the back-
scattering coefficient of the medium, ↵z 0 the scattering coefficient of the medium along the path
of the target, Ar the effective receiver area in m

2 and, ⌧T and ⌧R the transmitter and receiver
efficiencies. For the rain, �back is approximated by 1 and the extinction coefficient ↵ can be
estimated based on a power law depending of the rainfall rate R [122]:

↵ = aR
b
, (13)

where a and b are constant values which depend on the PSD and the droplet velocity.
For the RADAR, which are mainly impacted in case of heavy rain fall, the radar equation is

very close to the LiDAR equation: - The attenuation effect, based on the RADAR equation :

Pr =
PtG

2
�
2
�T

(4⇡)3r4
V

4
exp(�0.2�r) (14)

- The back-scatter effect :
(
St

SB

) =
8�t

⌧c✓2
BW

⇡R2
t�i

. (15)
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Variables Names
Pr Signal Power
Pt Transmission Power
G Antenna gain
f Radar frequency
T Pulse duration

✓BW Antenna Beamwidth
Pr Signal Power
�t Radar Cross section of target
FN Receiver Noise Figure
B Receiver Filter Bandwidth
T0 Thermal Temperature
St Power intensity of target signal
Sb Power intensity of back-scatter signal
c Speed of light
V Multi-path coefficient
� Rain attenuation coefficient
�i Rain back-scatter coefficient
� Radar Wavelength
r Distance between radar and target

Table 6: Parameters and variables of radar equation

The previous parameters and variables are presented in table 6.
Snow and mist can also affect RADAR signal with attenuation and back-scattering, it can

be modelled following the same equation than rain but with attenuation and back-scatter coeffi-
cients corresponding to rain [123].

2.4.6.2 Adverse weather condition generation with learning-based methods

Using learning algorithms to generate images with different weather conditions is another ef-
fective way of obtaining large datasets with fog, rain or snow. For this purpose, image-to-image
translation approaches are widely used. Image translation is the ability to learn a mapping func-
tion between an input image and a target image in order to transferred a domain to an another
one. Many works have explored this task and has been applied to different applications such as
style transfer, object transfiguration, image enhancement. The majority of domain adaptation
methods focused on degraded weather conditions involve generating such images from clear
images. Architectures such as GAN or CycleGAN [124] are most often used for image genera-
tion in degraded conditions. Some reliable study [20, 125], have proposed an image translation
approach to facilitate the translation of various weather conditions, including sunny, cloudy,
snowy, and rainy conditions. In [20], the Weather GAN architecture is composed of an initial
translation module, an attention module and a segmented module to extract the distribution of
weather cues. These weather cues enable the determination of weather conditions in an image
by precisely marking the location, structure, and distribution of these cues. This aids in iden-
tifying the region of interest to facilitate the translation process. Some results are presented in
Figure 96. Multi-Weather City [125] propose a method based on GAN and CycleGAN archi-
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tectures to create seven variations of the data under different weather conditions. Additionally,
they introduce an extension to further diversify the generated conditions, resulting in a total of
14 adverse weather conditions, all associated with a single ground truth.

Figure 96: Weather translation results generated with Weather GAN [20].

Other works exclusively focused on fog generation have offered highly promising and en-
couraging results. As it is relatively straightforward to get synthetic foggy images, [126] pro-
posed an analogical image translation between two domains, from real clear weather to real
foggy images. This method, called AnalogicalGan, learns the correlation between synthetic
clear images and synthetic foggy images and transferred it to the real domain. To achieve
this, AnalogicalGan is composed of a supervised module in a synthetic domain, a cycle consis-
tency module for the real domain and an adversarial training scheme between the two domains.
[127] propose a Style Harmonisation for unpaired I2I translation (SHUNIT) method, that aims
to generate a new style by harmonizing the target domain style (fog) obtained from a class
memory and the original source image style (clear). Instead of a direct source-to-target style
mapping as most frequently, SHUNIT focuses on harmonizing source and target styles. All
these non-exhaustive works can contribute to the creation of synthetic image datasets under dif-
ferent meteorological conditions, with the aim of contributing to the evaluation of data under
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adverse environmental conditions. In addition, these images can be evaluated using the metrics
mentioned in the Image Generation paragraph 2.4.2.3.

2.4.6.3 Verification and validation methods and metrics

Verification and validation for degraded conditions in simulators can be done thanks to real
testing allowing to compare simulated data and experimental data. A complementary approach
would be to define a referenced simulator, for which a validation is done, and to then compare
the outputs of the simulator under test to the ones of the referenced simulator.

For these two approaches, we can use the same metrics. The presence of degraded conditions
in the road scene seen by the perceptive sensor (camera, LiDAR, RADAR) are supplementary
conditions to the ”nominal” situations evaluated in the previous subsections. We can then use
the metrics defined above in a degraded context. We detail here, thanks to the overview made
in the previous paragraph, the key parameters to be set for the characterisation of the degraded
conditions.

For fog, rain and snow, macrophysics characteristics respectively meteorological visibility,
rainfall rate and snow density are the most influential parameters to be fixed for the validation
testing. As seen above, microphysics characteristics (particle size distribution) have an impact
on light propagation and they have to be taken into account. The optical reflectance characteris-
tics of materials is of interest in the validation process since the radiance perceived by an optical
sensor is the luminance received from sources after reflections on materials.

To summarize, the degraded conditions have to be defined by the parameters involved in the
radiative transfer equation (8) and its source terms (6) and its boundary conditions (7):

• absorption coefficient depending on the wavelength;

• scattering coefficient depending on the wavelength;

• phase function depending on the wavelength;

• emitted radiance of the sources;

• materials BRDF.

The first three parameters can be obtained form the PSD of the medium thanks to the Mie
theory (under assumption of spherical scatters).

We refer to [114] for respectively the assessment of a RGB camera simulator with foggy
conditions by the comparison of contrast loss in virtual and real conditions.

2.5 General methodology and means to characterise the test resources used in simulation
to validate AI-based systems

Validating a full vehicle simulation process involves ensuring that the simulated behaviour of
the vehicle closely matches real-world performance across various and relevant scenarios and
conditions. We have seen in previous sections how to qualify and evaluate each brick individ-
ually. To go further we can propose a general and generic methodology that can be applied to
validate the entire vehicle simulation process.

PRISSMA methodology for validating the test resources used in simulation to validate AI-
based systems
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1. Define validation objectives: establish clear and specific objectives for validation, in-
cluding the aspects of vehicle behaviour, performance metrics, ODD and scenarios to be
validated.

2. Gather real-world data: collect comprehensive real-world data for comparison. This
could include vehicle sensor data, road profiles, environmental conditions, and other rel-
evant information. Real-world data serves as a benchmark for comparison. To qualify
the ground truth data, validation datasets and associated annotations, please refer to the
recommendations in Deliverable 1.6 of the PRISSMA project.

3. Identify validation scenarios: define a range of scenarios that the vehicle simulation
should accurately represent. These scenarios should cover various driving conditions,
environments, manoeuvres, and use cases specific to the intended application (e.g., urban
driving, highway, off-road).

4. Verify that calibration of all models involved for the simulation have been done (see
dedicated sections above). If this has not yet been done, calibrate the models concerned
using ground-truth data and the model calibration procedures presented in the rest of the
chapter.

5. Simulation setup and execution: configure the simulation environment to replicate real-
world scenarios identified in the validation objectives. Run the simulation using the es-
tablished scenarios and inputs.

6. Data analysis and comparison: analyse the simulation output data and compare it
against corresponding real-world data. This comparison should include key performance
indicators for all the sub-parts of the simulation framework, such as vehicle dynamics,
sensor readings, control system responses, etc. All the sub components involved (all
models for example) must be tested and check against appropriate validation metrics (see
previous sections, depending on model type).

7. Quantitative and qualitative Assessment: perform quantitative analysis using statisti-
cal methods to quantify differences between simulated and real-world data use the appro-
priate comparison metrics. Then conduct qualitative assessments by visually comparing
simulation outputs (e.g., visualisations, animations, photo-realism) against corresponding
real-world scenarios.

8. Iterative refinement: identify discrepancies or areas where the simulation output de-
viates from real-world or expected data. Then iteratively refine the simulation models,
parameters, algorithms, or input data based on the observed differences. Re-run simula-
tions and re-assess until the simulated results align closely with the real-world data within
an acceptable margin of error.

9. Documentation and reporting: document the validation process, including methodolo-
gies used, datasets employed, findings, modifications made to the simulation models, and
the validation outcomes. Prepare a detailed report summarising the validation results,
highlighting areas of alignment and any remaining disparities.

10. Validation confidence and sensitivity analysis: conduct sensitivity analyses to assess
the simulation’s robustness under variations in parameters, inputs, or scenarios. Evaluate
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the confidence level in the validated simulation by considering uncertainties and limita-
tions in the validation process.

11. Continuous improvement: implement a continuous improvement cycle by incorporat-
ing feedback from validation results into future iterations of the simulation process. This
generic methodology aims to systematically validate and refine the vehicle simulation
process, ensuring that it accurately represents real-world vehicle behaviour and perfor-
mance across a wide range of scenarios and conditions.
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3 Procedure and protocols for the evaluation and validation of AI-based systems through
simulation tools

3.1 Introduction

3.1.1 Overall issues and objectives

This section aims to propose procedures and protocols for the evaluation and validation of
critical AI-based systems and subsystems from the evaluation environments chosen in T2.3 and
validated in T2.5 (particularly on the level of realism, the relevance of simulation tools, and the
quality of ground truths in terms of evaluation references).

In addition, this section will address best practice procedures and implementation of experi-
mentation plans using simulation and co-simulation platforms.

In order to enable the implementation of the evaluation and validation stages, we will propose
definitions, criteria and evaluation metrics for AI-based systems (with the outputs of WP1, WP3,
WP5 and WP8 as well as the previously mentioned collaboration with Pillar 1).

For the proposed simulation environments, an identification of the optimum scope of use
(including dysfunctional through the injection of failures, etc.) will be carried out.

These actions will be tested with several POCs in parallel to those proposed in task 2.5 by
adding a level of complexity linked to the applications (AI-based systems, system of systems,
communication and cyber-security systems).

3.1.2 Classical high-level evaluation and validation procedures for critical systems

Artificial Intelligence (AI) is taking a more and more important part of Automated and Au-
tonomous Driving Industry within the scope of the entire system and therefore, the robustness,
reliability and safety of AI-based systems have taken centre stage in the global validation of the
full system. Among these, critical AI-based systems, those that directly impact human lives, in-
frastructure, or decision-making, demand a heightened level of scrutiny in their evaluation and
validation procedures. It is then imperative to establish comprehensive and rigorous processes
to ensure their effectiveness and accuracy. This chapter digs into the pivotal realm of evaluation
and validation procedures for critical AI-based systems, exploring and suggesting best practices
that underline the development of AD focus on AI critical systems.

The high level process for the evaluation procedures for a critical system can be described
using the following process flow :
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Figure 97: Global process for evaluating a critical AI-based system

As described in the graph above 97, the validation process of a critical Automated Driving
System is based on three main steps :

• Test Run Preparation phase : This phase includes the definition of the objectives, the
specification and the selection of the scenarios to be tested from the Database and the
assignment of each test case to a specific test facility or defined simulation environment.

• Test run execution : Based on the specificity of each testing tool chain, execute the test as
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per described on the concrete scenario (implemented test cases) given by the step before.

• Test Results Compilation : this task consists in extracting the results from the test exe-
cution and applying post-processing (like the creation of reference) and metrics and KPI
to analyse the results. A final stage consists in compiling all test results into a unique
document that is then distributed to required stakeholders ( homologation body, audit-
ing internal body, consumer testing if applicable etc...). A separate process here consists
in assessing the adequacy of the testing method (i.e. Simulation, Open Road, Proving
Ground) to the purpose of the test itself.

This broad outline should be borne in mind when writing the PRISSMA evaluation protocol
dedicated to simulation, which will be covered in section 3.2.2.

3.1.3 Survey on recent techniques for testing system and modules of ADS in simulation,
involving Cyber attacks

In [21] the authors endeavour to address the following research questions within the scope
of a large survey:

• RQ1: What are the techniques adopted for testing different modules of an Auto-
mated Driving System (ADS)?: To provide insights into RQ1, a comprehensive sur-
vey is conducted about testing techniques applied to various modules of ADS. Notably,
the technical distinctions inherent in these testing methods are studied, considering the
diverse characteristics of different modules within the ADS (sensors, perception, path
planning, control).

• RQ2: What are the techniques adopted for system-level testing of ADS?: In response
to RQ2, Authors delve into system-level testing techniques, focusing on the following
aspects:

– Firstly, existing empirical studies addressing issues and bugs found in public reports
and repositories are scrutinised. These studies unveil systemic problems encoun-
tered during development or deployment, offering a holistic perspective on potential
issues without necessitating actual system execution.

– Secondly, investigations into safety concerns at the system level are explored, par-
ticularly when distinct modules collaborate and interact during system operation.

– Thirdly, attention of the authors turns to the disparity between simulation-based
testing and real-world testing—an increasingly significant topic. This exploration
aims to enhance our understanding of testing quality.

• RQ3: What are the challenges and opportunities in the field of ADS testing?: To
tackle RQ3, challenges and potential research opportunities associated with ADS testing
are pinpointed, drawing insights from our survey findings. This analysis contributes to
a deeper understanding of the landscape and sheds light on areas where further research
and development are warranted.

This very recent study (July 2023) address the ADAS testing from a general point of with
with AI and Cyber-attack as well as in real condition that in simulation. This work gives an
overview of the background of the ADS; then the main results of their survey is given in 3

136



[L2.7] Verification, Evaluation, Validation

different parts: empirical study on ADS testing; techniques on module-level ADS testing and
answer RQ1; and techniques on system-level ADS testing and answer RQ2. Then statistics and
analysis of the works is given and a summary of the challenges and potential research directions
is provided and answer RQ3.

For the techniques on module-level ADS testing, three perspectives are identified, namely
test methodology, test oracle, and test adequacy. Concretely, (i) test methodology introduces
various methods or technical innovations for testing; (ii) test oracle defines metrics that can be
used to judge whether the module behaves correctly; and (iii) test adequacy proposes coverage
criteria that tell if the test cases in a test suite are sufficient.

The sensing module is the frontier module of an ADS and the performance of the physical
sensors (e.g., camera, radar, LiDAR, GPS, IR camera, ...) in this module is critical to the safety
and security of the whole ADS. Relevant studies on the test methodology of this module can
be divided into physical testing and deliberate attack (mainly Jamming attack and Spoofing
attack). Physical testing aims to test the performance of the sensors under different physical
conditions, while deliberate attack interferes with the input signals of the sensors to diminish
the sensing quality.

