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Abstract

Personalization is crucial for the widespread adoption of advanced driver assistance

system. To match up with each user's preference, the online evolution capability is a

must. However, conventional evolution methods learn from naturalistic driving data,

which requires a lot computing power and cannot be applied online. To address this

challenge, this paper proposes a lesson learning approach: learning from driver's

takeover interventions. By leveraging online takeover data, the driving zone is

generated to ensure perceived safety using Gaussian discriminant analysis. Real-time

corrections to trajectory planning rewards are enacted through apprenticeship learning.

Guided by the objective of optimizing rewards within the constraints of the driving

zone, this approach employs model predictive control for trajectory planning. This

lesson learning framework is highlighted for its faster evolution capability, adeptness

at experience accumulating, assurance of perceived safety, and computational

efficiency. Simulation results demonstrate that the proposed system consistently

achieves a successful customization without further takeover interventions.

Accumulated experience yields a 24% enhancement in evolution efficiency. The

average number of learning iterations is only 13.8. The average computation time is

0.08 seconds.

Keywords: Human-like driving, Personalization, Model predictive control, Learning

based, Automated lane change

Ⅰ. INTRODUCTION

Motivation of personalization

Advanced driver assistance system (ADAS), such as automated lane change (ALC),

has emerged as a prominent application in automated driving. However, ADAS is now

facing a great challenge of low adoption, with some owners reluctant to activate it

(Emanuelsson K, 2020). ADAS has been installed in only 10% of vehicles globally by

the close of 2020 (Joe, 2021). Taking Tesla's Full Self-Driving (FSD) as an example,

the worldwide order rate for FSD is just 7.4% as of the third quarter of 2022 (Guosen

Securities, 2023).
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The primary cause of the low adoption of ADAS lies in the lack of personalization.

The existing ADAS products are mostly standardized, failing to match up with users'

individual preferences, including their personal driving styles and safety expectations

(Hasenjäger M et al., 2019; Yi D et al., 2019). For example, existing ALC systems are

typically overly conservative and inefficient compared to an experience driver

(Butakov VA et al., 2014). The mismatch often causes users to hesitate to activate the

function. Hence, personalization is crucial for promoting the widespread acceptance

and utilization of ADAS.

Studies on the motion planning of personalized ADAS

Studies have been making efforts on the motion planning of personalized ADAS

(PADAS) (Yan Y et al., 2022; Huang Z et al., 2021; Xing Y et al., 2019; Bao N et al.,

2019; Nishi T et al., 2019; Wahid N et al., 2020; Huang Y et al., 2019; Rosbach S et

al., 2019; Xu D et al., 2020; Nan J et al., 2023; Song D et al., 2023; Li H et al., 2023;

Zhu B et al., 2020). They mainly adopt two types of methods: optimal control based

method (Yan Y et al., 2022; Bao N et al., 2019; Wahid N et al., 2020; Huang Y et al.,

2019) and learning based method (Huang Z et al., 2021; Xing Y et al., 2019; Nishi T

et al., 2019; Rosbach S et al., 2019; Xu D et al., 2020; Nan J et al., 2023; Song D et al.,

2023; Li H et al., 2023; Zhu B et al., 2020). The both two methods operate within a

close-loop framework: application, data collection, and evolution. The evolution is

typically achieved offline. Within the evolution process, the optimal control based

method adapts parameters of the motion planners. The learning based method adjusts

the rewards of state-action pairs.

Limitations of past studies: slow evolution of personalization

The offline scheme in past studies is limited by its inefficient evolution in field

implementation. These studies adopt an "imitation learning" strategy, wherein they

learn from naturalistic trajectory data to mimic human driving styles. Given the

necessity to capture a wide array of driving scenarios to effectively replicate human

behavior, extensive driving data must be collected. However, due to limitations in

onboard computing power, the training of these extensive datasets must be conducted

offline. Moreover, PADAS systems are typically updated over-the-air, further

necessitating offline training. Consequently, this imitation learning strategy suffers
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from low evolution efficiency and struggles to align with the diverse preferences of

all users.

