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Abstract—Self-driving cars require extensive testing, which can
be costly in terms of time. To optimize this process, simple and
straightforward tests should be excluded, focusing on challenging
tests instead. This study addresses the test selection problem
for lane-keeping systems for self-driving cars. Road segment
features, such as angles and lengths, were extracted and treated
as sequences, enabling classification of the test cases as “safe” or
“unsafe” using a long short-term memory (LSTM) model. The
proposed model is compared against machine learning-based test
selectors. Results demonstrated that the LSTM-based method
outperformed machine learning-based methods in accuracy and
precision metrics while exhibiting comparable performance in
recall and F1 scores. This work introduces a novel deep learning-
based approach to the road classification problem, providing
an effective solution for self-driving car test selection using a
simulation environment.

Index Terms—self-driving cars, simulation-based test selection,
long short-term memory.

I. INTRODUCTION

Self-driving cars (SDCs), as key components of Cyber-
Physical Systems, should be tested in simulation environments
before being deployed in the real world in order to identify
potential accidents, prevent financial losses, and not endanger
human and animal lives [8], [9]. Various simulation platforms,
such as MATLAB/Simulink1, BeamNG.tech2, Gazebo3, Car-
Sim4, SUMO5, PreScan6, CARLA7, LGSVL8, and AirSim9,
have been developed for testing SDCs in the simulation world
[10], [12].

Despite the benefits of simulation platforms, testing vehicles
in these simulation environments is costly in terms of time. To
minimize the testing costs, it would be helpful to identify and
execute only those tests that are likely to cause failures and
exclude overly simple tests from the test suite. To address this
problem, we developed a test selection model for lane-keeping
scenarios in SDCs. The proposed model, named Intelligent

1MATLAB/Simulink
2BeamNG.tech
3Gazebo
4CarSim
5SUMO
6PreScan
7CARLA
8LGSVL
9AirSim

Test Selector for Self-Driving Cars (ITS4SDC), is based on
a long short-term memory (LSTM) recurrent neural network
[23] that focuses on identifying challenging driving scenarios
to improve test efficiency by selecting failure-triggering roads
as test cases. The developed model is also used in the “Self-
Driving Car Testing Tool Competition”, organized as part of
the 18th IEEE International Conference on Software Testing,
Verification and Validation (ICST) 2025 10.

To generate roads with diverse characteristics, the Frenetic
road generation algorithm is used [1]. Frenetic is designed to
create challenging roads that make it difficult for vehicles to
stay within their lanes. It is one of the tools used in the SBST
2021 conference11 to produce road types where vehicles most
frequently went off-road. The Frenetic algorithm has also been
utilized in other contexts, such as [4], [5], [18].

To label generated roads as “PASS” (SAFE) or “FAIL”
(UNSAFE), they are evaluated using the BeamNG.tech simu-
lation platform, which offers realistic soft-body physics-based
SDC testing. Its realistic physics, including friction forces and
deformation during collisions, make it one of the most realistic
simulation platforms for SDCs.

A part of the labeled roads is then used as training data
for models that aim at correctly classifying previously unseen
roads as safe or unsafe. The rest of the labeled roads serve as
the test set.

The evaluation results demonstrate that our LSTM-based
model outperforms a set of state-of-the-art machine learning
models in accuracy and precision while showing comparable
performance in recall and F1 metrics.

The main contributions of this study are as follows:
• Proposing a novel LSTM-based framework for efficient

test selection for SDCs [24].
• Providing a comprehensive comparison between LSTM

and machine learning models for road classification.
• Preparation and public release of an open dataset for

regression testing for SDCs [21].
This paper is structured as follows. Section II presents the

background to the research presented in this paper. Section
III presents related work on testing SDCs for lane-keeping

10ICST 2025
11SBST 2021
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scenarios. Section IV covers the generation and labeling of
test cases, as well as dataset preparation and model training.
Section VI compares the proposed ITS4SDC model with SDC-
Scissor, offering a detailed performance analysis. Section VII
summarizes the threats to validity. Section VIII highlights the
advantages of the proposed model and outlines recommenda-
tions for future work.

II. BACKGROUND

A. SDC Scenarios

A scenario for SDCs represents a specific situation that the
vehicle might encounter. An SDC scenario typically includes
the vehicle itself, its environment, and surrounding factors
such as roads, buildings, other vehicles or obstacles, and
weather conditions [2]. These scenarios are generated in simu-
lation environments to evaluate the behavior and performance
of SDCs.