The perception module receives and processes sensor data; based on that, it perceives exter-
nal environments. The literature collected in this work includes:

• the test methodologies: The Adversarial attack is the major approach for testing the
DNN models.

• the test oracles: In this type of test, metrics are used to distinguish between the expected
and unexpected behaviour of the system under test. The main types of test oracles that
have been adopted for perception testing are ground-truth labelling, metamorphic test-
ing [94–99], and formal specifications, to judge whether a bug exists in the perception
module.

• the test adequacy: various metrics, analogous to the test adequacy criteria for programs,
have been proposed; some of the metrics are for general DNN testing, while some are
dedicated to ADS testing. Two typical adequacy criteria are Combinatorial coverage and
Structural coverage.

The planning module takes the information from the perception module as input and pro-
duces a suitable driving trajectory as a reference for the control module to make decisions. In
the planning module, the test methods are:

• the test methodology: provide traffic scenarios for an ADS and checking whether the
planner module generates trajectories that satisfy properties such as safety, comfort, and
low consumption

• the test oracle: Assessing the correctness of the output of the planning module, i.e., a
planned trajectory. But this type of test needs to use a ground truth.

• the test adequacy: the inputs to the planning module involve both external parameters
that identify a scenario and internal parameters of the ADS. Because there are infinitely
many possible combinations of these parameters, generating test cases that are sufficiently
diverse remains a great challenge.
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The control module takes charge of the lateral and longitudinal control of the ADS. By using
various control algorithms, such as MPC and PID control, it generates control signals, e.g.,
acceleration, deceleration, and steering angle, to the CAN bus for the control of the whole
system. The testing of the control module mainly uses the test methodology (Fault injection,
Sampling, Falsification) and the test oracle (design a model to generate an oracle area in the
given scenario, which is the closest safe position ahead of the vehicle. A control decision is
then considered as “the correct decision” if it could drive the vehicle close to the oracle area).

In figure 99, the different type of cyber-attacks are given by type of module involved in the
ADS. In figure 98, the different methodologies and a short description of these methodologies
are provides for the Simulation-based System-level Testing for Automated Driving System. In
this very complete and interesting survey, an overview of the main simulation platforms for the
evaluation and validation of ADS and their modules is given (see figure 102).

Figure 98: A Survey on Simulation-based System-level Testing for Automated Driving System ([21])
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Figure 99: Threat model of ADS ([21])

For the System-level Testing with Simulators, the same 3 types of tests are performed:

• the test methodologies: The main used methods are search-based testing, adaptive stress
testing, sampling-based methods, and adversarial attack.

• the test oracles: The oracles of the system-level testing of ADS are usually defined
by safety metrics, such as time-to-collision (TTC) or Worst-Time-to-Collision (WTTC),
which measures how far the ADS under test is from dangerous situations. The main
used metrics are given in the figure 100 and 101. The Metamorphic method is also used
in order to handle metamorphic relations to distinguish between real failures and false
alarms. The metamorphic relation regulates that the behaviour of the ADS should be
similar in slightly different scenarios. The third method is the formal specification which
uses temporal logic languages to express the properties that the system should hold during
the running.

• the test adequacy: the adequacy of testing is embodied by the diversity of the testing
scenarios for the ADS. Two typical adequacy criteria are Combinatorial coverage and
Scenario coverage.

Figure 100: Commonly Used Safety Metrics ([21])
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Figure 101: Inter relation and interaction between critial and safety metrics for ADS ([22])
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Figure 102: Simulation Platforms for ADS Testing ([21])

3.2 PRISSMA generic experimentation plans

3.2.1 WP1 Requirements

Task WP1, through its deliverable 1.5, provides a list of requirements for the project as a
whole, which provides an important initial set of best practices to be followed in the context of
this document.

In the scope of the PRISSMA method, the main objective of the safety demonstration is to
verify that the ARTS is at least as safe as human in equivalent situation (GAME principle).
This demonstration shall therefore rely on an objective criteria that remains the same in all the
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situations. The proposal is to demonstrate that the ARTS reaches an acceptable residual risk
level. The severity of risk can result in severe or fatal injuries. To cover the SOTIF part, it
can be verified that the ARTS has been operated on a large enough distance or duration (see
PM-1051- Qualified safety objective metric) with appropriate justification of the coverage of
the evaluation domain, which means the demonstration has been realized on many different
situations (see PM-1053 - Statistical distribution justification).

The evaluation domain is the space resulting from the combination of the following spaces:

• The ODD, including:

– The road infrastructure (Pathway) and the events that can reasonably occur on this
pathway (both environmental conditions and actors events)

– ARTS capabilities limitations with regards to the possible events and environmental
conditions (for example, if the ARTS cannot be operated safely at night, then night
utiliation is out of the ODD)

• ARTS functions and requirements

– Object and Event Detection and Response (OEDR) (ARTS automatic driving re-
quirement, being AI or not)

– Other system events (risks, failures, functional insufficiency, triggering conditions)

The major applicable requirements are the following:

• PM-1051: Qualified safety objective metric - It specifies the criteria that the safety metric
must meet to be considered valid and reliable for the evaluation process.

• PM-1065: Qualification of test runs - Specifies the objective of the test against the metric
previously defined

• PM-1053: Statistical Justification for Variability Parameters - Ensures that the scenarios
are statistically representative of real-world conditions, thereby making the evaluation
results more reliable.

• PM-1070: ARTS AI function-of-interest Evaluation - Mandates that the ARTS is tested
on simulation and test tracks, and produce the following metrics

– The % of the evaluation domain covered by track tests (confidence level)

– The % of the evaluation domain covered by tests in the operational environment (the
% will be very low, and related to test permissions on the final route)

– The % correlation between the real ARTS behavior versus the simulated ARTS be-
havior

– The % correlation between the results obtained by the ARTS supplier in simulation
and the results obtained during this evaluation

One of the most important part is the verification of the correlation between the behavior of
the real system on test track compared to the simulated one, which is, after the audit of simulator
and models, the final key to enable the usage of the simulation for qualification of the simulated
systems, and not only a mean of analysis.
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• PM-1068: Qualification of the simulator - focus on the fidelity and robustness of the
simulation tools, ensuring that they can accurately replicate real-world conditions.

• PM-1075: Qualification of the test sequencer - specify that the test sequencers must be
capable of executing the evaluation scenarios in a reliable and consistent manner.

The annex of the document 1.5 list the requirements for the following aspect which shall be
particularly covered in the scope of simulation test:

• AI properties to be evaluated

– Performance & convergence definition

– Limits, Robustness & Resilience

– Confidence index

– Interpretability

– Testability

3.2.2 PRISSMA Experimentation plan

Of course, before even starting to write the evaluation protocol, the first thing to do is to
properly define the tasks and functionality that you want to evaluate. This task in itself may
require discussions upstream of the evaluation with the supplier of the solution to be evaluated,
but is not specific to WP2. In the rest of this section, we will present the main features of the
PRISSMA protocol applied to the simulation framework.

3.2.2.1 Global overview of the evaluation/validation stages

The PRISSMA methodology provides a generic framework for evaluation/validation starting
from the definition of generic automated mobility service to the final evaluation in specific con-
ditions allowing to guaranty the safety of the service, and the involved systems and component.
This generic framework of evaluation is presented in the figure 103.
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Figure 103: Generic Framework for evaluation process in simulation for ADS using AI-powered systems

The first part of this framework (see figure 104), in relation with WP8 and WP4, is dedicated
to the definition of the operating space used by the service, system, or component under test.
In the good practice of the evaluation and validation process, it is essential to know and to
understand the environment (involving possible PDI), the conditions, and the constraints relative
to the service (system under test) exploitation. So this first stage defines the following data,
parameters, models, systems:

• Operational Domain (OD), ODD, OEDR based on extended PRISSMA’s ODD taxonomy.
The taxonomy need to be provided by the OEM, manusfacturer, or custumer and need to
fit with the PRISSMA’s taxonomy.

• scenarios based on scenes library build from the OD, ODD, and OEDR. This part needs
to define the events and transition constraints between scenes.

• service, systems, and components for ADS with or without AI-based systems using.
These information need to be provided by the OEM, manufacturer, customer.

• real vehicle embedded architecture (hardware and software) involving parameters. These
information need to be provided by the OEM, manufacturer, customer.

• topology of sensors: types of sensor, Number of sensors, Position/orientation and per-
ception coverage, Intrinsic and extrinsic parameters, Sensor calibration (provided by
PRISSMA’s team)

• data recording process: Define the format, Generate reference and ground truth, Genera-
tion of DataSets. Provided by PRISSMA’s team

• evaluation and validation procedure: Define risk indicators, Define KPIs, Define met-
rics for component evaluation, Define criteria and threshold of validation. Provided by
PRISSMA’s team
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Figure 104: Generic Framework: Stage 1, the definition and description of the real service involving systems
and components using AI-based applications and algorithms. In this framework, the service and system can use
embedded components and sensors, and PDI (Physical and Digital Infrastructure) involving HD maps and com-
munication means

The second stage is mainly dedicated to provide an instance of the real environment in a
controlled environment allowing to test the system in specific critical and hazardous situation in
order to assess the capability of the system to react to specific events and conditions defined in
the OEDR without risk for the other road users. In PRISSMA, this step is addressed with POCs
of WP2 and WP3 on the different test sites (UTAC, Transpolis, Satory).
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Figure 105: Generic Framework: Stage 2, implementation of the real system in a representative environment on a
controlled test site

The third stage consist to implement for full application in a virtual environment using a
digital twin of the controlled environment. In this virtual environment, we will apply a large
set of representative scenarios representing specific situations having an impact on the mobility
means safety. These scenarios represent crashes and near missed collisions situation, or adverse
and degraded situations. A library of collision and near missed collision situations has been
proposed in [128] and propose 3 classes (see figures 107, 108, 109) of situation with 10 different
scenarios.
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Figure 106: Generic Framework: Stage 3, implementation of the real system in the digital twin of the controlled
test site

Figure 107: First class of collision scenario: Following Scenarios
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Figure 108: Second class of collision scenario: Cross Paths Scenarios

Figure 109: Third class of collision scenario: Lane Change Scenarios

In addition to these classes of scenarios, it is advised to use the scenarios proposed in Euro
NCAP. Moreover, an additional set of scenarios could be dedicated to adverse and degraded
conditions. These conditions have been described in [129],[130], and [23]. The adverse and
degraded conditions impacting the safety of the automated vehicle and the AI-based systems are
not only focused on the weather conditions but also on traffic, perception, and communication
aspects. Traffic disturbances could be generated by the different configurations provided in the
figure as showed in figure 110.
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Figure 110: Traffic disturbance defined in [23]

Perception disturbances involve troubles and failures on the sensors behaviours impacting
the data quality, issues of visibility and blind spots, and finally trouble and operating failure on
the communication means (see figure 111).

Figure 111: Perception disturbance defined in [23]

For instance, for the camera sensor, the possible disturbances are provided in the figures 112
and 113.
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Figure 112: Disturbances on the detection part from camera data processing [23]

Figure 113: Disturbances on the recognition part from camera data processing [23]

All these conditions, by adding cyber attacks aspects, allow to build a set of representa-
tive scenarios for the evaluation and the validation of systems/applications/components perfor-
mances from the safety point of view. Moreover, in this third evaluation stage, both the real
controlled environment and the simulated environment can be used in same time in order to
have a Vehicle in the Loop (ViL) evaluation process.

150



[L2.7] Verification, Evaluation, Validation

The fourth stage consists in generating the digital twin and the HD map of the real environ-
ment and to evaluate and validate the system and the AI-based methods and algorithms in this
environment with the same ”semantic” scenario than in the third stage. An interesting aspect
of this stage could be to generate virtual data for augmented scenarios in order to improve the
complexity (level of entropy) of the scenario.

Figure 114: Generic Framework: Stage 4, implementation of the real system in the digital twin of the real environ-
ment with the capability to generate augmented reality in the two ways (from VR to Real, or from Real to VR)

3.2.2.2 The Generic PRISSMA’s evaluation/validation framework

With all these constraints, big stages to follow and requirements, a generic evaluation/validation
framework has been proposed in PRISSMA based on 3 layers.

1. Layer 1: This layer is mainly dedicated to the definition and the generation of the system
under test, the simulation environment, the testing objectives and constraint. The testing
objectives will define accurately the parameters and variables to take into account as well
as the level of evaluation (service, system, component). In this layer, the OD, ODD and
OEDR also have to be defined and built from the ODD taxonomy proposed in PRISSMA.
The instantiation of the ODD of WP8 provides limits and thresholds to consider in the
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scenes definition and by extension in the scenario building. Then, respecting defined
ODD, a selection of the representative scenarios are built in order to cover the space of
the testing objectives. The last process of this layer consists to select the AI method and
algorithm under test to meet the desired tasks. In PRISSMA, several AI methods are
tested in the different POCs (Perception, decision-making, path-planning). The informa-
tion about system S, environment E and testing objectives are used in a parallel module
allowing to select the relevant parameters for the generation of the ground truths.

2. Layer 2: The second layer consists to apply the scenarios on the system/component in
the testing objective framework with constraints and limits provided by ODD in order to
collect data about the behaviour of the system/components respecting the OEDR. In this
layer, we take into account the constraints defined in the scenarios about the degraded
and adverse conditions, the static and dynamic elements/components of the environment,
and the capabilities of the ego-vehicle. The environment is generated by a dedicated
simulation engine (currently an adapted graphical engine). The system/component runs
in the environment and a set of observations are collected in order to feed the evaluation
layer. Moreover, in same time, a set of references and ground truths are generated.

3. Layer 3: the last layer will use the 2 datasets generated by the previous layer in order
to evaluate and validate the performances of the system in specific environments and
conditions. The level of evaluation is adapted to the testing objectives defined in the
first layers. Depending of these objectives, specific methods and metrics/KPI are use and
apply in the evaluation process. At the end, a report and a document are generated.

These 3 layers are provided in the figure 115.

Figure 115: Simulation Framework for evaluation of AI-powered systems in STRA

The application of these 3 layers has been provided as the following pseudo code by [131].

3.2.2.3 Layer 1: the upstream process for definition and generation of the evaluation
framework

The generator is crucial in building the framework, generating necessary configurations, and
selecting algorithms for evaluation. As demonstrated in Algorithm 1, it is responsible for gen-
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erating configurations of evaluation scenarios based on Operational Design Domain (ODD) and
Object and Event Detection and Response (OEDR). It also selects candidates of AI algorithms
for the framework according to specific objectives, then evaluates and validates them based on a
representative real-world dataset. Moreover, the generator component generates the configura-
tion of the ground truth for the executor based on the selected algorithms, ensuring the accuracy
and reliability of the evaluation process.

