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Simulation is essential for testing automated driving systems (ADS), but discrepancies between simulation and reality can undermine
testing conclusions. It remains unclear which discrepancies the literature addresses and what evidence supports correspondence
claims. We present a systematic mapping of 235 primary studies that measure or mitigate the reality gap in ADS testing, selected from
4,195 publications. We characterise objectives, targets, approaches, experimental setups, and evaluation evidence. Our classification
distinguishes simulated and real-world execution across six ADS test components, separately for each approach and its evaluation
reference. This distinguishes real-world information used to construct an approach from evidence used to evaluate its claims. Of the
included studies, 76% address mitigation, primarily targeting scenario and actor realism and perception, while 94% report validation or
measurement procedures. Only 61 studies report metrics from multiple families covering sensor/perception correspondence, ADS
behaviour, vehicle dynamics, or safety outcomes; this coverage does not establish causal links between discrepancies and test verdicts.
The synthesis highlights that real-world content and physical execution must be interpreted against the claim evaluated. The findings
motivate claim-specific evaluation and component-level reporting to establish which discrepancies affect testing conclusions and
when simulation evidence supports conclusions about real-world ADS behaviour.
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1 Introduction

Advanced driver assistance systems (ADAS) and automated driving systems (ADS) operate in an open and largely
unconstrained environment [288]. Their behaviour depends on learned perception components, planning and control
software, and physical actuators. On-road testing alone cannot establish that such a system is acceptably safe. Demon-
strating a fatality rate comparable to human drivers with statistical confidence would require hundreds of millions
of kilometres of testing [117]. Software changes can require renewed evidence, while on-road testing exposes road

Authors’ addresses: Stefano Carlo Lambertenghi, lambertenghi@fortiss.org, Technical University of Munich; fortiss GmbH, Boltzmannstraße 3, Garching,
Bavaria, Germany, 85748; Oliver Weißl, Technical University of Munich; NorCom GmbH & Co. KGaA, Boltzmannstraße 3, Garching, Bavaria, Germany,
85748; Johannes Betz, Technical University of Munich, Boltzmannstraße 15, Garching, Bavaria, Germany, 85748; Andrea Stocco, Technical University of
Munich; fortiss GmbH, Boltzmannstraße 3, Garching, Bavaria, Germany, 85748.

Permission to make digital or hard copies of all or part of this work for personal or classroom use is granted without fee provided that copies are not
made or distributed for profit or commercial advantage and that copies bear this notice and the full citation on the first page. Copyrights for components
of this work owned by others than ACM must be honored. Abstracting with credit is permitted. To copy otherwise, or republish, to post on servers or to
redistribute to lists, requires prior specific permission and/or a fee. Request permissions from permissions@acm.org.
© 2026 Association for Computing Machinery.
Manuscript submitted to ACM

Manuscript submitted to ACM 1

HTTPS://ORCID.ORG/1234-5678-9012
HTTPS://ORCID.ORG/0009-0008-7575-0187
HTTPS://ORCID.ORG/0000-0001-9197-2849
HTTPS://ORCID.ORG/0000-0001-8956-3894
https://doi.org/XXXXXXX.XXXXXXX
https://orcid.org/1234-5678-9012
https://orcid.org/0009-0008-7575-0187
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9197-2849
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8956-3894


2 Stefano Carlo Lambertenghi, Oliver Weißl, Johannes Betz, and Andrea Stocco

users to the failures that the campaign aims to find. Simulation makes rare and hazardous situations reproducible, less
expensive to test, and executable in parallel. It is therefore widely used in ADS research and scenario-based safety
assessment [27, 111, 127, 299].

Simulation introduces a different problem. A simulated test relies on models of the road, traffic, sensors, and vehicle
dynamics, each approximating reality. The difference between a simulated execution and the corresponding real-world
execution is the simulation-to-reality gap, or reality gap. This gap can undermine a test verdict in two ways. A simulator
that is more benign than reality can create false confidence by failing to expose failures that occur in the real system.
Conversely, it can create false alarms by reporting failures that do not reproduce in reality, directing engineering effort
towards simulator artefacts rather than defects of the system under test. These concerns are supported by empirical
observations. Offline and online evaluations can disagree on which inputs cause failures [42, 91, 92]. Failures found
in simulation may transfer only partially to the corresponding physical platform [132, 231]. Different simulators can
produce different results for the same ADAS and differ from reality [24, 26, 224]. Simulator non-determinism can
introduce further differences [7].

Existing approaches include physics-based sensor models, calibrated vehicle dynamics, scenario reconstruction from
driving logs and crash reports, learned and generative content synthesis, hardware-, vehicle-, and mixed-reality-in-the-
loop testing, domain randomisation, and policy transfer [22, 38, 39, 63, 97, 98, 103, 161]. Across software engineering,
robotics, computer vision, and vehicle engineering, researchers use partially overlapping or inconsistent terms such
as reality gap, fidelity, realism, sim2real, and validity. These terms can concern the faithfulness of a sensor signal, the
plausibility of a traffic scenario, the accuracy of a dynamics model, or the transferability of a control policy.

Existing secondary studies cover different parts of this problem. Surveys address ADS testing techniques [244, 298],
scenario specification and generation [299], testing of learned components [196, 291], and simulation platforms and
capabilities [118, 201]. The closest work to our scope surveys sim2real and digital twins in autonomous driving [103],
primarily organising the field around technologies for transfer and virtual representation. These studies do not jointly
characterise the reality gap as a testing problem, the real and simulated execution used by individual studies, and the
evaluation references supporting their claims.

This systematic mapping examines which parts of an ADS or its environment are targeted by reality-gap research,
how studies measure or mitigate discrepancies, and how real and simulated elements are combined in experimental
setups. Following established guidelines for systematic reviews [125, 185], we analyse 235 primary studies selected
from 4,195 publications. We characterise their research context, proposed approaches, evaluation, and experimental

components. We distinguish sim2real approaches, which make simulation-derived artefacts applicable to reality, from
real2sim approaches, which use real-world information to construct or calibrate simulated content. We also classify
execution separately for the proposed approach and its evaluation reference across six components: scenario, actors,
perception, localization, actuation, and ECU/control. This separation makes it possible to distinguish how real-world
information contributes to an approach from how its claims are evaluated.

Our results show that most studies address mitigation, with research concentrating on scenario and actor realism
and perception. Sim2real and real2sim approaches occur at similar overall rates, and experimental setups combine
simulation, recorded observations, and physical equipment in diverse ways. These combinations must be interpreted
against the research target and evaluation claim. Reducing a discrepancy or including real-world content does not by
itself establish correspondence of ADS behaviour or agreement between simulated and physical test verdicts.

This paper makes the following contributions:
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• a systematic mapping of 235 primary studies on the simulation-to-reality gap in ADAS and ADS testing;
• a characterisation of existing approaches, distinguishing sim2real and real2sim strategies;
• a component-level taxonomy of real and simulated execution across scenario, actors, perception, localization,
actuation, and ECU/control, applied separately to the proposed approach and its evaluation reference;

• a characterisation of reported evaluation techniques, references, and metrics used to measure the gap or validate
mitigation;

• a synthesis relating research targets, mitigation strategies, execution configurations, and evaluation evidence,
motivating research on how discrepancies affect ADS behaviour and testing conclusions. We provide a replication
package containing the search results, extracted data, and analysis scripts [192].

2 Background

2.1 Automated Driving Systems

SAE J3016 distinguishes six levels of driving automation, from no automation to full automation [220]. Although ADAS
and ADS have different responsibilities under this classification, our mapping concerns their testing configurations. We
therefore use ADS broadly to include the driving automation systems evaluated in the literature, including systems
formally classified as ADAS.

ADS commonly comprise sensing, perception, localization, planning, and control functions [288]. In modular
architectures, perception identifies objects and road structures from sensor observations, localization estimates vehicle
position and state, planning determines trajectories or manoeuvres, and control produces steering, braking, and
acceleration commands. End-to-end architectures replace parts or all of this pipeline with learned mappings from
observations to driving decisions or commands [25, 37]. Other approaches incorporate vision-language models [77]
or learn policies through reinforcement learning [124]. Regardless of architecture, closed-loop behaviour depends on
interactions between the ADS, vehicle, and environment.

2.2 Simulation and Reality in ADS Development and Testing

Simulation and synthetic data support component development, training, and evaluation as well as system-level testing.
The distinction between simulated and real execution therefore extends beyond the use of a driving simulator.
Synthetic and real-world data. Synthetic sensor observations, vehicle states, and annotations can complement
physical measurements, including recorded datasets such as KITTI [80] and the Waymo Open Dataset [236]. These
sources can also be combined: recordings can be replayed, driving logs can support scenario reconstruction, and
physical measurements can calibrate models. Processing recorded real-world observations differs from conducting a
new physical execution. The observations originate from reality, but the ADS may process them offline or within an
otherwise simulated setup.
Sensor simulation and learned generation. Conventional sensor simulation models how a sensor observes a virtual
environment. Discrepancies can arise from both the environment representation and the sensing model. Learned
approaches can instead generate or transform observations, for example through image translation [22, 98], diffusion
models, or neural rendering of reconstructed scenes [161]. An observation remains synthetic even when its appearance
or underlying representation is learned from real-world measurements.
Scenario and closed-loop simulation. A scenario describes the road and environmental conditions, participating
actors, and their behaviour over time. Scenarios can be specified manually, generated from parameterised spaces, or
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Fig. 1. Four visual discrepancies between a real camera recording and a comparable simulation: (1) image appearance, (2) vehicle
model, (3) road markings, and (4) road-user representation. Boxes highlight the differences; their impact on ADS behaviour and test
verdicts requires separate investigation.

reconstructed from logs and reports [299]. Driving simulators such as CARLA [49], SVL/LGSVL [198], and BeamNG [73]
provide environments for executing them. In closed-loop testing, ADS actions affect vehicle motion and subsequent
observations. This feedback distinguishes closed-loop execution from processing a fixed sequence of recorded inputs.
Physical and mixed execution. In-the-loop configurations combine simulation with different forms of system
execution. In model-in-the-loop (MiL) testing, the driving logic and environment are computational models. In software-

in-the-loop (SiL) testing, ADS software interacts with a simulated environment. In hardware-in-the-loop (HiL) testing,
physical hardware, such as an ECU, interacts with simulated inputs or environments [38, 63]. In vehicle-in-the-loop

(ViL) testing, a physical vehicle interacts with a partly or fully virtual environment. Mixed- and augmented-reality
approaches similarly combine physical execution with virtual actors or stimuli [97]. These labels do not uniquely specify
which components are simulated or real.

Scaled platforms, such as DonkeyCar [128] and F1TENTH [174], enable physical closed-loop experiments using
real sensors, computing hardware, and actuators at reduced size and cost. Their physical execution does not by itself
establish transfer to full-size vehicles. Digital twins provide another connection between domains by associating a
physical system or environment with a corresponding virtual representation [103]; their implementations differ in the
information exchanged and its direction.

