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Abstract— With the advancement of deep learning technology,
data-driven methods are increasingly used in the
decision-making of autonomous driving, and the quality of
datasets greatly influenced the model performance. Although
current datasets have made significant progress in the collection
of vehicle and environment data, emphasis on human-end data
including the driver states and human evaluation is not sufficient.
In addition, existing datasets consist mostly of simple scenarios
such as car following, resulting in low interaction levels. In this
paper, we introduce the Driver to Evaluation dataset (D2E), an
autonomous decision-making dataset that contains data on
driver states, vehicle states, environmental situations, and
evaluation scores from human reviewers, covering a
comprehensive process of vehicle decision-making. Apart from
regular agents and surrounding environment information, we
not only collect driver factor data including first-person view
videos, physiological signals, and eye attention data, but also
provide subjective rating scores from 40 human volunteers. The
dataset is mixed of driving simulator scenes and real-road ones.
High-interaction situations are designed and filtered to ensure
behavior diversity. Through data organization, analysis, and
preprocessing, D2E contains over 1100 segments of interactive
driving case data covering from human driver factor to
evaluation results, supporting the development of data-driven
decision-making related algorithms.

1. INTRODUCTION

Autonomous driving technology has been considered to
bring a significant revolution in the future of transportation.
Typically, autonomous driving technology can be divided into
perception, decision-making, and control. Among them,
decision-making under complicated traffic scenarios is a
critical challenge towards high-level automated driving [1, 2].
Existing decision-making methods can be categorized into
rule-driven and data-driving approaches. While rule-based
methods are reliable and easily implementable in low-level
autonomous driving scenarios, they lack generalizability in
complex scenarios [3]. Data-driven approaches, such as deep
learning and reinforcement learning have garnered widespread
attention due to the potential for generalization [4].

The effectiveness of data-driven methods highly relies on
the quality of the datasets used. While the volume and variety
of datasets have explosively increased in recent years to
accelerate decision-making technology, there remains a
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relative scarcity of human-factor data [5, 6]. Even when some
datasets include human-factor data such as gaze points [7], it is
often isolated from the driving environment. Human factor
data with driving environment information contributes to a
better understanding of human driving intelligence, facilitating
the development of autonomous driving decision-making.

On the other hand, current datasets are increasingly
focused on challenging scenarios, which are difficult to be
satisfied through real-world wvehicle collection. The
challenging scenarios in real-world driving are difficult to
replicate and guarantee safety. In comparison, simulator-based
data collection offers higher safety and efficiency, allowing for
scenario repetition while it may lack authenticity. Therefore, a
more comprehensive dataset should include high-risk events
from both simulator and real-world driving to mutually
validate and ensure data quality.

To address the above issues, we establish D2E, an
autonomous decision-making dataset involving driver states
and evaluation scores from human reviewers. Following the
current trend of challenging scenarios [8, 9], it prioritizes
high-interaction scenarios, encompassing cases in the
simulator and events extracted from real-world driving
segments. Specifically, the D2E dataset, as its name suggests,
integrates human factor data from drivers’ factors, and driving
environment data, to human evaluations. In addition to
recording fundamental driving environment data such as the
position and speed of the ego vehicle and surrounding vehicles,
D2E also collects physiological and eye-tracking information
of drivers in each driving event, together with the first-person
view videos recorded. Furthermore, since human drivers also
make mistakes, subjective ratings given by 40 human
volunteers are provided for each driving event so that the
algorithms can recognize the driving performance level of the
cases.

Compared with previous autonomous driving datasets, the
contributions of the D2E dataset are as follows:

1) Human-factor data: Our dataset collects human-factor
data for each event, including physiological data such as heart
rate, blood oxygen, and eye-tracking data. Additionally,
qualified raters are recruited to provide subjective scores for
each driving event based on first-person-view videos.

2) Integration of simulator and real vehicle: D2E collects
driving events from both simulator and real vehicle driving,
including simulated data from high-risk and complex scenarios
and natural driving data, ensuring enough interaction intensity
while enhancing data authenticity.

3) High-interaction scenarios design: We designed 12
driving scenarios in the simulator which are all complicated



and interactive events. As for the real-road driving, interactive
cases are filtered manually.

The subsequent sections of the article are outlined as
follows: Section II provides a review of previous literature on
datasets. Section III introduces our methodology, including
details on experimental equipment and data collection
procedures. In Section IV, a comprehensive analysis of D2E is
presented. Section V provides a brief conclusion for this
article.

