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Abstract
Reinforcement learning (RL) is gaining popularity
as an effective approach for traffic signal control
(TSC) and is increasingly applied in this domain.
However, most existing RL methodologies are
confined to a single-stage TSC framework, pri-
marily focusing on selecting an appropriate traffic
signal phase at fixed action intervals, leading to
inflexible and less adaptable phase durations. To
address such limitations, we introduce a novel
two-stage TSC framework named DynamicLight.
This framework initiates with a phase control strat-
egy responsible for determining the optimal traf-
fic phase, followed by a duration control strategy
tasked with determining the corresponding phase
duration. Experimental results show that Dynami-
cLight outperforms state-of-the-art TSC models
and exhibits exceptional model generalization ca-
pabilities. Additionally, the robustness and po-
tential for real-world implementation of Dynam-
icLight are further demonstrated and validated
through various DynamicLight variants. The
code is released at https://github.com/
LiangZhang1996/DynamicLight.

1. Introduction
Signalized intersections dominate as the primary type of
road junctions in urban landscapes, where traffic signal con-
trol (TSC) plays a pivotal role in ensuring effective traffic
management. Established methods, exemplified by Fixed-
Time (Koonce & Rodegerdts, 2008), GreenWave (Török &
Kertész, 1996), SCATS (Lowrie, 1990), and SCOOT (Hunt
et al., 1982), have undergone widespread implementation in
urban environments, significantly contributing to the mitiga-
tion of traffic congestion.
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With the rapid advancement of artificial intelligence and the
growing abundance of available traffic data, such as surveil-
lance camera feeds in recent years, the pattern of TSC has
undergone substantial evolution. Among these changes,
reinforcement learning (RL) techniques have driven signifi-
cant progress within TSC. For example, CoLight (Wei et al.,
2019b) demonstrates exceptional performance and scala-
bility in large-scale TSC, while AttendLight (Oroojlooy
et al., 2020), another innovative model, exhibits versatility
in handling various intersection topologies. These pioneer-
ing developments underscore the transformative potential
of emerging technologies in reshaping the future landscape
of traffic management at signalized intersections.

Generally, RL-based methodologies significantly enhance
TSC performance through three primary approaches. First,
some methods contribute to the field by ingeniously design-
ing effective state representations or reward functions, as
exemplified by PressLight (Wei et al., 2019a) and Advanced-
XLight (Zhang et al., 2022). These advancements aim to
optimize decision-making processes within TSC, ensuring
a more nuanced and responsive system. Second, developing
advanced neural networks, as observed in FRAP (Zheng
et al., 2019a) and CoLight (Wei et al., 2019b), significantly
enhances transportation efficiency. These developments
pave the way for more streamlined and adaptive control sys-
tems capable of responding dynamically to the complexities
of urban traffic. Third, integrates advanced RL techniques,
such as HiLight (Xu et al., 2021) and MetaLight (Zang et al.,
2020). These approaches explore new horizons in learning
and adaptation, pushing the limits of optimizing traffic flow
and alleviating congestion.

Despite these remarkable advancements, prior studies still
grapple with the challenge of insufficiently addressing inher-
ent limitations within the existing TSC control framework.
Contemporary advanced RL strategies for TSC predomi-
nantly employ a single-stage control framework. For each
fixed action duration, an appropriate signal phase is deter-
mined, with the choice between maintaining the current
phase or switching to a more suitable one. This mechanism
mirrors control systems found in human-interactive games,
such as Atari (Mnih et al., 2013). However, such a single-
stage control framework exhibits two primary limitations.
First, the duration of each phase is significantly influenced
by the fixed action duration (Zhang et al., 2022; 2023), lack-
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ing sufficient flexibility and variability in phase durations.
Second, the duration of each phase cannot be ascertained
until another phase is actuated. Therefore, there exists a
critical need to develop models capable of supporting dy-
namic phase durations. Recognizing and overcoming these
challenges is essential for unlocking the full potential of
RL-based methodologies in revolutionizing TSC.

This study introduces a novel two-stage framework named
DynamicLight to enhance the single-stage framework and
achieve dynamic phase duration. The improvement involves
integrating a duration control strategy that actively deter-
mines the phase duration, rather than allowing passive varia-
tion. Within such a new structure, one policy is dedicated to
controlling the traffic phase, while another is responsible for
determining the corresponding duration. This sophisticated
two-stage approach promises to introduce a higher degree
of adaptability and responsiveness to the dynamic nature of
traffic conditions, marking a significant advancement in the
realm of intelligent traffic management systems. The main
contributions are organized as follows:

• Two-stage dynamic TSC framework: Introducing Dy-
namicLight, an efficient two-stage control framework em-
ploying a dual-policy mechanism. This framework seam-
lessly integrates phase selection and duration determina-
tion, allowing for dynamic phase durations in TSC.

• Robust scalability of DynamicLight: Various Dynami-
cLight variants are created by replacing the phase control
strategy with an alternative one. These variants validate
the effectiveness and robustness of our framework, high-
lighting its practical applicability.

• Superior performance beyond state-of-the-art (SOTA)
models: Experimental results show that DynamicLight
surpassed SOTA TSC models, establishing a new bench-
mark for advanced traffic control systems.

2. Related Work
2.1. Traditional Methods

In the realm of real-world TSC, commonly applied tradi-
tional methods exhibit a significant dependence on either
manually crafted signal plans or rule-based systems.

FixedTime (Koonce & Rodegerdts, 2008) is a traffic sig-
nal timing strategy that effectively regulates traffic signal
operations by relying on predetermined values for cycle
length, phase sequence, and phase split. GreenWave (Török
& Kertész, 1996) is designed to analyze applicable condi-
tions of the Green-Wave traffic theory, employing a two-
phase signal control concept for optimization. This strategy
allows vehicles to pass through multiple intersections con-
secutively on green lights, optimizing traffic flow on main

roads. Actuated control (Cools et al., 2013) introduced a
self-organizing mechanism that dynamically responds to
varying traffic conditions. This innovation has improved
traffic flow by enabling traffic signals to autonomously adapt
based on pre-defined rules and real-time traffic data. Adap-
tive control systems, such as SCATS (Lowrie, 1990) and
SCOOT (Hunt et al., 1982), employed a decision-making
process to select optimal traffic plans based on real-time
data obtained from loop sensors. Widely embraced in large
urban settings, such adaptive control systems significantly
enhance traffic flow and responsiveness by dynamically ad-
justing to the prevailing traffic conditions.