Among the fundamental scenarios for SDCs is lane-keeping,
which has been extensively studied in previous studies [3]-
[5], [14], [18]- [20]. This scenario focuses on one of the most
basic safety functions of SDCs: preventing the vehicle from
leaving the road while considering the geometry of the road.
To ensure that the SDCs can adapt to various road geometries,
it is essential to thoroughly test the lane-keeping system. For
this purpose, the vehicle must be tested on roads with di-
verse characteristics, such as varying geometries, features, and
lengths, and its behavior must be closely examined. However,
it is impractical to test every possible road configuration due
to the infinite number of potential features and geometries.
Therefore, selecting or prioritizing challenging tests that are
likely to cause the SDCs to fail or leave the road is crucial.

B. SDC-Scissor Classification Approach

Simulation tests are also time-consuming, and evaluating
overly simple scenarios where the vehicle is almost guaranteed
to succeed can be inefficient. To address the problem of selec-
tion “unsafe” test cases, the SDC-Scissor tool was proposed
[4]. By analyzing road geometries and extracting relevant
features, SDC-Scissor classifies roads as either “SAFE” or
“UNSAFE”.

Another significant challenge in testing SDCs is generating
roads that adequately test the limits of their lane-keeping
systems. To address this, the SBST Tool Competition was
organized, aiming to encourage the development of road
generation tools designed to create challenging road scenarios
for SDCs [17].

C. BeamNG.tech Simulation Environment

The BeamNG.tech simulator was employed to test the lane-
keeping system of SDCs. This simulator stands out among
others due to its realistic physics engine, which closely models
the unique dynamics of each vehicle, including skidding,
traction, and braking behavior. These realistic physics provide
a more accurate assessment of the performance of SDCs under
diverse road conditions.

D. Road Generation for SDC Testing

The first step in testing the lane-keeping systems of SDCs
is generating realistic roads. The (x, y) two-dimensional road
coordinates are used to create road textures by extending the
coordinates laterally on both sides to form a realistic asphalt
surface in the simulation environment. Each test starts with a
fresh simulation, and the simulation is terminated immediately
if the vehicle either violates the defined out-of-bound (OOB)
parameter (e.g., crossing the lane boundaries) or reaches the
finish line. An example of a scenario where the vehicle
successfully stays within the lane is illustrated in Figure 1.
Conversely, Figure 2 illustrates the scenario where the vehicle
fails to navigate a curve and starts going off-road. The snapshot
in Figure 2 is captured just before the simulation is terminated.

Fig. 1. The vehicle stays in the lane (PASS).

Fig. 2. The vehicle goes off the lane while taking a turn (FAIL).

III. RELATED WORK

Studies have been conducted on the problem of selecting
safe and unsafe tests for SDCs. A review of these studies
is provided in [2], which compares several tools [13]- [18].
Among these tools, the SDC-Scissor tool specifically addresses
the lane-keeping problem in SDCs [18].

Birchler et al. (2023) conducted the most comprehensive
study on lane-keeping systems for SDCs, focusing on road
feature extraction and classification [5]. Road attributes (e.g.,
the number of left and right turns) and statistical metrics
(e.g., segment standard deviation and median) were extracted



using a segment-based strategy. These features were then
classified using machine learning models such as Random
Forest, Gradient Boosting, Support Vector Machine, Gaussian
Naı̈ve Bayes, Logistic Regression, and Decision Tree.

However, their approach relies on the assumption that
statistical or behavioral differences exist between “FAIL” and
“PASS” roads, which machine learning algorithms can detect
by identifying distinct patterns.

However, this research considers the road as a sequence and
leverages LSTM networks to address its sequential nature for
classifying “SAFE” and “UNSAFE” test cases.

IV. DEVELOPMENT OF THE ITS4SDC MODEL

This section describes the simulation environment, the au-
tonomous driving of the vehicle in the simulation environment,
and the behaviors of the SDCs. Additionally, it outlines
the model’s step-by-step development processes. The feature
extraction process from road coordinates will be addressed,
followed by the training and evaluation of the model.