II. RELATED WORKS

The traditional decision-making methods in autonomous
driving were often based on fixed rules, making it difficult to
adapt to complex scenarios and handle vehicle interactions, so
it was difficult to achieve driver satisfaction [3]. With the
development of artificial intelligence, data-driven approaches,
such as deep learning and reinforcement learning, have gained
increasing interest among researchers. A good dataset often
determines the training results and final accuracy of neural
networks [10].

From the view of traffic systems, data sources for
decision-making datasets can be mainly divided into three
categories [5]. The first category is vehicle information, which
includes the location information of vehicles, and internal data
on CAN buses such as throttle position, steering wheel angle,
engine states, etc. The second category is environment data,
encompassing data about other traffic participants, traffic
lights, and other traffic-related details which are collected by
perception sensors. The third category is driver state, including
the behavior interactions between the driver and the cabin,
physiological states, gaze allocation and distraction, etc.

The most common data types in existing datasets are
vehicle and the environmental information. The DDDI17
dataset [11] incorporates information obtained from the
vehicle's onboard port, such as speed, GPS data, engine speed,
transmission input torque, and fuel consumption. The EU
Long-term dataset [12] integrates eleven heterogeneous
sensors, including various cameras, lidar, radar, IMU, and
GPS-RTK, which enables the vehicle to perceive the
surrounding environment and simultaneously locate itself. In
addition, there are some classic datasets available. The NGSIM
dataset [13] records structured road intersections and highway
entrance and exit ramps. The HighD dataset [14] captures
German highway scenarios using drones. The SHPR2 dataset
[15] documents over 1,900 light-vehicle crashes. The KITTI
and Waymo [8, 16] datasets collect environmental data using
LiDAR and cameras. Although the data source of vehicle and
environment is comprehensive, the attention on driver data is
insufficient, which also provides great value and inspiration
for the development of autonomous driving [17].

Some datasets specifically collect driver data as a dataset
for human driver pattern analysis. Xing et al. [18] collected
physiological information such as skin, muscle, respiration,
and blood oxygen levels from drivers during driving simulator
experiments. The DMD dataset captures the faces, bodies, and
hands of 37 drivers from 3 cameras, recording a total of 41
hours of data on driver distraction, gaze point, drowsiness, and
hand-steering wheel interaction [19]. One major limitation of
current driver datasets is their singular focus, lacking a

comprehensive collection of various driver information such
as behavior, attention, and physiological data. Secondly, these
driver datasets lack integration with vehicle and environmental
data, making it difficult to support the development of
decision-making algorithms. Therefore, our dataset aims to
gather integrated data on vehicles, environment, and drivers.

In addition to the lack of driver data, low interactivity is
another challenge in current datasets [10]. In the Argoverse
dataset[20], there are only about three hundred interesting
trajectories that satisfy at least one preset condition, including
intersections and lane changing. In highD dataset [14], 94.5%
of the events are simple car-following. On the other hand,
some datasets such as rounD [21], inD [22] stick to one kind of
complicated traffic position including intersections and
roundabouts so most of the cases are interactive. The low
interactivity of current datasets is mainly reflected in two
aspects: one is the small proportion of interactions and the
other is too much emphasis on a single behavior (roundabouts,
lane changes, etc.), which makes the data distribution biased.

Because of the ability to design high-interactive scenes, in
recent years, driving simulator datasets have gradually
appeared in various studies [23]. A driving simulator is a tool
that replicates real driving scenarios in a virtual environment.
In addition to being able to design scenarios, it also has many
advantages, including the ability to design repeatable
experiments, no security and legal risks, and rich data
interfaces. The article by Wang et al. explores how to
determine reasonable speed limits to ensure traffic safety
through driving simulator studies in dynamic low-visibility
environments [24]. However, driving simulators also have
some disadvantages, the most important issue being their
authenticity, although technological advances have brought
simulators closer to real vehicles [25]. It's worth noting that
many current datasets choose driving simulator data as their
primary component, supplemented by a portion of real-vehicle
datasets. This allows training on driving simulator datasets
with abundant high-interaction scenarios and validation on
real-vehicle datasets.

The evaluation of dataset cases is another issue usually
neglected. Most studies treat human drivers as experts and
assume their trajectories as ground truth, training models by
minimizing the error between predicted and actual behavior
[8]. However, human drivers also make errors, making the real
trajectory not the best choice. In addition, different drivers also
have various preferences, leading to the gap between the data
and real application. Therefore, evaluations of the driving
performance in each case should be given so that the users can
have a comprehensive assessment of the real trajectories and
adjust their algorithms accordingly [26]. In this research, we
design a decision-making evaluation method and assign rating
scores to all cases as additional data sources.