Evaluation objectives

The evaluation objectives of an AI-powered system in ADS are derived from an analysis of
the system and its operating environment. These objectives encompass multiple levels:

• At the system level, the overall performance and quality of the AI system are evaluated
in simulated environments;

• The components/functionalities level focuses on evaluating specific functions and algo-
rithms necessary to meet the expected functionalities of the system;

• Additionally, the scenarios level evaluates the system’s capabilities within a defined ODD,
including safe driving in different scenarios under varying conditions like non-optimal
weather, traffic, and lighting.

Categorising the evaluation objectives into these levels facilitates a comprehensive evaluation
of the system’s performance, safety, and areas for improvement, offering valuable insights into
its capabilities and limitations.

Scenario Definition

Scenario Definition involves the conceptualisation and specification of the fundamental ele-
ments:

• Scene contains the overall environment where the scene takes place, including

– Dynamic elements which are objects capable of movement or state changes, such as
vehicles, pedestrians, or cyclists;

– Static elements, which are stationary objects in the scene, such as road infrastructure
or buildings;

– Environment factors, which refers to the surrounding conditions, such as weather or
lighting, which can influence the behaviour of dynamic elements.

• Event represents incidents or occurrences that unfold during the scenario. These events
can be pre-defined or dynamically generated and contribute to the scenario’s progression.
They include stimuli, triggers, or changes in the environment or state change of other
objects (outside ego), shaping the sequence of actions and reactions within the scenario.

• Action pertains to the response or behaviour exhibited by the ego object in the scenario. It
demonstrates how the ego object in the scene reacts to events or encountered conditions.
Actions may include acceleration, braking, or changes in the direction of the ego vehicle.
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• Criteria refers to the specific conditions or standards required for the simulation sce-
nario to be deemed complete or successful. These criteria could include factors such as
reaching a particular time limit, accomplishing predefined objectives, meeting specific
performance metrics, satisfying safety requirements, or any other relevant measures that
define the desired conclusion of the scenario.

Scenario Configuration

This part involves the implementation and customisation of a scenario based on the defini-
tion. This process focuses on the detailed setup and arrangement of specific elements, condi-
tions, and variables within the scenario. An effective scenario configuration should be done
within the defined boundaries of ODD and OEDR.

ODD contains the specific operating conditions and environments within which ADS is in-
tended to function safely and effectively. By considering the ODD in the scenario configura-
tion, the scenarios accurately reflect the real-world conditions that the system is designed to
encounter. This involves defining geographic boundaries, traffic conditions, and factors that
influence the system’s operational limits, thus ensuring the scenario’s relevance and accuracy.

OEDR focuses on the system’s ability to detect and respond to specific objects and events
within its operational environment. When configuring scenarios, it is imperative to define the
types of objects the system should detect. Furthermore, the scenario should include events
that the system should recognize and respond to, such as sudden lane changes, emergency
braking, or any other relevant mapping. By incorporating these elements, the scenario enables
the evaluation and improvement of the system’s perception and response capabilities.

By aligning scenario configuration with the ODD and OEDR, the resulting simulations ac-
curately represent the operating boundary and allow for a comprehensive evaluation of ADS.

Algorithms selection

To select algorithm candidates for an AI-powered system, it is essential to establish the
domain of AI first. In the case of a visual perception system, deep learning methods like Con-
volutional Neural Networks (CNNs) have demonstrated promising results and are commonly
used for image detection and segmentation tasks.

Once the domain is determined, specific tasks should be extracted based on the system’s ob-
jectives. After an extensive investigation of algorithms suitable for these tasks within the chosen
AI domain, potential candidates can be identified. These candidates will undergo training using
relevant datasets, and if possible, the models will be fine-tuned. Subsequently, the performance
of the trained models will be validated to ensure they meet the necessary criteria for further
consideration.

Ground truth selection

In real-world environments, ground truth can be generated through manual annotation or by
using calibrated and accurate sensors or devices to capture the actual values of the variables
being measured. For example, the BDD100k dataset [132] has been widely used in visual per-
ception research [133, 134] and provides ground truth labels for various tasks. In the proposed
PRISSMA framework, several different types of references and ground truths must be used both

154



[L2.7] Verification, Evaluation, Validation

for the training stage and for the preliminary validation of the selected algorithm. This aspect
will be detailed in another section.

Algorithm 1 GENERATOR
1: procedure GENERATE . S: system, E: environment
2: ODD , OEDR , Objs DEFINE(S , E) . Define ODD, OEDR, and also objectives Objs

3: SC  CONFIGURE(ODD , OEDR) . Generate configurations of scenarios SC
4: ACs GENERATE(Objs) . Generate adverse conditions ACs

5: As SELECT(Objs , Dataset) . Select the algorithms As based on objectives Objs, also the dataset
6: GTC  CONFIGURE(Objs , S , E , As) . Generate configurations of ground truth GTC

7: return SC, GTC, Objs, As . Return configurations, objectives, adverse conditions, and selected algorithms
8: end procedure

3.2.2.4 Layer 2: execution of the system under test in the simulation environment

Execution process

The executor is responsible for executing the different test cases on the integrated platform
and tools, which are built by the output from the generator component of the framework, and
also generating different types of results. The module must ensure that the system is executing
properly and that the intermediate results are being generated correctly, and then passed back
to the generator component as feedback. This process aims to refine the parameters inside the
configuration of scenarios and adjust ODD or OEDR if needed.

If there are any issues or errors in the execution, it needs to be resolved before passing on
the final results to the evaluator component. Once the execution is complete, the final results
are passed to the evaluator component for assessment against the different types of evaluation
metrics.

The process of executor is expressed by the Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 EXECUTOR
1: procedure EXECUTE( SC, As, GTC, ACs ) . Outputs from generator as inputs of executor
2: Ts BUILD(As , ACs) . Build the test cases with different algorithms As and adverse conditions ACs

3: for T i 2 Ts do
4: SI , EI  INSTANTIATE(S with Ai in T i , E with SC , P ) . Instantiate the system SI with algorithm Ai in test case T i and

environment EI with scenario configuration SC on the integrated platform P

5: Ta
T

i
 T.GENERATE(ST

i
, ACi in T i) . Generate the test action Ta

T

i
based on the environment state S

T

i
and the adverse

condition ACi in the test case T i

6: Sa
T

i
 S.GENERATE(Obs

T

i
) . Generate system action Sa

T

i
based on the observation Obs

T

i

7: S
T

i
, Obs

T

i
 E.UPDATE(Ta

T

i
, Sa

T

i
) . Environment updates based on system actions SaT

i
and test actions Ta

T

i

8: end for
9: GTs , Rs P.GENRATE(Obs , GTC) . P records final results Rs and ground truth GTs (based on ground truth configuration

GTC) from the observer Obs

10: return Rs, GTs . Return final results and the ground truth
11: end procedure

Integration with tools and platforms

Integrating the evaluation framework with appropriate tools and platforms is crucial for the
executor component to effectively perform its tasks. Fig. 11 illustrates a case of integration of
two interconnected software, RTMapsTM and Pro-SiVICTM in the presented generic framework.
By utilising the capabilities of a simulation platform like Scaner-StudioTM or Pro-SiVICTM to
design realistic and complex virtual environments, developers can simulate various road, traffic,
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and weather conditions that their systems might encounter. Meanwhile, RTMapsTM provides
a module-based environment to design different sub-systems for ADS, and also has real-time
multi-sensor processing and data fusion capabilities to enable the effective management of sen-
sor data. Besides, it also has the capability to record and replay the data from the observer, also
providing an efficient means for the evaluation process.

As shown in Fig. 11, it is worth mentioning that the Data Distribution Service (Data Dis-
tribution Service (DDS)) as the communication mechanism is integrated within the evaluation
framework, which offers an effective and inter-operable Application Programming Interface
(API) for seamless data sharing and communication among the various components. It con-
tributes to enhancing the framework’s overall performance, scalability, and effectiveness in the
evaluation process.

3.2.2.5 Layer 3: Evaluation and validation stage with the observation from the layer 2

The evaluator is responsible for evaluating the performance of the AI-powered systems. It
applied the selected evaluation metrics to the output from the executor, and then hereby evaluate
the results combining corresponding ground truth. The overall process can be abstracted as
shown in Algorithm 3.

The metrics used in the framework are chosen based on the different levels inside the evalu-
ation objectives of the system, such as component level, system level, and scenario level.

Algorithm 3 EVALUATOR
1: procedure EVALUATE ( Rs, GTs, Objs ) . Evaluates the final results with ground truth
2: LEs LEVEL(Objs) . Define different levels of Evaluation (depending of criteria and objectives) LEs

3: Metrics Select(LEs) . Select metrics and KPIs for different criteria evaluations
4: Rmetrics  Process(Rs , GTs , Metrics) . Calculate the result of metrics Rmetrics

5: return V isualize(Rmetrics), Analyze(Rmetrics) . Visualize and analyze the result of metrics Rmetrics

6: end procedure

3.3 Criteria, metrics, and KPI

As explained in layer 3 of the previous section, one of the most important tasks in evaluation
is to choose the right metrics for the tasks and factors to be evaluated. In fact, before evaluating,
it is necessary to define the tasks to be evaluated (these could be classification or tracking tasks,
for example) and to put them into perspective with the factors or risks selected (for example,
are we going to simulate the impact of road conditions) and the scenarios selected. This was
normally the case if the steps in the protocol were followed. In the remainder of this chapter,
we will return to the selection of metrics and validation criteria.

3.3.1 Needed references and ground truth

Most AI metrics are in fact mathematical tools for comparing the hypotheses provided by the
system under study with references that may either come from the ground truth (which will have
to be qualified), or come from human annotations. Data labels (metadata or human annotations)
must be qualified (presence of an annotation guide, inter- and intra-annotator comparisons, etc.),
which may involve a qualification process for annotators in the case of human annotations. The
processes for qualifying reference data are described in deliverable 1.6 of the PRISSMA project
and should therefore be referred to as follows. Obtaining reference data and guaranteeing its
quality is therefore an absolute necessity before using a metric.
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Moreover, creating or obtaining references can be a real problem. Typically, references (not
derived from a physical sensor) for an autonomous vehicle are binary (accident/non-accident,
risk threshold crossed, etc.), and this is what is typically used in Euro NCAP-style tests or reg-
ulatory tests. However, even if this can be relevant from a purely safety point of view without
AI and for a vehicle with an SAE level of less than 3 , it becomes problematic to judge an
on-board AI solely on the basis of these binary criteria, for example how to judge the relevance
of a trajectory taken in relation to the plurality of other possible trajectories with regard to these
arbitrary criteria. Some approaches, such as [135], try to create the best possible trajectory for
a given situation, taking into account safety criteria as well as vehicle comfort and dynamics.
It will therefore be all the more important not to rely solely on the pass/fail used for the actual
homologation scenarios, as the automated vehicle cannot rely on a driver to avoid an accident,
unlike a vehicle at SAE level 2 or lower.

Another concern is that (if the annotation has to be done by experts) the quantity can be very
large in the context of a campaign using simulation or recordings from driving databases on
open roads, and this brings us back to the problem of cost.

The other major issue in simulation-based validation is the representativeness of simulated
test data. Particular attention needs to be paid to this point if we are using simulated data (to
study bias with respect to real data or ground truths, etc.) or transformed data (base amplifica-
tion). The only way to guarantee this representativeness is to have ground truth data to calibrate
our models, which gives a second function to the reference data, but this is a problem linked to
task 2.5 (see chapter 2 of this document).

3.3.2 Presentation of the levels of evaluation and validation

Overall, there are two possible approaches to the evaluation of AI-based automotive systems.
One is where the system is evaluated in its entirety, which will bring out more global metrics
on safety (metrics often based on the notions of TTX i.e. Time to X) or global KPIs such as
those proposed by the Euro NCAP protocols (success rate...) or the MAVEN or TRANSAID
projects. The other approach is to focus directly on the AI component, which is much easier in
simulation (much more difficult on the open road), and comes closer to more conventional AI
evaluations based above all on the specific tasks to be evaluated.

3.3.3 KPI and Risk assessment for system level

3.3.3.1 System evaluation level

In order to evaluate the high-level quality of AI-powered system in ADS, such as a visual
perception system, it is necessary to implement a full mobility service and propose relevant and
representative scenarios involving an exhaustive set of conditions/configurations/situations al-
lowing for quantification of the performances and the quality of the service. If an accident
is detected during the simulation, accident-related metrics should not be overlooked (collision
speed, number of vehicles involved, presence of over-accidents, comparison with real acci-
dent databases to characterise the type of injury severity etc.). In [136], an interesting study
about injury severity is studied and assess with an ANN method. Moreover, in [137], the au-
thors explore driver injury severity in Single-Vehicle Crashes under Foggy Weather and Clear
Weather. In [138], Injury Severity for Hazard and Risk Analyses is addressed. This study is
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interesting because it takes into account calculation of ISO 26262 S-parameter Values from
Real-World Crash Data. In [139] Pre-crash Injury Risk (IR) assessment is proposed for guid-
ing efforts toward active vehicle safety. This work aims to conduct crash severity assessment
using pre-crash information and establish the intrinsic mechanism of IR with proper interpre-
tation methods. The impulse–momentum theory is used to propose novel a priori formulations
of several severity indicators, including velocity change (�V), energy equivalent speed (EES),
crash momentum index (CMI), and crash severity index (CSI). Six IR models based on differ-
ent machine learning methods were applied to a fusion dataset containing 24,082 vehicle-level
samples. Prediction results in this work indicate that the pre-crash indicators (PCIs) are more
influential than the commonly used basic crash information because the average accuracy of
six models can be improved by 14.35% after utilising PCIs. Furthermore, the features’ impor-
tance and their marginal effects are interpreted based on parameter estimation, Shapley additive
explanation value, and partial dependence. The �V, EES, and CMI are identified as the deter-
minant indicators of the potential IR, and their partial distributions are significantly influenced
by the crash type and impact position. In [25], a set of Injury Probability Curves (IPC) as
Functions of Delta V are provided based of US dataset for different road situations (crash data
from the 2010–2015 National Automotive Sampling System Crash-worthiness Data System).
This analysis established the univariant occupant injury risk predictive models (or injury prob-
ability curves) through logistic regression using delta V as the predictor. Delta V is a measure
of crash severity. Occupant injury severity was based on the Maximum Abbreviated Injury
Scale (MAIS). The injury probability curves were developed for three crash modes: all crashes,
frontal crashes, and rear-end crashes (see 117).

Figure 116: Surrogate safety measures for STRA and CAV [24]

The system evaluation level metrics (a case of visual perception system) can refer to a set of
specific Key Performance Indicators (KPIs):
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• Risk specific: Longitudinal and lateral distance, Time to collision (TTC), Time Exposed
Time-to-Collision (TET), Deceleration Rate to Avoid a Crash (DRAC), etc.

