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Abstract—Autonomous vehicles in a platoon determine the
control inputs based on the system state information collected
and shared by the Internet of Things (IoT) devices. Deep
Reinforcement Learning (DRL) is regarded as a potential method
for car-following control and has been mostly studied to support
a single following vehicle. However, it is more challenging to learn
an efficient car-following policy with convergence stability when
there are multiple following vehicles in a platoon, especially with
unpredictable leading vehicle behavior. In this context, we adopt
an integrated DRL and Dynamic Programming (DP) approach
to learn autonomous platoon control policies, which embeds the
Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient (DDPG) algorithm into a
finite-horizon value iteration framework. Although the DP frame-
work can improve the stability and performance of DDPG, it has
the limitations of lower sampling and training efficiency. In this
paper, we propose an algorithm, namely Finite-Horizon-DDPG
with Sweeping through reduced state space using Stationary
approximation (FH-DDPG-SS), which uses three key ideas to
overcome the above limitations, i.e., transferring network weights
backward in time, stationary policy approximation for earlier
time steps, and sweeping through reduced state space. In order
to verify the effectiveness of FH-DDPG-SS, simulation using
real driving data is performed, where the performance of FH-
DDPG-SS is compared with those of the benchmark algorithms.
Finally, platoon safety and string stability for FH-DDPG-SS are
demonstrated.

Index Terms—Platoon Control; Deep Reinforcement Learning;
Dynamic Programming

I. INTRODUCTION

As a key application scenario of Internet of Vehicles (IoV)
[1], vehicle platooning has progressed dramatically thanks
to the development of Cooperative Adaptive Cruise Control
(CACC) and advanced Internet of Things (IoT) technologies
in various fields [2]–[7]. Autonomous platoon control aims
to determine the control inputs for the following autonomous
vehicles so that all the vehicles move at the same speed
while maintaining the desired distances between each pair of
preceding and following vehicles. The autonomous vehicles
are considered to have L3 to L5 driving automation as defined
by the Society of Automotive Engineers (SAE) classification
standard [8]. A well-designed platoon controller is able to
increase road capacity, reduce fuel consumption, as well as
enhance driving safety and comfort [9], [10].

Platoon controllers have been proposed based on classical
control theory, such as linear controller, H∞ controller, and
Sliding Mode Controller (SMC) [9], [11], [12]. Platoon con-
trol is essentially a Sequential Stochastic Decision Problem
(SSDP), where a sequence of decisions have to be made over a
specific time horizon for a dynamic system whose states evolve
in the face of uncertainty. To solve such an SSDP problem,

a few existing works relied on the Model Predictive Control
(MPC) method [10], [13]–[17], where the trajectories of the
leading vehicles are predicted by a model.

Although the MPC controller provides some safety guar-
antees to the control policy, the control performance is still
restricted by the accuracy of the model itself. As another
promising method, Reinforcement Learning (RL) can learn an
optimal control policy directly from experience data by trial
and error without requiring the stochastic properties of the un-
derlying SSDP model [18]–[20]. Moreover, the more powerful
Deep Reinforcement Learning (DRL) methods can deal with
the curse-of-dimensionality problem of RL by approximating
the value functions as well as policy functions using deep
neural networks [21], [22]. In recent years, research on DRL
has made significant progress and many popular DRL algo-
rithms have been proposed, including value-based methods
such as Deep Q Network (DQN) [23] and Double DQN [24];
and actor-critic methods such as Deep Deterministic Policy
Gradient (DDPG) [25], Asynchronous Advantage Actor-Critic
(A3C) [26], and Trust Region Policy Optimization (TRPO)
[27]. The RL/DRL algorithms have been applied to solve the
platoon control problem in a few recent literature [28]–[37].

To elaborate, most of the contributions have addressed the
car-following control problem of supporting a single following
vehicle. An adaptive Proportional-Integral (PI) controller is
presented in [29] whose parameters are tuned based on the
state of the vehicle according to the control policy learned
by actor-critic with kernel machines. However, the PI con-
troller needs to predefine the candidate set of parameters
before learning. In order to avoid this problem, an adaptive
controller with parameterized batch actor-critic is proposed
in [30]. A few works improve the RL/DRL-based control
policy by modelling/predicting the leading vehicle (leader)’s
behavior [31], [32]. In [31], a predictive controller based
on the classical DRL algorithm DDPG [25] is presented as
an alternative to the MPC controller, which uses advanced
information about future speed reference values and road
grade changes. The human driving data has been used in
[33], [34] to help RL/DRL achieve improved performance. In
[35], the DDPG is applied for car-following control problem
taking into account the acceleration-related delay, where the
leader is assumed to drive at a constant speed. The proposed
algorithm is used for comparing the performance of DRL and
MPC for Adaptive Cruise Control (ACC)-based car-following
control problems in [36]. It is shown that DDPG has more
advantages over MPC in the presence of uncertainties. In [37],
a deterministic promotion RL method is proposed to improve
training efficiency, where the direction of action exploration is
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evaluated by a normalization-based function and the evaluated
direction works as a model-free search guide in return.

Meanwhile, DRL-based platoon control with multiple fol-
lowing vehicles has only been studied in a few recent works
[38]–[40]. Based on Predecessor-Leader Following (PLF)
topology, a CACC-based control algorithm using DDPG is
proposed in [38]. While DDPG is the most widely used
algorithm in the existing DRL-based car-following con-
trollers [31], [34]–[36], [38], it is shown that although
DDPG performs well in the single following vehicle system,
it is more difficult to learn an efficient control policy with
convergence stability in a platoon system where there are
multiple following vehicles and unpredictable leading vehicle
behavior [39], [40]. To address this problem, the DDPG-based
technique is invoked in [39] for determining the parameters
of Optimal Velocity Model (OVM) instead of directly deter-
mining the accelerations. Meanwhile, [40] proposes a Hybrid
Car-Following Strategy (HCFS) that selects the best actions
derived from the DDPG controller and the linear controller,
which is used to determine vehicle acceleration in the platoon.
By combining with the classical control solutions, the
performances are improved in [39], [40]. However, the
classical controllers also limit the performance of the above
solutions, especially in the complex driving environment
with random disturbance and non-linear system dynamics.