Proposed strategy: lesson learning to accelerate evolution and customization

In this paper, a "lesson learning" strategy is proposed. It learns from human drivers'

takeover behaviors, diverging from traditional approaches which learn from

naturalistic trajectory data. Hence, he need for extensive driving data diminishes,

facilitating online implementation and enabling customization tailored to individual

preferences. Moreover, by its very nature, this strategy better aligns with human

expectations, emphasizing driving within an acceptable domain rather than striving

for the optimal trajectory.

The proposed "lesson learning" strategy takes personalized automated lane change

(PALC) as a case study for PADAS. It bears the following contributions:

 With faster evolution capability: The proposed controller, utilizing the "lesson

learning" strategy, evolves through the learning of human takeover interventions.

This approach enables to swiftly converge to the user's desired driving zone,

compared with conventional methods that rely on naturalistic driving data.

 With experience accumulation capability for expanded applicability: The

proposed system updates the control policy from determining "state-action" pairs

to "state-driving zone" pairs. Hence, human drivers' preference is modeled as the

preferred driving zone in a relative space. The formulation of driving zone is the

experience that could be adopted in new driving environment and accelerating

evolutions.

 With perceived safety ensured: The proposed PALC system is engineered to

minimize human drivers' interventions. To achieve this goal, the system adopts

the avoidance of perceived unsafe zones, where takeovers frequently occur, as

state constraints for the planner. Over a series of iterations, a perceived safe zone
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is established, contributing to a heightened sense of safety for the system's

operation.

 With the capability of real-time field implementation: The proposed system

facilitates real-time field implementation. Following a limited number of driver's

interventions, the evolution process is capable to converge, enabling personalized

driving online. Consequently, the onboard computation power is sufficient to

support the system's operation.

Ⅱ. FORMULATION

The goal of this paper is to develop a PALC system, that enables online customization

to individual user's expectation. The evolution of customization is achieved by

iteratively updating the controller by capturing the discrepancy between the user's

expectation and the ego vehicle's motions. The expectation is inferred from driver

takeover interventions.

A. Lesson Learning Logic

Lesson learning strategy operates as an iteration process while driving, as shown in

Fig.1. Each iteration is triggered by human intervention and operated online. Within

each iteration, the perceived safe zone and the expected trajectory are updated based

on the driver's intervention behavior, as shown in Fig.1(a)-Fig.1(b). The perceived

safe zone is trained to match up with human's expectations. The expected trajectory is

planned within the perceived safe zone. Through repeated iterations, the trained

perceived safe zone shrinks to user's expectations, as shown in Fig.1(c), ultimately

avoiding more interventions and culminating in the achievement of customization.
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Fig. 1 The logic of lesson learning.

B. SystemArchitecture

To realize the lesson learning strategy, the framework of the proposed PADAS system

is designed as shown in Fig.2. It consists of five modules. The focus of this research is

on the development of the driving zone filter, the driving experience aggregator and

the lane-change trajectory planner. The details of the framework are provided as

follows:

i) Upper level module set: The upper-level module serves as the input source for the

proposed motion planner, comprising three primary sub-modules: perception,

localization, and decision-making. The perception module collects information

regarding surrounding traffic conditions. The localization module determines the state

of the ego vehicle. Lastly, the decision-maker module provides the target position and
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target velocity required for lane-change maneuvers.

ii) Driving zone filter: This module generates a recommended driving zone, which

serves as a boundary constraint for the planning of ego vehicle. The recommended

driving zone is iteratively adjusted according to the human's takeover interventions.

By confining trajectory planning within this driving zone, the system ensures

perceived safety and reduces the frequency of takeovers.

iii) Driving experience aggregator: This module aims to tailor the driving

experience to match the user's individual style by aggregating their driving behavior

from two aspects: expert trajectory generation and planning reward correction. Expert

trajectories are generated based on the user's preference derived from intervention

data and the recommended driving zone. The planning reward correction updates the

reward function used in planning to mimic the behavior of the expert, thereby

ensuring alignment with the user's driving style and preferences.

iv) Lane-change trajectory planner: This module plans personalized lane-change

trajectory, utilizing the trained reward function provided in the driving experience

aggregator module. Perceived safety is ensured via planning within the recommended

driving zone.

v) Actuation module: This module executes commands generated by the planner

through local control mechanisms. In the event of a user takeover, a new iteration for

system upgrading is triggered.
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Fig.2 Framework of the proposed system.