III. METHOD

A. Driver to Evaluation Dataset

In this work, we propose the D2E dataset, covering the
full-cycle data source from driver states to evaluations. D2E
aims to assist in making the intelligent decision-making of
autonomous vehicles more aligned with the subjective
experiences of human drivers. Due to the necessity of



collecting data from dangerous and complex scenarios, the
dataset primarily utilizes a driving simulator for driver safety
and experimental repeatability and complements part of
real-world driving data. As for the simulation part, 80 qualified
drivers with various driving experiences and features are
recruited to drive on 12 interactive scenes. The real-world
driving data is collected from 7 drivers in a structured road
section with high traffic flow and multiple interactions in
Suzhou, Jiangsu province. After manual filtering, 153
20-second segments of hazardous scenarios are extracted. In
addition, the dataset invites 40 volunteers to watch the driver's
first-person view videos and score the driving performance,
thereby achieving a subjective evaluation of the driving
trajectory from a third-party perspective.

B. Driving Simulator Data Collection

The experimental equipment includes a simulator platform
and wearable devices, as shown in Fig. 1. The main structure
of the simulator platform includes the driver cabin, scene
monitors, motion platform, and cloud server. The motion
platform is a three-degree-of-freedom simulation platform that
can simulate the vertical, lateral, and pitch movements of the
vehicle. Three display screens connected to the motion
platform can faithfully reproduce the actual driving view in the
left, center, and right regions. The main screen can provide
images from the rearview mirror perspective and the rear
mirror perspective. The driver cabin replicates all the real
operational layouts of a real vehicle, including the steering
wheel, accelerator and brake pedals, dashboard, seat, seatbelt,
gear lever, etc., ensuring the realism of the driving experience.
All data is collected, transmitted, and organized on the cloud
server. In addition, we equipped the driver with eye-tracking
glasses and wearable physiological recorders. The
eye-tracking glasses can record the driver's first-person view
and capture real-time gaze points. The wearable physiological
recorder includes wrist sensors, finger sensors, and earlobe
sensors, as shown in Fig. 2, which can record physiological
data such as Electrodermal Activity (EDA), Skin Temperature
(SKT), Beats Per Minute (BPM), Pulse Oxygen Saturation
(Sp02), etc. Finally, the simulator data, eye-tracking data, and
physiological data are aligned through absolute time.

The selection of scenarios in the simulator dataset is critical
for the dataset. High-interaction and representative scenarios
significantly enhance the richness of the simulator dataset and
the generalization ability of the models trained on it. In the
Waymo dataset [15], the standard of judging interaction is the
existence of conflict regions among agents. In Argoverse
dataset [15], interaction is preset to different categories,
including intersections and lane changing. After referring to
these previous popular datasets, we designed the following 12
types of scenarios (a) to (j) based on the simulator software. As
shown in Fig. 3, the designed scenarios are listed below:

Fig. 3, each of these scenarios will be listed below.

e Car following with preceding car braking on urban
roads

e Highway ramp merging
e Lane changing before the highway ramp exiting

e  Overtaking on urban roads

e  Overtaking on highway roads
e  Car following with front car cutting out on urban roads

e Tumning left at an unprotected intersection with
pedestrians, cyclists, and other vehicles

e Turning right at an unprotected intersection with
pedestrians, cyclists, and other vehicles

e  Crossing an unprotected intersection with pedestrians,
cyclists, and other vehicles

e  Cruising with a truck from the adjacent side suddenly
cutting in

e Long-term urban driving with other vehicles
e U-turn facing conflicting vehicles.

Fig. 3 (a)~(j) respectively represent the above scene
conditions, in which the red vehicle in the scene is the self-car,
the white vehicles are other vehicles, and some scenes also
include agents such as pedestrians and cyclists. The red line
represents the driving task given to the driver, and the black
line represents the default trajectory and speed set for each
agent. It is worth mentioning that in the simulator software,
other agents have simple intelligence and can react based on
the behavior of the surrounding environment.