In this context, we adopt an integrated DRL and Dynamic
Programming (DP) approach to improve the convergence
stability and performance of DDPG-based platoon control
policy without resorting to the help of the classical con-
trollers. Specifically, we propose an algorithm that builds upon
the Finite-Horizon DDPG (FH-DDPG) algorithm that was
applied for the energy management of microgrids [41]. FH-
DDPG addresses the unstable training problem of DDPG in a
finite-horizon setting by using two key ideas: backward induc-
tion and time-dependent actors/critics. The DDPG algorithm
is embedded into a finite-horizon value iteration framework,
and a pair of actor and critic networks are trained for each
time step by backward induction. It has been demonstrated
in [41] that compared with DDPG, FH-DDPG is much more
stable and achieves better performance.

However, FH-DDPG also suffers from some limitations that
can be considered as the “side-effects” of its DP framework,
i.e., low sampling efficiency and training efficiency. Firstly,
since FH-DDPG has to train K actor and critic networks
for a finite-horizon problem with K time steps, the sampling
efficiency of FH-DDPG is 1/K that of DDPG. Specifically, for
E episodes of training experience, the actor and critic networks
of DDPG are trained with EK data entries, while each pair of
the K actor and critic networks in FH-DDPG is only trained
with E data entries at the corresponding time step. Secondly,
FH-DDPG has to sweep through the entire state space when
training the actor and critic networks at each time step. As
a result, the exhaustive sweeps approach considers a large
portion of the inconsequential states, resulting in many wasted
training updates.

To address the above two limitations in FH-DDPG
and improve the sampling and training efficiency, we use
three key ideas in our proposed DRL algorithm for platoon

control, namely FH-DDPG with Sweeping through reduced
state space using Stationary policy approximation (FH-DDPG-
SS). The contributions of this paper are itemized next and an
approach summary of related works on DRL-based platoon
controller design is given in Table I to describe characteristics
of existing methods and highlight the contributions of our
proposed algorithm.
• To overcome the first limitation of FH-DDPG, i.e., the

low sampling efficiency, we propose two key ideas,
namely transferring network weights backward in
time and stationary policy approximation for earlier
time steps. The first key idea is to transfer the trained
actor and critic network weights at time step k+1 to the
initial network weights at time step k. The second key
idea is using FH-DDPG to train the actors and critics
from time steps K to m+1, and then train a single pair
of actor and critic networks using DDPG from time steps
1 to m, where the initial target network weights are set to
the trained actor and critic network weights at time step
m+ 1.

• To address the second limitation of FH-DDPG, i.e., the
wasteful updates due to exhaustive sweeps, we propose
the third key idea, namely sweeping through reduced
state space. Specifically, we train and test a “kick-off”
policy to obtain a more refined state space. By sweeping
through the reduced state space, the training efficiency
and performance are enhanced as agents can focus on
learning the states that good policies frequently visit.

• To implement the above three key ideas, the FH-DDPG-
SS algorithm is proposed to combine and integrate the
three improvements for FH-DDPG.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. The
system model is introduced in Section II. Section III for-
mulates the SSDP model for platoon control. The proposed
DRL algorithms to solve the SSDP model are presented in
Section IV. In Section V, the performance of FH-DDPG-
SS is compared with those of the benchmark algorithms by
simulation. Moreover, platoon safety and string stability are
demonstrated. Section VI concludes the paper.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

We consider a platoon control problem with a number
of N > 2 vehicles, i.e., V = {0, 1, · · · , N − 1}, wherein
the position, velocity and acceleration of a following vehi-
cle (follower) i ∈ V\{0} at time t are denoted by pi(t),
vi(t), and acci(t), respectively. Here pi(t) represents the one-
dimensional position of the center of the front bumper of
vehicle i. Each follower i is manipulated by a distributed
car-following policy of a DRL controller with Vehicle-to-
Everything (V2X) communications.

Each vehicle i ∈ V obeys the dynamics model described by
a first-order system.

ṗi(t) = vi(t), (1)

v̇i(t) = acci(t), (2)

˙acci(t) = −
1

τi
acci(t) +

1

τi
ui(t), (3)
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TABLE I
APPROACH SUMMARY OF RELATED WORKS ON RL/DRL-BASED PLATOON CONTROLLER DESIGN

Scenario Approach References General description

Single following vehicle RL/DRL [29]–[37]
DDPG is the most widely used DRL algorithm and performs well in the single following
vehicle system. However, it is more difficult to learn an efficient control policy with
convergence stability in a platoon system where there are multiple following vehicles and
unpredictable leading vehicle behavior.

Multiple following vehicles

DDPG [38]

DDPG-OVM [39] By combining with the classical control solutions, the performance of DDPG is improved.
However, the classical controllers also limit the performance of these solutions, especially in the
complex driving environment with random disturbance and non-linear system dynamics

HCFS [40]

FH-DDPG-SS Proposed We adopt an integrated DRL and DP approach to improve the convergence stability and
performance of DDPG-based platoon control policy without resorting to the help of the classical
controllers. We also use three key ideas to overcome the limitations of the DP framework and
improve the sampling efficiency and training efficiency.

where τi is a time constant representing driveline dynamics
and ui(t) is the vehicle control input (commanded accelera-
tion) at time t. In order to ensure driving safety and comfort,
the following constraints are applied

accmin ≤ acci(t) ≤ accmax, (4)

umin ≤ ui(t) ≤ umax, (5)

where accmin and accmax are the acceleration limits, while
umin and umax are the control input limits.

The headway of follower i at time t, i.e., bumper-to-
bumper distance between follower i and its preceding vehicle
(predecessor) i− 1, is denoted by di(t) with

di(t) = pi−1(t)− pi(t)− Li−1, (6)

where Li−1 is the the body length of vehicle i− 1.
We adopt Constant Time-Headway Policy (CTHP) in this

paper, i.e., follower i aims to maintain a desired headway
dr,i(t), which satisfies

dr,i(t) = ri + hivi(t), (7)

where ri is a standstill distance for safety of follower i and hi
is a constant time gap of follower i which represents the time
that it takes for follower i to bridge the distance in between the
vehicles i and i− 1 when continuing to drive with a constant
velocity.

The control errors, i.e., gap-keeping error epi(t) and velocity
error evi(t) of follower i are defined as

epi(t) = di(t)− dr,i(t), (8)

evi(t) = vi−1(t)− vi(t). (9)

III. SSDP MODEL FOR PLATOON CONTROL

An SSDP can be formulated to determine the vehicle’s con-
trol action. The time horizon is discretized into time intervals
of length T seconds (s), and a time interval [(k − 1)T, kT )
amounts to a time step k, k = 1, 2, · · · ,K, where K is the
total number of time steps. In the rest of the paper, we will
use xk := x((k − 1)T ) to represent any variable x at time
(k − 1)T .

In the following, the state space, action space, system
dynamics model, and reward function of the SSDP model are
presented, respectively.