C. Lane-change Trajectory Planner

Lane-change trajectory planner is designed to generate trajectories following the

aggregated driving experience.

C.1. Model formulation

1) State explanation

The system state vector �� is defined as follows.
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�� = �� �� �� ��
�, � ∈ 0, � (1)

where �� is the ego vehicle's longitudinal position at step �, �� is the ego vehicle's

desired longitudinal speed at step �, �� is the ego vehicle's lateral position at step �,

�� is the ego vehicle's heading angle at step �, and � is the control horizon.

The control vector �� is defined as follows.

�� = �� ��
�, � ∈ 0, � − 1 (2)

where �� is the ego vehicle's acceleration at step � , �� is the ego vehicle's front

wheel angle at step �.

2) System dynamics

Vehicle dynamics is formulated as follows.

��+1 = ���� + ���� + ��, � 0, � − 1 (3)

with

�� = ∆� ×

0 0 1 0
0 0 0 ��
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

+ �4×4, � 0, � − 1 (4)

�� = ∆� ×

0 0
0 0
1 0
0

��

���

, � 0, � − 1 (5)

�� = ∆� ×

0 0
0 0
0 0
0 − ���

, � 0, � − 1 (6)

where ∆� is the time increment in each step, ��� is the distance between the ego

vehicle's front axle and rear axle, and � is the road curvature.
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3) Cost function

The objective is to follow the updated reward, which is provided by the proposed

driving experience aggregator (see Section Ⅱ .D). The objective function is

formulated as follows.

� =
�=1

10

�=1

�

��,� ∙ ��,� ���

=
�=1

�

�1,���−1��−1 + �2,���−1 + �3,���−1��−1 + �4,���−1�

+ �5,���−1��−1 + �6,���−1��−1 + �7,���−1��−1 + �8,���−1��−1

+ �9,������−1
� + �10,������−1

�

=
�=1

�

��−1
� ����−1 + ����−1 + ��−1

� ����−1 + ��−1
� ����−1�

(7)

with

�� =

�9,� + �10,� 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 �1,� + �9,� + �10,� 0
0 0 0 �3,�

, � 1, � (8)

�� = [ − 2�9,���−1
� − 2�10,���−1

� 0 �2,� − 2�9,���−1
�

− 2�10,���−1
� �4,�]�, � 1, � (9)

�� =
0 0 0 0

�7,� 0 �5,� �6,�

�
, � 1, � (10)

�� =
0 0
0 �8,�

, � 1, � (11)

where � ∈ �10×� is the weighting matrix produced by the proposed reward

correction module (see Section Ⅱ.D.2), � � ∈ �10×� is the feature expectation of

�, ��,� is the �, � �ℎ element of �, �����
� is the distance between the ego vehicle
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and its preceding one at step �, �����
� is the distance between the ego vehicle and the

adjacent vehicle on the target lane at step �, ��
� is the longitudinal position of the ego

vehicle's preceding vehicle at step � , ��
� is the longitudinal position of the ego

vehicle's adjacent vehicle on the target lane at step �, ��
� is the lateral position of the

ego vehicle's preceding vehicle at step � , and ��� is the lateral position of the ego

vehicle's adjacent vehicle on the target lane at step �.

4) Boundary conditions

The initial state is known and acquired via localization:

�0 = �0 �0 �0 �0
� (12)

where �0 is the ego vehicle's current longitudinal position, and �0 is the ego

vehicle's current speed, �0 is the ego vehicle's current lateral position, and �0 is the

ego vehicle's current heading angle.

The terminal state is restrained, which is determined by the upper decision maker:

�� = ��
� ��

� ��
� 0 � (13)

where ��
� is the target longitudinal position at the end of the lane-change maneuver,

��
� is the target speed after the lane-change, and ��� is the target lateral position at the

end of the lane-change maneuver.

5) Constraints

Ego vehicle is not allowed to travel outside the proposed recommended driving zone.

The recommended driving zone is presented in Section Ⅱ.E.

��,��� ≤ �� ≤ ��,���, � 0, � (14)

where ��,��� is the minimum allowed lateral position at step � , and ��,��� is the

maximum lateral position at step �. ��,��� and ��,��� are obtained in the Section Ⅱ.E.