• Task (detection/tracking) specific: Success rate, Loss, Distance, etc.

• Time specific: Frequency, Time to detect/track, False alarm frequency.

• Severity specific: Injury severity in function of the vehicle, the weather, the type of
manoeuvres, the relative speed and EES. In [139], 6 Pre-crash Injury Risk (IR) models
are proposed using different machine learning methods. These models include the use of
velocity change (�V), EES, CMI, and CSI.

Figure 117: MAIS+(05/08) and MAIS(05/08) Injury Probability Curves by Crash Modes (top:all crashes; mid-
dle:frontal crashes; bottom:rear-end crashes)[25]
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An exhaustive list of these criteria can be found in the PRISSMA WP2 state-of-the-art doc-
uments and PRISSMA WP1 deliverable about KPIs and metrics. An overview of these KPIs
dedicated to risk calculation is provided in the figure 100 et figure 101. [24] also provides
an overview of the Surrogate Safety Measures with their link to time, energy, and accelera-
tion/deceleration aspects (see figure 116).

Figure 118: Computational equations for major surrogate indicators [26]

Figure 119: Computational equations for major surrogate indicators [26]
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Figure 120: Summary of temporal proximal based indicators. [26]
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Figure 121: Summary of distance based proximal indicators. [26]

Figure 122: Summary of deceleration based indicators [26]

3.3.3.2 Component evaluation level

This level of evaluation focuses on the performance of individual algorithms or functions
within the AI-powered system. AI algorithms and specially the machine learning models are
evaluated using metrics to analyse their performance on top of the loss function which is used to
optimize the model during the training phase. Hence, different metrics can be used to evaluate
both: the generalization performances to unseen data during training, and the performances
stability and robustness toward data and/or environment changes.

AI metrics are strongly correlated with the tasks performed by the AI. These tasks include
classification/detection, tracking, etc. The advantage of staying at the AI component level for
evaluation is that the metrics are well defined in the literature and it’s just a matter of staying
at the state-of-the-art level when choosing one. The WP2 state-of-the-art deliverables (D2.1,
D2.2 and D2.3) describe the major families of usable metrics (refer to this document for an
exhaustive list).
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Table 7: Metrics cross different functionalities
Perception Function Explanation Metrics

Detection Identifying and localizing objects
within an image or video frame us-
ing bounding boxes

False Positive Rate (FPR), False Negative Rate (FNR), True Negative
Rate (TNR), True Detection Rate (TDR), Accuracy, Precision, Recall,
F-Measure, Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC Curve), Detec-
tion Error Trade-off Curve (DET Curve), Precision-Recall Curve (PR
Curve), Average-Precision (AP), mean Average Precision (MAP), etc.

Segmentation Partitioning an image or video
frame into regions and assigning se-
mantic labels to each pixel or region

Pixel Accuracy (PA), Class Pixel Accuracy (CPA), mean Pixel Accu-
racy (mPA), IoU, mean Intersection over Union (mIoU), etc.

Tracking Following the movement and pre-
serving the identity of an object
or multiple objects over time in a
video sequence

Object Tracking Time delay, Identification switch(IDSW), Multiple Ob-
ject Tracking Accuracy (MOTA) [140], Multiple Object Tracking Pre-
cision (MOTP) [140], Higher Order Tracking Accuracy (HOTA) [30],
etc.

The metrics are typically related to the functionalities of the system, as the metrics of the
visual perception system shown in Table 7.

An other classical family of metrics is the qualitative metrics used strongly for the regression
AI algorithms. Regression methods cover a wide range of algorithm families (e.g. SVMs, or
certain neural networks) and deal with predicting a target value (that can be applied to object
recognition or trajectory prediction, for example) using independent variables. The regression
metrics are based on point distance computation methods. These metrics contain fundamental
operations and the absolute or squared value of their result can be used to provide performance
values. These metrics are part of the so-called Quantitative metrics presented in the state of the
art. The most commonly used metrics are the RMSE and MAE. Most applications continue
to incorporate traditional metrics as primary indicators of adequacy of the regression models.
This seems to stem from our familiarity with these metrics, as opposed to others despite the
limitations identified with these traditional metrics (for example, the RMSE can give similar re-
sults for a negligible constant small error and a punctual extreme error). This is why we recom-
mend approaches based on multi-factor verification approaches, as proposed by [141, 142, 143],
which couple traditional metrics with innovative approaches to overcome traditional limitations.
For example, the Actual/Predicted correlation, that corresponds to the linear correlation (in the
statistical sense) between the actual values and the predicted values for every value considered
in a set, must be used with another metric, RMSE, MAE or Max Error.

Navigation-based evaluation metric for probabilistic occupancy grids

Probabilistic occupancy grids (OG) are widely used for autonomous driving to represent
the environment surrounding the ego-vehicle. They are discrete and probabilistic representa-
tions where the value of each cell corresponds to the likelihood of being occupied, free, or still
unknown. More broadly, OGs can also include semantic information, i.e. the probability of oc-
cupied cells to belong to a specific semantic class (e.g. vehicle, pedestrian, etc.). In the context
of autonomous driving, OGs are generated by a perception system based on raw sensor data and
used for navigation tasks such as Automated Driving Systems (ADS) and collision avoidance.
Despite their importance and broad use in autonomous driving, most existing approaches to
evaluate the reliability of probabilistic OGs are based on general-purpose metrics derived from
the computer vision literature. In [27], the authors proposed a new metric dedicated to proba-
bilistic OGs that evaluates the similarity of two OGs: a Ground Truth (GT) of the environment
and the inference of the environment made by the perception system. This metric is specifically
designed to assess the similarity between OGs by considering the behaviour of an ego-vehicle

163



[L2.7] Verification, Evaluation, Validation

(a) Ground Truth
(GT)

(b) GT cost grid (c) Inference (d) Inference cost
grid

(e) Distortion grid

Figure 123: Evaluation process of the metric from [27]. 123(a) and 123(b) are the Ground Truth and its cost grid,
123(c) and 123(d) are the inference and its cost grid. Examples of paths are drawn in red on both cost grid. The
resulting distortion grid 123(e) is the pixel-wise absolute error between both cost grids, it is also weighed by the
disjunctive probability of free occupancy on the GT or the inference. The metric score is obtained by doing an
MSE pooling the distortion grid, the example scene metric score is 41, 47. The driving scene (ground truth and
sensor data used to generate the inference) is taken from Nuscenes dataset, the AV is located at the centre of the
grids.

navigating through the grids. The main postulate being that if a navigation algorithm generates
similar trajectories using two OGs, then the two are alike for navigation purposes. The metric
is computed using the following steps:

1. For each OG we simulate a navigation algorithm to generate a shortest-path tree, com-
posed of all the shortest paths from the AV position to every cell of the OG (some example
of paths are drawn in red in Figure 123(b) and 123(d)).

2. Both OGs are transformed into cost grids using the cumulative costs of the paths from
their respective shortest-path trees (e.g. Figure 123(b) and Figure 123(d)).

3. An intermediate distortion grid is computed by performing the cell-wise absolute error
between both cost grids (e.g. Figure 123(e)).

4. The metric is evaluated by computing the MSE of the distortion grid weighed by the
disjunctive probability of free occupancy on both grids (i.e. probability of a cell to be free
on either of the grids).

Simulating and comparing the navigation behaviour instead of doing cell-wise comparisons
directly on the OGs gives this metric relevant properties. It is able to evaluate topological
errors, it measures how occupancy errors on the inference changes the cost of the paths and
how this affects the global topology of the OG. It puts emphasis on cells that are most crossed
by paths since their occupancy is incorporated in more costs. In other words, these cells are
topologically more important for navigation (e.g. areas closer to ego vehicle or bottlenecks).
Furthermore, this metric is well fitted to evaluate uncertainty: paths tend to avoid uncertainty
whenever possible or cross it otherwise, but in both cases, the navigation cost is increased.

3.3.4 Evaluation under complex scenarios

This level of evaluation involves testing the performance of an AI-powered system under
various challenging conditions, such as adverse weather, low lighting, and unexpected obsta-
cles. These complex scenarios can be difficult to replicate in real-world testing, which makes
simulation tools and virtual environments more essential. The use of simulation allows for the
creation of complex scenarios that can be repeatedly tested, analyzed, and modified to evaluate,
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analyze, and improve the performance of the system. One example we used in the experiment
is Pro-SiVICTM, which offers a range of adverse scenarios, as shown in Fig. 124.

Figure 124: Adverse scenarios from Pro-SiVICTM

The related criteria can vary depending on the specific application and system requirements.
However, some common criteria for this level of evaluation include:

• Robustness: this criteria evaluates the ability of AI functionality to maintain compliance
with expected requirements in the presence of input data within the intended use domain
and the ability of the system to perform the intended function in the presence of abnor-
mal or unknown inputs. It is usually reflected in various performance metrics, such as
accuracy, precision, recall, and F1-score, etc. Robustness can be measured by analysing
these performances in different scenarios and under different conditions, and also by as-
sessing their ability to maintain performance levels over time. Robustness is the ability
of a system to be little or not impacted by occasional errors.

• Reliability: This criteria refers to subsets of the notions of resilience and robustness no-
tions and evaluates the system’s ability to make reliable decisions in emergency situations
or other adverse situations. In fact reliability characterises the validity of the operation of
a sensor or a system according to its operating ranges (nominal operating range: ODD of
the sensor or system). For a measurement, reliability is the probability that the measured
parameter is measured correctly according to the nominal operation of the meter and is
not an outlier. For a system, reliability is the probability that the measured behaviour/state
is well measured according to the nominal operation of the system and is not an aberrant
behaviour/state.

3.4 Optimum Evaluation Domain

This sub-section initiates a discussion on the optimum perimeter for evaluation of AI-based
ARTS. The work herein shows why the notion of optimality is not straightforward and that the
validation and certification procedures rather encompass the enlargement of the search spaces
in order to ensure proper testing. This discussion is then focused on building an optimum eval-
uation domain and the process of sweeping this domain for testing in an optimal way is out of
scope.
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On the context of optimum evaluation domain and functional combinatorial explosion

Firstly, an evaluation space for ARTS (without yet addressing optimality) needs to be one
that has been tested in the validation phase though the parameter coverage rate. This coverage
rate is different according to whether the tests are performed by system’s providers or by eval-
uators. In this sense, the level of detail depends on the party performing evaluation. However,
for safety-related critical functions and specifically the Driving Dynamic Tasks, exhaustivity of
tests is expected. For a conventional system, combination of inputs and expected results for out-
puts are known and the system can be validated by itself. For autonomous driving, the number
and combination of input increase exponentially and are dependent from system environment;
that is why scenario are required to describe testing environment. The scenario methodology
presented in deliverable L2.6 [144] allows guaranteeing exhaustivity in the context of use of the
system’s functions. This context is constrained by the system’s operation pathway, its ODD and
its OEDR. The set of scenarios are then coherent with respect to this evaluation space.

On the context of the inclusion of AI specificities

In order to consider AI specificities, the test space is then enlarged (without touching on the
notions of ODD/OD/OEDR of the system) when taking into account the hazards in the environ-
ment that can potentially introduce disturbances in the behaviour of the AI bricks. Otherwise
stated, the functional complexity described in the previous paragraph is now combined with the
complexity introduced by environmental hazards. To this day, 2 methods allow addressing this
enlargement of the test space:

1. An approach scanning the evaluation domain including situations considered as outliers
and spectators that are not taken into account in logical scenarios.

2. The SOTIF approach which identifies the triggering conditions and functional insufficien-
cies known by expert feedback that can potentially impact the system.

On the objective of building an optimum evaluation domain

All previous considerations only enlarge the test space conversely to narrowing it down to
an optimum evaluation domain. Pre-requirements from a certification stand-point in a chrono-
logical manner:

1. The system provider will cover in an exhaustive manner the all scenarios stemming from
parameter variability for critical functions.

2. The methodology employed by the systems provider must be properly documented for
audit purposes.

3. The audit on the methodology performed by the systems provider allows focusing certi-
fication efforts in an optimum manner, this is:

• Qualification of the digital models and test environments
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• Depending on the scenario types (For more details on recommendations on audit
efforts depending on scenario types, refer to [145]), this is nominal, nominal on
degraded conditions, or critical, the type and therefore effort dedicated to audit must
be adapted:

– Generally speaking, nominal scenarios can be easily audited through light sam-
pling for confirmation with the documentation,

– audits on nominal scenarios in degraded conditions focus on the DDT fallback
and the frontier between nominal and nominal in degraded conditions

– the critical scenarios testing procedures are dependent on the accident being
avoidable or not and the expected system’s response.

3.5 Testing of POCs

In the remainder of this section, we will apply the PRISSMA test protocol for simulation
tasks described in task 3.2.2 to 4 different tests (referred to hereafter as POC). This will show
how, in practical terms, we can adapt this generic protocol to different situations and types of
evaluation. Overall, five POCs using simulation exclusively or partially were carried out in the
PRISSMA project, the fifth POC straddling WP3 between CEREMA and LNE was evaluated
within the framework of WP3 exclusively (the simulation part of this POC nevertheless declined
the approach proposed by WP2). The application to this POC can be found in deliverable 3.3
of the project.

3.5.1 POC 1

3.5.1.1 System and Environment

In our experimental setup, we use a visual perception system based on a monocular camera.
This system is implemented as a module within the RTMapsTM framework and is an extension
of the driving system developed in the H2020 Trustonomy project [146]. The camera-based
perception system is specifically designed to provide essential functionalities such as object
identification, localization, and tracking.

For the purpose of our simulations, the module-based ADS operates within the Pro-SiVICTM

rendering environment. To replicate real-world scenarios, we utilize the digital twin of the
Satory test track within Pro-SiVICTM. This virtual representation of the test track has undergone
validation using an existing perception system equipped with a set of various sensor types and
technologies.

3.5.1.2 Scenarios generation

To evaluate our framework’s genericity , we developed a full bus stop service in RTMaps and
the full environment with vehicles, sensors, infrastructures, and building in Pro-SiVICTM. This
set of models and modules is used for the evaluation of a visual perception system equipped
with different AI models.

As shown in Fig. 125, the service and the situations that could be encountered are modelled
with a set of 6 scenes. The continuous assembly of these scenes along a 3.4 km trajectory on
the Satory’s test track allows for the construction of a tree of possible scenarios. The vehicle
trajectory includes 4 or 5 types of bus stations. The simulated environment comprises different
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types of bends and straight lanes. The ego vehicle is restricted to driving on its ego-lane, while
other traffic objects can perform cut-in and cut-out manoeuvres on different lanes.