A. State Space
At each time step k ∈ {1, 2, · · · ,K}, the controller of

follower i determines the vehicle control input ui,k, based
on the observations of the system state. vi,k and acci,k can
be measured locally, while epi,k and evi,k can be measured
through a radar unit mounted at the front of the vehicle. Thus,
the state that the follower i can obtain locally is denoted by
xi,k = [epi,k, evi,k, acci,k]

T.
Additionally, the follower i can obtain the driving sta-

tus xj,k and control input uj,k of the other vehicles j ∈
V\{i} via V2X communications. In this paper, we adopt
the Predecessors Following (PF) information topology, in
which acci−1,k and ui−1,k are transmitted to the follower
i ∈ V\{0}. It has been proved in our previous work that
the optimal policy of the SSDP model with the preceding
vehicle’s acceleration acci−1,k and control input ui−1,k in
the state performs at least as well as the optimal policy
for the SSDP model which does not include this informa-
tion [5]. Thus, the system state for the follower i is de-
noted as: Si,k = [xi,k, acci−1,k, ui−1,k]

T. The state space
is S = {Si,k|epi,k, evi,k ∈ [−∞,∞], acci,k, acci−1,k ∈
[accmin, accmax], ui−1,k ∈ [umin, umax]}.

B. Action Space
The control input ui,k of the follower i ∈ V\{0} is regarded

as the action at the time step k1. The action space is A =
{ui,k|ui,k ∈ [umin, umax]}.

C. System Dynamics Model
The system dynamics are derived in discrete time on the

basis of forward Euler discretization. Note that for the leader
0, ep0,k = ev0,k = 0, thus the system dynamics model evolves
in discrete time according to

x0,k+1 = A0x0,k +B0u0,k, (10)

where

A0 =

0 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 1− T

τ0

 , B0 =

 0
0
T
τ0

 . (11)

1An action is normally denoted as a in the RL literature. In this paper, we
adopt the convention in the optimal control literature and denote the action
as u for consistency.
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For the follower i ∈ V\{0} in the platoon, we have

xi,k+1 = Aixi,k +Biui,k + Ciacci−1,k, (12)

where

Ai =

1 T −hiT
0 1 −T
0 0 1− T

τi

 , Bi =
 0
0
T
τi

 , Ci =
0T
0

 . (13)

D. Reward Function

Reward function can guide the optimization objectives and
has an impact on the convergence of the DRL algorithm.
Our objective is to minimize gap-keeping error epi,k and
velocity error evi,k to achieve the platoon control target while
penalizing control input ui,k to reduce the fuel consumption
and the jerk to improve the driving comfort. Note that the jerk
is the change rate in acceleration, which is given by

ji,k =
acci,k+1 − acci,k

T
= − 1

τi
acci,k +

1

τi
ui,k, (14)

where the second equality is due to the forward Euler dis-
cretization of (3).

Although the quadratic cost function is normally adopted
in optimal control problems, it is found that it does not work
well for DDPG algorithm as the sudden large changes of
reward values often decrease its training stability. Therefore,
an absolute-value cost function is adopted for DDPG in
[35], [36], [40] to improve its performance. However, we
found that the absolute-value cost function could hinder the
further performance improvement when the control errors are
relatively small. Therefore, we design a Huber loss function
[42] as the reward function for each follower i ∈ V\{0}, which
is given by

R(Si,k, ui,k) =

{
rabs, if rabs < ε
rqua, if rabs ≥ ε

, (15)

where

rabs = −{|
epi,k
êp,max

|+ a| evi,k
êv,max

|+ b| ui,k
umax

|+ c| ji,k
2accmax/T

|},

rqua = −λ{(epi,k)2 + a(evi,k)
2 + b(ui,k)

2 + c(ji,kT )
2},

where ε is the reward threshold, êp,max and êv,max are the
nominal maximum control errors such that it is larger than
most possible control errors. λ is the reward scale. a, b and c
are the positive weights and can be adjusted to determine the
relative importance of minimizing the gap-keeping error, the
velocity error, the control input and the jerk.

Thus, the expected cumulative reward Jπi of the follower
i over the finite time horizon K under a policy πi can be
expressed as

Jπi = Eπi [

K∑
k=1

γk−1R(Si,k, ui,k)], (18)

where γ is the reward discount factor.
The ultimate objective is to find the optimal policy π∗i that

maximizes the expected cumulative reward Jπi , i.e.,

π∗i = argmax
πi

Jπi . (19)

IV. DRL ALGORITHMS

To solve the above SSDP, we propose a DRL algorithm
which improves on the FH-DDPG algorithm [41]. In the
following, we will first provide a brief introduction to the
FH-DDPG algorithm, and then elaborate on the proposed
improvements.

A. FH-DDPG

FH-DDPG is a combination of DRL and DP, where the
DDPG algorithm is embedded into a finite-horizon value
iteration framework. It is designed to solve finite-horizon
SSDP and improve the stability of the DDPG algorithm.

DDPG is a well-known DRL algorithm widely applied to
continuous control. It trains both a pair of actor and critic
networks, i.e., µ(Sk|θµ) and Q(Sk, uk|θQ), to derive the
optimal policy µ∗(s|θµ) and the corresponding action-value
(Q-value) Q∗(Sk, uk|θQ), respectively [25]. The action-value
is defined as the expected cumulative discounted reward from
time step k: Q(Sk, uk|θQ) = Eπ[

∑∞
k′=k γ

k′−kR(Sk′ , uk′)].
Experience replay is adopted in DDPG to enable stable and
robust learning. When the replay buffer is full, the oldest
sample will be discarded before a new sample is stored in
the buffer. A minibatch from the buffer is sampled at each
time step in order to update the actor and critic networks.
DDPG creates a copy of the actor and critic networks as
target networks, i.e., µ′(Sk+1|θµ

′
) and Q′(Sk+1, uk+1|θQ

′
),

to calculate the target values. The critic network is updated
by minimizing the Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) Lk =
R(Sk, uk)+γQ

′(Sk+1, µ
′(Sk+1|θµ

′
)|θQ′

)−Q(Sk, uk|θQ) us-
ing the sampled gradient descent with respect to θQ. The actor
network is updated by using the sampled deterministic policy
gradient ascent on Q(Sk, µ(Sk|θµ)|θQ) with respect to θµ. In
order to improve the stability of learning, the weights of these
target networks are updated by soft target update, where the
target networks are constrained to slowly track the learned
networks.