The driving simulator dataset involved 80 licensed drivers.
To encompass a wide range of decision-making outcomes and
driving trajectories, efforts were made to select drivers from
diverse age groups and with varying levels of driving
experience. Additionally, information regarding the drivers '
self-assessed driving styles and their involvement in accidents
was collected through a questionnaire. The details are
summarized in Table I.

eye tracking glasses

Scene monitors

Physiological Recorder

Cloud server Q/ ~
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Driver cabin

Figure 2. Composition of the wearable physiological recorder.
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Figure 3. Experimental equipment for driving simulator dataset.

TABLE L DRIVER DISTRIBUTION OF DRIVING SIMULATOR DATASET
Feature Number Ratio
Male 68 85%
Gender
Female 12 15%
18-30 23 28.75%
31-40 27 33.75%
Age
41-50 17 21.25%
50+ 13 16.25%
0-3 15 18.75%
49 30 37.5%
Driving years
10-19 28 35%
20+ 7 8.75%
Conservative 35 43.75%
Driving style Mediums 36 45%
Aggressive 9 11.25%
None 53 66.25%
Minor accident (e.g., o
Accident scratches) 20 25%
experience .
Moderate accident
(e.g., rear-end 7 8.75%

collision)

From the result of the basic questionnaire, the gender ratio
of the drivers is close to the gender ratio of driving miles in
China. The age distribution is broad and balanced, covering
young people, the middle-age, and seniors. Also, the
distribution of driving experience is wide. 43.75% of the
participants drive for more than 10 years. As for the
self-assessment of driving styles, drivers generally tend to rank

themselves more conservatively. Regarding involvement in
accidents, all selected drivers have no history of major
accidents, and more than half of the drivers claim no
involvement in any accidents.

C. Real-vehicle Data Collection

To enhance the diversity and authenticity of the dataset, and
to ensure that models trained on the driving simulator dataset
can be tested on the real-vehicle dataset, we collected
real-vehicle data from 7 drivers in Suzhou, China. The route is
shown in Fig. 4, the traffic flow in this route is moderate,
which ensures the existence of complex interactive behaviors
while preventing the perception results from deteriorating due
to too many traffic participants. More importantly, this section
is equipped with roadside sensing equipment and V2X systems,
as shown in Fig. 5. To align as closely as possible with the data
types in the simulator dataset, our vehicle was equipped with
IMU and GPS modules, and roadside devices such as cameras
and radars will utilize perception algorithms to obtain
information such as the positions, velocities, and accelerations
of other vehicles in the current environment, excluding the ego
vehicle, each of these vehicles is assigned a unique and
continuous ID, and both the ID and information are transmitted
to our vehicle in real-time via V2X devices, as shown in Fig. 6.
Additionally, for consistency, each driver also wore
eye-tracking glasses and physiological monitoring devices.
Finally, Finally, relevant preprocessing is performed on these
data to obtain the same type of data as the simulator dataset.
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Figure 6. Visualization of environmental vehicle information received
by ego vehicle through V2X

During the collection process, we manually recorded
moments of complex interactive scenes occurring during the
driving process and captured 10 seconds before and after each
moment, resulting in a total of 153 segments of 20-second
videos. AN example of the first-person view of the real-vehicle
dataset and the driving simulator dataset is shown in Fig. 7.

D. Human Evaluation

After collecting the driving data from the driving simulator
and real vehicle, we recruited 40 third-party volunteers as
assessors to serve as experts for evaluation and rating. To be
noted that some volunteers do not possess a driver's license
because passengers also have the right to assess the vehicle's
decisions, the details of assessors are summarized in Table 1.
To standardize the assessors' ratings, we set scoring rules based
on a percentage scale, a score of 90 indicates excellent driving
behavior, while 60 represents barely acceptable driving
behavior, and major accidents resulting in collisions, etc.,
should receive a score of 0. Additionally, to ensure relative
fairness and consistency in scoring, each assessor needed to
consecutively rate 80 driving trajectories of the same scenario
type. To prevent potential judgment errors due to fatigue,
scoring for each assessor was limited to one driving simulator

Figure 7. The first-person view of real-vehicle dataset and of driving
simulator dataset

scenario per day.

TABLE IL ASSESSOR DISTRIBUTION OF DRIVING SIMULATOR DATASET
Feature Number Ratio
Male 20 50%
Gender
Female 20 50%
Drving Have 26 65%
license Don’t have 14 35%

IV. DATASET ORGANIZATION AND ANALYSIS

This section will introduce the data organization structure,
outline the data filtering rules, and conduct an analysis of
evaluation scores.