The ODD is the following: Ego vehicle travels on the right lane of the predefined road at a
maximum speed of 20 km/h, while maintaining a safe following distance and performing car-
following manoeuvres when a front vehicle is detected. The vehicle’s primary objective is to
ensure the safety of passengers and road users by avoiding collisions and adapting its speed
to traffic conditions, visibility caused by different weather conditions, and the environment.
Additionally, the vehicle stops at the bus station to allow passengers to board and alight. After
the stop, the vehicle utilizes dedicated longitudinal and lateral profiles to return to the centre of
the right lane and resume driving.

Figure 125: POC1: 6 scenes defined for the docking at a bus station

3.5.1.3 DataSet and data format

The dataset was built along the digital twin (as shown in the figure) of 3.4 km trajectory on
the Satory test track (the road information was contained inside the corresponding trk file), with
continuous assembly of different driving scenes. Seven filters was defined on the camera (inside
Pro-SiVIC) in order to simulate the driving scenarios under different weather conditions. The
dataset includes various types of simulated vehicles (totally 13 vehicles), such as car and trucks,
navigating the Satory test track. The velocity is the range of 40 to 45 kmh. As shown in the
figures, different camera perspectives were incorporated, including front and rear view of the
ego vehicle, as well as close and distant perspectives.

The dataset comprises 7 weather conditions (as depicted in the figure below). Each con-
dition’s corresponding data has been stored in separate sub-datasets, and the overall dataset
structure resembles that of the left folder.

The left folder illustrates the structure of the sub-dataset, which consists of two categories:
”detection” and ”segmentation”. Each category contains 10,000 raw images collected from
Pro-SiVIC. Additionally, corresponding label files are stored alongside the images to provide
ground truth information, facilitating the evaluation of different functionalities.
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Figure 126: Structure of the dataset generated in BuSAS

Generation: Raw images and mask/reference images are generated automatically from Pro-
SiVIC, representing the view of the real world and corresponding reference (here are vehicles,
which could also contain the driving lane or other traffic objects) respectively.

• Raw images: JPG Files, Dimensions: 640 x 480, Resolution 96 dpi (both Horizontal and
Vertical), Bit depth 24

• Reference images: JPG Files, Dimensions: 640 x 480, Resolution 96 dpi (both Horizontal
and Vertical), Bit depth 24

Annotation: The information on ground truth will be extracted and annotated from the
mask/reference image we collected, the relative position of every vehicle appearing in mask/reference
images will be annotated within the real image, and also the corresponding boundary shape will
be marked.

Representation: In order to record the information that has been annotated, 2 types of data
formats are used.

• Bounding Box:

– { Id, NormalizedCenterX, NormalizedCenterY, NormalizedBoxWidth, Normalized-
BoxHeight } Where Id represents the categories of vehicle, 2 for vehicle and 4 for
truck.

– NormalizedCenterX = CenterX / W

– NormalizedCenterY = CenterY / H

– NormalizedBoxWidth = w / W

– NormalizedBoxHeight = h / H

– { CenterX, CenterY } is the center position of box, w and h are width and height of
the box, W and H are the width and height of the raw image, the resolution is 640 x
480 pixels in this dataset

• Polygon:
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– { Id, x0/W, y0/H, . . . xn/W, yn/H } Where Id represents the categories of vehicle, 2
for vehicle and 3 for truck.

– { x0, y0 } .. { xn, yn } are the coordinates of the polygon

– W and H are the width and height of the raw image, the resolution is 640 x 480
pixels in this dataset

Figure 127: Ground thruth generation and annotation in BuSAS

3.5.1.4 Algorithms and models

To achieve the system functionalities, we have selected two renowned visual perception algo-
rithms: YOLOv5 [147] and YOLOv8 [148], along with their respective models: v5s and v8s. In
addition to the object detection models, we have also incorporated two corresponding instance
segmentation models (v5s-seg and v8s-seg), aiming to provide more detailed information about
object boundaries within an image.

To further enhance the system’s capabilities for large-scale diverse driving, we retrained and
fine-tuned the models using the BDD100K dataset based on the previous COCO dataset [149],
the training phase is equipped with a 16-core Intel i9-12950HX 2.30 GHz CPU and NVIDIA-
GTX A4500 GPU core graphics card.

3.5.1.5 Deployment and execution

After the training phase, we deployed the trained model into the software platform RTMapsTM

(C++ support), in order to perform the model as a functioning part of the perception system and
interconnect with the simulator. During the deployment, we used TensorRT C++ API to op-
timize the model for inference (with precision FP16), which is based on NVIDIA’s Compute
Unified Device Architecture (CUDA). The setup environment and tools contain CUDA 10.2,
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PyTorch 1.10.1, cuDNN v8.2.1 corresponding to CUDA, TensorRT 8.2, and Visual Studio 2017
(v141).

3.5.1.6 Metrics for AI-based evaluation and validation for POC1 object detection

The purpose of a detection-based metric is to get meaningful measures of the system’s abil-
ity to perform object detection tasks. Metrics include the number of correctly detected objects,
falsely detected objects, or mis-detected objects. Other widely used detection measures are
detection rate/precision and sensitivity. The detection-based metrics (also called frame-based
metrics) are used to evaluate the performance of a SUT (System under test) on individual frames
from video sensor data. They do not take into account the identities of objects over the lifespan
of the test. All the objects are individually validated to see if there is a corresponding match
between SUT and GT (ground truth) systems for each frame during the test.When associating
GT data with SUT-detected objects, six cases can occur: zero-to-one, one-to-zero, one-to-one,
many-to-one, one-to-many, and many-to-many associations, which correspond to false alarms
(the detected object has no correspondence), mis-detection (the GT data has no correspon-
dence), correct detection (the detected object matches one and only one object), merge error
(the detected object is associated with several GT objects), split error, and split-merge. The
performances for each individual frame are then averaged over all the frames in the experiment
to provide a performance evaluation measure.

The notation used for evaluation is as follows:

• FP: False positive, an object present in the SUT, but not in the GT (also called a False
Alarm)

• FN: False negative, an object present in the GT, but not in the SUT (also called a Detection
Failure)

• TP: True positive, an object present in the GT and the SUT (also called Correct Detection
or one-to-one match)

• TN: True negative, an element present in neither the GT nor the SUT

• CGT: Complete Ground Truth is the total number of GT objects.

The quality of the object detection model can generally be evaluated from the following three
aspects [28, 150, 151, 152]:

• Accuracy of Classification

– False Positive Rate (FPR) is computed by FPR = FP/(FP + TN), representing the
number of false positives relative to the sum of the number of false positives and true
negatives. It is a measure of how well the system correctly rejects false positives.

– False Negative Rate (FNR) is computed by FNR = FN/(TP+FN), representing the
number of false negatives relative to the sum of the true positives and the false
negatives. It is a measure of the likelihood that a target will be missed given the
total number of actual targets.
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– True Negative Rate (TNR) is computed by TNR = TN/ (TN + FP), representing
the true false detections relative to the sum of the true false detections and the false
positive. This provides a measure of the likelihood of a negative response given the
total number of actual negative detections.

– Detection Rate (DR) is computed by DR = TP/ (TP + FN), representing the number
of true positives relative to the sum of the true positives and the false negatives. It is
a measure of the percentage of true targets that is detected.

– Accuracy is the proportion of all predictions that are correct ((TP+TN)/CGT). The
accuracy rate is generally used to evaluate the global accuracy of the model, and
cannot contain too much information to fully evaluate the performance of a model.

– Precision refers to the probability of correct detection among all detected objects.
Precision (TP/ (TP + FP)) is defined in terms of predicted outcomes. It should be
noted that Precision and Accuracy are not the same. Accuracy is for all samples,
while Precision is only for the part of the samples that are detected (including false
detections).

– Recall refers to the probability of correct detection among all positive samples. The
P-R curve uses recall as the abscissa axis and precision as the ordinate. The change
in the detection threshold will also cause the Precision and Recall values to change,
thus obtaining the curve.

– F-Measure gives an estimate of the accuracy of the systems under test.

– Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) Curve is a graph of Detection rate vs.
False Positive Rate (as in Figure 128). When the distribution of positive and negative
samples in the test set changes, ROC curve can remain unchanged

Figure 128: An example ROC curve (Detection Rate vs. False Positive Rate) [28]

– Detection Error Trade-off Curve (DET Curve) is a graph of Miss Rate (or False
Negative Rate) vs. False Positive Rate. The DET curve is a plot of the error rate for
a binary classification system.

– Precision-Recall Curve (PR Curve): By varying the confidence value, it is also
possible to create the PR curve. In pattern recognition and information retrieval,
precision (also called positive predictive value) is the fraction of labeled or retrieved
instances that are relevant, while recall (also known as sensitivity) is the fraction
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of labeled or relevant instances that are retrieved. Both precision and recall are
therefore measures of relevance.

– Average-Precision is the area under the P-R curve. Generally, the better the clas-
sifier, the higher the AP value. The common approaches are 11-point interpolation
and Interpolating all points.

– mean Average Precision is the average of multiple categories of AP, mAP must be
in [0,1], the bigger the better. This metric is one of the most important in object
detection algorithms.

• Accuracy of Location

– IoU computes the ratio of the intersection and union of the ”predicted bounding
box” and the ”true bounding box”.

– Non-Maximum Suppression (NMS) is to find a bounding box with a relatively
high degree of confidence based on the coordinate information of the region and
score matrix. For prediction boxes that overlap each other, only the one with the
highest score is kept. NMS calculates the area of each bounding box, and then sorts
it according to the score, and takes the bounding box with the largest score as the
first object to be compared in the queue; Then calculate the IoU of the remaining
bounding box and the current maximum score and box, remove the bounding box
whose IoU is greater than the set threshold, and retain the prediction box with a
small IoU; Then repeat the above process until the candidate bounding box is empty.
Finally, there are two thresholds in the process of detecting the bounding box, one
is the IoU, and the other is to remove the bounding box whose score is less than
the threshold from the candidate bounding box after the process. It should be noted
that Non-Maximum Suppression processes one category at a time. If there are N
categories, Non-Maximum Suppression needs to be executed N times.

• Performance of Detection describe how fast the speed of the model can run. It can be
the number of images that the model can process per second (fps).

3.5.1.7 Evaluation of Multi-Objects Tracking

The tracking-based metrics measure the ability of a SUT to track objects over time. The
tracking-based metrics (also called object-based metrics) take the identity and the complete
trajectory of each object separately over the test sequence and compare the GT tracks with the
SUT tracks based on best correspondence. Then, based on these correspondences, various error
rates, and performance metrics are computed.

Since the GT track(s) could correspond to more than one SUT track, a correspondence map-
ping has to be established first. Based on this mapping between the object tracks, the track-based
metrics are computed. The correct match requires both spatial and temporal overlap between
GT tracks and SUT tracks. Requirements for these metrics include:

• All objects that appear must be found in a timely manner(found a mapping);

• The object’s position should be as consistent as possible with the position of the real
object, where the precision with which the object’s position was estimated should be
determined.
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• Each object should be assigned a unique ID, and the ID assigned to that object remains
the same throughout the sequence.

• Making sure that the objects were tracked correctly over time. This includes checking
that objects were not substituted for each other, for example when they passed close to
each other and checking that a track was correctly recovered after it was lost, for example
when an object was occluded.

The following metrics[140, 28, 153] are calculated:

• Object Tracking Time delay: This is the estimated delay between the SUT algorithm’s
detection of an object or person and that of the GT. It could be positive or negative.

• Identification switch (IDSW): is the ID Switch (total number of ID switches, mis-
matches): in the above Figure 129, the switch from red to blue is recorded as an IDSW,
the sum of the number of mismatches in the entire simulation.

Figure 129: Parameters of MOT evaluation [29]

• Track Matching Error (TME) is the positional error between the SUT trajectory and the
GT trajectory and measures the average distance error between the GT and SUT track.
The smaller the TME number, the better the tracking accuracy.

• Track Completeness (TC) is defined as the time for which the SUT track overlapped
with the GT track divided by the total duration of the GT track.

• Occlusion success rate (OSR): OSR = Number of successful dynamic occlusions/ Total
number of dynamic occlusions. A successful occlusion occurs when the track and object
identity is not lost during the occlusion or are correctly recovered immediately following
the occlusion. recovered immediately following the occlusion.

• Mutiple Object Tracking Accuracy is a metric to measure the accuracy of single-camera
multi-objects tracking. The computation and the process are shown in Equation 1.

MOTA = 1� FN + FP + IDSW

GT
2 (�1, 1] (16)

The closer the MOTA is to 1, the better the performance of the tracker. Due to the exis-
tence of the number of jumps, there may exist cases where MOTA is less than 0. MOTA
mainly considers all object-matching errors in tracking, mainly FP, FN, and IDs. It is a
very intuitive measure of tracking its performance in detecting objects and maintaining
trajectories, and independent of object detection accuracy.

174



[L2.7] Verification, Evaluation, Validation

• Mutiple Object Tracking Precision is a metric to measure the position error of single-
camera multi-objects tracking.

• Mostly Tracked: an Object is mostly tracked if it is successfully tracked for at least 80
percent of its life span. Note that it is irrelevant for this measure whether the ID remains
the same throughout the track.

• Mostly Lost: If a track is only recovered for less than 20 percent of its total length, it is
said to be mostly lost.

• Partially Tracked: Besides Mostly tracked and lost, others are all regarded as partially
tracked.

• Fragmentation: Besides Mostly tracked and lost, others are all regarded as partially
tracked. To that end, the number of track fragmentations(FM) counts how many times
a ground truth trajectory is interrupted (untracked).In other words, a fragmentation is
counted each time a trajectory changes its status from tracked to untracked and tracking
of that same trajectory is resumed at a later point.

• ID related metrics: IDP (Identification Precision) represents the accuracy of pedestrian
ID recognition in each pedestrian box; IDR (Identification Recall) represents the recall
rate of pedestrian ID recognition in each pedestrian box; IDF1 (Identification F-Score)
represents the F value of pedestrian ID recognition in each pedestrian box.

MOTA is not sufficient to measure the performance of multi-object tracking in some cases.
The evaluation of MOTA overemphasizes the effect of detection. According to the calculation
method of MOTA, an extreme case is that the performance of detection is very good, but all
detected targets are not tracked, and are all assigned the same track id. MOTA will be very high
because of IDsw=0. But obviously, the tracking performance for this extreme case is 0. By the
way, MOTP is the same. IDF1 can evaluate the tracking, but still relies on MOTA.

• HOTA (Higher Order Tracking Accuracy) [30] is a new metric for evaluating the per-
formance of multi-object tracking (MOT). It is designed to overcome many limitations of
previous metrics such as MOTA, IDF1 and Track mAP. HOTA divides the task of evalu-
ation tracking into three subtasks (detection, association, and localization), and uses the
IoU (intersection pair union) formula (also known as the Jaccard index) to calculate a
score for each subtask. It then combines these three IoU scores for each subtask into a
final HOTA score (as in Figure 130).