DDPG is designed to solve the infinite-horizion SSDPs,
where the actors and critics are the same for every time
step. On the other hand, the optimal policies and the cor-
responding action-values are normally time-dependent in a
finite-horizon setting [43]. Therefore, there are K actors and
critics in FH-DDPG for an SSDP with K time steps. As
shown in Fig.1, FH-DDPG starts by having the myopic policy
µ∗K(SK) = µmo(SK) as the optimal policy with the terminal
reward RK for the final time step K. And then, the finite
horizon value iteration starts from time step K − 1, and uses
backward induction to iteratively derive the optimal policy
µ∗k(Sk|θµk) and the action-value Q∗k(Sk, uk|θQk) for each
time step k, until it reaches the first time step k = 1. In
each time step, an algorithm similar to DDPG is adopted
to solve a one-period MDP in which an episode only con-
sists of two time steps. However, different from DDPG,
the target actor network µ′k(Sk+1|θµ

′
k) and critic network

Q′k(Sk+1, uk+1|θQ
′
k) of the current time step k are fixed

and set as the trained actor network µk+1(Sk+1|θµk+1) and
critic network Qk+1(Sk+1, uk+1|θQk+1) of the next time step
k + 1. This greatly increases the stability and performance of
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the algorithm. The pseudocode of the FH-DDPG algorithm
is given in Appendix A. Note that in each time step, the
DDPG− FT function is used to train the respective actor
and critic networks, where DDPG− FT is the abbreviation
for DDPG with fixed targets.
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Fig. 1. FH-DDPG framework.

B. Improving sampling efficiency

For a finite-time horizon consisting of K time steps, when
both DDPG and FH-DDPG are trained for E episodes, a total
of EK data entries are generated from the experience data
as a data entry is generated per time step. Since DDPG has
a single pair of actor and critic networks, all the EK data
entries are used to train this pair of networks. Meanwhile,
there are K pairs of actor and critic networks in FH-DDPG.
For each time step k, the corresponding pair of actor and critic
networks is trained only with the E data entries of time step k.
Therefore, the sampling efficiency of FH-DDPG is only 1/K
of that of DDPG. To improve sampling efficiency, two key
ideas are proposed in the following.

1) Transferring network weights backward in time:
In FH-DDPG, the actor µi,k(Si,k|θµi,k) and the critic
Qi,k(Si,k, ui,k|θQi,k) at each time step k are trained with
random initial parameters. Inspired by the parameter-transfer

approach in transfer learning [44], we transfer the trained actor
and critic network weights at time step k + 1, i.e., θµi,k+1

and θQi,k+1 to the initial network weights at time step k, i.e.,
θµi,k and θQi,k respectively. Thus, although µi,k(Si,k|θµi,k)
and Qi,k(Si,k, ui,k|θQi,k) are trained based on the E data
entries of the E episodes at time step k, the trainings are
built upon the initial weights θµi,k+1 and θQi,k+1 , which were
in turn trained based on the E data entries of the E episodes
at time step k+1 and built upon the initial weights θµi,k+2 and
θQi,k+2 . In this way, the actor and critic networks at time step
k are actually trained from the experiences of the E(K − k)
data entries of the E episodes from time steps k to K, instead
of only the E data entries as in FH-DDPG. The proposed
algorithm is given in Algorithm 1, namely FH-DDPG with
Network weights transferring Backward in time (FH-DDPG-
NB).

Algorithm 1 FH-DDPG-NB algorithm
1: Randomly initialize actor and critic network weights as
θµ0 and θQ0

2: Set µ∗i,K(Si,K) = µmo(Si,K) for the final time step K
3: for k = K − 1, · · · , 1 do
4: if k = K − 1 then
5: θµi = θµ0 and θQi = θQ0

6: else
7: θµi = θµi,k+1 and θQi = θQi,k+1

8: end if
9: θµi,k , θQi,k ← DDPG− FT(θµi , θQi , θµ

′
i , θQ

′
i , k)

10: Update the target network:

θµ
′
i ← θµi,k , θQ

′
i ← θQi,k

11: end for
12: return {θµi,k , θQi,k}K−1k=1

2) Stationary policy approximation for earlier time steps:
Although the action-values are generally time-dependent for
the finite-horizon control problems, there is a vanishing dif-
ference in action-values when the horizon length is sufficiently
large [45]. Taking the finite-horizon Linear Quadratic Regula-
tor (LQR) as an example, the action-value gradually converges
to the steady-state value as the time step k decreases from the
horizon K. Moreover, for k not close to horizon K, the LQR
optimal policy is approximately stationary [46], [47]. Even
though the platoon control problem is not an LQR problem in
the strict sense, since both the system state Si,k and action
ui,k have constraints and there are non-Gaussian random
disturbances, we can observe similar trends in the learned
policy by FH-DDPG. This allows us to improve sampling
efficiency by first obtaining the time step threshold m such
that the action-values and optimal policies are approximately
constant and stationary when k ≤ m. And then, we adopt a
single pair of actor and critic networks from time steps 1 to
m.

To elaborate, we first obtain m by solving the LQR problem
for platoon control and analyzing the corresponding results,
ignoring the state/action constraints and random disturbances.
This enables us to determine the value of m in an efficient
manner. Then FH-DDPG is trained from time steps K to
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m + 1. Next, instead of training a separate pair of actor
and critic networks for each time step from 1 to m, we
train a single actor network µi(Si,k|θµi) and critic network
Qi(Si,k, ui,k|θQi) for all the time steps k ∈ {1, 2, ...,m}.
Specifically, the actor and critic networks are trained using
DDPG, where the initial values of the target networks are
set to those of the trained actor and critic networks at time
step m+ 1, i.e., θµi,m+1 and θQi,m+1 . The well-trained initial
values for the target networks can significantly increase the
stability and performance of the DDPG algorithm. In this way,
the actor and critic networks are trained from the experiences
of the Em data entries of the E episodes from time steps
1 to m. The proposed algorithm is given in Algorithm 2,
namely FH-DDPG with Stationary policy Approximation for
earlier time steps (FH-DDPG-SA). The function FH−DDPG
is realized by the FH-DDPG algorithm given in Appendix A.
Note that FH-DDPG-SA can be combined with FH-DDPG-
NB, by adopting the latter algorithm instead of FH-DDPG to
train the actor and critic networks from time steps K to m+1
in line 2 of the pseudocode. This will result in the FH-DDPG-
SA-NB algorithm.