Recently, traditional optimization-based methodologies,
such as Max Pressure (Varaiya, 2013) and MaxQueue-
Length (Zhang et al., 2023), employed max-pressure and
max queue-length strategies to optimize TSC. These ap-
proaches have demonstrated significant efficacy in tackling
complex congestion challenges at urban intersections, lead-
ing to a substantial enhancement in the overall efficiency of
traffic management systems.

2.2. RL-based Methods

Several RL-based methodologies enhanced TSC perfor-
mance by designing effective state representations of reward
functions. LIT (Zheng et al., 2019b) made significant strides
in optimizing TSC by introducing a streamlined approach
to state and reward design. This innovative methodology
proved to be highly effective, surpassing the performance
of IntelliLight (Wei et al., 2018). PressLight (Wei et al.,
2019a) advanced the capabilities of LIT and IntelliLight
through the seamless integration of “pressure” into both
the state and reward design. This integration significantly
contributed to enhancing the overall TSC strategy, demon-
strating its effectiveness in coordinating signals on arterial
roadway networks. MPLight (Chen et al., 2020) enhanced
FRAP (Zheng et al., 2019a) by incorporating “pressure” in
the state representation and reward function design. Atten-
tionLight (Zhang et al., 2023) employed queue length for
both state representation and reward function, significantly
surpassing FRAP. Advanced-XLight (Zhang et al., 2022) in-
troduced effective running vehicle number and traffic move-
ment pressure as the state representations, demonstrating
SOTA performance.

Furthermore, some RL-based methods have significantly
enhanced TSC performance by developing sophisticated net-
work structures. FRAP (Zheng et al., 2019a) demonstrated
exceptional skill in crafting phase features and adeptly cap-
turing intricate relationships arising from phase competition
in TSC. CoLight (Wei et al., 2019b) harnessed the capabili-
ties of a graph attention network (Velickovic et al., 2017),
specifically tailored to facilitate seamless cooperation at
intersections, showcasing improved TSC efficacy. Attend-
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Light (Oroojlooy et al., 2020) utilized an attention network
to adeptly manage diverse intersection topologies.

Some other RL-based methodologies adopted advanced
RL techniques to enhance model performance. Demo-
Light (Xiong et al., 2019) utilized imitation learning (Ho
& Ermon, 2016) to accelerate learning. HiLight (Xu et al.,
2021) enabled each strategy to learn a high-level policy, opti-
mizing the objective locally using hierarchical RL (Kulkarni
et al., 2016). MetaLight (Zang et al., 2020) utilized meta-
learning (Finn et al., 2017) to efficiently and robustly adapt
to changing traffic scenarios.

All the aforementioned methods utilized a single-stage con-
trol framework. However, the duration of a phase is solely
influenced by the action duration, leading to a lack of ad-
equate variability. Moreover, the single-stage framework
lacks the capability to pre-determine the duration of each
stage before initiating the next one. In this study, we in-
troduce DynamicLight, a two-stage framework designed
to improve upon the single-stage framework and enable
dynamic phase durations.

3. Preliminaries

Figure 1. Illustration of a standard intersection structure with four
entry and four exit approaches (East, West, South, and North), each
featuring three types of lanes (left, straight, and right). Subfigures
depict (b) traffic movement signals, (c) signal phases, and (d) state
representations for a comprehensive overview.

Traffic network. A typical representation of a traffic net-
work involves a directed graph, with nodes corresponding
to intersections and roads corresponding to edges. Figure 1
(a) illustrates a standard intersection structure within this
graph. Each road is composed of three types of lanes (i.e.,
turning left, going straight, and turning right), acting as the
fundamental units facilitating vehicle movement and deter-
mining the trajectory of each vehicle passing through the
intersection. An incoming lane serves as the entry point for
vehicles approaching the intersection, orchestrating the ini-

tial flow of traffic. An outgoing lane provides a designated
area for vehicles to seamlessly exit an intersection, thereby
enhancing the overall efficiency of the traffic network.

Traffic movements and phases. A traffic movement
refers to vehicles traveling at an intersection in a specific di-
rection. In certain countries, vehicles making a right turn are
allowed to proceed regardless of the signal but must come
to a stop at a red light, as indicated by the black signals in
Figure 1 (b). Additionally, each intersection has its own
phase settings. A signal phase comprises a set of permitted
traffic movements. As illustrated in Figure 1 (c), each of
the four signal phases controls two traffic movements that
do not conflict with each other. Once a phase is activated,
its duration is the period during which it remains active. To
comprehensively reflect the traffic environment, the state
representations are lane-based, as depicted in Figure 1 (d).

Problem statement. In a multi-intersection TSC system,
each intersection is managed by an RL agent. An agent
observes the environment and takes actions involving phase
and duration, which lead to receiving a reward. The ob-
jective function for all agents is to learn an optimal policy
that maximizes their cumulative rewards. For ease of de-
ployment, certain agents are designed to handle various
intersection topologies, ensuring adaptability to different
configurations and enhancing the overall versatility of the
implemented system.

4. DynamicLight
DynamicLight, a two-stage TSC framework, utilizes one
deep Q-network for both the phase and duration control to
dynamically adjust phase durations. Specifically, the phase
control is responsible for determining the optimal traffic
phase, while the duration control is tasked with determining
the duration of the selected phase. Figure 2 shows the
overview architecture of DynamicLight.

4.1. DynamicLight Agent

State. Consider a TSC system with N intersections I =
{I1, · · · , IN}. Here, Lin and Lout represent the sets of
incoming and outgoing lanes, respectively, for a specific
intersection. Seven state representations are utilized to de-
scribe the environment. Formally, let Sl = [sl,1, · · · , sl,7]
denote the set of all state descriptors, where sl,i, l ∈ Lin

represents the i-th state representation on lane l. These
state representations include the current phase (sl,1), queue
length (sl,2), effective running vehicle number (sl,3), and
the number of vehicles under the segmented road (four seg-
ments of 100 meters each, i.e., sl,4 to sl,7).
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Figure 2. Overview architecture of DynamicLight. (a) The TSC environment facilitates DynamicLight by providing state representations
S, executing received actions ⟨ap, ad⟩, and generating new states S ′ and rewards r. It serves as the essential interface for interaction,
enabling the seamless flow of information and feedback between the agent and its environment. These transition tuples ⟨S, ap, ad, r,S ′⟩ at
an intersection are collected as the replay memory. (b) Feature fusion involves acquiring states from the environment and embedding them
into lane features. Subsequently, the lane features undergo phase feature fusion through a multi-head self-attention (MHA) mechanism.
(c) Phase control utilizes phase features as inputs and employs a deep network to approximate the Q-values. (d) Duration control selects
the phase feature corresponding to the predicted phase action in (c) and embeds it to predict the Q-values. The phase action and duration
action are determined using argmax operation. Note that the networks in (b) and (c) are updated with mini-batches ⟨S, ap, r,S ′⟩ from the
replay memory. Similarly, the networks in (b) and (d) are updated with mini-batches ⟨S, ad, r,S ′⟩.