2.3 The Simulation-to-Reality Gap

The simulation-to-reality gap, or reality gap, is the difference between an artifact, behavior, or observation obtained
using a simulated or synthetic representation and its corresponding real-world counterpart. It can concern sensor
observations, environmental and actor models, or system properties such as dynamics, timing, and actuation (Figure 1
illustrates discrepancies at the sensor and scene level). For testing, these discrepancies can affect individual verdicts and
the assessment of test adequacy.
Manuscript submitted to ACM
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Simulation and reality are therefore not necessarily properties of an entire experiment. A physical ECU can process
simulated observations, and a real vehicle can interact with virtual traffic. To describe these combinations, we distinguish
six components:

• Scenario: static road characteristics and environmental conditions;
• Actors: other vehicles, pedestrians, cyclists, and their behaviour;
• Perception: sensing and the observations provided to the ADS;
• Localization: estimation of the ego vehicle’s position and state;
• Actuation: steering, braking, throttle, and vehicle dynamics; and
• ECU/control: the execution platform and driving software.

This decomposition describes the experimental setup, rather than the internal architecture of the ADS. It applies to
both modular and end-to-end systems. Planning and decision-making remain part of the system under test rather than
separate execution components. The operational classification is defined in Section 4.
Sim2real and real2sim.We distinguish two directions in addressing the gap. Sim2real approaches make simulation-
derived models, data, behaviours, or systems applicable to reality. Examples include improving simulator fidelity and
adapting policies trained on synthetic data. Real2sim approaches use real-world information to construct, calibrate, or
reconstruct simulated content. The directions can coexist: a studymay calibrate a simulator using physical measurements
and then evaluate whether its outcomes transfer to reality.
Related notions. Fidelity describes how accurately a model represents selected properties of its reference system.
Realism more broadly concerns resemblance to real observations, scenarios, or behaviours. Domain shift concerns
differences between data distributions, particularly those used for training and deployment. Robustness concerns stability
under changes or perturbations and does not itself establish correspondence with reality. Simulator non-determinism, or
flakiness, causes repeated simulated executions to produce different outcomes [7]; it can complicate gap measurement
but does not itself constitute the gap.

We use simulation-to-reality gap as an umbrella term for discrepancies between simulated or synthetic representations
and their real-world counterparts. The related notions retain the distinct meanings defined above.

3 ResearchQuestions

This survey investigates how research on ADS testing and validation addresses the gap between simulation and real-
world execution. We analyse the selected studies from five perspectives: context, proposed approaches, evaluation, and
experimental components. The research questions for each perspective are presented below and summarised in Table 1.

3.1 Context

We distinguish the study objective, the aspect of the gap addressed, and the direction between simulation and reality.
RQ1.1 identifies whether a study measures the simulation–reality gap, mitigates it, or does both, because measurement

and mitigation studies make different claims. RQ1.2 identifies which aspect of the simulation–reality gap each study
addresses. The gap may originate from different parts of an ADS testing setup, such as the representation of the driving
scenario, the behaviour of traffic participants, the sensing process, localization, or vehicle actuation. A study may also
address several of these aspects together or consider the system as a whole. RQ1.3 records direction separately because
sim2real and real2sim, as defined in Section 2, are independent of whether a study measures or mitigates the gap.

Manuscript submitted to ACM



6 Stefano Carlo Lambertenghi, Oliver Weißl, Johannes Betz, and Andrea Stocco

Table 1. Research questions and what each one captures from a study.

Category Research Question What it captures

Context RQ1.1 What is the primary objective of the study? Whether the study measures the gap, mitigates it, or
does both.

RQ1.2 Which aspect(s) of the simulation–reality gap are addressed? The aspect of the simulation–reality gap addressed by
the study, including combinations of aspects.

RQ1.3 What is the direction of the simulation–reality relationship? Whether the study addresses the gap from simulation to
reality, from reality to simulation, or in both directions.

Approach RQ2.1 Which research target does the study’s simulation–reality gap
concern?

The specific capability, component, or phenomenon
considered in relation to the simulation–reality gap.

RQ2.2 How is the proposed simulation–reality mitigation implemented? How the gap is mitigated, from the specific technique to
its broader family.

RQ2.3 What are the execution levels of the proposed approach? The execution level of each component and functional
group across simulation and reality.

Evaluation RQ3.1 How is the simulation–reality relationship evaluated? How the study measures the gap or validates its
mitigation, including cases with no explicit evaluation.

RQ3.2 What are the execution levels of the evaluation reference? The same execution-level classification as RQ2.3 , applied
to the evaluation reference.

RQ3.3 Which metrics are used to quantify the simulation–reality gap or
the effectiveness of the proposed approach?

The quantities the study measures, and whether any
quantitative measurement is reported at all.

Experimental RQ4.1 Which simulation platforms and reference datasets are employed? The simulators and reference datasets used by the study.
components RQ4.2 Which hardware platforms are used? The physical equipment involved, by its role in the

experimental setup.
RQ4.3 Which system under test is evaluated? The driving system or component being exercised, and

the specific technology implementing it.
RQ4.4 How are evaluation scenarios or test cases generated? The origin of the tested scenarios, ranging from

manually specified scenarios to scenarios reconstructed
from real driving.

RQ4.5 Which testing artefacts are publicly available? Whether code, data, both, or nothing is released.

3.2 Approach

We characterise each approach by its research target, mitigation technique, and execution across simulation and reality.
RQ2.1 identifies the specific research target considered in relation to the simulation–reality gap. While RQ1.2 identifies

the broader aspect of the gap, RQ2.1 captures the particular capability, component, or phenomenon investigated by
the authors. For example, studies addressing a perception gap may focus on camera imagery, LiDAR sensing, object
detection, or combinations of sensing modalities. RQ2.2 characterises how studies that aim to mitigate the gap implement
their approach. Different studies may address similar research targets using substantially different techniques. We
describe how the approach reduces the gap, from the specific technique to its broader family. RQ2.3 characterises how
the proposed approach is executed across simulation and reality. We decompose the experimental setup into the six
execution components introduced in Section 2: scenario, actors, perception, localization, actuation, and ECU/control.
This captures experiments in which different components operate at different levels of simulation and reality. We
record the execution level separately from the execution source, such as a live vehicle or a recorded dataset, because
the same level can be reached in different ways. We also group the six components into three functional groups to
simplify presentation: scene (scenario and actors), sensing (perception and localization), and control (actuation and
ECU/control). Each component and functional group is characterised according to how it is executed across simulation
and reality. The execution-level classification and its definitions are provided in Section 4.
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3.3 Evaluation

We characterise how each study evaluates the simulation–reality relationship, including the reference used for com-
parison and the metrics used to quantify differences. What the evidence establishes depends on the study objective.
For “measure only” studies, we examine how the simulation–reality gap is measured. For “mitigate only” studies, we
examine how the proposed mitigation is validated. Measure and mitigate studies contribute to both analyses.

RQ3.1 records how each study evaluates the simulation–reality relationship, including cases with no explicit evaluation.
An evaluation reference may be real for some components and simulated for others, just like the proposed approach.
RQ3.2 classifies this reference using the same components and execution categories. We compare scene with scene,
sensing with sensing, and control with control, and inspect the individual components within each group. We do not
assume that a reference with more physical components provides stronger evidence. RQ3.3 identifies the metrics used
to quantify the simulation–reality gap or evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation. These metrics quantify
the simulation-to-reality gap or the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation. They include measures of perception
performance, trajectory behaviour, and sensor similarity.

3.4 Experimental Components

These approaches are implemented and evaluated using different simulators, hardware, systems under test, and test
cases. Together, these define the experimental setting from which the evidence is obtained. We record the simulation
platforms and reference datasets (RQ4.1), hardware (RQ4.2), system under test (RQ4.3), origin of evaluation scenarios or
test cases (RQ4.4), and publicly available testing artefacts (RQ4.5).

4 Methodology

We follow the systematic mapping guidelines of Kitchenham and Charters [125]. The methodology covers the identifi-
cation and selection of primary studies, data extraction, and data analysis. We first establish the review procedure using
a pilot set, refine it through a preliminary selection phase, and then apply the resulting procedure to the full corpus.

4.1 Identification of Research

4.1.1 Pilot Study Before the systematic search, we selected an initial set of 10 studies, listed in Table 2, to establish and
validate the review procedure. The purpose of the pilot is to identify missing or ambiguous categories rather than to
provide a representative sample of the literature. We therefore selected studies already known to the authors that covered
different objectives, directions, gap aspects, approaches, and execution levels. The set covers all three objectives and
directions. It spans perception, ego behaviour [231], scenario and traffic realism [32], actuation [173], and combinations
of aspects [5]. Its approaches include sensor physics modelling [159, 255], generative image techniques [133], data-driven
simulator construction [5], learned traffic behaviour [32], and real-equipment integration [173, 214].

The spread of experimental setups was the primary selection criterion because the execution-level classification
defined in Section 4 must capture different combinations of simulation and reality. VISTA 2.0 [5] combines sensor
observations synthesised from real driving data with simulated vehicle behaviour and deployment on a full-size vehicle.
The spray study [255] calibrates simulated LiDAR and spray models using real measurements. The feature-embedding
study [71] compares real and synthetic image datasets without a vehicle or control loop. Sim-on-Wheels [214] combines
a real vehicle, sensors, and control with virtual traffic participants. TrafficRLHF [32] remains within simulation but uses
human preferences and real driving data to improve traffic behaviour. The LiDAR domain-shift study [108] compares
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Table 2. The 10 pilot studies used to calibrate the review protocol and the coded values that motivated their selection.

Study Objective Direction Gap aspect

VISTA 2.0: An Open, Data-driven Simulator for Multimodal Sensing and Policy Learning for Autonomous
Vehicles [5]

Mitigate Real2sim Perception,
Behaviour

The Effect of Spray Water on an Automotive LIDAR Sensor: A Real-Time Simulation Study [255] Mitigate Real2sim Perception
Synthetic to Real Gap Estimation of Autonomous Driving Datasets using Feature Embedding [71] Measure Sim2real Perception
Sim-on-Wheels: Physical World in the Loop Simulation for Self-Driving [214] Mitigate Both Perception
Reinforcement Learning with Human Feedback for Realistic Traffic Simulation [32] Mitigate Sim2real Scenario
Quantifying the LiDAR Sim-to-Real Domain Shift: A Detailed Investigation Using Object Detectors and
Analysing Point Clouds at Target-Level [108]

Measure Sim2real Perception

Mind the Gap! A Study on the Transferability of Virtual Versus Physical-World Testing of Autonomous
Driving Systems [231]

Measure Sim2real Behaviour

LiDARsim: Realistic LiDAR simulation by leveraging the real world [159] Mitigate Real2sim Perception
Assessing Quality Metrics for Neural Reality Gap Input Mitigation in Autonomous Driving Testing [133] Measure and Mitigate Sim2real Perception
AD-VILS: Implementation and Reliability Validation of Vehicle-in-the-Loop Simulation Platform for
Evaluating Autonomous Driving Systems [173]

Measure and Mitigate Both Actuation

real and simulated sensing while controlling scenario and actor motion, whereas Stocco et al. [231] compare a small-scale
physical vehicle with its digital twin. LiDARsim [159] reconstructs scenes and actors from real captures to generate
synthetic LiDAR data. The neural reality-gap study [133] uses image translation and compares ADS behaviour across
real, simulated, and translated inputs. Finally, AD-VILS [173] combines physical actuation, localization, and ECU/control
with simulated traffic, actors, and perception inputs.