A. Configuration of the Simulation Environment

BeamNG.tech is used as a simulation environment. The
two-dimensional map is used for the vehicle, and the vehicle
does not perform any ascending or descending movements
along the z-axis. The vehicle selected by the simulation is
the ETK-800 model, which was also chosen by previous SDC
test selection studies [4]- [7]. The BeamNG.tech simulation
environment includes a variety of vehicles [22]. However, each
vehicle’s road grip varies due to differences in components
such as the suspension system, tire characteristics, weight
distribution and center of gravity, differential type, Traction
Control System (TCS), Anti-lock Braking System (ABS), and
Electronic Stability Control (ESC) units. For example, a turn
that one vehicle can take at 50 km/h may not be possible for
another vehicle at the same speed.

The ETK-800 model vehicle has been selected for conduct-
ing tests in the BeamNG.tech simulator. The same vehicle was
also chosen by previous SDC test selection studies [4], [7]. In
BeamNG.tech, vehicles can be controlled either manually or
autonomously. For autonomous control, BeamNG.AI, devel-
oped by BeamNG.tech, or a custom-developed driver can be
utilized. The BeamNG.AI is capable of performing various
tasks such as moving on random roads, pursuing a target
vehicle, avoiding a target vehicle, maintaining a safe following
distance with a target vehicle, and tracking a predefined path.
For this study, the configuration is set to make the vehicle
follow a given path. the AI driver drives the vehicle based
on specific driving parameters, including maximum speed
(MaxSpeed), risk factor (RF), and out-of-bound tolerance
(OOB).

The SDCs drive at the MaxSpeed if there are no obstacles
and the road is safe and straight. The RF defines the aggressive
level of the SDCs. If RF is high (e.g., 2.0), the vehicle
maintains a high speed and takes significant risks, often
causing it to lose stability on sharp curves. When the RF is
moderate (e.g., 1.5), the vehicle tends to approach the edges of

the road unless the curve is too sharp, in which case it slows
down. A low-risk factor (e.g., 1.0) minimizes risk, allowing
the vehicle to maintain maximum speed only on completely
straight roads. Even on slightly curved roads, the vehicle slows
down significantly before entering the curve. OOB tolerance
defines the permissible extent (as a percentage) of the vehicle’s
deviation from the road or lane markings before marking the
test as a failure. If the simulation is required to stop and the test
to be labeled as “FAIL” when 50% of the vehicle goes off the
road, the OOB value is set to 0.5. The maximum speed is set to
120 km/h, the risk factor to 1.5, and the OOB tolerance to 0.5,
following the parameters used in the ICST 2025 SDC Testing
Tool Competition Track. The BeamNG simulator processes
the test cases (roads) using the Test-Execution framework
provided by SDC-Scissor [6].

B. Dataset Preparation

To test SDCs in a simulation environment, the Frenetic tool,
which uses a genetic algorithm, is utilized to generate roads
with varying characteristics such as the number of curves,
turns, and total distance [1]. However, not all roads generated
by the Frenetic algorithm are valid. A valid road cannot
contain self-intersections or partially overlapping paths [3].
During preprocessing, such invalid roads were removed from
the Frenetic-generated dataset, leaving only valid roads to be
used as test cases.

In some test cases, when the target coordinate is positioned
very close to the starting point, the AI Driver occasionally
attempts to reach the target point by reversing or making an
abrupt maneuver at the beginning of the test. While these cases
were labeled as “PASS” by the simulator, they were excluded
from the test suite as the vehicle did not follow the intended
path. Ultimately, a dataset of 10,000 test cases, each labeled
as “PASS” or “FAIL” based on the road-following outcomes,
is prepared and referred to as “Dataset-1”. In Dataset-1, the
vehicle failed to follow the road in 3,853 test cases, either
leaving the road and entering an off-road area or crossing into
another lane during a turn. The vehicle successfully completed
the road in 6,147 test cases.

C. Building the ITS4SDC model Using LSTM

1) Identifying road features: An initial analysis of Dataset-
1 was conducted to examine the characteristics and statistical
differences between roads labeled as “FAIL” and “PASS”, as
in [4]. These characteristics and analyses focused on segment-
based road examination, where each segment is defined as the
line connecting two consecutive road coordinates. Features
such as the total number of left/right turns, average turning
angles, and turning radius were considered. However, the
segment-based analysis revealed no significant feature distinc-
tions between “FAIL” and “PASS” test cases even though
the dataset included 3,853 “FAIL” tests. The inability to
differentiate directly based on road characteristics is affected
by the risk factor considered by the AI Driver of the vehicle.
The following examples illustrate the challenges of directly
separating “FAIL” and “PASS” cases based on road features:



• On roads with very sharp curves, the significant angle
changes and increased number of turns often can be
considered as a challenging path. However, if the curve
is located at the beginning of the road, the vehicle can
navigate it before gaining high speed and successfully
completing the route.