Algorithm 2 FH-DDPG-SA-(NB) algorithm
1: Set the time horizon as {m+ 1, · · · ,K}
2: {θµi,k , θQi,k}K−1k=m+1 ← FH−DDPG(−NB)
3: Set the time horizon as {1, · · · ,m}
4: Set the initial target networks weights with θµ

′
i = θµi,m+1

and θQ
′
i = θQi,m+1

5: θµi , θQi ← DDPG

C. Sweeping through reduced state space
FH-DDPG embeds DRL under the framework of DP, while

the classical approach of DP is to sweep through the entire
state space at each time step k. This exhaustive sweeps
approach leads to many wasteful updates during training, since
many of the states are inconsequential as they are visited only
under poor policies or with very low probability. An alternative
approach is trajectory sampling which sweeps according to on-
policy distribution [18]. Although trajectory sampling is more
appealing, it is impossible to be adopted by FH-DDPG due to
the latter’s backward induction framework.

Inspired by trajectory sampling, we improve FH-DDPG
by sweeping through a reduced state space. Specifically, we
first learn a relatively good “kick-off” policy by exhaustive
sweeps, and then obtain a reduced state space by testing the
“kick-off” policy, and finally continue to train the policy by
sweeping through the reduced state space to further improve
the performance. This approach can help agents to focus on
learning the states that good policies frequently visit, which
improves training efficiency. Note that a good policy in RL
should achieve a large expected cumulative reward Jπi as
given in (18). For example in platoon control, the control
errors are normally small under good policies as the ends of
the training episodes are approached, and it is not necessary
to sweep through large control error states.

For platoon control, although the theoretical bounds of gap-
keeping error epi,k and velocity error evi,k are infinity, it is

impossible to sweep through an infinite range when training.
Therefore, we need to restrict sweeping to a finite range at
first. In practice, there are some empirical limits to epi,k and
evi,k for a reasonable platoon control policy. Since we consider
that FH-DDPG is trained from scratch, some relatively large
control error states could be visited during training due to
the random initial policy and exploration. Therefore, we first
sweep through a relatively large state space, i.e.,

S ls ={[epi,k, evi,k, acci,k]T|
epi,k ∈ [−ep,max, ep,max],

evi,k ∈ [−ev,max, ev,max],

acci,k ∈ [accmin, accmax]}, (20)

where ep,max and ev,max are the same for each time step and
are larger than most control errors during the training of FH-
DDPG. Thus, we first train FH-DDPG in the state space S ls
to learn a “kick-off” policy µ̂i,k(Si,k|θ̂µi,k) for the follower i
at time step k, and then obtain the upper and lower bounds of
a more refined state space, i.e.,

Srsi,k ={[epi,k, evi,k, acci,k]T|
epi,k ∈ [epi,k,min, epi,k,max],

evi,k ∈ [evi,k,min, evi,k,max],

acci,k ∈ [acci,k,min, acci,k,max]}, (21)

for the follower i at time step k by testing µ̂i,k(Si,k|θ̂µi,k).
Next, the actor network µ̂i,k(Si,k|θ̂µi,k) and critic network
Q̂i,k(Si,k, ui,k|θ̂Qi,k) are further trained by FH-DDPG, which
only sweeps through Srsi,k.

Combining the above three improvements for FH-DDPG,
we propose a novel DRL algorithm, namely FH-DDPG with
Sweeping through reduced state space using Stationary policy
approximation (FH-DDPG-SS), which is given in Algorithm 3.
Note that the overall procedure of FH-DDPG-SS is the same
as that described in Section IV.C, except that in line 2 and line
12, the FH-DDPG-SA-NB and FH-DDPG-SA algorithms are
adopted instead of the FH-DDPG algorithm to incorporate the
improvements in Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2. The reason
why we use FH-DDPG-SA instead of FH-DDPG-SA-NB in
line 12 is that the initial actor and critic networks weights for
all the time steps are carried over from the previous training,
so we no longer need to transfer network weights backward
in time.

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

In this section, we present the simulation results of the
proposed FH-DDPG-SS algorithm as well as benchmark DRL
algorithms, i.e., DDPG, FH-DDPG, and HCFS [40].

A. Experimental Setup

All the algorithms are trained/tested using the open source
data given in [34]. Specifically, the data was extracted from
the Next Generation Simulation (NGSIM) dataset [48], which
was retrieved from the eastbound I-80 in the San Francisco
Bay area in Emeryville, CA, on April 13, 2005, at a sampling
rate of 10 Hz, with 45 minutes of precise location data
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Algorithm 3 FH-DDPG-SS algorithm
1: Set S ls according to (20)
2: {θ̂µi,k , θ̂Qi,k}K−1k=1 ← FH−DDPG− SA−NB(S ls)
3: for g = 1, . . . , G do
4: Test {µ̂i,k(Si,k|θ̂µi,k)}K−1k=1

5: Store {x(g)i,k}
K−1
k=1 = {[e(g)pi,k, e

(g)
vi,k, acc

(g)
i,k ]

T}K−1k=1 in
{Bti,k}

K−1
k=1

6: end for
7: for k = 1, . . . ,K − 1 do
8: Find the upper and lower bounds epi,k,min, epi,k,max,

evi,k,min, evi,k,max, acci,k,min and acci,k,max in Bti,k
9: Set Srsi,k according to (21)

10: end for
11: Set the initial actor and critic network weights as
{θ̂µi,k , θ̂Qi,k}K−1k=1

12: {θµi,k , θQi,k}K−1k=1 ← FH−DDPG− SA({Srsi,k}
K−1
k=1 )

available in the full dataset. Then, car-following events were
extracted by applying a car-following filter as described in
[49], where the leading and following vehicle pairs of each
event stay in the same lane. In our experiment, we used 1000
car-following events. Moreover, although there are data for
both the leading vehicle and following vehicle in the dataset,
we only used the velocity data of the leading vehicle to
simulate the real-world environment with uncertainty, so that
the DRL algorithms can be trained and evaluated. 80% of
the data (i.e., 800 car-following events) is used for training
and 20% (i.e., 200 car-following events) is used for testing.
The platoon control environment and the DRL algorithms
are implemented in Tensorflow 1.14 using Python [50]. We
compare the performance of the proposed FH-DDPG-SS algo-
rithm with the benchmark algorithms in terms of the average
cumulative reward. Moreover, the platoon safety and string
stability performance for FH-DDPG-SS are also demonstrated.
To ensure a fair comparison, all the algorithms are trained and
tested in the same environment with the same reward function.