Figure 130: Sub-metrics of HOTA [30]
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• LocA (Localization Accuracy): Average localization similarity averaged over all match-
ing detections and averaged over localization thresholds.

• DetA(Detection Accuracy): Detection Jaccard index averaged over localization thresh-
olds. DetA can be decomposed into two sub-metrics Detection Recall and Detection
Precision.

• DetRe(Detection Recall): TP/(TP+FN) averaged over localization thresholds.

• DetPr(Detection Precision): TP/(TP+FP) averaged over localization thresholds.

• AssA (Association Accuracy): Association Jaccard index averaged over all matching
detections and then averaged over localization thresholds. AssA can be decomposed into
two sub-metrics Association Recall and Association Precision.

• AssRe(Association Recall): TPA/(TPA+FNA) (shown in Figure 131) averaged over all
matching detections and then averaged over localization thresholds.

• AssPr(Association Precision): TPA/(TPA+FPA) (shown in Figure 131) averaged over
all matching detections and then averaged over localization thresholds.

Figure 131: Parameters of ASSA [30]

3.5.1.8 Evaluation of Lane Detection

Essentially, Lane detection is a part of object detection,which means that the same metrics
can also be applied to evaluate the module, such as Accuracy, F-Measure, and IoU, etc. Here
we introduce more specific (lane-oriented) metrics [31]:

• Accuracy of Lane Feature Extraction: As shown in Figure 132, the detected lane (d)
is determined by the lane features (b) that are extracted by a lane estimation algorithm.
Inaccurate lane features will not fit the road model accurately, and hence the estimated
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Figure 132: Illustration of the key parameters and performance metrics for evaluating lane analysis process [31]

lane will not follow the actual lane. Analyzing the accuracy of the lane feature extraction
step aids in improving the performance of the entire lane detection process.

• Ego-vehicle localization: This metric uses distance de between the center of the camera
on the ego-vehicle with respect to the lane markings detected by the algorithm. It is
limited by lane detection in the far depth of view.

• Lane Position Deviation: ((e) in Fig. 132) measures the deviation of detected lane (d)
from the actual lane that is obtained by joining the actual lane markings ((h) in Fig. 132).
It captures the accuracy of the lane detection process in both the near and far depths of
view of the ego vehicle.

• Other Deviation Metrics: These metrics(including ego-vehicle localization) represent
the performance in the main real-world downstream application.
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(a) End-to-End Lateral Deviation Metric [154]

(b) Per-frame Simulated Lateral Deviation Metric [154]

Figure 133: E2E-LD and PSLD

– End-to-End Lateral Deviation Metric (in Fig. 133(a)) is the maximum lateral de-
viation from the lane center in continuous closed-loop perception and control, which
is the ultimate downstream-task performance metric for lane detection. Such devi-
ation is directly safety-critical as large lateral deviations can cause a fatal collision
with other driving vehicles or roadside objects.

– Per-Frame Simulated Lateral Deviation Metric (in Fig. 133(b)) simulates E2E�LD
only with a single camera input at the current frame (X0) and the geometry of the
lane center.

• Computation Efficiency and Accuracy: Having a high accuracy of detection at the cost
of high computational resources is not always desirable, a tradeoff between accuracy and
computational efficiency solution should be evaluated.

• Cumulative Deviation in Time: studies how the accuracy of the lane estimation process
varies in the last p seconds (indicated by (i) in Fig. 132). It helps to determine the
maximum amount of time (also critical response time) for which a lane analysis method
results in a “given” accuracy of lane deviation.

3.5.1.9 Evaluation and result

We proposed 3 levels of evaluation for this visual perception system equipped with different
YOLO models. The results were produced by UGE and validated by LNE, using the AI matics
evaluation software suite (LNE open-source software).

• Scenarios level : We have defined seven weather filters on the camera as shown in Fig.
134. The first scenario representing a clear sky is the reference. The remaining scenarios
focus on simulating various weather conditions. We have categorised homogeneous fog
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Figure 134: Result on different weather conditions at component level

into three levels using the Koschmieder law, ensuring an accurate representation. For
rain, we have incorporated two filters. The first filter replicates a waterfall effect, while
the second mimics raindrops on a camera lens or windshield. Similarly, we have created
three different levels of intensity to simulate varying degrees of rain.

• Component level : We curated seven distinct groups of datasets, each consisting of ap-
proximately 10,000 images for detection and instance segmentation, organized based on
predefined weather conditions. For tracking, the datasets are 7 groups of real-time videos.
These datasets included various types of simulated vehicles, such as cars and trucks, nav-
igating the Satory test track. Different camera perspectives were incorporated, including
front and rear views of the ego vehicle, as well as close and distant perspectives. The per-
formed results were evaluated using a set of metrics. The evaluation values are presented
in Fig. 134. The results clearly demonstrate the influence of different weather conditions
on the metrics. Adverse rain weather significantly impacts mAP, indicating difficulties
in accurately detecting and localizing objects under heavy rain conditions. In contrast to
the impact of adverse rain weather, varying levels of fog have a relatively lesser effect
on the metrics. While there is still a decrease in the mAP with increasing fog levels, it
is not as pronounced as the impact of rain. However, it is worth noting that there is a
consistent increase in precision as the degree of fog increases. This suggests that fog has
a discernible influence on improving precision by reducing background interference and
minimizing the impact of distant objects. Comparing the performance of v8s and v5s, it
is observed that v8s generally achieves slightly higher metric values. However, when it
comes to object tracking, v5s demonstrates a lower MOTP than v8s. This indicates that
v5s exhibits higher precision in tracking object locations. The disparity in tracking per-
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Table 8: Evaluation value of system metrics for the POC 1: BuSAS

Clear Sky Light Fog Moderate Fog Dense Fog Light Rain Moderate Rain Heavy Rain

v5s v8s v5s v8s v5s v8s v5s v8s v5s v8s v5s v8s v5s v8s

Perception
Specific KPIs

Success Rate (%) 62.7 64.4 55.1 65.0 48.5 51.9 45.3 36.9 49.7 62.8 37.7 53.5 12.6 31.9

Mean Tracking Error (m) 2.30 1.91 2.25 1.72 1.67 1.48 1.31 1.44 2.49 2.33 2.14 2.43 3.51 2.68

Time
Specific KPIs

Detection time (ms) 20 36 21 37 19 36 19 36 19 36 19 36 20 37

Tracking time (ms) 72 104 67 90 59 76 55 68 67 110 60 152 58 174

System frequency (Hz) 16 11 17 13 17 14 18 16 16 11 17 8 18 8

Risk
Specific KPIs

minimal TTC (s) 1.27 1.82 1.52 1.83 2.02 1.83 1.93 2.02 1.79 1.70 - - - -

Mean Collision Probability (%) 31.7 26.7 30.1 28.5 26.1 27.4 24.0 23.8 27.6 28.5 45.8 37.4 47.2 36.4

Mean Risk (%) 3.77 2.75 3.23 2.76 3.03 2.75 2.85 2.78 2.90 2.78 8.51 4.84 8.93 5.04

Crash 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 4 4 4 4

formances may be attributed to the frequency, as v5s benefits from a higher update rate
and more frequent predictions, leading to improved tracking precision.

• System level : In comparison to the instance segmentation model, both v5s and v8s
models demonstrate higher accuracy in providing boundary information, as reflected by
mIOU. Hence, we have incorporated these two models into our system and evaluated
their performance under bus stop scenarios. Specific KPIs were calculated based on the
real-time results obtained from the system, as in Tab. 8. While v8s demonstrates higher
detection and tracking capabilities than v5s, it also exhibits an increase in tracking time
under adverse rain weather. This suggests that more objects may be detected due to the
presence of raindrops on the lens, and YOLOv8 proves to be more sensitive in this sce-
nario. On the other hand, under foggy conditions, both system frequencies are reduced,
indicating that fewer remote objects are detected due to the degree of fog. Tab. 8 also
presents the evaluation results obtained using collision probability and risk of collision
based on TTC [155]. We calculated the mean value specifically for critical scenarios.
Notably, the risk across all groups was found to be low primarily because our scenarios
involve low speeds, resulting in a low likelihood of injury. However, the risk can still in-
dicate heightened safety concerns in moderate and heavy rain weather conditions, similar
to the collision probability.
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3.5.3 POC 3

UTAC and AVSimulation work together on the POC 3 which shows the use of two different
virtual testing methods : the first one is model-in-the-Loop, fully virtual and the second one is
the Vehicle-In-the-Loop (VIL) which combines virtual and physical. The aim of the POC is to
see how VIL architectures simulation can be used and what they can bring in validation loop
of AI-based system. Testing it with a POC helps discussing about methodology of validation,
giving real examples as benefits of simulation and challenges the tools (software and hardware)
to improve them so that they can better fit with the AI testing and validation issues. As UTAC
and AVSimulation are not AI system developers, the study relies on testing an external AI sys-
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tem. The one used in this POC is Openpilot from CommaAI which is an open-source automated
driving software. Openpilot is an automated driving system of level 2. It has an Adaptive Cruise
Control (ACC) and a Lane Centering Assist (LCA) to drive the vehicle, an AI algorithm is also
embedded for object detection and the classification.

3.5.3.1 Context presentation and system environment

Openpilot presentation Openpilot software is built to be run on a small hardware device
called Comma 3X (see Figure 143). By plugging this device to the CAN bus of any vehicle
(that is in the list of the supported car models), the system is able to drive the vehicle relying
only on camera sensors that are mounted on the device. To send driving commands, Openpilot
sends steering wheel angle and gas/brake pedals command.

Figure 143: The Comma 3X hardware device

The goal of this POC is then to replace this device by a virtual solution that can connect to
the VIL in order to ensure the same functionality : driving the virtual vehicle.

The Openpilot software can be interfaced with any simulator using a bridge. In the version
0.9.2 of Openpilot, this bridge relies on a messaging library called cereal. This library lets any
system exchange information with Openpilot such as camera images, GPS location, speed of
the vehicle, steering and pedal commands, etc. Using this messaging library, we can also get log
information such as the detected targets and the estimated distances. This kind of information
is an interesting way to evaluate the AI : getting any debugging information and comparing it
with the real data can let us test our AI. This kind of testing is implemented in this POC.

Openpilot integration with SCANeR The first step of the implementation of this POC has
been to integrate Openpilot to the simulation software SCANeR studio. In this case, SCANeR
studio is used as a ”virtual vehicle” that can replace the real vehicle commonly used when
using Comma 3X device. The figure below summarizes the used architecture to implement this
Openpilot/SCANeR ”co-simulation”.

SCANeR studio relies on UXD Engine to generate images corresponding to a camera sen-
sor. UXD Engine is a 3D photorealistic renderer based on Unreal to generate images. The
photorealistic features of this engine let us test several cases based on different times or weather
conditions in different environments.

Openpilot integration on a virtual platform A virtual platform comprising an emulated
ARMv8 processor (at binary/instruction set level), similar to the one from Comma 3X device,
was created, see Figure 147. The full software stack, from the operating system (Ubuntu/arm64)
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Figure 144: The simulation architecture relying on Ubuntu for Openpilot and on Windows for SCANeR studio

Figure 145: The interfaces between the two machines to establish the co-simulation between SCANeR and Open-
pilot

up to the Openpilot services (version 0.9.2 at the time of writing this document), runs within
the virtual platform. Openpilot relies on a software bus, called Cereal, based on Cap’n Proto,
which provides Openpilot services (daemons) with communication facilities. Cereal defines
strongly-typed messages (structured objects) that services can publish or subscribe to. The
two main daemons for autopilot are Modeld, the AI model for autonomous car driving, and
Controlsd to generate car controls from the results of Modeld service (modelV2). In
Modeld, the tinygrad models were selected at the expense of ONNX models because these
are the models intended for embedded devices. However, it should be noted that the tinygrad
models are nevertheless derived from the ONNX models at software build time. Modeld relies
on OpenCL runtime to run the AI model and compute the predictions. An Instrumenter
services, derived from the existing bridge for CARLA simulator, allows to feed Modeld ser-
vice with inputs, see Figure 148, such as road video stream, and to record car controls (e.g.
gas, brake, steer, . . . ) and car control state (for user’s interface) from Controlsd service
(carControl and controlsState respectively) in a trace file.

While a virtual platform models hardware device with a high level of details (e.g. using a
bit accurate emulated processor), it has limited simulation speed not convenient for real-time
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Figure 146: Tests of Openpilot in diverse weather and time conditions in SCANeR studio

co-simulation. As a consequence, even if independent tests can run in parallel, only short tests
should run on such virtual platforms because minutes of simulated drive can easily become
hours or days. However the virtual platform can assess the representativity of higher level sim-
ulation (i.e. whether the real system would react as expected with model-in-the-loop virtual
testing method), before targeting true embedded devices. The virtual platform can also intro-
duce low level errors on computations and monitor their influences on driving instructions to
evaluate the sensitivity of models to errors.
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Figure 149: Initial VIL architecture

Vehicle-In-the-Loop at UTAC The VIL is a test facility that enables the ADAS of a real
vehicle to be tested in a virtual environment. It can be used to test any type of driving aid (AEB,
LSS). It makes it possible to carry out more complex and dangerous scenarios and to increase
test productivity. An inertial measurement system is used to synchronise the position and speed
of the virtual vehicle with those of the real vehicle. The CAN messages (longitude, latitude,
altitude, etc.) are recovered and converted into x,y,z, etc. So that they can be read by SCANeR
studio, the simulation software developed by AVSimulation. We then place virtual sensors on
the virtual vehicle. The MicroAutoBox (MAB) from DSpace acts like an ADAS ECU and sends
the requests directly to the vehicle’s actuators.

Openpilot integration in the VIL After integrating Openpilot with SCANeR, the second
part was to integrate Openpilot in the Vehicle-In-the-Loop test facility. Originally, VIL system
is based on SCANeR studio for the virtual environment and a MicroAutoBox is in the trunk to
allow to load control/ADAS systems we want to test. So the main issue is how we can send
information from Openpilot to the MicroAutoBox.

We needed to create a new python script bridge similar to the one used in the previous
chapter. In this script, messages and data from Openpilot are converted to CAN messages in
order to send them directly to the MicroAutoBox. Then in the MAB, a simple Simulink model
is in charge to transmit the right requests to the ECU.
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Figure 150: VIL architecture modified with Openpilot integration

3.5.3.2 Evaluation objectives

When implementing this POC, the main aim is about testing the methodology by analysing
three main aspects:

• Analysing the representativity of the methodology: By comparing similar scenarios in
fully virtual simulation and with the VIL, a score of representativity can be computed.
Such criteria can be established by comparing measured data between virtual and real
scenarios. These can be the trajectories of the ego, the gas and brake pedal command sent
by Openpilot or the detected distances between targets and the ego.