• In the case of two consecutive curves, the vehicle success-
fully passes the first non-sharp curve, loses some speed,
and safely enters and exits the second curve. However, the
presence of multiple curves causes significant fluctuations
in the angle statistics of the mentioned road.

• On a road with a low turning angle, if the vehicle starts
on a straight path, it fails to navigate the curve and leaves
the road due to gained speed during the straight part of
the road.

• A vehicle traveling on a straight road successfully navi-
gates a curve located very close to the target coordinate.
However, the reason for slowing down is not the curve
itself, but the proximity of the target coordinate immedi-
ately after the curve, as the AI Driver considers the entire
road.

These observations indicate that the road characteristics
alone do not determine whether the vehicle will go off the
road; the driver’s behavior is equally important. Initial attempts
were made to classify roads using machine learning models
based on their features, as in [4], [5], [18]. However, the
distribution of road features showed no significant distinction
across Dataset-1, and the apparent separation observed with
a small dataset diminished as the dataset grew to 10,000 test
cases.

In segment-based road analysis, it is essential to consider
road features as a sequence. Two primary features of the road
have been examined:

• Segment Angle: The angular displacement formed be-
tween a segment defined by two consecutive road posi-
tions and an adjacent segment.

• Segment Length: The length of a segment is defined
by an Euclidean distance between two consecutive road
positions.

The segment angle provides information about curves on the
road. Sudden changes in segment angles represent sharp turns.
However, the angle alone is insufficient due to variations in the
distances between consecutive road positions, which depend
on the road generation or interpolation algorithms. Since the
duration of a vehicle’s turn is determined by the length of the
corresponding segment, segment length has been considered
as the second feature.

On the other hand, considering only segment length as a
sequence lacks information about curves and, therefore, fails
to provide meaningful information about the safety of the road.

The vehicle’s ability to stay on the road depends not only
on the angle between two consecutive segments but also on
the sequential behavior across multiple segments. This makes
the problem a sequence classification task, as the sequence

Fig. 3. The road coordinates of a test case.

Fig. 4. Angle and length pairs corresponding to the road coordinates

Fig. 5. Calculated angle information relative to previous reference segments.



characteristics are influenced by both the N -th segment of the
road and its neighboring segments, including N + r elements

r = (...,−2,−1, 0, 1, 2, 3, ...)

where r denotes the relative position of neighboring segments
(e.g., past, present, or future). To address this, LSTM models,
which are well-suited for sequence classification tasks, were
employed [11]. The classification labels were binary: 0 for
“FAIL” and 1 for “PASS”.

Initially, for a (2, N) road coordinate array, such as
{(x1, y1), (x2, y2), . . . , (xN , yN )}, the feature extraction is
derived (segmentangle, segmentlength). The road data of a test
case is presented in Figure 3. Starting from the initial point,
N points constitute the road coordinates. As a result, a feature
vector of size (2, N − 1) is obtained. This feature vector,
which captures sequential road characteristics such as changes
in angle and segment length, serves as the input vector for the
LSTM layer.

Angles are calculated relative to the two-dimensional Carte-
sian coordinate system. However, the road’s initial rotation
varies, resulting in high initial angle values (e.g., 200°or 300°).
Since the absolute angle values are irrelevant as long as the
road remains unchanged, only the angular changes between
segments are meaningful. Figure 4 illustrates the angles and
lengths of the first three road segments relative to the x-axis.

To avoid very large numerical values in the model’s input
vector and to speed up training, the angle value of the first
segment is initialized to zero. For subsequent segments, the
angle difference is calculated by subtracting the angle value
of the preceding segment. This difference is then used as the
angle information for the current segment. By doing so, the
angle values for all segments are adjusted relative to their
preceding segments. The recalculated angle values for the
road coordinates, as shown in the example from Figure 4, are
presented in Figure 5.

2) Implementation of the ITS4SDC model: The LSTM
model is implemented as a bidirectional LSTM layer. Un-
like unidirectional LSTM, bidirectional LSTM processes the
sequence from start to end, and then it reprocesses again
from end to start. In other words, it not only considers past
information but also incorporates future information. Applying
reverse sequence processing in the context of roads, the future
behavior of the road is as important as its past behavior.
Because the AI Driver adjusts its speed and steering angle
based on the upcoming curve conditions.