The technical constraints and operational parameters of the
platoon control environment are given in Table II. In general,
the parameters of the platoon environment and state/action
space in Table I are determined using the values reported in
[35], [36] as a reference. The interval for each time step is
set to T = 0.1 s, and each episode is comprised of 100
time steps (i.e., K = 100) with a duration of 10 s. As the
number of vehicles set in the existing literature on platoon
control ranges from 3 to 8 [11], [13], [16], [17], [38]–[40],
we set the number of vehicles to N = 5. We initialize
the states for each of 4 followers with xi,0 = [1.5,−1, 0],
∀i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}. We experiment with several sets of reward
coefficients a, b, and c to balance the minimization of gap-
keeping error epi,k, velocity error evi,k, control input ui,k,
and jerk ji,k. In addition, the absolute-value cost function can
improve the algorithm’s convergence stability when control er-
rors are large, and the square-value cost function is conducive
to further performance improvement when control errors are
small. Thus, we determine the reward threshold ε with the best
performance for all algorithms by a simple grid search. The

nominal maximum control errors in the reward function (15)
are set to êp,max = 15 m and êv,max = 10 m/s so that it is
larger than most possible control errors during training for all
DRL algorithms. For the FH-DDPG-SS algorithm, the time
step threshold m = 11. Moreover, the maximum gap-keeping
error ep,max and maximum velocity error ev,max in (20) are
set to 2 m and 1.5 m/s, respectively. Additionally, to reduce
large oscillations in ui,k and acci,k, we set ji,k in FH-DDPG
and FH-DDPG-SS in the testing phase within [−0.3, 0.6] when
k > 11 by clipping ui,k.

TABLE II
TECHNICAL CONSTRAINTS AND OPERATIONAL PARAMETERS OF THE

PLATOON CONTROL ENVIRONMENT

Notations Description Values
Platoon environment
T Interval for each time step 0.1 s

K Total time steps in each episode 100

m Time step threshold 11
N Number of vehicles 5
τi Driveline dynamics time constant 0.1 s

hi Time gap 1 s
State & action
ep,max Maximum gap-keeping error 2 m

ev,max Maximum velocity error 1.5 m/s

accmin Minimum acceleration −2.6 m/s2

accmax Maximum acceleration 2.6 m/s2

umin Minimum control input −2.6 m/s2

umax Maximum control input 2.6 m/s2

Reward function
a Reward coefficient 0.1

b Reward coefficient 0.1

c Reward coefficient 0.2

êp,max Nominal maximum gap-keeping error 15 m

êv,max Nominal maximum velocity error 10 m/s

ε Reward threshold −0.4483

The hyper-parameters for training are summarized in Table
III. The values of all the hyper-parameters were selected by
performing a grid search as in [23], using the values reported
in [25] as a reference. DDPG has two hidden layers with 256
and 128 nodes, respectively; while FH-DDPG and FH-DDPG-
SS have three hidden layers with 400, 300, and 100 nodes,
respectively. The sizes of input layers for all DRL algorithms
are the same and decided by the PF information topology.
Moreover, an additional 1-dimensional action input is fed to
the second hidden layer for each critic network. The total
number of training episodes E for all DRL algorithms is set
to 5000. For FH-DDPG-SS, we first train the algorithm for
3000 episodes to learn the “kick-off” policy in the first phase,
and then continue to train 2000 episodes within the reduced
state space in the second phase. The replay buffer sizes for
DDPG and FH-DDPG are 250000 and 2500, respectively. This
is because the replay buffer for FH-DDPG only stores the data
entries for the corresponding time step. Since FH-DDPG-SS is
trained in two phases, the replay buffer sizes for the first and
second phases are 2500 and 2000, respectively. Moreover, FH-
DDPG-SS leverages the FH-DDPG-SA-(NB) algorithm, which
trains the K −m − 1 actors and critics for time steps K to
m + 1 using FH-DDPG, and a single pair of actor and critic
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TABLE III
HYPER-PARAMETERS OF THE DRL ALGORITHMS FOR TRAINING

Parameter Value
DDPG FH-DDPG FH-DDPG-SS

Actor network size 256, 128 400, 300, 100 400, 300, 100

Critic network size 256, 128 400, 300, 100 400, 300, 100

Actor activation function relu, relu, tanh relu, relu, relu, tanh relu, relu, relu, tanh

Critic activation function relu, relu, linear relu, relu, relu, linear relu, relu, relu, linear

Actor learning rate α 1e−4 1e−4 1e−4
Critic learning rate β 1e−3 1e−3 1e−3
Total training episodes E 5000 5000 3000, 2000

Batch size Nb 64

Replay buffer size 250000 2500 2500, 2000

Reward scale λ 5e−3
Reward discount factor γ 1

Soft target update η 0.001 / FH-DDPG: /, DDPG: 0.001

Noise type Ornstein-Uhlenbeck Process with θ = 0.15 and σ = 0.5

Final layer weights/biases initialization Random uniform distribution [−3× 10−3, 3× 10−3]

Other layer weights biases initialization
Random uniform distribution[− 1√

f
, 1√

f
]

(f is the fan-in of the layer)

for time steps 1 to m using DDPG. The soft target update is
implemented with a parameter of η = 0.001 for DDPG. As
FH-DDPG uses a fixed target network, there is no soft target
update.

B. Comparison of FH-DDPG-SS with the benchmark algo-
rithms

1) Performance for testing data: The individual perfor-
mance of each follower i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4} as well as the sum
performance of the 4 followers are reported in Table IV for
DDPG, FH-DDPG, HCFS, and FH-DDPG-SS, respectively.
The individual performance of each follower and the sum
performance of all followers are obtained by averaging the
returns of the corresponding followers and the sum returns
of all followers, respectively, over 200 test episodes after
training is completed. Note that in RL terminology, a return
is the cumulative rewards of one episode. It can be observed
that the individual performance of the preceding vehicles are
attenuated by following vehicles upstream the platoon for
each algorithm. Compared with the other algorithms, FH-
DDPG-SS consistently shows the best individual performance
for each follower i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}. We can observe that the
ranking in terms of the sum performance of all followers
for the different algorithms is FH-DDPG-SS>HCFS>FH-
DDPG>DDPG, where FH-DDPG-SS outperforms DDPG,
FH-DDPG, and HCFS algorithms by 46.62%, 13.73%, and
10.60%, respectively. Note that HCFS outperforms DDPG
because two actions are obtained from DDPG and the classical
linear controller at each time step, and the one that achieves
the maximum reward is selected. On the other hand, FH-
DDPG performs better than DDPG as it applies backward
induction and time-dependent actors/critics. Moreover, FH-
DDPG-SS further improves the performance of FH-DDPG by
implementing the three key ideas proposed in Section IV.