• Studying the repeatability of the algorithm: Using controlled scenario by using fully
virtual simulation or VIL architecture let us test the repeatability of Openpilot. Indeed the
same scenario can be replayed and then the responses of Openpilot can be tested. As the
AI relies sometimes on random calculation, we could expect that results obtained with
Openpilot can have differences for a same scenario. These differences can be quantified.

• Measuring the precision of the AI: Since the AI of Openpilot is used to get perception
and take decision, some of the steps of the algorithm can be evaluated. An example is
comparing detected distances between what Openpilot detects and the real ground truth
distance that can be obtained from SCANeR studio. The Openpilot algorithm works with
a messaging library (cereal) that let us extract some log information (such as the measured
distance) so that we can evaluate it to validate the system.

3.5.3.3 Scenario definition

In order to have a complete process of validation of the AI, there is a need of generating
the corresponding scenarios to play with Openpilot. The generated scenarios aim at two main
objectives :

• Representativity: The scenarios should be representative of a real situation that can
occur for Openpilot and the response of the system should be the same as it would be in
the real situation.
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• Coverage: The generated scenarios should be as much as exhaustive for having the best
coverage of the occurring situations (more precisely: the ODD (Operational Design Do-
main) of the system should be described and the chosen scenario should cover this ODD)

In the case of this POC, there has been three sources of scenario that are described below:

• Test plan generated scenario: Starting from a logical description of a simple situation
that can occur, a scenario is repeated varying some parameters to create a wide range of
concrete tests corresponding to this situation. An example would be the test of the emer-
gency braking function of Openpilot that detects any obstacles on the path and brakes.
Varying the type of obstacles, the speed of the vehicle and the weather conditions of the
scenario can lead to have various scenario cases to test. This kind of scenario better fits
to testing the robustness and the repeatability of the AI system.

• Long drive scenario: An other type of scenario that has been generated correspond to
having the system in a wider environment with several external actors. The various actors
trigger more complex situations that can challenge the AI system. This kind of scenario
has been generated to test Openpilot in SCANeR Studio for several kilometers in order to
detect some situations that would lead to accidents. This kind of scenario responds to the
coverage need of the scenario generation.

• Standard validation scenario (UTAC): The third source of scenario used to cover as
much as possible the ODD is the standard scenario issued from an official protocol test.
The main advantage is scenarios given in these type of protocols are concrete, so few
parameters can be modify and it is possible to evaluate the system according to a simple
reference.

Table 11 summarises the scenario definition chosen in this POC regarding the Generic PRISSMA’s
evaluation framework with one example for each type of scenario.

Table 11: Scenario definition for each type of scenario in the POC 3

Test plan scenario Long drive scenario Standard validation sce-
nario

Scene Infrastructure: Portion of
N104
Actors: Ego and leading ve-
hicles

Infrastructure : Straight long
road
Actors: Ego and diverse
type of objects (cars, pedes-
trians, obstacles)

Infrastructure: Highway
Actors: Ego and leading ve-
hicle

Event The leading vehicle does a
cut-out manoeuvre at the
middle of the scenario

Objects are crossing in front
of the ego vehicle

The leading vehicle is brak-
ing from 50km/h to 0km/h

Action The ego vehicle must cor-
rectly evaluate the distance
to the targets and adapt the
cruise speed

The ego vehicle should de-
tect the objects and brake to
avoid collision

The ego vehicle must brake
to avoid collision

Criteria The estimated distances and speed must be accurate and no collision should happen.
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3.5.3.4 Scenario configuration, algorithms and ground truth

• Scenario configuration: For each example of this POC, the scenarios have been config-
ured in SCANeR Studio to respect a defined ODD and OEDR. The terrains designed in
SCANeR Studio respect the highway ODD of the three cases. Varying the weather con-
dition has been done using the weather parameters of SCANeR to chose between normal
weather, snowy weather or foggy weather.

• Algorithms: Relying on Unreal Engine to compute the camera images lets us test the
computer vision part of Openpilot and the robustness of the bridge between SCANeR
Studio and Openpilot.

• Ground truth: The analyzing tools of SCANeR Studio (and using the export channels)
lets us extract the correct position and distances between vehicles. These measurements
are the core values that represent the ground truth which is compared with what Openpilot
evaluates.

3.5.3.5 Scenario execution and evaluation metrics for the three generated scenarios

The following paragraphs summarize the work that has been done to execute (Layer 2 of the
Generic PRISSMA’s evaluation framework) each scenario defined in the previous paragraph and
then the resulting evaluation metrics (Layer 3 of the Generic PRISSMA’s evaluation framework)

Test plan generated scenario For the scope of this POC, we studied one scenario where
the ego follows a vehicle that does a cut-out manoeuvre at the middle of the scenario. A specific
architecture has been implemented to replay and activate Openpilot exactly the same way during
several executions. The test plan replayed 7 times each scenario while varying the weather
condition (one normal condition, one fog condition and one snow condition). The resulting
detection shows disparity in distance precision regarding the weather condition.

Figure 151 shows the obtained result.
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Figure 151: The measured distances by Openpilot for several replays (in blue : the real distance, in red : Open-
pilot’s estimation)

When replaying 10 times the same scenario, the behaviour of Openpilot is slightly different,
hence a demonstration of the lack of repeatability of the AI in this case. Table 12 shows the
obtained metrics for 10 replays for each weather condition. This kind of obtained results should
be tested for each scenario case to ensure a complete validation of the AI with fixed threshold
to validate or not the system.

Table 12: Obtained metrics concerning the distance to target for a test plan generated scenarios with 10 replays
(only the first 4 replays are displayed)

Environment Normal Snow Fog

Accuracy (%) 3.0 2.4 2.4 3.0 ... 5.4 12.1 24.3 7.4 ... 11.4 10.9 12.3 11.4 ...
Mean : 2.9 Mean : 10.7 Mean : 11.8

RMSE (m) 4.6 3.6 4.7 4.8 ... 6.3 6.7 5.6 6.7 ... 16.5 16.1 15.5 17.1 ...
Mean : 4.55 Mean : 6.51 Mean : 16.35

Max err (m) 20.5 18.9 25.2 29.9 ... 29.0 46.4 30.1 52.4 ... 52.0 60.2 57.4 58.3 ...
Mean : 25.9 Mean : 36.1 Mean : 57.5

Std Dev (m) 2.52 4.12 3.52

An important part of the work still is to establish the scenario database to do such tests (the
ODD must be precisely defined for Openpilot and the coverage of the corresponding scenarios)
and to fix the corresponding threshold to validate the system. Moreover, the number of replays
to be done to have a reliable enough result should be correctly quantified. In the case of this
POC, doing 7 replays is sufficient to show that the variability is wide.
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Long drive scenario Another test has been done with Openpilot on a long drive (in the
virtual N104 terrain) where the driving system has been tested in front of different actors to test
the perception efficiency of Openpilot. Such a scenario lets the system explore the diversity
of situations that can occur. In this case, the chosen test lets Openpilot meet different kind of
objects

Table 13: Obtained metrics concerning detection behaviour of Openpilot for different objects

Detected object Detection Detection max distance Braking decision Distance to brake
Peugeot 308 (Grey) 4 86 m 8 -
Holden Astra (Red) 4 87 m 4 46 m

Opel Vivaro (Spring green) 4 79 m 4 52 m
Citroën C3 (Green) 4 86 m 4 51 m

Farm cow 4 123 m 8 -
Farm horse 4 106 m 8 -
Sewer plate 4 120 m 8 -
Tarmac hole 8 - 8 -

Speed limit sign 8 - 8 -
Speed bump 8 - 8 -

Crosswalk markings 8 - 8 -

Table 13 shows the kind of criterias to evaluate the perception of different objects. Through
a long drive scenario, the list of objects to be detected can be diversified and the resulting
detection distances can be more accurate through numerous replays.

Standard validation scenario Another scenario studied is from the Euro NCAP protocol
about Assisted Driving Grading lately published in January 2023. We chose the Car-to-Car Rear
braking scenario where a leading vehicle is driving at 50kph and the ego vehicle is following
with the ACC engaged.

Figure 152: Ego Speed comparison in red, in green the target vehicle speed
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Figure 153: Ego speed comparison in red

On the figures above the ego speed is displayed in red, they represent three different runs. We
can observe big differences in the figure 153 when the ego vehicle is approaching the leading
vehicle, these differences lead to a lower impact speed for the best case. The same thing happens
in figure 152 but the gap is smaller. Then, for the second test scenario, the Openpilot behavior
is different despite the test case is exactly the same.

3.5.4 POC 4

In this POC, that involves INRIA and Transpolis, we present the use of a new framework
based on Augmented Reality (AR) [156] as a tool to improve testing and validation of AI-based
algorithms. In particular, this POC shows how simulated environments and road actors (ve-
hicles, pedestrians, etc.) can play a fundamental role in the validation process by intervening
also in real testing to enrich otherwise simple scenarios. Virtual pedestrians or vehicles are
indeed easier to operate and can offer rich and active behaviours. Furthermore, replacing real
road actors with their virtual counterparts allows considering safety critical situations and sce-
narios presenting high collision risks without the corresponding danger. Virtual scenarios are
also repeatable and this is a key feature to reproduce experiments. Finally, as any element in
the considered scenario can be either real or virtual, AR testing offers a smooth transition from
simulation to actual testing. For these reasons, the proposed AR framework, by exploiting both
simulated and real systems, can be a fundamental testing solution for the validation of advanced
automotive software. In what follows we describe the different components of our POC, that
closely follow the three layers of the protocol presented in section 3.2.2.

3.5.4.1 System and Environment

Augmented Reality module - Our augmented reality system comprises four essential mod-
ules:

1. Virtual Environment: This module features a replica of the experimental vehicle within
a digital environment.
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2. Synchronization Module: Responsible for constantly updating the virtual twin’s position
and state to match the real vehicle.

3. Sensor Emulation: This module generates simulated outputs from virtual sensors and
seamlessly integrates them with the actual sensor outputs.

4. Visualization Component: Designed to assist testers in comprehending the AR scenario.

Figure 154: Augmented Reality framework.

Fig. 154 illustrates a schematic representation of our software framework. The real vehicle’s
sensor data dictates the pace of the virtual world. Consequently, all modules must operate in
real-time, with execution times significantly shorter than the sensor data update frequency. This
imposes a significant challenge on the design and implementation of the solution.

To begin, we create a virtual environment that is geo-spatially anchored using GPS coor-
dinates. Within this environment, we include a virtual counterpart of the test vehicle and any
virtual elements required for augmented reality. There are no restrictions on the nature, shape,
and dynamic model of the virtual elements; they can be as intricate as necessary for testing pur-
poses. Other than the virtual vehicle and test elements, the virtual environment remains empty,
eliminating the need for a background, ground plane, or representation of the actual test site.
This feature facilitates the deployment of our method in various locations with ease.

To maintain accurate synchronisation, the real-time position of the test vehicle must be con-
tinually estimated using a precise localisation system. This estimated position is then used to
position the virtual twin within the virtual environment. This straightforward synchronisation
approach offers flexibility and allows for the deployment of the AR system without requiring
any physical installation.

The virtual twin of the vehicle is equipped with a set of sensors that emulate the behavior
of the actual vehicle’s sensors. Achieving accurate, realistic, and real-time sensor emulation
is crucial. While the framework is versatile, our proof of concept (POC) focuses on LiDAR
sensors. These emulated LiDARs must provide object detection data in a point cloud format for
virtual objects. The generated point clouds are merged with the data from each corresponding
physical sensor. The merging process is a pivotal element of our AR framework: it must operate
in real-time despite the substantial data volume, adhere to a realistic sensor model, and faithfully
reproduce occlusions between the real and virtual worlds. For each sensor, this merging process
yields a new point cloud that represents the AR perception, which can then be transmitted to
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the software of the vehicle under test, replacing the actual sensor’s point cloud. This seamless
integration ensures that the use of AR does not disrupt the software under test.

Additionally, the virtual twin of the vehicle is equipped with a set of cameras mimicking
those on the actual vehicle. These virtual cameras capture images of virtual objects within the
simulator. These images are subsequently combined with the output from each corresponding
physical camera. This merging process produces a new image for each camera, representing
the AR perception. This approach provides testers with a convenient means of visualising the
AR scene. Although a photorealistic simulator and sophisticated image merging functions can
be used for AR perception with cameras, a simpler simulator with basic graphics and merging
procedures suffices for visualisation purposes.

INRIA’s autonomous Zoé platform and Transpolis testing site - Tests were conducted
with Inria’s Renault Zoé autonomous vehicle (Figure 155). It features a Velodyne HDL-64
on the roof, 3 Ibeo Lux LiDARs in front and 1 in the rear, Spectra SP90 RTK Dual antenna
GNSS, Xsens IMU for vehicle velocity and orientation, a stereo camera, and 2 IDS cameras.
LiDAR data is synchronised using the IBEO fusion box. The perception system runs on a trunk-
mounted PC with an Nvidia Titan X GPU, while automation processes are integrated into the
vehicle.

Figure 155: Transpolis, headquartered at Les Fromentaux, is a cutting-edge testing ground for future urban mobil-
ity, where vehicles and infrastructures undergo daily trials with advanced equipment and technologies [32].

The tests were held at the Transpolis testing facility at Les Fromentaux, mainly on a long
boulevard in the City area. This urban testing ground spans 30 hectares with a complex street
network covering 12 kilometres, including two six-lane boulevards. It features sections with
intersections, crossroads, parking slots, bus, and cycle lanes, accommodating diverse trans-
portation needs. It corresponds to the aimed ODD of the validated AV: an urban area with
velocities limited to 30 km/h.

The facility offers adjustable infrastructure, EV charging stations, dynamic signs, and various
road features for comprehensive testing. The main boulevard intersection, where the experiment
occurred, is a 6 by 6 lanes intersection. The experiments aimed to assess ego-vehicle behaviour,
focusing on autonomous control, collision avoidance, and obstacle response.

3.5.4.2 Scenarios description

To test our system, we have defined some critical scenarios where the (real) ego-vehicle has
to cross an intersection where the presence of other (virtual) vehicles may lead to collisions or
near-collisions. In particular, occlusions problems have been reproduced to test the perception
algorithms. More specifically, the scenarios include the ego-vehicle and four virtual actors: a
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fire truck, a bus, and two cars. The test unfolds in two phases, as also depicted in Figures 156
and 157. The scene, event, action, and criteria of the scenarios are here detailed.