Action. Define the phase and duration action spaces as
Ap = {ap1, a

p
2, · · · , a

p
4} and Ad = {ad1, ad2, · · · , ad7}, re-

spectively. Each element in Ap corresponds to a specific
signal phase type (e.g., Type A, B, C, or D), while each ele-
ment in Ad represents the duration time of a phase. In this
study, we extensively explored the duration action space and
ultimately selected Ad = {10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40} sec-
onds in Appendix A.1. At an intersection, the agent selects
a phase action api as its initial phase and subsequently main-
tains it for the duration of adj . These two actions control
the signal phase of the intersection, and the agent receives
a reward based on its decisions. Through Nt interactions,
each agent learns and refines its control policies over time.

Reward. Both the phase and duration controls utilize
negative intersection queue length as their rewards, with
the reward for controlling an intersection denoted as r =
−
∑

sl,2. Intuitively, DynamicLight seeks to minimize the
average travel time by maximizing the reward.

4.2. Deep Q-Network Design

Feature fusion. The features of each state descriptor si,l
are initially embedded and concatenated to a lane feature:

Fl = Embed(Embed(sl,1)⊕ · · · ⊕ Embed(sl,7)), (1)

where ⊕ denotes the concatenation operation. Various
feature fusion methods, including addition (Zheng et al.,
2019a), embedding with a multi-layer perceptron (MLP),
and multi-head self-attention (MHA) (Vaswani et al., 2017),
were explored in Appendix A.2. Finally, MHA was chosen
due to its superior performance. Since each phase comprises
two lanes (Fl1 and Fl2 as illustrated in Figure 2 (c)), the
averaged feature fusion for phase p can be calculated by

Fp = Mean (MHA(Fl1 ⊕ Fl2)) . (2)

Note that the fused phase feature Fp serves as the input for
Q-value prediction in both phase and duration controls.

Q-value prediction. All the fused phase features are mod-
eled with MHA to capture their correlations, and the cor-
related features are embedded to generate Q-values for the
phase control. Subsequently, the phase action with the max-
imum Q-value is selected. In practice, the phase control
needs to complete its task before the duration control, as
selecting an appropriate duration depends on the determined
phase.

Next, the fused phase feature Fp and the pre-determined
phase action serve as inputs to the duration control. The four
features are concatenated, and the result is multiplied by the
representation of the phase action to extract the correspond-
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ing phase feature. The extracted phase feature is further
embedded to obtain Q-values. Finally, the duration action
with the maximum Q-value is selected. The final embed-
ding is shared across different phases, enabling it to handle
various types of phase features and benefit from shared expe-
riences (see details in Appendix A.3). For more information
on DynamicLight architecture, see Appendix A.4.

4.3. Training Procedure

For the TSC system with N intersections, the control
process for the n-th intersection can be represented by a
Markov decision process, denoted by the tuple Mn =
⟨S, ap, ad, r, γ⟩, where S denotes a set of state representa-
tions, ap ∈ Ap, ad ∈ Ad, r is a reward function, and γ repre-
sents a discount factor at the n-th intersection. Then, the col-
lected replay memory can be denoted asM =

⋃
n∈NMn.

Let ϕ represent the parameters of the feature fusion network,
θ1 and θ2 denote the parameters of neural networks for
action and duration controls, respectively. These parameters
are utilized to approximate the Q-value function of the RL
agent. Then, the temporal difference loss for phase control
can be calculated as follows:

L(ϕ,θ1) = E(S,ap,r,S′,γ)∼M

[
(y −Q(S, ap;ϕ,θ1))

2
]
, (3)

where Q(·) represents the Q-value function, and y is the
target Q-value, which is calculated as

y = r + γmax
ap′

Q(S ′, ap′;ϕ−,θ−
1 ). (4)

Here, S ′ and ap′ denote the next state and action of phase
control, respectively, and ϕ− and θ−

1 represent the param-
eters of their target networks (Van Hasselt et al., 2016).
Finally, the gradients of phase control can be updated by

ϕ← ϕ− α∇ϕL(ϕ,θ1), (5)

and

θ1 ← θ1 − β∇θ1
L(ϕ,θ1), (6)

where α and β represent the learning rates for the feature
fusion network and phase control strategy, respectively. Sim-
ilarly, the parameters of DynamicLight’s duration control
strategy θ2 can be updated in the same manner.

Algorithm 1 illustrates the training procedure of Dynam-
icLight. To enhance the training of DynamicLight, a va-
riety of techniques have been employed. The impact of
these techniques on the training effectiveness is detailed in
Appendix A.5. Furthermore, during the training of phase
control, a fixed duration action was utilized, which also in-
fluenced the model’s performance. For further information
on this aspect, refer to Appendix A.6.

Algorithm 1 Training procedure of DynamicLight.
Initialization: the Parameters of ϕ, θ1 and θ2, discount
factor γ, replay bufferM, and the time steps T1 and T2 for
DynamicLight updating

1: for t = 1→ T do
2: Select phase and duration actions according to their

policies and receive reward r, new state S ′
3: Store the transition tuple ⟨S, ap, ad, r,S ′⟩ toM
4: Sample a random mini-batch fromM
5: if t < T1 then
6: Update parameters ϕ and θ1 using Eqs (2)-(4)
7: else if t < T2 then
8: Fix parameter ϕ and update parameters θ2
9: else

10: Update parameters ϕ, θ1, and θ2
11: end if
12: Update the parameters of target networks
13: t← t+ 1
14: S ← S ′
15: end for

5. Experiments
CityFlow (Zhang et al., 2019), an open-source platform
supporting large-scale TSC simulations, utilizes a structure
where each green signal is succeeded by a five-second red
signal to facilitate signal phase transition. In this section,
we primarily conducted extensive experiments on CityFlow
to answer the following research questions (RQ):

• RQ1: How does the performance of DynamicLight com-
pare with that of SOTA approaches?

• RQ2: How does the scalability of DynamicLight?

• RQ3: Is the duration control strategy effective?

• RQ4: Can DynamicLight be effectively applied to various
intersection topologies?

Datasets. Both real-world and synthetic datasets were
utilized to validate the effectiveness of the DynamicLight
framework in our experiments. Each traffic dataset includes
a road network dataset, providing details about the traffic
network, and a traffic flow dataset, illustrating the movement
of vehicles across the network along predetermined routes.