Moreover, it has been observed that bidirectional LSTM
outperforms unidirectional LSTM when working with smaller
dataset sizes (e.g., 1000, 2000, 3000). However, as the dataset
size increases (e.g., 8000, 9000, 10,000), unidirectional LSTM
achieves the same performance as bidirectional LSTM. The
conclusion drawn from the experiments is that bidirectional
LSTM either provides better results or matches the perfor-
mance of unidirectional LSTM, which is the primary reason
for selecting bidirectional LSTM in this study.

The LSTM model architecture is optimized through exper-
iments. The dataset contained 197 (x, y) coordinates for each

road, and the best performance is achieved using a single-layer
LSTM model with 220 LSTM cells. Adding more layers or
increasing the number of cells did not improve performance
and even hindered learning. The activation function used in
LSTM cell states and outputs is “tanh”, and a dense layer
with a sigmoid activation function is used at the output. The
other model training configurations are as follows:

• Loss function: binary cross-entropy
• Batch size: 1024
• Epoch: 400
• Optimizer: Adam
• Learning rate: 0.001.

This configuration allowed predictions of “PASS” (1) and
“FAIL” (0) labels as probabilities between 0 and 1.

The flowchart illustrating the working mechanism of the
model is presented in Figure 6. The model takes test road
coordinates as input and, in the “Segment-Based Feature
Extraction” section, computes the input features required for
the LSTM layer. It calculates the angle values as the angular
difference between each segment and the preceding segment.
At the output of the LSTM layer, a dense layer reduces the
information flow from the LSTM layer to a single value.
The final sigmoid layer outputs the result as a “probability”
between 0 and 1; if the output value of the dense layer
is greater than 0.5, the test case is interpreted as “PASS”;
otherwise, it is interpreted as “FAIL”.

Fig. 6. The flowchart of the proposed model

V. EVALUATION OF THE ITS4SDC MODEL

The performance of the proposed model is evaluated by
comparing it with SDC-Scissor [4], a machine learning-based



model developed specifically for lane-keeping systems for
SDCs.

Table I shows the setups that are used to compare ITS4SDC
with SDC-Scissor. Each of the models was developed using
different datasets, Dataset-1 and Dataset-2, respectively. In
order to make the comparison between the two models fair,
both models are trained and validated on each dataset during
the evaluation (Setup 1 and Setup 2). Evaluating the model
across different datasets ensures that potential bias effects or
overfitting to a single dataset are minimized. For both models
and in both setups 10-fold cross-validation is performed.

Dataset-1, containing 10,000 data samples with 3,853
“FAIL” labels, has already been explained in Section IV-B.
Dataset-2 was generated using the same road generation algo-
rithm as Dataset-1 and executed in BeamNG.tech with identi-
cal simulation parameters (RF = 1.5, OOB = 0.5, MaxSpeed
= 120). Dataset-2 includes 5,971 test cases, of which 3,559
test cases are valid. Among valid test cases, 1,334 test cases
are labeled as “FAIL”.

In the evaluation the following metrics are used: accuracy,
precision, recall, and F1-score.

TABLE I
SETUPS FOR EVALUATING THE MODELS

ITS4SDC SDC-Scissor
Setup Trained and Validated On Trained and Validated On

1 Dataset-1 Dataset-1
2 Dataset-2 Dataset-2

VI. RESULTS

Table II shows the results of the comparison between
ITS4SDC and SDC-Scissor. Comparisons A to D refer to four
possible combinations of setups as defined in Table I. The
performance metrics show the differences that result when
subtracting the average metric value of SDC-Scissor from
the corresponding metric value of ITS4SDC. As mentioned
in Section III, SDC-Scissor utilizes six different machine
learning models and calculates the accuracy, precision, recall,
and F1 score values for each model. The primary reason for
taking the average metric values of the six machine learning
models in SDC-Scissor is that none of the models consistently
outperformed the others.

The ITS4SDC model demonstrated superior accuracy and
precision across all comparisons (A-D). The F1 score of
ITS4SDC is better in comparisons A and B, and at the same
level as SDC-Scissor in comparisons C and D. The recall
of ITS4SDC is better or equal in comparison A to C but
lower than that of SDC-Scissor in comparison D. These results
show that ITS4SDC is clearly better than SDC-Scissor when
trained and validated on Dataset-1. This result might imply that
ITS4SDC is overfitting on Dataset-1. Regarding SDC-Scissor
results of comparisons A and B seem to indicate that it does
not matter on which dataset it is trained and validated. It is
even surprising that recall seems to be lower when trained and
validated on Dataset-2.