Ego vehicle's front wheel angle should be limited considering vehicle's capability:
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���� ≤ �� ≤ ����, � 0, � − 1 (15)

where ���� is the minimum front wheel angle, and ���� is the maximum front

wheel angle.

C.2. Solution method

A Pontryagin’s Minimum Principle (PMP) based method is utilized to obtain the

optimal control law of the proposed lane-change trajectory planner. The detailed

solution is previously developed by this research team (Wang H et al., 2022; Hu J et al.,

2023).

D. Driving Experience Aggregator

Driving experience aggregator is designed to generate expert trajectory and update

reward function. The generated expert trajectory and reward function are utilized for

trajectory planning in Section Ⅱ.C.

D.1. Expert trajectory generator

The expert trajectory is a series of the user's desired driving behaviors. It serves as the

demonstration that the planned trajectory would approach the user's preference in the

process of lesson learning. However, it is unrealistic to directly obtain the human

driver's driving trajectory. Hence, in the proposed system, the expert trajectory is

inferred from the human driver's reaction to unexpected vehicle motions.

A model predictive control based method is utilized to realize the process of expert

trajectory generation. Considering the proposed lane-change trajectory planner also

adopts model predictive control, the only difference between the model of the expert

trajectory generation and the model of the trajectory planner is the cost function.

Hence, this section focuses on the cost function of the expert trajectory generator.

The expert's objective is to follow the user's preference (represented by ������� ), at

the same time rewarding existing expectations (represented by ����� ). The cost

function of expert �� is formulated as follows.
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�� = ����� + ������� (1)

where ����� is the cost function that has been adopted in the proposed trajectory

planner, and ������� is the cost of following the user's preference. The form of �����

is the same as the form of equation (7).

������� is modeled by penalizing the motions that are away from the user's

recommended driving zone. The recommended driving zone is presented in Section

Ⅱ.E. The magnitude of the penalty is quantified by the distance between the ego

vehicle's trajectory and the center line of the user's recommended driving zone:

������� =
�=1

�

�� − ��
� ��� �� − ��

�� (2)

��
� = �� ��

��,��� + ��,���

2
��

�

, � ∈ 1, � (3)

where �� has the same explanation as that in equation (1), ��
� is the ego vehicle's

target state at step � , �� , �� and �� in ��
� have the same explanations as those

variables in equation (1), �� is the weighting matrix, ��,��� and ��,��� have the

same explanations as those variables in equation (14). Tracking �� contributes to

reducing the difference between �� and ��,���+��,���

2
, which guiding the ego vehicle to

be kept within the scope of the user's preference.

��,��� and ��,��� are obtained by projecting the recommended driving zone's

boundary onto the coordinate of the vehicular control system.

��
− = � �2,� < ��, ∀� ∈ 1, � , � ∈ 1, � (4)

��
+ = � �2,� > ��, ∀� ∈ 1, � , � ∈ 1, � (5)

���
− = ��� ���

�∈��
− �1,� − �� , � ∈ 1, � (6)
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���
+ = ��� ���

�∈��
+

�1,� − �� , � ∈ 1, � (7)

��,��� = �2,���
− , � ∈ 1, � (8)

��,��� = �2,���
+ , � ∈ 1, � (9)

where � ∈ �2×� is a set of points that form the boundary of the recommended

driving zone, � is the number of points in �. �1,� is the longitudinal coordinate of

the ��ℎ point in �, and �2,� is the lateral coordinate of the ��ℎ point in �. Π�
− is

the set that contains all the indexes of the points that with smaller lateral coordinate

than that of the ego vehicle at step �, and Π�
+ is the set that contains all the indexes

of the points that with greater lateral coordinate than that of the ego vehicle at step �.

���
− is the index of the point that is closest to the ego vehicle among Π�

−, and ���
+ is

the index of the point that is closest to the ego vehicle among Π�
+.

D.2. Reward correction

Reward of the trajectory planner is updated to adapt to the human driver's preference.

The correction function is formulated based on apprenticeship learning (Abbeel P et al.,
2004).