• Real-world datasets consist of seven traffic flow datasets.
Three datasets from Jinan (JN) are labeled as JN1, JN2,
and JN3. Two datasets from Hangzhou (HZ) are denoted
as HZ1 and HZ2. Additionally, two datasets from New
York (NY) are identified as NY1 and NY2. The intersec-
tions in the road networks of JN, HZ, and NY share the
same topologies as depicted in Figure 1 (a).
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Figure 3. Visual depiction of the number of vehicle entries in both
real-world and synthetic datasets.

• Synthetic datasets comprise six traffic flow datasets for
three distinct intersection topologies, denoted as SYN1-
1, SYN1-2, SYN2-1, SYN2-2, SYN3-1, and SYN3-2.
Their road network is identical to that in JN. Each traffic
flow dataset was randomly generated based on statistical
analysis of real-world datasets with turn ratios of 10%
(left), 60% (straight), and 30% (right). Figure 5 (a) shows
the three intersection topologies.

Figure 3 visually presents the distinct arrival rates and travel
patterns exhibited by each traffic flow dataset, encompass-
ing both real-world and synthetic datasets. The diversity
observed across these datasets highlights the robustness and
comprehensiveness of our experiments.

Hyperparameter settings. The Adam optimizer was em-
ployed as an optimization function for both phase and du-
ration control with a learning rate of 1e−3. The memory
size of the replay buffer and the discount factor γ were
set to 12,000 and 0.8, respectively. DynamicLight under-
went training for 100 epochs per episode, with a total of
200 episodes. In both the training and testing phases, each
episode simulated traffic conditions for 60 minutes.

Metrics. Average travel time (ATT), a commonly used
performance measure, such as FRAP (Zheng et al., 2019a)
and Advanced-XLight (Zhang et al., 2022), was utilized
as the evaluation metric in this study. To enhance the reli-
ability of our experimental assessment, we averaged ATT
over the final ten testing episodes, conducted three sets of
independent experiments, and reported the average results.

5.1. Evaluation Results (RQ1)

Various TSC optimization methods were employed to fa-
cilitate a comprehensive evaluation. FixedTime, Max Pres-

sure, and Max QueueLength are representative of traditional
TSC methods. In contrast, FRAP, MPLight, PRGLight,
CoLight, AttentionLight, and Advanced-CoLight represent
superior RL-based TSC optimization methods. Note that
Advanced-CoLight was the SOTA model, achieving the best
performance among all the baseline models until now.

Table 1 presents the evaluation results of the ATT metric
for DynamicLight and the aforementioned baseline models
across real-world datasets. Our proposed DynamicLight
surpasses Advanced-CoLight, establishing a new SOTA per-
formance for TSC. In particular, In Table 1, DynamicLight
outperformed Advanced-CoLight in ATT results on the JN
and HZ datasets, exhibiting improvements of 4.25% on JN1,
5.32% on JN2, 4.71% on JN3, and improvements of 3.46%
and 3.28% on HZ1 and HZ2, respectively. For the results
on the NY dataset, DynamicLight demonstrated a 1.39%
improvement on NY1 and a reduction of 2.57% on NY2.
Overall, DynamicLight outperforms all baselines on six out
of seven real-world datasets, highlighting the effectiveness
of the proposed two-stage framework and setting a new
benchmark for TSC optimization.

5.2. Scalability Exploration (RQ2)

To address RQ2, we integrated the proposed two-stage
framework with various single-stage models to explore the
scalability of DynamicLight. Refer to Appendices B.1 and
B.2 for additional details of DynamicLight variants.

• DynamicLight-Rand applies a random policy (Rand) as
the phase control policy, with the negative queue length
as the reward.

• DynamicLight-FT uses FixedTime (FT) as the phase con-
trol strategy and the negative queue length as the reward.

• DynamicLight-MP employs Max Pressure (MP) as the
phase control policy, utilizing the negative absolute pres-
sure as the reward function in the duration control strategy
to maintain a consistent optimization target.

• DynamicLight-MQL adopts max queue-length (MQL)
for the phase control and employs the negative queue
length as the reward.

• DynamicLight-Lite originates from DynamicLight-
MQL, streamlining the network of the duration control
and reducing the total parameters from 6, 376 to 19.

The results presented in Figure 4 illustrate the performance
of DynamicLight variants. DynamicLight-MQL outper-
forms the previous SOTA model, Advanced-CoLight. The
superiority of DynamicLight-FT over FRAP, despite hav-
ing a fixed cyclical phase order, emphasizes the crucial
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Table 1. Evaluation results of ATT metric (in seconds) for DynamicLight vs. other baseline models.

Model
JN dataset HZ dataset NY dataset

JN1 JN2 JN3 HZ1 HZ2 NY1 NY2

FixedTime (Koonce & Rodegerdts, 2008) 429.27 370.34 384.89 497.87 408.31 1507.12 1733.30
Max Pressure (Varaiya, 2013) 274.99 246.41 244.63 289.55 349.85 1179.55 1536.17
Max QueueLength (Zhang et al., 2023) 268.87 240.02 238.51 284.32 325.44 1197.59 1551.46

FRAP (Zheng et al., 2019a) 299.56 268.57 269.20 308.73 355.80 1192.23 1470.51
MPLight (Chen et al., 2020) 297.68 274.32 268.00 313.16 355.35 1321.40 1642.05
PRGLight (Chenguang et al., 2021) 291.27 257.52 261.74 301.06 369.98 1283.37 1472.73
CoLight (Wei et al., 2019b) 271.17 251.22 248.87 300.07 339.76 1065.64 1367.54
AttentionLight (Zhang et al., 2023) 254.82 239.68 236.62 283.64 316.38 1013.78 1401.32
Advanced-CoLight (Zhang et al., 2022) 246.42 233.72 229.47 271.64 313.51 970.05 1300.62

DynamicLight 235.95 221.29 218.66 262.24 303.23 956.59 1334.92
Improvement ↑ 4.25% ↑ 5.32% ↑ 4.71% ↑ 3.46% ↑ 3.28% ↑ 1.39% ↓ 2.57%
⋆ The values highlighted in bold represent the maximum values among all compared models.

Figure 4. Performance comparison of DynamicLight variants (ATT
in seconds).

role of the dynamic two-stage framework. DynamicLight-
Lite, representing a trade-off between performance and com-
putational cost, achieves comparable results to Advanced-
CoLight with only 19 parameters, further affirming the effec-
tiveness of the two-stage framework. The learning prowess
and efficiency of the duration control strategy are under-
scored by DynamicLight-Rand, which exhibits satisfactory
performance with random selection as the phase control
strategy. Overall, these results validate the robust scalability
of DynamicLight.