In Table V, we present the maximum, minimum, and
standard deviation of the sum returns of the 4 followers across
the 200 test episodes for DDPG, FH-DDPG, HCFS, and FH-
DDPG-SS, respectively. It can be observed that although the
objective of DRL algorithms is to maximize the expected
return as given in (18) and (19), FH-DDPG-SS achieves
the best performance in terms of the maximum, minimum,
and standard deviation of the returns among all the DRL
algorithms.

2) Convergence properties: The performance of DRL al-
gorithms is evaluated periodically during training by testing
without exploration noise. Specifically, we run 10 test episodes
after every 100 training episodes, and average the returns
over the 10 test episodes as the performance for the latest
100 training episodes. The performance as a function of
the number of training episodes for each follower i with
DDPG, FH-DDPG, and FH-DDPG-SS is plotted in Fig. 2.
The convergence curve of HCFS is not plotted here since
HCFS combines the trained DDPG controller with the linear
controller, and thus the convergence property of HCFS is the
same as that of DDPG. It can be observed from Fig. 2 that
the initial performances of FH-DDPG and FH-DDPG-SS are
much better than that of DDPG. This is due to the different
ways how DDPG and FH-DDPG/FH-DDPG-SS work. For
DDPG, the first point in Fig. 2(a) is obtained by running 10
test episodes of the initial policy and calculating the average
return. Since the initial weights of the actor network are
random, the initial policy has poor performance. In FH-DDPG,
there is a pair of actor/critic networks associated with each
time step, and the actors/critics are trained backward in time.
Therefore, when we train the actor/critic of the first time step,
the actors/critics of the rest of the time steps are already
trained. Similarly, the first point in Fig. 2(c) for FH-DDPG-
SS is obtained by running 10 test episodes where only the
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TABLE IV
PERFORMANCE AFTER TRAINING WITH NGSIM DATASET. EACH EPISODE HAS 100 TIME STEPS IN TOTAL. WE PRESENT THE INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE
OF EACH FOLLOWER AS WELL AS THE SUM PERFORMANCE OF THE 4 FOLLOWERS FOR DDPG, FH-DDPG, HCFS, AND FH-DDPG-SS, RESPECTIVELY.

Algorithm Individual performance Sum performance
Follower 1 Follower 2 Follower 3 Follower 4

DDPG -0.0680 -0.0876 -0.0899 -0.2980 -0.5435
FH-DDPG -0.0736 -0.0845 -0.0856 -0.0927 -0.3364

HCFS -0.0673 -0.0740 -0.0828 -0.1005 -0.3246
FH-DDPG-SS -0.0600 -0.0691 -0.0776 -0.0835 -0.2902

TABLE V
THE MAXIMUM, MINIMUM, AND STANDARD DEVIATION OF THE SUM RETURNS OF THE 4 FOLLOWERS ACROSS THE 200 TEST EPISODES FOR DDPG,

FH-DDPG, HCFS, AND FH-DDPG-SS, RESPECTIVELY.

Algorithm Maximum Minimum Standard deviation
DDPG -0.5018 -0.5822 0.0137

FH-DDPG -0.3248 -0.3532 0.0071
HCFS -0.3011 -0.3458 0.0068

FH-DDPG-SS -0.2726 -0.3114 0.0063
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Fig. 2. Performance during DRL algorithms training. The vertical axis corresponds to the average returns over 10 test episodes.

policies (actors) for time steps 1 to m are not trained, while
the policies (actors) of the time steps m+1 to K are already
trained.

Fig. 2(a) shows that although the performances of all the
followers in DDPG improve quickly in the first 200 episodes,
the performance curves exhibit significantly larger oscillation
during the following training episodes compared to those of
FH-DDPG and FH-DDPG-SS. This is especially true for fol-
lower 4, whose performance drops below −20 at around 1500
episodes. The above results demonstrate that the convergence
of DDPG is relatively unstable, especially for the followers
upstream the platoon. As shown in Fig. 2(b), the convergence
stability of FH-DDPG is significantly improved over DDPG,
as there are only small fluctuations in the performance curve.
This is due to the fact that FH-DDPG trains backward in
time, where DDPG with a fixed target is adopted in each time
step to solve a one-period MDP. However, as FH-DDPG is
under the framework of dynamic programming, it sacrifices
the sampling and training efficiency to achieve the convergence
stability. As shown in Fig. 2(b), although the performance of
FH-DDPG quickly increases in the first 200 episodes, there is
hardly any further improvement during the remaining training
episodes. Fig. 2(c) shows that the convergence stability of FH-
DDPG-SS is similar to that of FH-DDPG and much better than

that of DDPG. Moreover, the performance of FH-DDPG-SS
is consistently better than that of FH-DDPG for each follower
during the whole training episode. For example, focusing on
follower 1, the performance of FH-DDPG is around −0.0735
at the beginning of training and finally reached −0.0715
towards the end. On the other hand, the performance of FH-
DDPG-SS is around −0.0665 initially and finally reached
−0.0600 at the end of training. The superior performance
of FH-DDPG-SS before 3000 episodes is due to the two
proposed key ideas of transferring network weights backward
in time and stationary policy approximation for earlier time
steps, which improve the sampling efficiency. In other words,
from the same number of data entries generated by the 3000
training episodes, FH-DDPG-SS can make more efficient use
of the data entries to learn a better policy. Moreover, it can
be observed that there is a sudden performance improvement
for all the vehicles of FH-DDPG-SS at around 3000 episodes.
This salient performance gain is due to the third key idea of
sweeping through the reduced state space. Since FH-DDPG-SS
is trained in the refined state space for the last 2000 episodes,
the training efficiency is improved as agents focus on learning
the states that good policies frequently visit.

3) Testing results of one episode: We focus our attention
on a specific test episode having 100 time steps, and plot
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Fig. 3. Results of a specific test episode. The driving status epi,k , evi,k , and acci,k along with the control input ui,k and jerk ji,k of each follower i are
represented as different curves, respectively.
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driving status epi,k, evi,k, acci,k and control input ui,k along
with jerk ji,k of each follower i for all the time steps
k ∈ {1, 2, · · · , 100}. Fig. 3(a), Fig. 3(b), Fig. 3(c), and
Fig. 3(d) show the results of a specific test episode for
DDPG, FH-DDPG, HCFS, and FH-DDPG-SS, respectively. It
can be observed that the overall shapes of the corresponding
curves of all the algorithms look very similar except that the
performance curves for follower 4 using DDPG have large
oscillations. This observation is aligned with the results in Ta-
ble III, where follower 4 has significantly worse performance
when using DDPG compared with using other algorithms.
Fig. 3 shows that in general for each follower i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4},
epi,k has an initial value of 1.5 m and is reduced over time
to approximately 0 m; evi,k has an initial value of −1 m/s
and is increased to approximately 0 m/s; ui,k is relatively
large at the beginning of the episode to increase acci,k as fast
as possible, so that epi,k and evi,k can promptly converge to
approximately 0. Correspondingly, acci,k of each follower i
has an initial value of 0 m/s2 and is suddenly increased to a
relatively large value. Then both ui,k and acci,k are quickly
reduced to a negative value, and finally are increased over
time to approximately 0 m/s2. After the driving status and
control input converge to near 0, the values fluctuate around 0
with ui,k trying to maximize the expected cumulative reward
in (19) without knowing the future control inputs ui−1,k′ ,
k < k′ < K, of the predecessor i − 1. Additionally, ji,k of
each follower i starts with a large positive value and is then
reduced to a negative value. After converging to near 0 m/s3,
the value of ji,k fluctuates around 0 m/s3.