� = ��� ���
�

���
�

� ∙ � � − � ∙ � �� (10)

where � ∈ ��×� is the weighting matrix, giving a weight to each feature. � is the

number of features captured at one single step in a trajectory, and � is the number of

steps in a trajectory. � is the planned trajectory. � � ∈ ��×� is the feature

expectation of � . �� is the expert trajectory, which is provided by the proposed

expert trajectory generator. min
�

� ∙ � � − � ∙ � �� contributes to the cost

enhancement when making deviations from expert. max
�

� ∙ � � − � ∙ � ��

contributes to finding a trajectory that does at least as well as the expert. � �

represents the value of the planned trajectory �, and � �� represents the value of
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the expert trajectory ��.

The trajectory's feature expectation is mapped from the ego vehicle's state and its

relative state in the surrounding traffic. The mapping is formulated as follows.

�� � = �� � � � � ����� ����� �

= [���� �� ���� �� ���� ���� ���� ���� �����
� �����

�]�

� ∈ 1, �

(11)

where �� � is the ��ℎ column of � � , ��, ��, ��, ��, �����
� and �����

� has the

same explanations as those variables in equation (1) (2) (7).

Equation (25) can be approximated as follows:

� � = ���
�

� ∙ � � �−1 − � ∙ � �� � (12)

� � = ���
�

� � ∙ � � (13)

where � �−1 is the trajectory operated in the last iteration. �� � is the expert

trajectory generated in the current iteration. � � is the reward matrix updated in the

current iteration. � � is the trajectory generated in the current iteration. Reward

correction is realized by solving equation (27). Trajectory updating is realized by

solving equation (28). The detailed process of solving equation (28) has been shown

in Section Ⅱ.C.

E. Driving Zone Filter

A driving zone filter is presented to generate driving zone for automated vehicles.

Driving within this zone, the automated vehicles have a low possibility to be overrode

by human drivers.

Three types of driving zones are defined, as shown in Fig.3:

 Feasible driving zone: the zone where the ego vehicle can reach in the future
control horizon. It is divided into perceived safe zone and perceived unsafe zone.
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 Perceived safe zone: the zone where the ego vehicle has a higher belief
probability of not being taken over by the human driver than that of being taken
over.

 Perceived unsafe zone: the zone where the ego vehicle has a higher belief
probability of being taken over by the human driver than that of not being taken
over.

Fig.3 Three types of driving zones.

The perceived unsafe zone is the recommended driving zone presented in the

preceding sections. To obtain the proposed perceived safe zone, a gaussian

discriminant analysis (GDA) based position classification method is designed as

follows.

Feature set � is defined to represent the relative state in the background traffic.

� = ∆�� ∆�� ����� ∆�� ∆�� ����� � (1)

where ∆�� is the relative longitudinal position between the ego vehicle and its

proceeding one, ∆�� is the relative lateral position between the ego vehicle and its

proceeding one, ����� is the distance between the ego vehicle and its proceeding one,

∆�� is the relative longitudinal position between the ego vehicle and the adjacent

vehicle on the target lane, ∆�� is the relative lateral position between the ego vehicle

and the adjacent vehicle on the target lane, ����� is the distance between the ego

vehicle and the adjacent vehicle on the target lane.

The class of a position with feature � is defined as � . Specifically, � = 0 means

that the ego vehicle is taken over by the human driver, and � = 1 means that the ego

vehicle is not taken over by the human driver.
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The classification model is formulated based on the Bayes rule (Efron B, 2013) as

follows.

����� � = ������
�

� �|� = ������
�

� �|� � �
� �

= ������
�

� �|� � �
(2)

where argmax
�

� �|� = 1 means that the ego vehicle has a higher belief probability

of not being taken over by the human driver than that of being taken over given � .

Hence, ����� � = 1 means that the ego vehicle located at the given situation � is

in the perceived safe zone.

� �|� is the condition distribution of � given �. It is assumed to be a multivariate

Gaussian distribution as follows.

� �; �, �|� =
1

2
�
|�|

�−1
2 �−� ��−1 �−�

(3)

where � is the mean vector, � is the covariance matrix, and � is the dimension of

�. Specifically, in the case of � = 1, the corresponding mean vector is defined as �1.

In the case of � = 0, the corresponding mean vector is defined as �0.

� � is class prior distribution. As � either takes value 1 or 0, it is assumed to be a

Bernoulli distribution as follows.

� �; � = �� 1 − � 1−�, � ∈ 0,1 (4)

where � is the possibility of � = 1.