5.3. Ablation Studies (RQ3)

Effects of duration control strategy. To evaluate the ef-
fectiveness of the duration control strategy, we conducted
performance comparisons for DynamicLight and its vari-
ants using real-world datasets. In the scenario without the
duration control (i.e., w/o duration), the TSC is considered a
single-stage framework with only the phase control, where
the action duration time is fixed at 15 seconds. Table 2 and
Table B.2 show the impacts of their duration controls. Com-

Table 2. Performance comparisons of DynamicLight and its vari-
ants with and without duration control (ATT in seconds).

Model JN dataset HZ dataset
JN1 JN2 HZ1

w/o duration 244.28 231.82 270.29

DynamicLight
235.95

(↑ 3.41%)
221.29

(↑ 4.54%)
262.24

(↑ 2.98%)

w/o duration 559.49 506.72 560.08

DynamicLight-Rand
348.48

(↑ 37.71%)
322.78

(↑ 36.03%)
372.91

(↑ 33.42%)

w/o duration 429.27 370.34 497.87

DynamicLight-FT
279.99

(↑ 34.78%)
281.87

(↑ 23.89%)
320.49

(↑ 35.63%)

w/o duration 274.99 246.41 289.55

DynamicLight-MP
253.52

(↑ 7.81%)
240.77

(↑ 2.29%)
281.45

(↑ 2.80%)

w/o duration 268.87 240.02 284.32
DynamicLight-MQL

241.56
(↑ 10.16%)

230.63
(↑ 3.91%)

272.19
(↑ 4.27%)

pared to DynamicLight without a duration control, Dynami-
cLight with a two-stage framework improved ATT by 3.41%,
4.54%, and 2.98% on the JN1, JN2, and HZ1 datasets.
Similarly, the ATT of the four variants of DynamicLight
(DynamicLight-MQL, DynamicLight-MP, DynamicLight-
FT, and DynamicLight-Rand) using the two-stage frame-
work all exceed those of the single-stage framework without
duration control. In particular, for DynamicLight-Rand,
the ATT demonstrated an improvement of more than 33%
across the three real-world datasets. Overall, DynamicLight
and its variants exhibit superior performance, affirming the
efficacy of the proposed two-stage framework.
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Table 3. Examining the learning capability of the duration con-
trol strategy for DynamicLight and its variants with maintaining
the duration strategy in training and changing phase strategy to
FixedTime in testing (ATT in seconds).

Model
JN dataset HZ dataset

JN1 JN2 HZ1

DynamicLight 263.90 245.24 328.31
DynamicLight-Rand 301.82 277.65 322.79
DynamicLight-FT 279.99 281.87 320.49
DynamicLight-MP 283.80 264.45 310.69
DynamicLight-MQL 270.32 250.09 309.14
DynamicLight-Lite 277.61 254.02 506.53

Learning capabilities of duration control strategy. To
further investigate the effects of the duration control strategy,
FixedTime was set as the phase control strategy for Dynami-
cLight and its variants after training, to eliminate the impact
of the phase strategy on performance in testing. Table 3
and Table B.3 present the evaluation results of their learning
capabilities on real-world datasets. As shown in Table 3, the
ATT of the duration control was significantly influenced by
the selection of phase controls during the training phase. Dy-
namicLight and DynamicLight-Lite achieved the two mini-
mum ATT values on the JN1 and JN2 datasets, specifically
263.90 and 245.24, respectively, and DynamicLight-MQL
obtained the minimum ATT (309.14) on the HZ1 dataset.
These results illustrated the effectiveness of the duration
control, demonstrating its ability to outperform RL-based
methods even without optimizing phase order.

5.4. Case Studies on Intersection Topologies (RQ4)

To assess the capabilities of DynamicLight and its variants
in handling various traffic scenarios, three sets of synthetic
datasets were utilized, each featuring distinct intersection
topologies as illustrated in Figure 5 (a).

Figure 5 (b) and Table B.4 compare the performance of Dy-
namicLight variants with CoLight and Advanced-CoLight.
The results indicate that DynamicLight, DynamicLight-
MQL, and DynamicLight-Lite exhibit satisfactory perfor-
mance, with their ATTs surpassing all baseline methods, and
ranking in the top three among all models. Note that TSC
models, such as FRAP and MPLight, lack the capabilities
to effectively handle such intersections. In contrast, Dy-
namicLight and its variants achieved SOTA performance on
the three synthetic datasets, highlighting their exceptional
capabilities in handling various intersection topologies.

Figure 5 (c) illustrates the ATT ratio of DynamicLight-MQL
on the synthetic datasets. DynamicLight-MQL demon-
strates effective adaptation to various intersection topolo-
gies, indicating its potential for training on one topology

Figure 5. (a) Illustration of three different intersection topologies.
(b) Performance comparison of DynamicLight variants with base-
line models. (c) Comparison of ATT ratio on synthetic datasets,
the error bars represent a 95% confidence interval for ATT ratio.

(Topology 1 in Figure 5 (a)) and successfully transferring
that knowledge to others (Topologies 2 and 3). This trans-
ferability allows for training the model on a small scale in
the real world to reduce costs while deploying it broadly.

6. Conclusion
This study introduced a two-stage TSC framework called
DynamicLight, utilizing one deep Q-network to dynamically
adjust phase durations. DynamicLight begins with a phase
control responsible for determining the optimal traffic phase
and subsequently employs a duration control to determine
the corresponding phase duration. Extensive experiments
were conducted on both real-world and synthetic datasets
to validate the effectiveness of DynamicLight. The exper-
imental results demonstrate that DynamicLight achieved
SOTA performance compared to all baselines, setting a new
benchmark for advanced traffic control systems. Further-
more, DynamicLight variants were employed to verify the
robustness of our framework, highlighting its significant
potential for real-world deployment.
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DynamicLight has two main limitations. Firstly, its training
process, involving the cooperation of two distinct control
strategies, demands extensive calculations to achieve opti-
mal results. Secondly, DynamicLight lacks the capability
to incorporate information from neighboring intersections,
thus missing out on the benefits of coordinated intersection
cooperation. In the future, we plan to develop an enhanced
version of DynamicLight that can exchange information
with neighboring intersections to improve performance.

Impact Statements
In the realm of RL-based TSC methodologies, the two-stage
DynamicLight framework and its variants exhibit superior
suitability for real-world deployment compared to conven-
tional one-stage control approaches. This assertion is under-
pinned by three pivotal aspects:

• Definitive Phase Duration: Unlike traditional one-stage
control systems, DynamicLight provides the capability
to prescribe fixed phase durations. This feature enhances
predictability and consistency in traffic management, pre-
senting a crucial factor in real-world traffic scenarios.