Together, these studies cover dataset-only comparisons, fully simulated experiments, simulation calibrated or
reconstructed from real data, mixed real and simulated execution, and comparisons with physical vehicles. This diversity
exposed the need to classify each execution component separately rather than treating an entire study as simulated or
real. Three authors of this paper independently analysed the pilot studies using a preliminary version of the classification
scheme. The resulting classifications were compared to identify ambiguities, inconsistencies, and missing categories.
The research questions, extraction fields, and coding rules were then refined until consensus was reached. This produced
the initial review protocol, which was further refined during the preliminary phase described in Section 4.2.

4.1.2 Database Selection and Search Query The literature search was conducted using Scopus [61], a bibliographic
database of peer-reviewed scientific literature. Scopus was selected for its coverage of engineering and computer science
and its support for Boolean searches over titles, abstracts, and keywords. The search query was developed iteratively
using terminology identified during the pilot study. It was refined until all 10 pilot studies were retrieved while limiting
the number of irrelevant results. The query combines three groups of search terms:
Automated driving systems. Terms describing ADAS and ADS, such as autonomous vehicle, self-driving, and ADAS.
Testing and validation. Terms related to software testing and validation, including test*, quality, and validat*.
Simulation-reality relationship. Terms describing the reality gap and related concepts, including sim2real, real2sim,
reality gap, realism, and in-the-loop testing approaches.

Terms within each group are connected using the OR operator, while the three groups are combined using the AND
operator. The search is restricted to titles, abstracts, and keywords.

4.1.3 Additional Selection Constraints We apply the following constraints:
SC1 (Language). Only publications written in English.
SC2 (Publication year). Publications from 2018 onward, to focus on recent research.
SC3 (Peer review). Only publications from a publisher or venue with a documented, verifiable peer-review process.
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The language and publication year constraints were applied through the Scopus search interface [61] as part of the
query shown below. The peer-review constraint was applied during post-processing of the exported Scopus records.

SC3 applies a reproducible classification rule to Scopus publisher and source-title metadata. Retained venues
include IEEE and ACM publications; peer-reviewed journals from MDPI, Elsevier, Wiley, SAGE, Taylor & Francis,
Springer/Nature, and SAE; IFAC-PapersOnLine; ASME IMECE; SPIE proceedings; ASCE transportation conferences;
Springer Proceedings in Advanced Robotics; Proceedings of Machine Learning Research; Journal of Machine Learning
Research; Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems; and Driving Simulation Association proceedings.

We exclude venues whose peer-review process cannot be verified, including non-reviewed technical-paper series,
edited-book chapters, and generic proceedings series with unconfirmed conference-level review. The replication
package provides the executable metadata-based classification rule and supporting evidence for each publisher and
venue decision. The resulting Scopus query is shown below.

TITLE-ABS-KEY( “test*” OR “assessing” OR “quality” OR “validat*” ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY(( “simulation”
AND ( “real-world” OR “real” ) ) OR “sim2real” OR “real2sim” OR “sim-to-real” OR “real-to-sim” OR “sim
to real” OR “real to sim” OR “simulation gap” OR “simulation-gap” OR “reality gap” OR “reality-gap” OR
“synthetic gap” OR “realism” OR “vil” OR “hil” OR “scil” OR “sil” OR “in the loop” OR “-in-the-loop”) AND
TITLE-ABS-KEY( “self-driving” OR “autonomous vehicle” OR “adaptive cruise control” OR “acc” OR “adas”
OR “advanced driver assistance systems” OR “automated driving” OR “ads” OR “automated-driving” OR “self
driving” ) AND PUBYEAR > 2017 AND ( LIMIT-TO ( LANGUAGE,“English” ) )

When multiple versions of the same publication were available, the most complete version was retained. This affects
two included studies: for each, the search retrieved a conference version, but we extracted and cited the extended
journal version. Their demographic metadata in RQ5 therefore also refers to the journal versions.

4.1.4 Search Results The search was performed on 4 May 2026, applying the language and publication year constraints
described above. The Scopus query returned 4,195 publications. Applying the peer-review constraint (SC3) excluded
1,009 publications, leaving 3,186 candidate publications for study selection.

4.2 Study Selection

Study selection was performed in two phases. The preliminary phase was used to obtain a larger set of included studies
and refine the review procedure. The full selection phase then applied the refined procedure to the remaining candidate
publications. Throughout both phases, publications failing the relevance criteria were distinguished from surveys and
reviews excluded because they were not primary studies. The complete selection process is summarised in Figure 2.

4.2.1 Preliminary Phase The candidate publications were divided equally among the three reviewers. Each reviewer
independently screened their assigned publications until identifying roughly 30 primary studies that satisfied the
selection criteria. These 91 newly included studies, together with the 10 pilot studies, formed a first set of 101 studies.

The preliminary phase accounted for 1,112 publications: the 10 pilot studies, 91 newly included studies, 999 publi-
cations excluded based on the relevance criteria, and 12 surveys or reviews excluded as secondary studies. This left
2,074 candidate publications for the full selection phase. We excluded a publication based on the relevance criteria
if its primary focus was not on ADS, if it did not measure or mitigate a simulation-to-reality difference relevant to
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Scopus search
SC1: English,

SC2: Year ≥ 2018
4,195 publications

SC3
Peer review

Candidate corpus
3,186 publications

Preliminary stage
1,112 publications

Remaining
2,074 publications

Preliminary
Relevance
exclusions

999 publications
second re-

viewer check

Full selection
Relevance
exclusions

1,894 publications

Preliminary
Surveys/reviews
12 publications

Full selection
Surveys/reviews
40 publications

Preliminary
Included
10 pilot +
91 selected
−6 removed:
95 studies

Full selection
Included
140 studies

Total relevance exclusions
999 + 6 + 1,894

2,899 publications

Total surveys/reviews
12 + 40

52 publications

Final corpus
95 + 140

235 studies

+ + +

Overall outcome

Fig. 2. Study identification, preliminary selection, and full selection process.

evaluating or testing an ADS, or if it focused only on training or improving ADS without addressing this difference.
Surveys, reviews, tutorials, and position papers without an original testing or validation approach were excluded as
secondary studies.

The three reviewers then jointly examined the 91 newly included studies. They discussed the interpretation and
classification of each study and refined the extraction and coding rules where necessary. This examination showed that
six of the 91 did not belong in the corpus: five were not relevant on closer examination, and one was the conference
version of a paper whose journal version was also selected. The initial corpus therefore comprised 95 studies. The
999 publications excluded based on the relevance criteria during this phase were independently checked by a second
reviewer to reduce the risk of false-negative exclusions.

4.2.2 Full Selection The remaining 2,074 candidate publications were divided equally among the three reviewers and
screened independently using the refined selection criteria. Uncertain cases were discussed by all three reviewers until
consensus was reached. This phase resulted in 140 additional included studies, 1,894 relevance exclusions, and 40 surveys
or reviews excluded as secondary studies. A small number of candidates shared the Driving Simulation Association’s
publisher and venue metadata with its peer-reviewed Driving Simulation Conference proceedings but were themselves
vendor product demonstrations or conference front-matter listings that were not peer-reviewed publications. These
were identified manually from their content during screening and excluded without changing the SC3 rule.

Across the 3,186 candidate publications, 2,899 were excluded based on the relevance criteria (999 during the pre-
liminary phase, 6 at the joint examination of the selected studies, and 1,894 during full selection), while 52 surveys
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or reviews were excluded as secondary studies (12 and 40, respectively). The initial corpus of 95 studies and the 140
additional studies identified during full selection therefore form the final corpus of 235 primary studies.

4.3 Data Extraction

Each included study is analysed to answer the research questions defined in Section 3. The extracted information is
recorded in a structured spreadsheet, with one row per study and one column per extraction field. The spreadsheet
was defined before extraction, calibrated using the pilot studies, further refined during the preliminary phase, and
then applied to the full corpus. The extraction fields use either predefined categorical values or free-text descriptions.
Predefined fields include the study objective, gap aspect, simulation-to-reality direction, and execution classifications.
For fields whose possible values could not be defined in advance, the reviewers instead recorded a short description of
what the study reported. These free-text fields include the research target, proposed technique, evaluation procedure,
and evaluation metrics. Their categories were derived later during data analysis, as described in Section 4.4.

During the pilot study, all three reviewers independently coded the 10 pilot studies to calibrate the extraction
process. Inter-rater agreement was measured using Fleiss’ 𝜅 [65] before disagreements were resolved. The agreement
calculation covered the primary objective, direction, and execution level of each proposed-approach and evaluation-
reference component. The pooled agreement across the 10 pilot studies was 𝜅 = 0.79, indicating substantial agreement.
The reviewers then discussed disagreements and refined the extraction guidelines until consensus was reached. The
extraction procedure was further refined during the preliminary phase by jointly examining the 91 newly included
studies. The three reviewers read and discussed these studies together, resolving ambiguities in the extraction fields,
classifications, and coding rules. The resulting procedure was then applied to the remaining studies included during full
selection. Ambiguities and borderline cases encountered during full extraction were discussed by all three reviewers
until consensus was reached.

4.4 Data Analysis

Predefined categorical fields are analysed using the categories defined during data extraction. For each free-text field, we
first record a short description of what each study reports. At this stage, the description is not assigned to a predefined
category. For example, the research-target field describes what the study investigates in relation to the simulation–reality
gap. The proposed-technique field describes how the study attempts to mitigate the gap. The evaluation-procedure field
describes how the study measures the gap or validates a mitigation. The evaluation-metrics field records the quantities
used in that evaluation. After extraction, descriptions referring to the same concept are grouped together. Different
terminology does not create a separate group when it describes the same concept. Conversely, descriptions that refer to
different concepts remain separate even when they occur in the same study. A study can therefore contribute to more
than one group when it reports several distinct targets, techniques, procedures, or metrics.

The three reviewers then jointly examine the complete set of groups for each field. They compare their meaning,
merge groups that represent the same concept, separate groups that contain distinct concepts, and refine their names
and boundaries until consensus is reached. The resulting groups form the lowest level of the classification used in the
analysis. Where needed, related groups are then organised into broader categories. For RQ2.1, related research targets
are organised into macro categories and subcategories. For RQ2.2, mitigation techniques are organised into macro
categories, subcategories, and, where useful, subsubcategories. RQ3.1 and RQ3.3 use separate classifications derived in
the same way from their evaluation procedures and metrics. The hierarchy is therefore used to organise the categories
after they have been derived from the extracted descriptions.
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Table 3. Type and content of the data used for each research question.