1. The first scene is the ego-vehicle approaching an intersection in an urban area while
a bus and a car are simultaneously approaching from the right. Depending on initial
conditions, the event is a collision or near-collision occurring at the intersection. Based
on the information provided by the perception framework, the action that the ego-vehicle
can take is an emergency brake to try avoiding the collision. The car is initially occluded
by the bus, making it invisible to the LiDARs. If the ego-vehicle can avoid the bus without
braking, it might successively collide with the car.

2. The second scene is the ego-vehicle approaching the same intersection from the opposite
lane. Similarly to the first scene, a fire truck and a car approach from the right leading to
an event that can be a collision or a near-collision depending on the timing. The possible
action from the ego-vehicle is again represented by an emergency braking. However, this
time, contrary to the first scene, an emergency brake in front of the fire truck could result
in a collision with the car.

Figure 156: Gazebo (left) and ROS RViz (right) screenshots. The ego vehicle is the visible Renault Zoé crossing
the intersection from bottom right to top left on Gazebo and at the center of the ROS RViz visualization.

It is important to note that the Zoé’s behaviour is not predicted in advance while virtual
obstacles follow controlled trajectories. Our criteria for a successful scenario is that the Zoé’s
behaviour is impacted by its interactions with other actors (collision avoidance, emergency
breaking, collision).

3.5.4.3 Perception Algorithms

The depicted perception module relies on the use of probabilistic occupancy grids and Bayesian
fusion techniques. These methods are employed to create precise and detailed representations
of both occupancy and velocity.
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Figure 157: Plot of the actors position in the simulator during a scenario execution, abscissa is the x axis of the
simulator world frame and ordinate is the y axis. The ego vehicle, the Zoé, crosses twice the intersection from
right to left (x = 30 to x < �10, trajectory above) and left to right (x < �10 to x = 30, trajectory bellow). Bus01
and Car01 start their trajectories in the top side of the image (y > 20) and finish them at the bottom (y < �40).
Car02 and truck01 drive in the opposite direction, starting bottom (y < �40) and finishing top (y > 20).

In our POC, we illustrate the perception module using the CMCDOT framework, developed
by Inria [157]. CMCDOT serves as a comprehensive method inspired from Bayesian occupancy
filter framework and integrates abstract states and a conditional Monte Carlo technique. This
integration optimises velocity estimation focusing on relevant areas within the environment. It
covers various states, including static, dynamic, free, and unknown states. Each of these states
is associated with dedicated models, and the method explicitly takes into account uncertainties
and sensor coverage.

The CMCDOT module operates with three primary inputs:

• LiDAR point cloud data

• Observed occupancy grids or multiple grids from various sensors

• Ego-vehicle odometry

As a result of processing these inputs, the CMCDOT module generates the following output
grids:

1) Filtered occupancy grid: The instantaneous occupancy data from each sensor modal-
ity undergoes both temporal and spatial filtering. The CMCDOT occupancy filter, employing a
Bayesian update model, conducts local occupancy filtering while also tracking changes in occu-
pancy using a Monte Carlo approach. This process yields filtered occupancy grids and velocity
grids.

2) Velocity grid: This grid provides a visual representation of stationary elements (shown
in white) and dynamic obstacles (represented in various colors). The intensity of each color
indicates the speed of the obstacle, while the color itself signifies its direction of motion.
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Figure 158: The DWA (Dynamic Window Approach) grid forecasts occupancy by projecting cells based on ve-
locity, handling noise, and combining sensor data. It provides foresight into future occupancies, merging path
planning and obstacle avoidance to enhance comprehension of dynamic environments.

3) DWA (Dynamic Window Approach) grid: This grid is a vital predictive model. It uses
essential data, including occupancy probabilities and estimated velocity (Figure 158), to project
cells based on velocity, representing movement. Cells are divided into particles with specific
accelerations and angular velocities to handle noise and uncertainties.

This grid functions as a probabilistic distribution, offering insights into future occupancies
within three seconds. It combines occupancy data from various sensors, creating a unified rep-
resentation that evolves over time. The LiDAR-derived velocity grid remains the most accurate
motion estimation. The DWA prediction grid visualises occupancy predictions over time, with
static objects in white and moving ones in colored representations based on estimated arrival
times. To ensure safety near moving objects, it introduces significant uncertainty, resulting
in predicted occupancy clouds, accounting for potential variations and uncertainties in object
movement.

3.5.4.4 Ground truth generation

The evaluation method of our results is based on a similarity evaluation of the perception
output with a ground truth using the metric from [27]. We generated ground truth occupancy
grids for the perception module (CMCDOT) using a satellite image of Transpolis facility and
actors data from the AR simulator, stored in rosbags. By using the augmented reality frame-
work, during the scenarios, all dynamic objects are virtual actors. They are controlled by the
simulator, therefore, their state (position, orientation, speed, footprint) is known for each mo-
ment of the test. They are geolocalized on the satellite image of Transpolis facility and their
footprint is drawn on it (coloured boxes in 159 and 160).

The remaining elements of the environment is the permanent environment of Transpolis.
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Figure 159: A bus approaches the ego-vehicle (blue box in the left image) but stops and avoids collision. However,
an occluded car from behind this approaching bus collides with ego-vehicle. All dynamic objects in the scenario
are virtual actors.

Figure 160: The ego-vehicle (blue box in the left image) applies emergency brakes and avoids collision with a fire
truck. All dynamic objects in the scenario are virtual actors.

We manually labelled a satellite image of the facility to have a segmentation between static
obstacles (white boxes in 159 and 160) and free space (satellite view background in 159 and
160)

In the same way we used the AR framework to merge a real environment with dynamic vir-
tual actors during the test scenario, we generated a corresponding ground truth by merging a
static ground truth of transpolis facility with the ground truth data of the actors from the simu-
lator. Finally, using the Zoé geolocation during the test scenarios, an approximation of ground
truth occupancy grid, fitting the dimensions of the CMCDOT grids, is cropped from the satellite
image around the vehicle, corresponding to the specific timestamp in the experimentation.

During a scenario execution, the CMCDOT updates and publishes its inference of the envi-
ronment every 100ms, we create a ground truth for each of this inference occupancy grids.
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Topic name Topic type Description
/zoe/velodyne points sensor msgs/PointCloud2 Point clouds of the Velodyne HDL-64 LiDAR
/zoe/lux right sensor msgs/PointCloud2

Point clouds of the front right, front center, front left and rear Ibeo Lux LiDARs/zoe/lux center sensor msgs/PointCloud2
/zoe/lux left sensor msgs/PointCloud2
/zoe/lux rear sensor msgs/PointCloud2
/temp/zoe/velodyne packets velodyne msgs/VelodyneScan Raw data measurements from the Velodyne HDL-64
/zoe/classified cloud sensor msgs/PointCloud2 Merged point cloud from the 5 LiDARs with classification of ground
/zoe/us right sensor msgs/Range

Front ultrasonic range sensors/zoe/us center sensor msgs/Range
/zoe/us left sensor msgs/Range
/zoe/sp90 fix sensor msgs/NavSatFix

Satellite localization of the Zoé
/zoe/sp90 time reference sensor msgs/TimeReference
/zoe/fix sensor msgs/NavSatFix
/zoe/fix common gps common/GPSFix
/zoe/raw fix sensor msgs/NavSatFix
/zoe/camera front/image rect color sensor msgs/Image Images stream of the front camera
/zoe/camera front/camera info sensor msgs/CameraInfo Information about the camera and its calibration
/zoe/imu/mag sensor msgs/MagneticField Magnetic compass of the Zoé IMU
/zoe/imu/data sensor msgs/Imu IMU data (orientation, angular velocity and linear acceleration)
/navigation/dwa result dwa dynamic planner/Trajectory Current trajectory of the Zoé generated by the local planner
/navigation/planner result dwa dynamic planner/PlannerResult Status information on the local planner/navigation/planner status dwa dynamic planner/PlannerStatus
/zoe/velocity grid e motion perception msgs/VelocityGrid Grid of velocity vectors of the dynamic cells
/zoe/state grid e motion perception msgs/FloatOccupancyGrid Grid of filtered probability of occupied, dynamic, static and unknown
/zoe/occ grid e motion perception msgs/FloatOccupancyGrid Grid from one LiDAR point cloud of probabilities of occupied and unknown. Output of the LiDAR sensor model
/zoe/control/refs ros zoe msgs/ControlRefs Throttle, brake and steering commands sent to the hardware controller of the Zoé for automated driving
/tf tf2 msgs/TFMessage Dynamic and static transforms of the frames of the Zoé/tf static tf2 msgs/TFMessage
/zoe/velocity geometry msgs/TwistStamped Velocity of the Zoé/zoe/speed geometry msgs/TwistStamped
/zoe/pose geometry msgs/PoseWithCovarianceStamped Filtered Pose of the Zoé by a Kalman filter. Relative to a world fixed frame
/gazebo/set model state gazebo msgs/ModelState

States and status of the virtual Actors in Gazebo/gazebo/link states gazebo msgs/LinkStates
/gazebo/model states gazebo msgs/ModelStates
/gazebo scenario/rosparam std msgs/String JSON serialization of all ROS parameters of the Zoé
/gazebo scenario/scenario std msgs/String JSON serialization of the scenario description and parameters

Table 14: Topics recorded during the experiment using the tool rosbag.

3.5.4.5 Data recording

To record and store the data from the experiment, we used the tool rosbag designed for ROS.
Firstly, The rosbag recorder listen to a list of requested topics and read every messages sent (i.e.
messages exchanged by the ROS nodes such as the LiDAR driver, CMCDOT node, GPS driver,
local planner node). It stores a timestamped serialization of each message in a binary file called
bag. In a second time, the rosbag player can read the messages stored in the rosbag and publish
them on their respective topics to replay the recording. The player uses the timestamp of the
messages to publish them in order and at the right simulated time. Table 14 shows a list of the
topics recorded during the experiments.

3.5.4.6 Integration with Robot Operating System (ROS) framework

The software architecture of the Zoé has been designed using the robotic framework ROS
(Robot Operating System), under version melodic. When using ROS, the software components
of a robotic system are separated in nodes that communicate by sending messages on typed
topic. For example, the LiDAR driver sends point cloud messages on the lidar topic, then the
CMCDOT node listen to this topic to read the LiDAR measurements and it publishes its output
grids on their respective topics.

ROS provides several useful tools for data visualization, logging and debugging, package
building, simulation (Gazebo) and data recording and storage.

3.5.4.7 Evaluation and validation of the perception

The third and last layer of the protocol proposed in Section 3.2.2 is the evaluation and valida-
tion stage based on the identified metrics. By exploiting the generated ground truth, the metric
introduced in [27] and presented in Section 3.3, may be adopted to assess the correspondence
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between the perception module’s output and the ground truth. While conducting the experi-
ments at Transpolis, we used the CMCDOT as perception module and all its occupancy grids
were recorded, along with the necessary data for constructing the ground truth (obtained from
the simulator). For each occupancy grid produced by the CMCDOT, we generate a correspond-
ing ground truth with the same parameters as those applied to CMCDOT’s occupancy grids.
Subsequently, the metric from [27] can be used to evaluate the similarity between those grids.
By performing this procedure on a significant number of scenarios we can statistically evaluate
perception performance within the scenario context (i.e. crossing of an intersection in an urban
area). As described in [27], the metric is suitable for a validation process. It assesses the simi-
larity by considering the behavior of the AV navigating through the grids, effectively evaluating
how closely driving using the perception grid aligns with driving using the ground truth.
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4 Final Considerations

In conclusion, this deliverable constitutes a fundamental pillar of the PRISSMA project. It
provides a comprehensive overview of the testing, evaluation, and validation aspects of func-
tions, components, systems, and system-of-systems for automated driving. Beyond addressing
the evaluation and validation of AI-based systems and components, this deliverable also delves
into the complex subject of verifying and validating tools and models used in evaluation and
validation platforms. The methodology proposed in this deliverable complements the state of
the art and expands the spectrum of existing evaluation and validation methodologies.

The PRISSMA methodology is cross-cutting and encompasses the creation of a taxonomy
for generating an Operational Design Domain (ODD) used to define relevant and representa-
tive test scenes and scenarios. This ensures a sufficient coverage of encountered situations.
The evaluation protocol presented here serves as a structured framework designed to validate
the simulation framework, providing an integrated approach to simulation in a homologation
process that represents a significant departure from conventional procedures.

This methodology is implemented and applied to several use cases through five proof-of-
concepts. This implementation demonstrates the practical application of the evaluation pro-
tocol, highlighting the adaptability and versatility of the simulation protocol across various
scenarios. Each proof-of-concept illustrates the efficiency of the protocol in assessing the per-
formance of different components and systems using AI, involved in automated mobility ser-
vices. The application of the PRISSMA methodology aims to provide tools, models, metrics,
and procedures ensuring the robustness, safety, and reliability of AI in diverse applications and
use cases.

Furthermore, the validation proposal for each component of the simulation framework un-
derscores the rigorous testing and validation procedures employed. The validation results serve
as evidence of the framework’s ability to accurately simulate real-world scenarios, reproduc-
ing the complexities and nuances encountered during open-road testing, XIL experiments, and
track tests conducted in WP3.

In the future, this deliverable will serve as a foundation and a pathway for the improvement,
optimisation, and extension of evaluation and validation protocols in simulation environments.
The collaborative efforts involved in its development reflect our commitment to ensuring the
safety, efficiency, and progress of automated and autonomous vehicles, promoting innovation
while adhering to strict standards of quality and compliance.
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L. Leal-Taixé, “Motchallenge: A benchmark for single-camera multiple target tracking,”
International Journal of Computer Vision, vol. 129, no. 4, pp. 845–881, 2021.

[154] T. Sato and Q. A. Chen, “Towards driving-oriented metric for lane detection models,” in
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
2022, pp. 17 153–17 162.

[155] S. Glaser, B. Vanholme, S. Mammar, D. Gruyer, and L. Nouveliere, “Maneuver-based
trajectory planning for highly autonomous vehicles on real road with traffic and driver
interaction,” IEEE Transactions on intelligent transportation systems, vol. 11, no. 3, pp.
589–606, 2010.

[156] T. Genevois, J.-B. Horel, A. Renzaglia, and C. Laugier, “Augmented Reality on
LiDAR data: Going beyond Vehicle-in-the-Loop for Automotive Software Validation,”
in IV 2022 - 33rd IEEE Intelligent Vehicles Symposium IV. Aachen, Germany: IEEE,
Jun. 2022, pp. 1–6. [Online]. Available: https://hal.inria.fr/hal-03703227

222

https://github.com/ultralytics/yolov5
https://github.com/ultralytics/yolov5
https://github.com/ultralytics/ultralytics
https://hal.inria.fr/hal-03703227


[L2.7] Verification, Evaluation, Validation
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