• Optimized Cyclical Control: The two-stage architecture
of DynamicLight facilitates optimized cyclical control, a
feature not supported by traditional one-stage RL-based
methods. This optimization is integral for deploying con-
trol systems in real-world settings that are readily accept-
able and user-friendly.

• Versatility Across Diverse Intersection Topologies: A sig-
nificant advantage of DynamicLight’s variants is their
adaptability to various intersection topologies. This versa-
tility is paramount in real-world settings where intersec-
tion configurations are not uniform and require a flexible
control system.

Beyond focusing solely on model performance metrics, Dy-
namicLight and its variants prioritize practical applicability.
DynamicLight aims to accelerate the integration and ad-
vancement of RL methodologies in real-world traffic control
applications, bridging the gap between theoretical models
and their practical deployment in dynamic and unpredictable
urban traffic environments.
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Supplementary Materials
DynamicLight: Two-Stage Dynamic Traffic Signal Timing

A. Model Study Details
In our model study, we employ both DynamicLight and DynamicLight-MQL (see Appendix B.1) to gain comprehensive
insights. While DynamicLight is explored to understand its training dynamics, DynamicLight-MQL is adopted as a
foundational model due to its simplicity, efficiency, and notably greater stability compared to traditional RL models. This
choice effectively reduces the impact of instability factors often encountered in RL-based approaches.

A.1. Duration Action Space Survey

To thoroughly assess the flexibility of duration control, we evaluate DynamicLight-MQL across five distinct sets of
duration action spaces, described as follows: D1 = {10, 20, 30, 40} seconds; D2 = {10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40} seconds;
D3 = {10, 13, 16, 19, 22, 25, 28, 31, 34, 37, 40} seconds; D4 = {10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40, 45, 50, 55, 60} seconds; and
D5 = {10, 15, 20} seconds. The performance of DynamicLight-QML under these varying duration action spaces is detailed
in Table A.1. For our study, D2 is chosen as the default duration action space. This selection is based on its balanced range
and performance, offering a comprehensive view of the model’s capabilities in handling diverse traffic scenarios.

Table A.1. Performance comparison of DynamicLight-MQL across different duration action spaces (ATT in seconds).

Duration action space
JN dataset HZ dataset

JN1 JN2 JN3 HZ1 HZ2

D1 245.01 230.77 228.00 272.71 303.96
D2 241.56 230.63 225.31 272.19 303.92
D3 241.47 229.38 227.88 273.64 305.14
D4 242.73 229.53 226.14 271.91 304.61
D5 247.43 228.83 226.14 272.37 311.63

A.2. Feature Fusion Methods Selection

We conducted evaluations on four distinct phase feature fusion methods, each with its unique approach to integrating lane
features for phase representation:

• Fusion1: This method employs multi-head self-attention (MHA) (Vaswani et al., 2017) to process features from
participating lanes, followed by averaging these features to derive the phase feature. DynamicLight and its variants,
excluding DynamicLight-Lite, utilize this method.

• Fusion2: In this approach, the features of participating lanes are directly added together to form the phase feature. This
method is adopted by FRAP (Zheng et al., 2019a) and DynamicLight-Lite.

• Fusion3: This method applies MHA to both the participating lane features and their average to obtain the phase feature.
AttendLight (Oroojlooy et al., 2020) uses this fusion technique.

• Fusion4: Here, the participating lane features are first concatenated along the final axis, and then a single MLP is used to
embed them into a uniform dimension.

The performance of DynamicLight-MQL with these different phase feature fusion methods is detailed in Table A.2. Our
findings indicate that DynamicLight-QML achieves optimal performance with Fusion1. Consequently, we have selected
Fusion1 as the default method in our neural network design, considering its effectiveness in integrating lane features for
phase representation.
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Table A.2. Performance comparison of DynamicLight-MQL across different phase feature fusion methods (ATT in seconds).

Feature fusion method
JN dataset HZ dataset

JN1 JN2 JN3 HZ1 HZ2

Fusion1 241.56 230.63 225.31 272.19 303.92
Fusion2 244.07 235.01 231.57 276.92 309.91
Fusion3 242.09 228.42 225.69 274.16 306.36
Fusion4 245.39 233.66 228.17 276.87 306.97

A.3. Effects of Parameter Sharing for Duration Q-value Prediction

The component responsible for predicting duration Q-values in our model is designed to be potentially shared across different
phases. To understand the impact of this design choice, we conducted evaluations both with and without parameter sharing
in this module. The results of these evaluations are presented in Table A.3. Our findings reveal that sharing the parameters
of the duration Q-value prediction module can indeed enhance the overall performance of the model. This suggests that
parameter sharing in this context not only streamlines the model but also contributes positively to its effectiveness.

Table A.3. Performance comparison of DynamicLight-MQL with and without parameter sharing (ATT in seconds).

Config
JN dataset HZ dataset

JN1 JN2 JN3 HZ1 HZ2

w/o sharing 245.30 233.38 227.73 275.05 310.38
w sharing 241.56 230.63 225.31 272.19 303.92

A.4. DynamicLight Network Details

The architecture of the DynamicLight network is outlined as follows:

• Feature fusion. Each incoming lane’s characteristics, denoted as sl,i (where i ∈ N+, N = 7), are initially embedded.
These embeddings are then concatenated to form a lane feature:

Fl = Embed(Embed(sl,1)⊕ . . .Embed(sl,7)), (A.1)

where symbol ⊕ denotes the concatenation operation, and there are a total of 520 ((1× 4 + 4)× 7 + (28× 16 + 16))
parameters. Multi-head self-attention (MHA) (Vaswani et al., 2017) is employed to integrate features from all incoming
lanes relevant to each phase:

Fp = Mean(MHA(Fl ⊕ Fk), l, k ∈ Lp, (A.2)

where p denotes each phase, Lp is the set of participating entering lanes of phase p. We utilize a self-attention mechanism
with 4 heads, each having a key (query and value) dimension of 16, resulting in a total of 4,304 parameters, which is
calculated as 4× 3× (16× 16 + 16) + 4× 16× 16 + 16.