RQ Data type Data content

RQ1.1 Predefined categorical Measure only, Mitigate only, Measure and mitigate
RQ1.2 Predefined categorical, com-

binable
Scenario, Behaviour, Perception, Localization, Actuation, Entire; a study addressing several aspects
equally is recorded as their combination

RQ1.3 Predefined categorical Sim to real, Real to sim, Both

RQ2.1 Free text, categorised Research target, grouped into macro categories and subcategories
RQ2.2 Free text, categorised Mitigation technique, grouped into macro categories, subcategories, and optional subsubcategories
RQ2.3 Predefined categorical, one

value per component
Scenario, Actors, Perception, Localization, Actuation, ECU/control, each recorded as Not modelled,
Simulated, Pseudo-sim, Pseudo-real, Mixed, Both, or Real; Partially real additionally arises at group
level; each setup also carries one or more execution-source tags (real vehicle, real hardware, real
dataset, simulator, simulated dataset), or None

RQ3.1 Free text, categorised Evaluation procedure, including its explicit absence
RQ3.2 Predefined categorical, one

value per component
The same components and execution levels as RQ2.3 ; the evaluation reference has its own
execution-source tags

RQ3.3 Free text, categorised Evaluation metrics, grouped by the quantity being measured

RQ4.1 Free text, named entities Simulation platforms and reference datasets
RQ4.2 Free text, categorised Hardware, grouped by its role in the experimental setup
RQ4.3 Free text, categorised System under test and the specific technology implementing it
RQ4.4 Free text, categorised Origin of evaluation scenarios or test cases
RQ4.5 Predefined categorical Code, Dataset, Code and dataset, Other artefact, None; mutually exclusive and assigned by priority

After the category structure is finalised, the assignments are checked against the original extracted descriptions and
the final category definitions are applied consistently across the corpus. The categories are then used to compute the
counts and distributions reported in the results. A study may have several values for a field when the corresponding
research question allows multiple assignments. It is counted once in each applicable category and at most once within
the same category. Counts across non-mutually-exclusive categories can therefore exceed the number of studies included
in the corresponding analysis. Table 3 summarises the data used for each research question. The remainder of this
subsection defines the analysis performed for each field.

4.4.1 RQ1: Context For RQ1.1, the predefined primary objective categories are measure, mitigate, and both. For RQ1.2,
the predefined gap aspect categories are scenario, behaviour, perception, localization, actuation, and entire. When
a study addresses several aspects with equal importance, their combination is recorded directly rather than derived
through the free-text categorisation used elsewhere. For RQ1.3, the predefined direction categories are sim to real, real
to sim, and both.

4.4.2 RQ2: Approaches RQ2.1 analyses the research-target descriptions extracted from the studies. Descriptions referring
to the same research target are grouped together using the procedure described above. Related targets are then organised
into macro categories and subcategories. The classification describes what the study investigates in relation to the
simulation–reality gap, rather than the technique used to address it.

RQ2.2 analyses the techniques used to mitigate the simulation–reality gap and therefore applies only to studies
whose objective includes mitigation. Descriptions referring to the same mitigation technique are first grouped together.
Related techniques are then organised into six macro categories: Real-equipment integration, Generative content
synthesis, Traffic/agent behaviour modelling, Real-world evidence reconstruction, Sensor physics modelling, and
Ego policy/control transfer. These are further divided into subcategories and, where recurring techniques require an
additional distinction, subsubcategories. A study may use more than one mitigation technique. It is assigned to every
applicable macro category and may also appear in several subcategories within the same macro category.
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Table 4. Categorical execution levels used for RQ2.3 and RQ3.2.

Category Definition

Not modelled The component is not present.
Simulated The component is provided by a general-purpose simulation platform or physics model. This holds even if

the platform is calibrated, tuned, or partly trained using real-world data.
Pseudo-sim The component is provided by a standalone model or generator, not a general-purpose simulation platform,

whose representation is not constructed from real-world observations ormeasured real-world characteristics.
Pseudo-real The component is provided by a standalone model, reconstruction, or generator whose representation is

constructed from real-world observations, measurements, or measured real-world characteristics, but the
real-world component is not present live during execution.

Mixed Real and simulated elements are combined within the same execution.
Both Separate simulated and real-world executions are performed in parallel.
Real The component uses entirely real-world content.
Partially real Group level only: one component is Real while the other is neither Real, Both, nor Mixed.

RQ2.3 analyses the execution of the proposed approach across six components: scenario, actors, perception, localization,
actuation, and ECU/control. Unlike RQ2.1 and RQ2.2, these categories are predefined. Each component is assigned one of
the execution levels defined in Table 4. This classification describes how a component is provided during execution, not
how it was created. For example, calibrating a simulator or a generative model with real-world data does not by itself
change how the resulting component is provided.

A general-purpose simulation platform remains Simulated even when it is calibrated, tuned, or partly trained using
real-world data. The classification depends on whether the platform provides the component, not on how its parameters
were set. Pseudo-sim and Pseudo-real both describe standalone models or generators used without such a platform.
They differ in the source of their representation. For example, a physical model built from first-principles equations
and only validated against real measurements is Pseudo-sim. The same type of model is Pseudo-real if its error or
degradation behaviour is fitted to real measurements. This distinction applies across all six components. A component
is Mixed when real and simulated elements are combined within the same execution. Examples include a real vehicle or
sensor operating with simulated content, or a general-purpose simulator combined with real-world-derived content
within the same component.

The six components are also grouped into three functional groups: scene, comprising scenario and actors; sensing,
comprising perception and localization; and control, comprising actuation and ECU/control. Execution is analysed at
both component and group level.

We use Partially real at group level when one component is Real while the other is neither Real, Both, nor Mixed.
For example, real perception combined with simulated localization produces a Partially real sensing group. Mixed and
Both describe the use of simulation and reality for the same component. Mixed combines them within one execution,
while Both uses separate simulated and real executions. Partially real instead describes a difference between the two
components of the same functional group. This category is derived from the component classifications and is never
assigned to an individual component.

Component execution levels and execution sources are recorded separately. The execution level describes how a
component is provided, while the execution source records the type of setup used to obtain it. Real describes real-world
component content and does not by itself establish physical execution. For example, a study can use a recorded real-
world dataset without operating a physical vehicle. The corresponding component is then Real, while its execution
source is a Real dataset.

For both the proposed approach and its evaluation reference, we assign any applicable study-level execution sources:
Real vehicle. A physical vehicle operated in the study, including small-scale vehicles;
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Real hardware. A live sensor, controller, rig, or participant without an operated vehicle;
Real dataset. Pre-existing recorded real-world data;
Simulator. A model or generator executed by the study, including the generation of a new synthetic dataset;
Simulated dataset. Pre-existing synthetic data used without executing its generator.
None. It marks the absence of an execution source for the proposed approach or the absence of a comparison reference
for evaluation. Recordings collected through vehicle or hardware experiments performed in the study retain the
corresponding physical-source tag. Recordings from an earlier campaign are classified as a Real dataset. Approach tags
include sources used for training or calibration, whereas reference tags describe sources used for comparison.

4.4.3 RQ3: Evaluation RQ3.1 analyses the free-text description of each study’s evaluation procedure. Descriptions of
equivalent evaluation procedures are grouped using the procedure defined at the beginning of Section 4.4. Studies
with no recorded evaluation are checked again to distinguish an explicitly absent evaluation from missing extraction
information. The same classification of evaluation procedures is used for all study objectives, but its interpretation
depends on the objective. For a Measure only study, the procedure describes how the study measures the simulation–
reality gap. For a Mitigate only study, it describes how the study validates the proposed mitigation. For a Measure and
Mitigate study, the measurement of the gap and the validation of the mitigation are considered separately.

RQ3.2 analyses the evaluation reference using the same predefined components, functional groups, and execution
levels as RQ2.3. We match the proposed approach and evaluation reference within each study and compare the same
component on both sides. Component-wise comparisons include only studies in which that component is present in the
proposed approach. This restriction controls for differences in the components included in experimental setups. However,
the presence of a component does not establish that it is the research target. We therefore interpret these comparisons
alongside RQ2.1 and do not treat an absent reference component as inadequate evidence without considering the study’s
claim. The meaning of the evaluation reference depends on the study objective. For a mitigation study, it is the reference
against which the proposed mitigation is validated. For a measurement study, it is the system or execution treated
as the reference when measuring the simulation–reality gap. Not modelled ordinarily indicates that a component is
absent from an otherwise present reference setup. When a study performs no evaluation, no reference setup exists.
At component level, we represent this case using Not modelled for all components rather than introducing another
execution-level category. The separate None source tag distinguishes the absence of an evaluation reference from the
absence of an individual component.

RQ3.3 analyses the free-text descriptions of the reported evaluation metrics. Metrics are first grouped according to
the quantity they measure rather than the mathematical statistic used. Metrics that measure the same type of quantity
therefore belong to the same higher-level category even when they use different numerical measures. Where needed,
the specific metric is retained as a lower-level type. This separates what is being evaluated from the particular measure
used to quantify it.

4.4.4 RQ4: Experimental Components RQ4.1 records each named simulation platform and reference dataset used by a
study. These are retained as named entities rather than grouped into derived categories. RQ4.2 analyses the free-text
hardware descriptions. Hardware with the same role in the experimental setup is grouped into the same category. RQ4.3

analyses the free-text description of the system under test. Systems performing the same function are grouped together,
while the specific model, architecture, or technique is retained where reported. RQ4.4 analyses how the evaluation
scenarios or test cases are obtained. The extracted descriptions are grouped into six categories: predefined test cases,
simulation-based generation, reconstruction from real-world data, replay of recorded data, live real-world execution,
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and hybrid or mixed generation. RQ4.5 assigns each study exactly one of five mutually exclusive artefact categories:
Code and dataset when both are reported, Code or Dataset when only one is reported, Other artefact when the reported
artefact is neither, and None when no artefact is reported. Categories are assigned in that priority order.

4.5 Threats to Validity

4.5.1 Search and selection validity The corpus may omit relevant studies because the search relies on Scopus and
requires terms related to ADS, testing or validation, and the simulation–reality relationship in titles, abstracts, or
keywords. Studies using different terminology may therefore remain undiscovered. Retrieving all ten pilot studies
provides an initial check of search coverage, but this golden set cannot establish completeness. Restricting the corpus
to English-language publications from 2018 onward and venues with verifiable peer review also excludes earlier
work, industrial reports, and potentially relevant publications whose review process cannot be established from venue
metadata. Our findings therefore characterise the retrieved peer-reviewed literature within these boundaries.