The values of the parameters � , � and � are estimated via Maximum Likelihood

estimation (Myung I J, 2003). The data utilized for estimation are collected from

historical trajectories. In the case that the ego vehicle is operated by automated

driving system, the corresponding � equals to 1. In the case that the ego vehicle is

operated by human driver, the corresponding � equals to 0.
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� =
�1

�
(5)

�1 = �=1
� �����
�1

(6)

�0 = �=1
� �����
�0

(7)

� =
�1 �=1

� �� − �1
� �� − �1 + �0 �=1

� �� − �0
� �� − �0��

�2
(8)

where ��, �� is the ��ℎ data sample, � is the total number of data sample, �1 is

the number of data sample with � = 1 , �0 is the number of data sample with

� = 0.

Ⅲ. EVALUATION

The evaluation of the proposed PALC system focuses on two aspects: the

effectiveness of personalization and the efficiency of evolution.

A. Experiment Design

A.1. Testbed

A MATLAB-based simulation platform is adopted. A road section with two lanes is

set up in the platform. The road section is two-hundred-meter long and the lane is

3.5-meter-width. Background vehicles are created with diverse initial positions and

speeds.

A.2. Test scenario

Cruising in the traffic, the ego vehicle autonomously makes a lane-changing

maneuver when it is impeded. The human driver would take over when the vehicle's
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performance deviates from the user's expectations.

A.3. Sensitivity analysis

Sensitivity analysis considers three factors: vehicle's speed, traffic congestion level

and the user's driving style.

Four speed types are adopted:

 Relative high speed at collector road: ego vehicle is with a speed of 45 mph, and

the surrounding vehicles are with the speed of 40 mph.

 Relative slow speed at collector road: ego vehicle is with a speed of 45 mph, and

the surrounding vehicles are with the speed of 35 mph.

 Relative high speed at major arterial: ego vehicle is with a speed of 65 mph, and

the surrounding vehicles are with the speed of 60 mph.

 Relative slow speed at major arterial: ego vehicle is with a speed of 65 mph, and

the surrounding vehicles are with the speed of 55 mph.

Five types of traffic congestion level are adopted:

 Adjacent vehicle headway equals to 50 / 45 / 40 / 35 / 30 meter.

Three types of driving style are adopted:

 Aggressive: the user expects a time headway of 1.15 s and a lane change duration

of 1.7 s.

 Neutral: the user expects a time headway of 1.23 s and a lane change duration of

2.1 s.

 Cautious: the user expects a time headway of 1.76 s and a lane change duration of

2.5 s.

A.4. Measurements of effectiveness (MOE)

The proposed PALC system is quantitatively evaluated from evolution efficiency,

perceived safety, and computational efficiency.

 Evolution efficiency is quantified by the required number of lane change for

customization (Nlc).
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 Perceived safety is quantified by the perceived safety distance ratio. Perceived

safety distance ratio is defined as the ratio of the distance covered before the

takeover to the whole lane-change duration, since intervention has been used as

an indicator of perceived safety (Tenhundfeld et al., 2020).

 Computational efficiency is quantified by the computation time.

B. Results

The experiment results confirm that the proposed PALC system can achieve the

function of personalization, maintaining high evolution efficiency and ensuring

perceived safety. The average number of iterations is 13.8, which is 13 times faster

than conventional system. After evolutions, the proposed system is capable of

ensuring perceived safety without further takeover interventions. The average

computation time is 0.08 seconds, enabling online implementation of the proposed

PALC system.

B.1. Function validation

The evolution function of the proposed PALC system is verified by the trajectories in

Fig.4. In this example, the driver is more aggressive than the standardized ALC

system. ALC system's conservative driving style cannot meet with the user's

preference. Hence, takeover interventions are conducted by the driver. Learning from

the takeover interventions, the PALC system iteratively updates the perceived safety

zone and the reward function of the controller, as shown in Fig.4. After 10 times of

iteration, the proposed PALC system is capable of planning trajectories aligning with

the human driver's expected trajectory, thereby completing the customization.
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Fig. 4 Qualitative Example: learning from interventions from an aggressive

driver.

B.2. Evolution efficiency quantification

The number of iterations before a successful personalization is shown in Fig.5. It

demonstrates that a user could obtain his customized PALC system with only about

13.8 times of takeover interventions. The evolution efficiency of the proposed PALC

method is 13 times faster than traditional PALC systems (Yang S et al., 2021).