A. Data Organization Format

The tree diagram in Fig. 8(a) illustrates the data organization
structure of the D2E dataset. At the root directory, the data is
classified based on its platform into ‘simulator’ and
‘real vehicle’, namely. For real vehicle data, it is further
categorized based on the driver’s ID (01~07). Within each
folder named by driver’s ID, ‘assessment’ is a table containing
the evaluation scores for their driving events. Human factor
data and perception data are organized based on driving events.
The detailed organization of human factor data is illustrated in
Fig. 8(b), where the naming convention for eye-tracking and
physiological data is based on the collection location and
signal type. For instance, ‘Left Pupil’ means eye-tracking data
for the left eye and ‘Ear9 BPM’ represents the heart rate data
collected from the ear. For simulator data, the data is
categorized based on scenes. Within each folder named by
scene number, there are both the original evaluation table and
the evaluation table after data filtering for that specific scene.
The organization of human factor data and driving data is
similar to that of real vehicle data, but the categorization is
based on the driver’s ID.

| © Placement of
Cameras and Radars
S

Figure 4. The route of real-vehicle dataset and sensor placement.
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Figure 8. The data organization structure for the DHE data (a) and
human factor data (b)

B. Data Filtering

Data filtering involves two main components: data slicing
and data screening. Data slicing is performed to extract data
corresponding to the time of driving events, eliminating
redundant information outside the timeframe of the driving
events. Data screening aims to enhance data reliability,
particularly in the case of evaluation scores, which are
significantly influenced by the seriousness of assessors.

In simulator data collection, eye-tracking data is collected
for each driving event while physiological data is gathered
according to individual drivers, requiring slicing according to
the time intervals of driving events. Due to the first column of
the physiological data table representing relative time, it is
necessary to calculate the relative time by subtracting the
starting recording time from the absolute time of each driving
event. Afterward, physiological data for each driving event can
be obtained with sliced tables. In real vehicle data collection,
both eye-tracking and physiological data are collected based
on individual drivers, not according to driving events.
Therefore, slicing needs to be performed based on the time of
high-interaction events mentioned in section III, using a
similar approach.

As for the evaluation data, filtering is needed since some
raters may lose focus and give random scores. We
implemented a two-step filtering approach: scene-specific
filtering and comprehensive veto. In each scene, assessors who
gave scores above 70 for events that received zero scores from
over 14 other assessors more than 3 times were identified. This
aimed to focus judgments on significant collision events and
avoid excessive filtering to respect assessors' subjective
judgments on minor collisions. After applying this filter across
all scenes, a statistical analysis was conducted. If a driver
received poor ratings in more than 1/3 of the scenes, their score
reliability was considered low, and all scores from that driver

were disregarded. If not, it was assumed that their ratings were
reliable in other scenes, even if they were distrustful in a
specific scene.

Finally, all the aforementioned types of data are aligned in
terms of time. After data filtering, the simulator data retained
records for 960 (12*80) driving events, including information
on both the ego and surrounding vehicles’ speed, position, ego
vehicle acceleration, etc. Additionally, there are 684 (12*57)
physiological data records, 960 (12*80) eye-tracking data
records with first-person view videos, and 33079 valid
assessment scores. The absence of physiological data for all
events is due to the incorrect wearing of physiological devices
by some drivers, leading to data invalidation. For real vehicle
data, all 153 driving events are equipped with information
regarding ego and surrounding vehicle perception, drives’
physiological and eye-tracking data, as well as 40 evaluation
scores, totaling 6120 scores.

C. Evaluation Data Analysis

Table III lists the distribution frequency of the scoring of 12
scenes on the simulator with the highest two items marked
down and the lowest one displayed in bold. Intuitively, the
frequency of ratings between 65 and 70 tends to be lowest, and
the ratings tend to be concentrated in the interval of less than
60 or more than 90, which respectively corresponds to the
failing and excellent intervals in the scoring rules. The latter
proves that the driving scenarios we designed are indeed
challenging, and the drivers who were able to complete them
successfully are also considered to be excellent. It could be
further investigated whether these distributional trends are
related to the mechanism of subjective evaluation, i.e., whether
evaluators are less inclined to give an ambiguous evaluation.
Fig. 9 depicts the distribution of evaluation scores in both
simulator and real vehicle scenarios. The distribution of scores
given by assessors above 65 is similar, while the proportion of
scores below 65 in the simulator significantly exceeds that in
the real vehicle. This is attributed to the fact that most
scenarios simulated are high-risk, with a higher probability of
collision accidents, leading to a higher proportion of lower
scores
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Figure 9. The distribution of evaluation scores for simulator(a) and
real vehicle (b)