4.5.2 Reviewer bias and reliability Study selection and extraction involve judgement, particularly when distinguishing
reality gap research from work concerned only with ADS training or improvement. We mitigate this threat through pilot
calibration, joint examination of the preliminary corpus, independent checking of preliminary relevance exclusions,
and consensus discussions. However, full-phase screening was divided among reviewers rather than independently
duplicated. The reported Fleiss’ 𝜅 = 0.79 concerns selected categorical fields in ten pilot studies and does not establish
agreement across the full corpus or the subsequently derived categories. Residual differences in interpretation may
therefore affect inclusion decisions and category assignments.

4.5.3 Construct validity Concepts such as realism, fidelity, and the reality gap are used inconsistently across disciplines.
Mapping them onto common categories requires interpretation andmay obscure distinctions between studies. Separately
classifying the proposed approach and its evaluation reference across six components reduces ambiguity, but execution
categories describe experimental configurations rather than evidence adequacy. Similarly, physical equipment, recorded
observations, or multiple metric families do not by themselves establish correspondence in ADS behaviour or test
outcomes. Incomplete reporting may also constrain classification: an unreported element does not necessarily indicate
its absence from the underlying experiment.

4.5.4 Synthesis and generalisability The reported frequencies describe publications rather than independent approaches
or demonstrations of effectiveness. Related studies may reuse methods, datasets, or platforms, and a studymay contribute
to several categories. Category counts are therefore non-exclusive and should not be interpreted as comparative
effectiveness or methodological quality. The synthesis also depends on published evidence and may underrepresent
unsuccessful approaches or unpublished industrial practice. Consequently, the identified patterns apply primarily
to the included literature. The mapping does not establish causal relationships between gap mitigation, behavioural
correspondence, and agreement between simulated and physical test verdicts.

5 Results

5.1 Context

5.1.1 RQ1.1: Primary Objective Mitigation is the most common objective; it accounts for 103 studies (43.8%), followed
by Measure and mitigate with 76 studies (32.3%) and Measure only with 56 studies (23.8%). Overall, 76.2% of the studies
include some form of mitigation.
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5.1.2 RQ1.2: Addressed Gap Aspect A study is assigned either a single gap aspect or, when it addresses several aspects
equally, a combination of them, such as scenario and behaviour. The single aspects are scenario (the representation of
the driving scenario), behaviour (the behaviour of traffic participants), perception (the sensing process), localization,
actuation (vehicle actuation), and the entire gap (the system as a whole). Each study appears once, so the counts across
all single aspects and combinations sum to 235 studies.

A single aspect is addressed by 193 studies (82.1%). Perception is the most common with 84 studies (35.7%), followed
by scenario with 51 (21.7%). The entire gap, rather than a specific aspect, is addressed by 22 studies (9.4%), while 21
(8.9%) focus on actuation and 15 (6.4%) on behaviour. No study addresses localization, alone or in combination.

The remaining 42 studies (17.9%) address several aspects, in seven distinct combinations. Scenario and behaviour is
the most common, with 10 studies (4.3%), followed by scenario and actuation, and perception and behaviour (8 each,
3.4%). Perception and scenario, and perception, scenario and actuation, occur in 5 studies each (2.1%), while perception
and actuation, and actuation and behaviour, occur in 3 each (1.3%). Scenario is the aspect most often combined with
others (28 of the 42 studies), ahead of perception and behaviour (21 each) and actuation (19).

5.1.3 RQ1.3: Direction Real2sim accounts for 97 studies (41.3%) and sim2real for 95 studies (40.4%), while 43 studies
(18.3%) address both directions.

5.2 Approach

5.2.1 RQ2.1: Research Target The research targets and the corresponding primary studies are shown in Table 5.
Scenario and actor realism (109 studies). Traffic/NPC realism is the most common target with 50 studies, followed
by test scenario validity with 26. Crash scenario validity accounts for 13 studies, pedestrian/VRU realism for 12, and
road/environment realism for 11. Langer et al. [136] calibrate an urban microscopic traffic simulation against real
traffic data before using it as a testing environment. Fremont et al. [67] specify scenarios in simulation and re-execute
matching scenarios on a real vehicle. Oladimeji et al. [175] reconstruct real crash scenarios and compare them with the
original accidents. Zofka et al. [306] place a real pedestrian inside a mixed-reality testbed. Bateman et al. [20] test an
HD-map prediction model on real-world map changes not seen during training.
Perception (105 studies). Camera perception is the most common target with 56 studies, followed by LiDAR perception
with 23 and radar perception with 10. The remaining 16 studies combine multiple sensing modalities, including Camera
+ LiDAR + Radar, Camera + LiDAR, and Camera + LiDAR + Event camera. Reway et al. [194] compare the performance
of a camera-based object detector on simulated and real driving footage. Rosenberger et al. [200] analyse real-world
LiDAR sensor behaviour to improve the physical fidelity of a simulated LiDAR sensor model. Wachtel et al. [259]
validate a radar sensor model under non-ideal conditions.
Ego system behaviour and planning (62 studies). Ego vehicle dynamics/actuation is the most common target with
37 studies, followed by SUT behaviour realism with 28 and ADS policy transfer with 9. Lu et al. [154] build a vehicle-
in-the-loop test system in which a real vehicle responds to an L3 autopilot operating against simulated surroundings.
Tettamanti et al. [246] drive a real vehicle inside a microscopic traffic simulation and compare its behaviour with the
same manoeuvres performed in simulation. Gutiérrez-Moreno et al. [87] adapt a decision-making policy developed in
simulation for transfer to a real autonomous driving stack.
Ego localization/pose estimation (7 studies). These studies target the estimation of the ego vehicle’s position/pose.
Communication/network fidelity (3 studies). These studies target V2X or vehicle network communication behaviour.
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Table 5. RQ2.1 research targets and supporting primary studies. Bars show the number of studies assigned to each target, and the
final column lists the corresponding primary studies. Studies may be assigned to several targets, so counts across categories are not
mutually exclusive and subcategory counts may not sum to the parent count.

Research target Studies Primary studies

Scenario and actor realism 109
Traffic/NPC realism 50 [3, 4, 18, 21, 23, 30–32, 35, 43, 46, 54, 75, 76, 83, 85, 105, 107,

115, 120, 122, 136, 140, 142, 148, 149, 151, 152, 162, 165, 188,
208, 215, 217, 218, 226, 237, 240, 245, 246, 260, 264, 267, 270,
277, 279, 281, 284, 292, 295]

Test-scenario validity 26 [10, 15, 40, 41, 59, 67, 78, 84, 86, 121, 126, 135, 152, 163, 183,
189, 212, 214, 221, 225, 248, 250, 260, 275, 276, 304]

Crash-scenario validity 13 [1, 19, 72, 104, 175, 216, 272, 273, 278, 290, 294, 297, 302]
Pedestrian/VRU realism 12 [50, 68, 69, 137, 146, 150, 153, 160, 228, 272, 283, 306]
Road/environment realism 11 [20, 28, 113, 145, 180, 195, 211, 238, 241, 263, 296]

Perception 105
Camera perception 56 [4, 6, 11, 12, 17, 34, 45, 50, 55, 56, 58, 60, 68, 71, 79, 93, 102, 133,

135, 141, 144, 147, 163, 168, 172, 177–179, 182, 193, 194, 207,
213, 214, 219, 222, 223, 229, 232, 243, 247–249, 251–253, 257,
266, 268, 280, 286, 289, 293, 300, 301, 307]

LiDAR perception 23 [8, 16, 36, 70, 88, 99, 106, 108, 119, 143, 158, 159, 184, 199, 200,
202, 206, 210, 255, 262, 265, 283, 304]

Radar perception 10 [89, 90, 112, 156, 157, 166, 167, 258, 259, 303]
Camera + LiDAR perception 8 [33, 41, 47, 76, 96, 132, 269, 282]
Camera + LiDAR + Radar perception 6 [38, 94, 109, 130, 139, 152]
Camera + LiDAR + Event camera perception 1 [5]
Multi-sensor perception 1 [10]

Ego system behaviour and planning 62
Ego-vehicle dynamics/actuation 37 [2, 4, 10, 15, 28, 29, 38, 44, 46, 48, 51–53, 57, 64, 78, 95, 113, 114,

123, 129, 132, 139, 154, 172, 180, 181, 183, 189, 191, 209, 212,
214, 246, 261, 263, 285]

SUT behaviour realism 28 [15, 28, 29, 33, 35, 40, 50, 52, 64, 84, 92, 138, 139, 158, 172, 173,
189, 194, 208, 209, 214, 221, 227, 231, 241, 242, 269, 300]

ADS-policy transfer 9 [5, 38, 64, 74, 87, 100, 222, 268, 287]

Ego localization/pose estimation 7 [18, 38, 116, 216, 227, 256, 269]

Communication/network fidelity 3 [101, 227, 305]

Small scale vehicle suitability 1 [186]

Small scale vehicle suitability (1 study). This study investigates whether a small-scale or robot platform is a valid
substitute for a full-size vehicle.

5.2.2 RQ2.2: Mitigation Techniques Of the 179 studies with amitigation objective, 164 use techniques from onemitigation
family and 15 use techniques from several families. Studies using several families are counted in each, so the family
counts in Table 6 exceed 179. The table also shows the techniques within each family; the corresponding primary
studies are listed in our Appendix. A study can also use several techniques within the same family, so subcategory
counts can exceed the family total.
Real-equipment integration (56 studies). These approaches combine simulation with physical vehicles, sensors,
controllers, or human participants during testing. On-road vehicle-in-the-loop and mixed reality are the two largest
subcategories. They include virtual traffic or actors surrounding a real vehicle, studies of real-vehicle testing platforms,
and virtual or synthetic content injected into a vehicle’s sensing or planning stack. Smaller subcategories include con-
troller/ECU hardware-in-the-loop, co-simulation, camera sensor-in-the-loop, non-road vehicle-in-the-loop testbenches,
and human-in-the-loop testing.
Generative content synthesis (41 studies). These approaches create or modify sensor observations or scene content
to make simulated inputs more representative of reality. Diffusion-based and GAN-based methods are the two largest
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Table 6. RQ2.2 mitigation technique families and techniques, among the studies with a mitigation objective. Bars show the number of
studies using each family or technique. A study can use several families and several techniques within a family, so counts are not
mutually exclusive and technique counts may exceed the family total.