When looking at the comparisons C and D, one can see that
the performance of ITS4SDC seems to be compatible with that
of SDC-Scissor. Keeping in mind that ITS4SDC is a neural
network model and the fact that Dataset-1 is much larger than
Dataset-2 one could argue that instead of overfitting the reason
for the good performance of ITS4SDC in comparisons A and
B is due to the large size of Dataset-1 used for training.
Neural networks tend to perform better when large training
datasets are used. The difference in size between Dataset-1 and
Dataset-2 might also explain why the recall of SDC-Scissor
drops when using Dataset-2.

The absolute values of the performance metrics for both
models are presented in Tables III, IV, and V. Tables III and
IV show the performance metrics of SDC-Scissor when using
Dataset-1 and Dataset-2, respectively. For each performance
metric, the best values are shown in italics. One can see that
no model is the best on all performance metrics no matter
what dataset is used.

In Table V, Setups 1 and 2 correspond to the definitions
given in Table I. Setup 3 corresponds to the situation where
the ITS4SDC model is trained with the full Dataset-1 and
validated on Dataset-2. Setup 4 corresponds to the situation
where the ITS4SDC model is trained with the full Dataset-2
and validated on Dataset-1. Note that in Setups 1 and 2, since
we do k-fold cross validation, never the full dataset is used
during training.

The results in Table V show that Setup 1 has the best
performance. This is to be expected. The drop in performance
in the other setups can be explained by the use of Dataset-2
either as a training dataset or a validation dataset.

Overall it seems that ITS4SDC is competitive with the
current state of the art model SDC-Scissor with the potential
to achieve clearly better performance when trained on larger
dataset. The good precision achieved by ITS4SDC makes
simulation-based testing of SDCs more efficient because it
minimizes the number of false positives (“FAIL” mislabeled as
“PASS”) and avoids executing tests that do not trigger failures.

TABLE II
PERFORMANCE RESULTS OF THE MODELS

Setup Performance Metrics
Comparison ITS4SDC SDC-Scissor Accuracy Precision Recall F1

A 1 1 0.26 0.23 0.13 0.17
B 1 2 0.26 0.24 0.09 0.17
C 2 1 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.00
D 2 2 0.02 0.03 -0.05 0.00

TABLE III
SDC SCISSOR SETUP 1 PERFORMANCE METRICS

Model Accuracy Precision Recall F1
Random Forest 0.62 0.65 0.8 0.72

Gradient Boosting 0.63 0.64 0.88 0.74
Support Vector Machine 0.63 0.65 0.86 0.74
Gaussian Naive Bayes 0.57 0.66 0.6 0.63

Logistic Regression 0.63 0.65 0.85 0.74
Decision Tree 0.57 0.65 0.63 0.74

Average Values 0.61 0.65 0.77 0.72



TABLE IV
SDC SCISSOR SETUP 2 PERFORMANCE METRICS

Model Accuracy Precision Recall F1
Random Forest 0.61 0.65 0.81 0.72

Gradient Boosting 0.62 0.64 0.89 0.74
Support Vector Machine 0.63 0.64 0.91 0.75
Gaussian Naive Bayes 0.6 0.66 0.75 0.7

Logistic Regression 0.63 0.64 0.9 0.75
Decision Tree 0.55 0.64 0.63 0.64

Average Values 0.61 0.65 0.82 0.72

TABLE V
ITS4SDC’S PERFORMANCE METRICS ACROSS SETUPS

Setup Accuracy Precision Recall F1
1 0.87 0.88 0.9 0.89
2 0.63 0.68 0.77 0.72
3 0.63 0.71 0.67 0.69
4 0.64 0.66 0.85 0.74

VII. THREATS TO VALIDITY

This research focuses on the road classification of SDCs for
lane-keeping systems. Although it demonstrates comparable
performance with the current state-of-art model, several threats
to validity must be acknowledged.