Furthermore, the evolution efficiency is consistent and reliable in all cases, as shown

in Fig.5. The number of iterations ranges from 6 to 26.
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Fig. 5 Required number of lane-change before successful personalization.

Another sensitivity analysis is conducted to assess evolution efficiency concerning

various driving styles, as shown in Fig.6. Results demonstrate that the proposed

system has higher evolution efficiency when applied by more aggressive drivers. This

phenomenon could be attributed to the tendency of aggressive drivers to intervene

more frequently, since they have a lower tolerance for conservative driving behaviors.

Consequently, the driving zone can be rapidly narrowed to align with the driver's

desired parameters. This finding is consistent with the rationale underlying the

proposed lesson-learning strategy, which aims to expedite evolution through increased

instances of takeovers.

Fig. 6 Required number of lane-change with different driving styles.

A sensitivity analysis is also conducted to assess the evolution efficiency of the PALC

system concerning different traffic speed, as shown in Fig.7. It is demonstrated that
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the proposed system has higher evolution efficiency when background traffic is

slower. It does make sense given that slow-moving surrounding vehicles are less

likely to engage in abrupt interactions with the ego vehicle. Only a few iterations are

required for the proposed system to align with these steady behaviors. Furthermore,

when background traffic becomes faster than 55 mph, the evolution efficiency does

not significantly deteriorate. This is because the human driver tends to take over more

cautiously when background traffic speed exceeds 55 mph.

Fig. 7 Required number of lane-change with different speed.

In terms of traffic congestion, sensitivity analysis is conducted for evolution

efficiency as shown in Fig.8. It is demonstrated that the proposed system's evolution

efficiency improves with the decrease of congestion level. It makes sense that

narrowed spaces in congested traffic may lead to conservative driving style, which

significantly deviate from expected trajectories, thereby leading to more times of

iterations before customization.

Fig. 8 Required number of lane-change with different congestion level.
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B.3. Experience accumulation function verification

The experience accumulation capability of the proposed system has been verified. As

illustrated in Fig.9, when adopting to a new case, the performance of the proposed

PALC system is compared between initializing with experience and without

experience. It shows that with previous experience, the planned trajectory better

aligns with the expected trajectory. However, without experience accumulation, the

planned trajectory has a greater bias against the expected trajectory. The experience

accumulation capability generally enhances evolution efficiency by 24% via reducing

iterations.

Fig. 9 Comparison between with/without accumulated experience.

B.4. Perceived safety verification

The perceived safety distance ratio is presented in Fig.10. It demonstrates that after

required number of iterations, the proposed system is capable of ensuring perceived

safety without more takeovers, as shown in Fig.10(a). To reach the perceived safe

status, the maximum number of required iterations is 26, as shown in Fig.10(b).
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Fig. 10 The perceived safety distance ratio changing along with iteration times.

B.5. Computation efficiency quantification

The computation time required for an iteration is presented in Fig.11. Each iteration

takes 0.08 seconds in average. It is demonstrated that online implementation of the

proposed system can be guaranteed.

Fig. 11 The computation time for an iteration of the proposed PALC system.

Ⅳ. CONCLUSIONS

This paper proposes a lesson learning based automated lane change controller. It

enables online implementation by learning from driver's takeover interventions. The

proposed method is highlighted for its faster evolution capability, adeptness at

experience accumulating, assurance of perceived safety, and computational efficiency.

Simulation results demonstrate that:
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i) The proposed system consistently achieves successful customization without

requiring additional takeover interventions.

ii) With an average of only 13.8 learning iterations, the proposed method is 13 times

faster than conventional methods.

iii) Greater evolution efficiency is observed in more aggressive driving scenarios and

in slower, more crowded traffic conditions.

iv) Accumulated experience results in a 24% enhancement in evolution efficiency.

v) The average computation time of 0.08 seconds suggests that the proposed method

is well-suited for field implementation.

This paper proposes the lesson learning strategy, which may be an enlightenment for

the research field of human-like driving. Future studies could expand this concept to

more ADAS systems expect ALC. Naturalistic driving data could be adopted to

enhance the modeling accuracy for better performance.
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