Mitigation technique Studies

Real-equipment integration (ViL/HiL/MR/XiL) 56
Vehicle-in-the-loop (on-road) 28
Mixed reality 21
Controller/ECU hardware-in-the-loop 6
Co-simulation 5
Vehicle-in-the-loop (testbench) 4
Camera sensor-in-the-loop 3
Human-in-the-loop 3
Physical scale-model / surrogate-platform validation 2
LiDAR sensor-in-the-loop 1
Modular X-in-the-loop framework 1
Radar sensor-in-the-loop 1
Small-scale vehicle-in-the-loop 1
Steering-actuator hardware-in-the-loop 1
XiL/HIL 1

Generative content synthesis 41
Diffusion-based generation 14
GAN-based generation/translation 12
Neural rendering (NeRF/3DGS) 6
Synthetic data generation/augmentation 4
Synthetic perturbation/augmentation 3
Image compositing 1
Physics-based multi-sensor object insertion 1
Point-cloud/image reprojection & warping 1

Traffic/agent behaviour modelling 29
Learning-based (imitation/RL) traffic models 7
Traffic/behaviour-model calibration 5
Route/trajectory-conditioned behaviour modelling 4
Learned/generative trajectory models 3
Rule-based/behaviour-tree traffic models 3
Optimization/search-based generation 2
Statistical/distributional traffic calibration 2
Field-test/traffic-flow calibration 1
Human-reactive traffic models 1
Traffic/NPC behaviour modelling 1

Real-world evidence reconstruction 28
Recorded driving/sensor-log reconstruction 12
Crash/accident-evidence reconstruction 6
Map/aerial-derived reconstruction 5
Scenario-generation framework/toolchain 2
Data-driven simulator construction 1
Domain adaptation 1
Reconstruction-strategy comparison (classical vs. neural assets) 1
Retrieval-augmented domain adaptation 1

Sensor physics modelling 28
LiDAR sensor modelling 14
Camera sensor modelling 6
Radar sensor modelling 5
Camera+LiDAR+radar sensor modelling 2
Compute/timing-fidelity emulation 2

Ego policy/control transfer 13
Reinforcement-learning-based policy transfer 5
Vehicle-dynamics/controller calibration 5
Imitation-learning-based policy transfer 2
Generative-video-assisted policy transfer 1
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subcategories. Diffusion approaches generate or refine sensor imagery, video, traffic scenarios, or multi-agent trajectories.
GAN-based approaches mainly modify camera inputs for downstream perception or detection tasks, with one LiDAR
case. Saleh et al. [206] use a GAN to adapt simulated bird’s-eye-view LiDAR point clouds toward the real domain
before training a vehicle detector. A further subset uses neural rendering, including neural radiance fields (NeRF) and
three-dimensional Gaussian splatting (3DGS).
Traffic/agent behaviour modelling (29 studies). These approaches model how surrounding vehicles and other road
users move and react. Techniques include learned behaviour, predefined rules, and calibration from observed traffic.
Learned approaches include imitation learning from demonstrations, reinforcement learning through interaction or
feedback, and trajectory-generation models. Trajectory-conditioned models generate behaviour subject to a specified
path or motion pattern. Bergamini et al. [21] learn a reactive traffic-agent simulator from real-world driving logs.
Real-world evidence reconstruction (28 studies). These approaches use driving recordings, crash evidence, or
other real-world information to construct simulation content or adapt models across domains. Recorded driving or
sensor-log reconstruction is the largest subcategory, followed by crash or accident-evidence reconstruction and map-
or aerial-derived reconstruction. Most studies reconstruct trajectories or agent behaviour from recorded logs. Others
reconstruct complete scenes or road geometry, evaluate domain-adaptation techniques, or generate scenarios from
real driving or accident databases. Kim et al. [122] extract naturalistic driving situations from real recordings to build
training scenarios for an automated driving system.
Sensor physics modelling (28 studies). These approaches model how sensors produce measurements and how
objects or environmental conditions affect them. LiDAR sensor modelling is the largest subcategory. The models cover
effects such as weather-related attenuation, intensity, reflectance, and point dropout and are calibrated or validated
against real LiDAR measurements. Smaller subsets model camera, radar, or combined camera, LiDAR, and radar sensing.
Two studies model compute-hardware timing fidelity: one calibrates it against real CPU measurements rather than
a live-integrated ECU, and one injects model and edge computation latency. Rosenberger et al. [199] decompose an
automotive LiDAR sensor model into benchmarked functional components representing physical sensor behaviour.
Ego policy/control transfer (13 studies). These approaches adapt driving policies or control models so that behaviour
developed in simulation transfers to a physical vehicle. Gutiérrez-Moreno et al. [87] adapt a decision-making policy
developed in simulation for transfer to a real autonomous driving stack.

5.2.3 RQ2.3: Execution Level of the Proposed Approach Figure 3 shows how the proposed approaches are executed
across the six components and the three functional groups. At the functional-group level, 48 of 235 studies (20.4%) use
simulated content across Scene, Sensing, and Control. This is the most common configuration. Only 3 studies (1.3%) use
real content across all three groups. The remaining studies use many different combinations of simulated, real, and
intermediate execution levels.

Simulation is the most common execution level at the component level. Across the 1,410 component classifications,
580 (41.1%) are Simulated. Another 398 (28.2%) are Not modelled, while 176 (12.5%) are Real. The remaining classifications
are Pseudo-real (89, 6.3%), Mixed (88, 6.2%), Both (72, 5.1%), and Pseudo-sim (7, 0.5%).

The distribution also differs substantially between components. Scenario and Actors are most often Simulated, with
118 and 112 studies, respectively. Only 11 studies do not model Scenario, while 40 do not model Actors. Perception is
also commonly Simulated (93 studies), but it has a more varied distribution. It is Pseudo-real in 23 studies, Mixed in 26,
Both in 22, and Real in 19.
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Fig. 3. RQ2.3 execution level of the proposed approach: execution levels of the six individual components (top), and the observed
combinations for Scene, Sensing, and Control ranked by frequency (bottom). In the lower panel, colours encode study objective and
icons encode execution level.

Later components are more often absent from the experimental setup. Localization is Not modelled in 105 studies,
Actuation in 99, and ECU/control in 92. Nevertheless, simulation remains common when these components are included.
Localization is Simulated in 82 studies, while Actuation is Simulated in 87 studies and ECU/control in 88. Real execution
is also more common for these components than for Perception. The Real counts are 32 for Localization, 37 for Actuation,
and 35 for ECU/control, compared with 19 for Perception.

The intermediate execution levels represent a substantial part of the corpus. Pseudo-real, Mixed, and Both together
account for 249 of the 1,410 component classifications (17.7%). Their use also differs across components. Pseudo-real
occurs most often for Scenario (34), Actors (29), and Perception (23). Mixed follows a similar pattern, with 26 studies for
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Table 7. RQ3.1 evaluation techniques and supporting primary studies. Bars show the number of studies using each technique, and the
final column lists the corresponding primary studies. Studies may use several techniques, so counts are not mutually exclusive.

Evaluation technique Studies Primary studies

Direct or matched sim-to-real comparison 132 [2–4, 6, 8, 10–12, 16, 19–21, 23, 28, 34, 35, 38, 41, 43, 46–48, 51, 52, 54,
57, 59, 67, 69, 70, 74–76, 84–88, 90, 92–94, 99, 101, 102, 106, 108, 109,
112–114, 116, 120, 121, 129, 132, 135–141, 143, 147–150, 156–159, 162,
165–168, 172, 173, 178–181, 183, 188, 189, 194, 199, 200, 202, 207, 212–
215, 217, 218, 221, 226, 228, 231, 232, 240, 246, 248, 250, 253, 255, 256,
258–265, 270, 272, 273, 277, 279–283, 287, 297, 301, 303, 304, 307]

Task/SUT performance comparison 130 [2, 4–6, 10–12, 15–20, 28, 29, 35, 36, 38, 40, 41, 44–47, 50–53, 60, 67–70,
72, 75, 78, 79, 86–90, 92–94, 100–102, 106–108, 112–114, 123, 132, 133,
135, 141, 142, 145, 146, 159, 160, 163, 166, 168, 172, 175, 177–180, 182–
184, 186, 188, 189, 191, 193, 194, 202, 206, 210–217, 219, 221, 222, 226,
227, 229, 231, 232, 238, 240, 243, 245, 246, 248–250, 252, 257, 259, 263–
266, 268, 280, 282–284, 289, 290, 293–296, 300, 301, 306, 307]

Quantitative or distributional comparison 65 [6, 32, 45–48, 51, 54–57, 60, 64, 72, 74–76, 83, 85, 90, 102, 105, 114–
116, 119, 126, 133, 135, 136, 138, 142, 143, 148, 156, 157, 160, 162, 165,
172, 173, 191, 194, 215, 219, 222, 225, 226, 229, 237, 240, 249, 253, 260,
263, 265–267, 275, 281–283, 290, 292, 295]

Feature or image-quality comparison 24 [12, 17, 31, 41, 55, 58, 71, 84, 96, 102, 130, 140, 144, 175, 191, 193, 211,
223, 229, 247, 248, 265, 286, 300]

Human or qualitative assessment 21 [1, 12, 17, 30, 32, 35, 57, 69, 120, 121, 136, 149, 237, 251, 276, 285–
287, 295, 302, 306]

No substantive evaluation 16 [33, 95, 104, 122, 151–154, 195, 208, 209, 241, 242, 269, 278, 305]

Scenario, 21 for Actors, and 26 for Perception. Both is most common for Perception (22), followed by Localization (14).
Pseudo-sim is rare, with only 7 classifications across all six components.

These categories capture different relationships between simulation and reality. Pseudo-real represents real-world-
derived content without the corresponding real component being present live. Mixed combines real and simulated
elements within the same execution. Both instead represents separate simulated and real executions of the same
component. Their frequency shows that a binary simulated-versus-real classification would hide a substantial part of
the experimental setups in the corpus.

The lower panel of Figure 3 shows the combinations of execution levels across Scene, Sensing, and Control. The fully
simulated configuration is the largest single group with 48 studies, but the overall distribution is fragmented. The next
configurations contain only 12, 11, and 8 studies. A further 37 combinations occur in only one study each. Thus, no
execution profile other than the fully simulated configuration represents a large share of the corpus.

These results describe component content rather than the physical setup used to obtain it. In particular, Real does not
necessarily mean live physical execution. A component can be classified as Real when it uses recorded real-world data.

5.3 Evaluation

This group covers evaluation procedures, the execution level of the evaluation reference, and reported metrics. A study
can use several evaluation procedures or metric categories in RQ3.1 and RQ3.3. RQ3.2 reports one execution level per
component for the evaluation reference.

5.3.1 RQ3.1: Evaluation Procedure Nearly all studies report a validation or measurement procedure: 222 of 235 (94.5%),
while 13 (5.5%) report none. The evaluation techniques and the corresponding primary studies are shown in Table 7.
Direct or matched simulation-to-reality comparison (132 studies) and task/SUT-performance comparison (130) are
the two most common techniques. They are followed by quantitative or distributional comparison (65), feature or
image-quality comparison (24), and human or qualitative assessment (21). Sixteen studies have no substantive evaluation
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technique. This includes the 13 studies reporting no evaluation procedure and three that report an activity, such as a
functional demonstration, without a comparison covered by the coded evaluation techniques.