TABLE IIL EVALUATION SCORES FREQUENCY FOR EACH SCENE ON THE

SIMULATOR

Scene

D <60 60-65 65-70  70-75  75-80  80-85  85-90

01 0.363 0.094 0.030 0.066 0.049 0.124 0.065 0.210
02 0.181 0.087 0.050 0.096 0.086 0.161 0.109  0.231



03 0.195 0.094 0.024 0.057 0.078 0.125 0.107 0321
04 0.163 0.096 0.038 0.078 0.061 0.126 0.106  0.333
05 0.227 0.075 0.028 0.055 0.041 0.099 0.090 0.386
06 0.237 0.068 0.031 0.064 0.059 0.099 0.082  0.360
07 0.129  0.065 0.021 0.050 0.061 0.130 0.093  0.450
08 0.045 0.031 0.022 0.048 0.052 0.109 0.112  0.581
09 0412  0.079 0.021 0.048 0.043 0.076 0.050 0.271
10 0.226 0.055 0.014 0.047 0.034 0.111 0.070  0.442
11 0.104 0.035 0.013 0.033 0.043 0.152 0.124 0497
12 0.113  0.065 0.039 0.089 0.092 0.131 0.152 0319
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Figure 10. The average evaluation score for each scenario for
simulator

Fig. 10 further illustrates the distribution of average scores
across all simulator scenarios. It can be observed that over half
of the scenarios have an average score below 70, reinforcing
the aforementioned observation. Scenes 1 and 9, highlighted in
red, exhibit the lowest average scores, aligning with their
challenging setups. Scene 1 involves a sudden failure of the
lead vehicle amid dense traffic, presenting a high level of
challenge for the driver. Scene 9, although lacking apparent
safety threats, involves interactions with various traffic
participants while traversing an uncontrolled intersection,
significantly influencing assessments.

V. POTENTIAL APPLICATIONS

A. Driver Intelligence Learning

We hope that a flexible combination of various types of
data within the D2E dataset will unlock research opportunities,
and this section will present potential applications of datasets
as examples.

The drivers’ eye-tracking data and physiological data can
more intuitively and intrinsically reflect the drivers’ response
to challenging scenarios. For low-level autonomous driving,
eye-tracking and physiological signals reflect the driver’s state
and further assess the need for takeover. For high-level
autonomous driving, combining human factor data and driving
environment data can explore the driver’s behavioral
mechanisms and help the decision-making algorithms to better
learn human intelligence. For instance, the driver’s
concentration area can be used as training input to improve the
learning model’s ability to understand which regions are
worthy of attention.

B. Trajectory prediction, Planning and Control Learning

The D2E dataset provides more available input data except
for traditional trajectory and control information, which
benefits research about trajectory prediction, planning and
control. The high-interaction driving events of the D2Edataset
contain high-precision perceptual information, which can be
directly used for training as true values. Meanwhile, human
factor data provide additional training inputs. For instance,
physiological signals can be used to determine the driver’s
intention of acceleration or deceleration, while eye-tracking
signals can reflect the possible steering direction.

C. Decision-making Evaluation Learning

Notably, the D2E dataset collects ratings for each driving
event, providing interesting opportunities for research on
decision evaluation. Utilizing subjective ratings and objective
driving data makes it possible to calibrate the parameters of
decision evaluation models such as weighting factors or
develop novel models. Using the driver’s physiological signals
to judge when the driver is alertness and combining driving
environment information, detailed research can also establish a
risk perception model for decision-making or decision
evaluation.

The above discussion serves as a starting point, more
applications of the D2E dataset are expected to be explored by
researchers.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose the D2E, an autonomous
decision-making dataset involving driver states and human
evaluation. Collected from both driving simulators and
real-world driving, D2E contains driver physiological signals,
eye track attention distribution, first-person view videos,
environment agents’ information, and evaluation scores for
each driving case given by third-party human raters. A high
interaction level is achieved through pertinent scenario design
according to driving risk mechanism and manual filtering. The
distribution of drivers and raters covers a variety of features,
ensuring comprehensiveness. Basic organization format, data
processing, and analysis results are also given. The potential
applications of D2E include the learning of driver intelligence
and behavior, planning and control, and decision-making
evaluation models.

The dataset will be released on GitHub and available for
researchers to download and use once this paper is accepted.
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