• Q-value prediction for phase control. The Fused phase feature is processed using MHA to capture inter-phase
correlations:

FP = MHA(Fp1 ⊕ Fp2 ⊕ Fp3 ⊕ Fp4),P = {p1, p2, p3, p4}, (A.3)

We utilize a self-attention mechanism with 4 heads, each having a key (query and value) dimension of 8, resulting in a
total of 2160 parameters. The correlated phase features are further embedded to derive the Q-values:

q̃p = Embed(FP). (A.4)

We utilize 3 MLP layers, and there are 1201 (i.e., (16× 20 + 20) + (20× 20 + 20) + (20× 1 + 1)) parameters. The
phase action is selected based on the maximum Q-value, denoted as p⋆.
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• Q-value prediction for duration control. The determined phase p⋆ is represented as a matrix H , which is utilized to
extract features specific to p⋆:

Fp⋆ = H × (Fp1 ⊕ Fp2 ⊕ Fp3 ⊕ Fp4), (A.5)

and there are no parameters. The phase features are then embedded to calculate the Q-value of each duration action:

q̃d = DuelingBlock(Embed(Fp⋆

)), (A.6)

the DuelingBlock is a specialized structure as described in (Wang et al., 2016). There are two MLPs and one dueling
block, and a total of 1768 (i.e., (16× 20 + 20) + (20× 20 + 20)× 3 + (20× 1 + 1) + (20× 7 + 7)) parameters. The
duration action is determined with the maximum Q-value.

In summary, DynamicLight contains 9533 parameters.

A.5. Ablation Study on DynamicLight Training Techniques

In training our DynamicLight model, we employ a variety of techniques, each contributing uniquely to the training process:
fix θ1 means fix θ1 when training duration control; clear memory1 means clear the replay memory of phase control before
training duration control; clear memory2 means clear the replay memory of duration control before fine-tuning phase
control and duration control together; reset lr1 means to reset a lower learning rate of duration control after 30 steps; reset
lr2 means to reset a lower learning rate of fine-tuning phase control and duration control; train seperately means first train
phase control and next train duration control; and fine-tuning means train phase control and duration control together with a
lower learning rate. In the separate training process of DynamicLight, the duration action is consistently fixed at 15 seconds
to facilitate the learning of phase control. Concurrently, the optimal phase action is employed to enhance the effectiveness of
duration control. This approach ensures a focused and efficient training strategy for each control aspect.

Table A.4 displays a comparative analysis of DynamicLight’s performance with and without the implementation of these
training techniques, demonstrating the effectiveness of the approaches we have employed.

Table A.4. Performance comparison of DynamicLigh with and without some training techniques (ATT in seconds).

Trainig config
JN dataset HZ dataset

JN1 JN2 JN3 HZ1 HZ2

w/o fix θ1 240.41 221.98 219.55 264.33 314.87
w/o clear memory1 240.06 227.86 222.79 264.55 319.22
w/o clear memory2 237.16 221.93 220.52 261.93 310.23
w/o reset lr1 237.34 221.64 219.94 263.19 313.36
w/o reset lr2 236.40 221.64 218.22 262.94 314.63
w/o train separately 241.29 224.77 223.16 263.43 307.51
w/o fine-tuning 239.16 224.80 220.93 263.60 309.99

DynamicLight 235.95 221.29 218.66 262.24 303.23

A.6. Impact of Fixed Duration Actions

When training DynamicLight separately, the selection of a predetermined duration action plays a crucial role in shaping the
phase control performance of DynamicLight, as highlighted in previous studies (Zhang et al., 2022; 2023). To understand
this impact in depth, we conducted evaluations of DynamicLight’s performance using different fixed duration actions.
Specifically, we chose 10, 15, and 20 seconds as the fixed duration actions from the set {10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40}.

Table A.6 presents the results of DynamicLight under these varying fixed duration actions. Based on our analysis, we have
determined that a fixed duration of 15 seconds optimizes performance, and thus, we have selected it as the default duration
action for our model.
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Table A.5. Performance comparison of DynamicLigh under different fixed duration actions (ATT in seconds).

Fixed duration action
JN dataset HZ dataset

JN1 JN2 JN3 HZ1 HZ2

10s 239.73 222.24 220.01 267.51 318.93
15s 235.95 221.29 218.66 262.24 303.23
20s 239.63 223.59 219.95 263.90 311.56

B. Details of Experimental Results
B.1. DynamicLight Variants’ Network Details

All variants of the DynamicLight model utilize the number of vehicles under the segmented road (four segments of 100
meters each) as the state representation for duration control. This approach is consistent across all variants, maintaining the
same network structure for duration control as in the original DynamicLight.

• Lane feature embedding. The characteristics of each entering lane are initially embedded. These embeddings are then
concatenated to form a comprehensive lane feature:

Fl = Embed(Embed(sl,4)⊕ . . .Embed(sl,7)), (B.1)

where symbol⊕ denotes the concatenation operation. There are 5 MLPs and a total of 304 (i.e., (1+4)×4+(16×16+16))
parameters.

• Phase feature construction. Multi-head self-attention (MHA) is employed to integrate features from all incoming lanes
relevant to each phase:

Fp = Mean(MHA(Fl ⊕ Fk), l, k ∈ Lp, (B.2)

where p represents one phase, and Lp is the set of participating entering lanes of phase p. We utilize a self-attention
mechanism with 4 heads, each having a key (query and value) dimension of 16, resulting in a total of 4,304 parameters,
which is calculated as 4× 3× (16× 16 + 16) + 4× 16× 16 + 16.

• Phase feature selection. The phase p⋆ is determined by the phase control strategy. The corresponding feature of p⋆ is
extracted

Fp⋆ = H × (Fp1 ⊕ Fp2 ⊕ Fp3 ⊕ Fp4), (B.3)

where H is a matrix representing p⋆ for feature selection by matrix multiplication.

• Q-value prediction for duration control. The phase features are further processed to obtain the Q-value of each duration
action:

q̃d = DuelingBlock(Embed(Fp⋆

)). (B.4)

There are 2 MLPs and one dueling block, and a total of 1768 ((16×20+20)+(20×20)×3+(20×1+1)+(20×7+7))
parameters. Finally, the duration action with the maximum Q-value is selected. This network contains 6376 parameters.

B.2. DynamicLight-Lite’s Network Design

Based on a comprehensive understanding and analysis of the DynamicLight variants network, we introduce DynamicLight-
Lite. Compared to DynamicLight variants, the DQN of DynamicLight-Lite for duration control is different from the
following:

• Lane feature embedding. DynamicLight-Lite embeds all the features of lane l into a one-dimensional latent space
with an MLP to obtain each lane’s feature:

sl = sl,4 ⊕ . . .⊕ sl,7, (B.5)
Fl = σ(slWe + be), (B.6)
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where ⊕ is the concatenate operation , sl ∈ R4, We ∈ R4×1 and be ∈ R1 are weight matrix and bias vector to learn,
and σ is the sigmoid function. The number of trainable parameters in this part is 5 (4× 1 + 1).