Most studies combine evaluation techniques. Ninety-eight studies (41.7%) use exactly one, 92 (39.1%) combine two,
and 29 (12.3%) combine three or more. The most common exact combination is task/SUT-performance comparison
with direct or matched simulation-to-reality comparison (49 studies, 20.9%). This is followed by task/SUT-performance
comparison alone (38, 16.2%) and direct or matched simulation-to-reality comparison alone (35, 14.9%).

The next most common exact combinations are quantitative or distributional comparison + direct or matched
sim-to-real comparison (17); quantitative or distributional comparison + task/SUT performance comparison + direct
or matched sim-to-real comparison (16); no substantive evaluation (16); quantitative or distributional comparison
(11); quantitative or distributional comparison + task/SUT performance comparison (11); feature or image-quality
comparison (8); human or qualitative assessment (6); feature or image-quality comparison + task/SUT performance
comparison (4); and human or qualitative assessment + direct or matched sim-to-real comparison (4).

Evaluation techniques differ across study objectives. Mitigate only studies most often use task/SUT-performance
comparison (53 of 103, 51.5%), followed by direct or matched simulation-to-reality comparison (45, 43.7%). Direct or
matched comparison is the most common technique among Measure and mitigate studies (54 of 76, 71.1%). Among
Measure only studies, task/SUT-performance comparison and direct or matched comparison occur at similar rates, with
35 of 56 studies (62.5%) and 33 (58.9%), respectively. Quantitative or distributional comparison occurs in 20.4%, 32.9%,
and 33.9% of the three groups, respectively.

No substantive evaluation occurs in 15 Mitigate only studies, no Measure and mitigate studies, and one Measure
only study. For mitigation studies, this means that the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation is not explicitly assessed.
For the Measure only study, no substantive procedure for measuring the gap is reported.

5.3.2 RQ3.2: Execution Level of the Evaluation Reference Figure 4 shows the execution level of the evaluation reference
across the six components and the three functional groups. At the functional-group level, the most common reference
profile has real content across Scene, Sensing, and Control (55 of 235 studies, 23.4%). It is followed by real Scene and
Sensing with Control not modelled (49, 20.9%), and by references in which all three groups are absent (40, 17.0%). Only
14 studies (6.0%) have a fully simulated reference. In total, 36 distinct profiles occur, 19 of them in a single study, as the
lower panel of the figure shows.

At the component level, references are mostly real or absent. Of the 1,410 component classifications, 550 (39.0%) are
Real, and 671 (47.6%) are Not modelled, while only 131 (9.3%) are Simulated. The intermediate levels are rare: Both (39,
2.8%), Mixed (13, 0.9%), Pseudo-real (5, 0.4%), and Pseudo-sim (1, 0.1%). By contrast, only 176 of the 1,410 classifications
for the proposed approach (12.5%) are Real.

The distribution differs between components. The component counts coded Real are Scenario (141), Actors (112),
Perception (112), Localization (67), Actuation (64), ECU/Control (54). Reference content is absent for Scenario (53),
Actors (87), Perception (88), Localization (144), Actuation (147), and ECU/Control (152), so Localization, Actuation, and
ECU/Control are Not modelled in more than half of the studies. The counts coded Simulated are Scenario (24), Actors
(24), Perception (21), Localization (18), Actuation (20), and ECU/Control (24). Both is the most frequent intermediate
level, with Scenario (9), Actors (7), Perception (9), Localization (6), Actuation (4), ECU/Control (4).

To see how these references are obtained, we count the study-level reference sources among the studies whose
proposed approach includes each component. A source may support only part of the setup, so these counts are not
attributed to individual components, and sources may overlap. A real dataset is the most frequent source for Scenario
Manuscript submitted to ACM



The Reality Gap in Automated Driving Systems Testing: Landscape, Challenges, and Research Directions 23

Not modelled

Simulated

Pseudo-sim

Pseudo-real
Mixed Both Real

Scenario

Actors

Perception

Localization

Actuation

ECU/Control

53 24 3 5 9 141

87 24 1 4 7 112

88 21 1 1 3 9 112

144 18 6 67

147 20 4 64

152 24 1 4 54

Component execution states
(counts)

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

St
ud

ie
s

55

49

40

14 14
10

6 5 4 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2

Reference -- every group combination (+19 combinations used by fewer than 2 studies each, 19 studies total, not shown)

Objective
Mitigate only
Measure and mitigate
Measure only

Scene

Sensing

Control

Execution category
Not modelled
Simulated

Pseudo-sim
Pseudo-real

Mixed
Both

Partially real
Real

Fig. 4. RQ3.2 execution level of the evaluation: six-component execution-state counts (top), and the observed functional-group state
combinations ranked by frequency (bottom). In the lower panel, colours encode study objective, and icons encode execution category.

(98 of 224, 43.8%), Actors (89 of 195, 45.6%), and Perception (73 of 184, 39.7%). A real vehicle is the most frequent source
for Localization (56 of 130, 43.1%), Actuation (58 of 136, 42.6%), and ECU/Control (61 of 143, 42.7%). Real hardware
is rarely the source, in 7 to 18 studies per component. A simulator is the reference source in 17.7% to 22.8% of these
studies, and no executed reference is reported in 16.1% to 22.3%.

Of the 55 studies with real content across all three reference groups, 50 include physical vehicle or hardware
experiments and 5 use recorded real data without a physical vehicle or hardware experiment. A real-content profile is
therefore not a count of live tests. Recorded images or point clouds can support a perception comparison; a closed-loop
driving claim additionally requires evidence about the interaction of commands, motion, and subsequent observations.
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5.3.3 RQ3.3: Evaluation Metrics Seven categories capture the reported metrics, while an eighth records studies re-
porting no metric. The categories, their most frequent specific metrics, and the corresponding primary studies are
shown in Table 8; all specific metrics are listed in the Appendix. Sensor/perception comparison (107 studies) and
ADS behaviour/trajectory comparison (96) are the two most common categories. They are followed by Vehicle dy-
namics/actuation comparison (37), Safety/event outcome (34), No metric reported (23), Runtime/computational (19),
Qualitative assessment (16), and Human/participant behavioural comparison (1).
Sensor/perception comparison (107 studies). Detection accuracy/rate is the most common metric with 30 studies,
followed by average precision/mAP/AP with 27, IoU/segmentation overlap with 20, precision/recall/F1 with 19, and
FID/FVD/KID with 18. Image-similarity metrics include SSIM (15), RMSE/MAE-based error (13), LPIPS (12), and PSNR
(11). Manivasagam et al. [158] report detection average precision to quantify how closely a realistic LiDAR simulator
reproduces real sensing conditions.
ADS behaviour/trajectory comparison (96 studies). Speed/velocity comparison is the most common metric with 36
studies, followed by trajectory error using ADE/FDE/RMSE/ATE (15), trajectory/path distance (13), and RMSE/MAE-
based error (11). Lane keeping/car following behaviour appears in 9 studies and distribution-distance tests in 6.
Inter-vehicle distance and direct real-versus-simulated driving-behaviour comparison each appear in 5 studies. Bui et
al. [29] validate a model-predictive adaptive cruise controller by comparing commanded and real vehicle speed in a
real-time system.
Vehicle dynamics/actuation comparison (37 studies). Acceleration is the most common measure with 17 studies,
followed by steering (8), jerk (6), RMSE/MAE-based error (6), distribution-distance tests (5), and yaw (4). Stadler et
al. [226] include acceleration among the metrics used to assess a scenario-based virtual test relative to reality.
Safety/event outcome (34 studies). Collision/crash rate is the most common measure with 26 studies, followed by
time to collision or post-encroachment time (PET) with 12. Pass/fail, or disengagement rate, appears in 8 studies. Safety
distance/near miss appears in 3 studies, while a composite scenario criticality score and traffic-safety distributional
statistics appear in one study each. Bai et al. [15] measure collision rate in their AR-based vehicle-road cooperation
testing system.
Runtime/computational (19 studies). Memory/compute utilization appears in 7 studies, latency/runtime in 6, frame
rate/FPS in 3, and inference time and network/communication load in 2 each. Several other measures occur once.
Qualitative assessment (16 studies). Visual or qualitative inspection is the most common approach with 11 studies,
followed by Likert-scale ratings (3), human/user studies (2), and subjective realism scoring (1).
Human/participant behavioural comparison (1 study).Martín-Serrano et al. [160] compare human driver behaviour
in a real vehicle with behaviour in a virtual-reality driving scenario.
No metric reported (23 studies). These studies report no evaluation metric. This includes two studies that report
only a general “comparability of results” between two setups without naming a specific quantity.

5.4 Experimental Components

5.4.1 RQ4.1: Simulation Platforms Table 9 lists the simulation platforms and datasets named by more than four studies.
The complete list can be found in our Appendix. CARLA is the most common named simulator with 45 studies. Nineteen
studies report no named simulation platform or reference dataset. Unity and IPG CarMaker follow with 16 studies each,
while every other named platform appears in 13 studies or fewer. Among the reference datasets, KITTI is the most
common with 18 studies. nuScenes follows with 10 studies, Cityscapes and the Waymo Open Dataset with 9 each, and
Virtual KITTI with 8.
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Table 8. RQ3.3 evaluation metric categories and their eight most frequent specific metrics (ties alphabetical), with primary studies.

Metric category / metric Studies Primary studies

Sensor/perception comparison 107
Detection accuracy/rate 30 [12, 16, 18, 19, 36, 47, 56, 89, 102, 141, 158, 159, 175, 177, 184, 194, 199,

202, 210, 212, 213, 219, 226, 248, 255, 257, 264, 265, 282, 283]
Average precision (mAP/AP) 27 [6, 20, 36, 68, 79, 85, 89, 102, 108, 140, 141, 158, 159, 168, 184, 186, 229,

243, 248, 257, 280, 282, 283, 289, 294, 301, 307]
IoU/segmentation overlap 20 [11, 60, 70, 88, 132, 140, 159, 166, 182, 214, 229, 243, 248, 249, 265, 282,

283, 294, 300, 307]
Precision/recall/F1 19 [18, 20, 28, 36, 50, 79, 100, 102, 108, 140, 142, 158, 168, 193, 194, 206, 229,

249, 283]
Distributional image/video realism (FID/FVD/KID) 18 [31, 41, 88, 168, 178, 179, 223, 229, 237, 248, 265, 266, 268, 282, 286, 289,

300, 301]
Structural similarity (SSIM) 15 [12, 41, 94, 102, 140, 147, 168, 193, 214, 229, 248, 265, 282, 297, 300]
RMSE/MAE-family error 13 [6, 12, 70, 88, 140, 142, 184, 193, 226, 229, 265, 282, 297]
Learned perceptual similarity (LPIPS) 12 [41, 140, 147, 168, 178, 214, 229, 265, 282, 286, 300, 301]

ADS behaviour/trajectory comparison 96
Speed/velocity comparison 36 [2, 3, 18, 29, 30, 43, 44, 48, 52–54, 64, 74, 78, 85–87, 90, 96, 112, 115, 136,