A closer examination of Fig. 3 reveals that the performance
differences of the algorithms are reflected in convergence
speed to steady-state and the oscillations of the driving status
and control input. Focusing on epi,k, it can be observed that
there are still positive gap-keeping errors for followers 2, 3,
and 4 in DDPG up to the end of the episode. Moreover, epi,k
of follower 4 in DDPG has the slowest convergence speed to 0
m and the largest oscillations among all the algorithms. Mean-
while, epi,k in FH-DDPG is reduced to 0 m for each follower,
but there are relatively large oscillations after convergence.
epi,k in HCFS has smaller oscillations than that in FH-DDPG
and also converges to 0 m, but there are also large oscillations
near the end of the episode for follower 4. epi,k in FH-DDPG-
SS has the fastest convergence speed to 0 m, and then remains
around 0 m with small oscillations. Now focusing on evi,k, the
velocity error in DDPG has the slowest convergence speed to
0 m/s among all the algorithms. Moreover, evi,k of follower 4
in DDPG has the largest oscillations among all the algorithms.
evi,k in FH-DDPG and HCFS has relatively large oscillations
after convergence to 0 m/s. evi,k in FH-DDPG-SS has the
smallest oscillations around 0 m/s after convergence to steady-
state. Finally, compared with the other algorithms, FH-DDPG-
SS has the smallest jerk ji,k at the beginning of the episode.
Although ji,k in FH-DDPG-SS is not as small as those in
DDPG and HCFS in the later stage of the episode, it is smaller
than that in FH-DDPG and remains at a relatively small level,
which can ensure the driving comfort.

C. Platoon safety

In order to demonstrate that the platoon safety is ensured in
the proposed FH-DDPG-SS algorithm, Table VI summarizes
the average, maximum, and minimum returns as well as
the standard deviation across the 200 test episodes for each
follower i in FH-DDPG-SS. Additionally, epi,k per time step
k for the worst test episode among the 200 test episodes is
plotted in Fig. 4.

It can be observed from Table VI that the standard de-
viation of each follower i is small ranging from 0.0015 to
0.0017. Moreover, the differences between the maximum and
minimum returns are small for all followers. Specifically, the
minimum return is worse than the maximum return by 16.28%,
15.22%, 13.95% and 12.96% for the 4 followers, respectively.

TABLE VI
THE AVERAGE, MAXIMUM, AND MINIMUM RETURN AS WELL AS THE
STANDARD DEVIATION ACROSS THE 200 TEST EPISODES FOR EACH

FOLLOWER i OF FH-DDPG-SS

Return Follower 1 Follower 2 Follower 3 Follower 4
Average -0.0600 -0.0691 -0.0776 -0.0835

Maximum -0.0559 -0.0644 -0.0731 -0.0787
Minimum -0.0650 -0.0742 -0.0833 -0.0889

Standard deviation 0.0015 0.0016 0.0017 0.0017

To demonstrate that platoon safety is ensured even in the
worst test episode, it can be observed in Fig. 4 that the
followers have an initial gap-keeping error epi,0 of 1.5 m and
the gap-keeping error is reduced over time to approximately
0 m. The most negative epi,k is −0.1014 m at k = 35, which
will not result in vehicle collision since the absolute value of
the position error is much smaller than the desired headway.

0 2 0 4 0 6 0 8 0 1 0 0- 1

0

1

2  F o l l o w e r  1   F o l l o w e r  2
 F o l l o w e r  3   F o l l o w e r  4

e pi,
k (m

)

T i m e  S t e p  k
Fig. 4. epi,k of the worst test episode for FH-DDPG-SS.

D. String stability

The string stability of a platoon indicates whether oscilla-
tions are amplified upstream the traffic flow. The platoon is
called string stable if sudden changes in the velocity of a pre-
ceding vehicle are attenuated by following vehicles upstream
the platoon [51]. To show the string stability of the proposed
FH-DDPG-SS algorithm, we simulate the platoon where the
leader acceleration is set to 2 m/s2 when 20 < k ≤ 30,
and 0 m/s2 otherwise. The followers’ initial gap-keeping and
velocity errors are all set to 0.

As shown in Fig.5, the amplitude of the oscillations in epi,k
and evi,k of each follower i ∈ {2, 3, 4} are both smaller than
those of its respective predecessor i − 1, demonstrating the
string stability of the platoon.
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Fig. 5. Results of a test episode for FH-DDPG-SS in a specific setting.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper has studied how to solve the platoon control
problem using an integrated DRL and DP method. Firstly, the
SSDP model for platoon control has been formulated with
a Huber loss function for the reward. Then, the FH-DDPG-
SS algorithm has been proposed to improve sampling and
training efficiency over the baseline FH-DDPG algorithm with
three key ideas. Finally, the performance of FH-DDPG-SS
has been compared with DDPG, FH-DDPG and HCFS based
on real driving data extracted from the NGSIM. The results
have shown that FH-DDPG-SS has learned better policies for
platoon control, with significantly improved performance and
better convergence stability. Moreover, the platoon safety and
string stability for FH-DDPG-SS have been demonstrated.

The focus of this paper is a decentralized platoon control
algorithm that optimizes each vehicle’s local performance
independently. Our future work involves extending the pro-
posed algorithm to deal with multi-agent SSDP, where the
objective is to optimize the global performance (i.e., sum of
local performances). In addition, we will take into account
the actuator delay and V2X communication delay by formu-
lating a random delay SSDP, and develop DRL-based platoon
control algorithms with improved performance in the delayed
environment.

APPENDIX

A. Pseudocode of FH-DDPG Algorithm

The pseudocode of FH-DDPG algorithm [41] is given below
as Function FH−DDPG.
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