• Phase feature construction. The features of l, l ∈ Lp are directly added to derive the feature of phase p.

Fp = Add(Fl ⊕ Fk), l, k ∈ Lp. (B.7)

There are no trainable parameters in this part. Refer to Appendix A.2 for more details on the performance of this
feature fusion method.

• Phase feature selection. The phase p⋆ is determined by the phase control strategy. The corresponding feature of p⋆ is
extracted by

Fp⋆ = H × (Fp1 ⊕ Fp2 ⊕ Fp3 ⊕ Fp4), (B.8)

where H is a matrix representing p⋆ for feature selection by matrix multiplication. There are no trainable parameters
either.

• Q-value prediction. An MLP is directly used to obtain the Q-value of each duration action:

q̃d = Embed(Fp⋆) = σ(Fp⋆Wc + bc), (B.9)

where Wc ∈ R1×7 and bc ∈ R7 are weight matrix and bias vector to learn, σ is the ReLU function. The trainable
parameters in this part are 14 (i.e., 1× 7 + 7).

In summary, DynamicLight-Lite employs MLP twice: the first MLP contains 5 trainable parameters, and the last MLP
contains 14 trainable parameters. Other modules do not contain trainable parameters, bringing the total count to 19.
With significantly fewer parameters than other RL models for TSC, DynamicLight-Lite is highly efficient. Table B.1
compares different models in terms of parameter counts, memory usage, and inference times (for 1000 random samples).
The reported memory usage and inference time are averages of five independent results. When built using TensorFlow2,
DynamicLight-Lite exhibits the lowest memory and inference time. Its minimal parameter count of just 19 also makes it
highly feasible to implement with Numpy, further reducing memory usage and inference time.

Table B.1. Comparison of different models by their parameter counts, memory usage, and inference times.

Model Parameters Memory usage (KB) Inference time (Second)

FRAP (Zheng et al., 2019a) 1369 12961 0.31
CoLight (Wei et al., 2019b) 18756 12732 0.32
AttentionLight (Zhang et al., 2023) 3101 13466 0.33
DynamicLight-MQL 6376 13662 0.32
DynamicLight 9533 14232 0.39
DynamicLight-Lite 19 12342 0.20
DynamicLight-Lite (Numpy) 19 − 4.6e−4
⋆ DynamicLight-Lite (Numpy) is realized with Numpy and the memory usage is too small to record.

B.3. Effects of Duration Control

B.4. Learning Capability Evaluation

B.5. Performance of DynamicLight on Synthetic Datasets
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Table B.2. Performance comparisons of DynamicLight and its variants with and without the duration control strategy on real-world
datasets (ATT in seconds).

Model
JN dataset HZ dataset

JN1 JN2 JN3 HZ1 HZ2

w/o duration 244.28 231.82 227.57 270.29 312.76
DynamicLight 235.95 221.29 218.66 262.24 303.23
Improvement ↑ 3.41% ↑ 4.54% ↑ 3.92% ↑ 2.98% ↑ 3.05%

w/o duration 559.49 506.72 513.10 560.08 466.66
DynamicLight-Rand 348.48 322.78 319.23 372.91 386.50
Improvement ↑ 37.71% ↑ 36.03% ↑ 37.78% ↑ 33.42% ↑ 17.18%

w/o duration 429.27 370.34 384.89 497.87 408.31
DynamicLight-FT 279.99 281.87 274.93 320.49 327.43
Improvement ↑ 34.78% ↑ 23.89% ↑ 28.57% ↑ 35.63% ↑ 19.81%

w/o duration 274.99 246.41 244.63 289.55 349.85
DynamicLight-MP 253.52 240.77 235.64 281.45 328.53
Improvement ↑ 7.81% ↑ 2.29% ↑ 3.67% ↑ 2.80% ↑ 6.09%

w/o duration 268.87 240.02 238.51 284.32 325.44
DynamicLight-MQL 241.56 230.63 225.31 272.19 303.92
Improvement ↑ 10.16% ↑ 3.91% ↑ 5.53% ↑ 4.27% ↑ 6.61%

w/o duration 268.87 240.02 238.51 284.32 325.44
DynamicLight-Lite 249.98 239.48 230.92 283.85 305.78
Improvement ↑ 7.03% ↑ 0.22% ↑ 3.18% ↑ 0.17% ↑ 6.04%

Table B.3. Learning capability of DynamicLight and its variants comparison with maintaining their duration control strategy and changing
their phase control strategy as FixedTime (ATT in seconds).

Model
JN dataset HZ dataset

JN1 JN2 JN3 HZ1 HZ2

DynamicLight 263.90 245.24 241.00 328.31 342.77
DynamicLight-Rand 301.82 277.65 278.01 322.79 344.96
DynamicLight-FT 279.99 281.87 274.93 320.49 327.43
DynamicLight-MP 283.80 264.45 272.25 310.69 352.27
DynamicLight-MQL 270.32 250.09 245.96 309.14 319.78
DynamicLight-Lite 277.61 254.02 269.32 506.53 324.72
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DynamicLight: Two-Stage Dynamic Traffic Signal Timing

Table B.4. Performance comparisons of DynamicLight and its variants on the synthetic datasets (ATT in seconds).

Model
Topology 1 Topology 2 Topology 3

SYN1-1 SYN1-2 SYN2-1 SYN2-2 SYN3-1 SYN3-2

FixedTime (Koonce & Rodegerdts, 2008) 448.47 623.64 360.86 538.81 289.63 330.10
Max Pressure (Varaiya, 2013) 249.19 349.35 183.86 238.07 337.67 420.30
Max QueueLength (Zhang et al., 2023) 180.61 223.00 168.10 197.38 272.18 283.30

CoLight (Wei et al., 2019b) 197.86 294.38 182.48 228.61 229.52 283.30
Advanced-CoLight (Zhang et al., 2022) 197.28 295.83 170.96 234.69 216.87 309.77

DynamicLight-Rand 357.14 476.96 295.35 367.48 225.90 242.92
DynamicLight-FT 254.75 292.10 222.33 255.45 169.58 187.25
DynamicLight-MP 214.65 249.75 178.58 208.04 160.24 166.90
DynamicLight-MQL 170.31 199.86 157.26 181.30 149.81 159.53
DynamicLight-Lite 175.25 212.94 162.68 187.56 157.99 172.47

DynamicLight 163.64 195.20 150.29 174.49 142.16 153.79
Improvement ↑ 9.40% ↑ 12.47% ↑ 10.59% ↑ 11.6% ↑ 34.45% ↑ 45.71%
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