Internal Validity: The model may suffer from overfitting
as only two different datasets are used for training and
validation without sufficient external evaluation. The drop in
recall observed during the performance comparison between
ITS4SDC and SDC-Scissor highlights one of the limitations
of the ITS4SDC model. Additionally, one major drawback
of applying deep learning-based models such as LSTM is
the requirement for fixed input feature dimensions. The ex-
periments indicated that the ITS4SDC model is sensitive to
parameters such as the activation function and the number of
layers. Regarding the road data, input sizes can be adjusted for
the LSTM model using interpolation to increase dimensions
or sampling to reduce them. The selection of too many points
along the road through interpolation creates an obstacle for the
model’s learning as it leads to a decrease in segment lengths
and segment angles. However, this issue can be avoided by
sampling the points along the road and selecting one out
of every two or three points. For the dataset used in the
competition, the 197 interpolated road coordinates contain
learnable segment angle and length data for the model, so no
further interpolation or alternative sampling algorithms were
deemed necessary.

External Validity: The experiments were conducted in the
BeamNG simulation environment using an ETK-800 vehi-
cle on a flat 2D asphalt surface with no slope. Although
the BeamNG simulator features soft-body dynamics and can
closely model real-world conditions, there may still be discrep-
ancies between the real world and the simulator that should be
taken into account. One of the main reasons a vehicle leaves
the lane is its dynamic and electronic properties. Therefore,
failure-inducing roads vary from vehicle to vehicle, and the
dataset used to train the model should be collected based on
the target vehicle.

Construct Validity: The binary classification of “safe”
and “unsafe” simplifies the problem, but may overlook the
borderline cases that could be critical for safety evaluations.
The OOB parameter defines the extent (as a percentage) of
the vehicle’s deviation from the road or lane markings and is
used to define the tolerance that classifies roads that are used
as test cases into “safe” and “unsafe”. For example, a tolerance
of 100% means that a road is only classified as “unsafe” if
the vehicle has completely left the road. While a tolerance of
0% means that a road is classified as “unsafe” if less than 1%
of the vehicle left the road.

For the development of the ITS4SDC model the OOB toler-
ance was set to 50% in conformance with the requirements of
the competition. Experiments showed that changing the OOB
tolerance in the range 20% to 100% did not change the labels
of the test cases. One reason for this seems to be the slippage
of the vehicle on the surface outside the road for any OOB
tolerance bigger than 20%. Conversely, experiments indicated
that when only less than 20% of the vehicle’s size left the road,
the vehicle often managed to re-enter the road, classifying the
road as “safe”. Therefore, we assume that the accuracy of our
model, which was trained using the 50% OOB tolerance, might
decrease if the OOB tolerance is reduced to a value smaller
than 20%.

The vehicle’s electronic controllers also play an important
role. The electronic controllers of the ETK-800, such as the
Electronic Stability Controller (ESC) and Anti-lock Braking
System (ABS), which activate when the vehicle is about to
go off the road and do not always help maintain control in
certain situations, might make it easier to keep the vehicle on
the road in a different vehicle. Therefore, it is clear that the
dataset should be collected specifically for the vehicle.

Another factor contributing to the vehicle’s off-road depar-
ture is the risk factor, which has been set to “moderate driver”
(1.5) as used in the competition. Increasing the risk factor leads
the vehicle to ignore turns more often, resulting in more fail
roads in the dataset. On the other hand, setting the risk factor
too low causes the vehicle to avoid taking risks, maintaining
a very low speed on all roads, and completing them. No study
has been conducted on the model’s sensitivity to changes in
the risk factor, and its impact on classification performance is
unknown.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

An LSTM-based approach to the test selection problem for
SDCs, specifically focusing on lane-keeping systems, has been
presented in this paper. By treating road data as sequences
and utilizing an LSTM-based model, roads were classified as
“SAFE” or “UNSAFE”. The proposed model was comprehen-
sively evaluated using two different datasets to assess its gen-
eralization capability. It demonstrated superior performance in
accuracy and precision metrics compared to machine learning
models while maintaining competitive performance in recall
and F1 scores across both datasets. These findings highlight
the potential of deep learning methods, particularly sequence-



based models, in addressing road classification problems for
SDCs.

In the presented work, road coordinates were generated
using the Frenetic algorithm. Evaluating the model on datasets
generated by other road generation algorithms such as Deeper
[19] and Swat [20] could be interesting future work. Con-
sidering that the most critical road feature causing vehicles
to leave the road is related to the curve regions, future work
might explore attention-based LSTM algorithms by treating
these curve regions as “attention” zones to improve model
performance.
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