149, 150, 173, 183, 221, 226, 240, 246, 256, 259, 267, 281, 290, 302]
Trajectory error (ADE/FDE/RMSE/ATE) 15 [21, 53, 74, 75, 114, 116, 158, 179, 183, 189, 240, 268, 277, 282, 295]
Trajectory/path point-wise distance (sim vs. real) 13 [4, 21, 29, 32, 67, 78, 86, 129, 132, 145, 173, 188, 245]
RMSE/MAE-family error 11 [2, 48, 53, 64, 74, 115, 226, 265, 277, 282, 284]
Lane-keeping/car-following behaviour 9 [100, 136, 144, 145, 149, 212, 221, 226, 269]
Distribution-distance test 6 [32, 135, 136, 150, 226, 240]
Inter-vehicle/relative-spacing distance 5 [64, 85, 183, 240, 267]
Real-vs-simulated driving-behaviour comparison 5 [5, 189, 207, 217, 284]

Vehicle dynamics/actuation comparison 37
Acceleration 17 [29, 30, 32, 48, 57, 64, 85, 136, 149, 150, 183, 221, 226, 240, 256, 273, 290]
Steering 8 [44, 74, 87, 123, 173, 183, 221, 231]
Jerk 6 [32, 76, 150, 273, 290, 295]
RMSE/MAE-family error 6 [48, 53, 57, 64, 74, 226]
Distribution-distance test 5 [32, 136, 150, 226, 240]
Braking/deceleration 4 [3, 191, 214, 246]
Yaw 4 [30, 76, 173, 221]
Correlation coefficient 3 [57, 64, 226]

Safety/event outcome 34
Collision/crash rate 26 [15, 19, 21, 40, 45, 67, 84, 85, 100, 115, 150, 191, 212, 218, 226, 238, 240,

267, 269, 272, 273, 279, 290, 295, 300, 302]
Time-to-collision/PET 12 [45, 84, 85, 115, 150, 191, 218, 226, 267, 273, 290, 300]
Pass/fail or disengagement rate 8 [10, 45, 218, 227, 228, 231, 290, 300]
Safety distance/near-miss 3 [57, 222, 240]
Scenario criticality score (composite risk indicators) 1 [104]
Traffic-safety distributional statistics 1 [281]

No metric reported 23 [33, 38, 69, 95, 109, 120, 122, 139, 151–154, 163, 180, 208, 209, 241, 242,
250, 251, 278, 293, 304]

Runtime/computational 19
Memory/compute utilization 7 [17, 70, 101, 147, 168, 219, 286]
Latency/runtime 6 [36, 44, 76, 100, 165, 214]
Frame rate (FPS) 3 [70, 147, 186]
Inference time 2 [28, 168]
Network/communication load 2 [216, 305]
Accuracy-vs-compute tradeoff (Pareto efficiency) 1 [219]
Model training time 1 [307]
ODD-coverage & ADS-failure testing overhead 1 [17]

Qualitative assessment 16
Visual/qualitative inspection 11 [35, 47, 94, 108, 129, 195, 231, 258, 260, 287, 306]
Likert-scale rating 3 [1, 289, 295]
Human/user study 2 [121, 186]
Whiteness/subjective realism score 1 [186]

Human/participant behavioural comparison 1 [160]

5.4.2 RQ4.2: Hardware Platforms RQ4.2 records the physical equipment used by each study, from full-size or small-scale
vehicles to individual sensors, controllers, and compute hardware. A study can include several pieces of equipment.
The hardware categories and the corresponding primary studies are shown in Table 10. The No hardware/unspecified
category represents the absence of reported hardware.
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Table 9. RQ4.1 simulation platforms and reference datasets reported by at least five studies.

Simulation platform / dataset Studies

Simulation platforms 182
CARLA 45
IPG CarMaker 16
Unity 16
MATLAB/Simulink 13
SUMO 12
Custom/research simulator 11
VIRES VTD 9
SVL/LGSVL 7
Gazebo 7
LidarSim 6
Autoware simulator 6

Dataset/reference data 66
KITTI 18
nuScenes 10
Cityscapes 9
Waymo Open Dataset 9
Virtual KITTI 8
Custom/study-collected dataset 7
Traffic-trajectory dataset (NGSIM/HighD/rounD/INTERACTION) 7

No simulation platform or reference dataset reported 19

No hardware or unspecified hardware is the most common category with 91 studies. These studies use simulation or
existing data without reporting physical equipment. Among studies reporting hardware, full-size vehicles are the most
common platform (76), followed by cameras (48), LiDAR (44), localization/positioning hardware such as GNSS/IMU
units (44), and radar (19). Compute hardware, such as embedded GPUs or in-vehicle processing units, is reported by 25
studies and ECU/embedded controllers by 20.

The remaining categories are sensor-stimulation equipment (11); roadside/communication infrastructure, VR/MR
or motion-capture equipment, and small-scale vehicles/robots (9 each); human driving controls (8); testbench/HIL
equipment (6); drone/aerial platforms (4); and atmospheric test chambers (3). Atmospheric test chambers generate
artificial rain, fog, or spray water to test real sensors or vehicles under controlled adverse-weather conditions. They
are used by Hasirlioglu and Riener [94], Vargas Rivero et al. [255], and the PAVIN-platform study [213]. Lu et al. [154]
build a vehicle-in-the-loop test system around a real full-size autopilot-equipped vehicle. Pahk et al. [179] evaluate a
lane-keeping-assist system using real camera hardware after translating simulated images toward the real domain.

Hardware use differs across research targets. Studies with no reported hardware most frequently address camera
perception and traffic/NPC realism, with 30 studies each. Full-size vehicles occur most often in ego vehicle dynam-
ics/actuation (28) and SUT behaviour realism (19). These two targets also account for most uses of ECU/embedded
controllers, with 10 and 9 studies, and nearly all uses of testbench/HIL equipment, with 5 and 1 of the 6 studies. LiDAR
hardware occurs mainly in LiDAR perception (16) and SUT behaviour realism (11), followed by multi-sensor perception
and ego vehicle dynamics/actuation (9 each). Camera hardware occurs across camera perception (13), multi-sensor
perception (8), traffic/NPC realism (9), ego vehicle dynamics/actuation (12), and SUT behaviour realism (11). Localiza-
tion/positioning hardware occurs most often in ego vehicle dynamics/actuation (13) and SUT behaviour realism (12).
The complete set of of data is in our Appendix.

5.4.3 RQ4.3: Systems Under Test The systems under test are grouped into ten categories. The categories and specific
technologies are shown in Table 11.
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Table 10. RQ4.2 hardware platforms and supporting primary studies.

Hardware platform Studies Primary studies

No hardware or unspecified 91 [1, 6, 11, 12, 19–21, 23, 31, 32, 41, 45, 47, 55, 58, 60, 68, 71, 72, 75, 79, 83,
85, 88, 92, 93, 96, 101, 102, 104, 105, 107, 115, 121, 122, 126, 133, 135, 136,
138, 140, 148, 152, 153, 162, 163, 178, 182, 188, 206, 207, 210, 211, 215, 219,
223, 225, 226, 229, 237, 238, 240, 241, 243, 245, 247, 249, 257, 260, 265, 267–
270, 272, 275–281, 284, 286, 292–294, 296, 301–303]

Full-size vehicle 76 [2, 3, 5, 10, 15, 28, 33–35, 38, 40, 43, 46, 48, 50–54, 56, 57, 64, 67, 74, 78, 87,
90, 94, 106, 109, 112–114, 116, 120, 129, 139, 143, 149, 151, 156–159, 166,
167, 172, 173, 180, 181, 183, 184, 189, 191, 194, 208, 209, 212, 214, 216–
218, 221, 228, 242, 246, 248, 255, 259, 282, 283, 285, 297, 305–307]

Camera 48 [3–5, 15, 18, 28, 33, 34, 38, 40, 50, 52, 67, 74, 86, 90, 94, 100, 109, 116, 132,
139, 141, 144–146, 149, 151, 175, 177, 179, 186, 189, 193, 194, 208, 212, 214,
217, 222, 246, 252, 253, 263, 264, 282, 283, 297]

LiDAR 44 [5, 8, 15, 16, 28, 33, 36, 38, 40, 67, 74, 86, 90, 94, 99, 106, 108, 109, 119, 132,
139, 143, 158, 173, 184, 186, 189, 199, 200, 202, 208, 214, 242, 246, 255, 259,
262–264, 282, 283, 287, 304, 306]

Localization/positioning hardware 44 [4, 15, 35, 38, 50–52, 67, 69, 74, 84, 86, 87, 90, 94, 109, 116, 129, 139, 143,
151, 154, 156, 166, 167, 173, 179, 181, 183, 186, 189, 194, 208, 214, 216–
218, 221, 228, 250, 256, 263, 297, 305]

Compute hardware 25 [3, 17, 18, 30, 44, 70, 76, 95, 100, 142, 147, 150, 165, 168, 186, 227, 228, 248,
266, 273, 289, 290, 295, 300, 307]

ECU/embedded controller 20 [2, 29, 33, 34, 38, 44, 48, 51, 172, 173, 181, 184, 189, 193, 194, 214, 217, 221,
227, 305]

Radar 19 [15, 38, 40, 74, 86, 89, 90, 94, 109, 112, 139, 156, 157, 166, 167, 208, 212,
214, 258]

Sensor-stimulation equipment 11 [18, 33, 67, 86, 112, 130, 139, 193, 216, 228, 253]
Roadside/communication infrastructure 9 [35, 146, 151, 183, 216, 217, 242, 256, 264]
Small-scale vehicle/robot 9 [18, 100, 132, 186, 231, 232, 251, 261, 287]
VR/MR or motion-capture equipment 9 [50, 69, 86, 132, 160, 208, 228, 285, 306]
Human driving controls 8 [30, 69, 84, 139, 189, 208, 228, 263]
Testbench/HIL equipment 6 [48, 51, 53, 59, 123, 139]
Drone/aerial platform 4 [137, 145, 189, 195]
Atmospheric test chamber 3 [94, 213, 255]

No SUT (89 studies). These studies evaluate simulation or testbed fidelity without a vehicle or ADS-side driving
function. This category also includes studies in which the testing infrastructure, environment-side behaviour model, or
human-participant comparison is the object of study rather than a downstream vehicle-side function.
Camera perception (40 studies). These studies evaluate camera-based perception systems. The table distinguishes
YOLO-family detectors (15), generic object detectors (12), segmentation models (7), BEV-based detectors or feature
extractors (4), lane detection and VRU/pedestrian detection (3 each), and several techniques occurring in one study.
Full ADS (37 studies). These studies evaluate complete driving systems from sensing to actuation. The table dis-
tinguishes modular architectures (29), end-to-end architectures (8), and black-box or undisclosed architectures (1).
Samak et al. [209] validate a modular autonomous driving stack across simulation and real scales using an integrated
digital-twin framework.
Ego vehicle control/actuation (36 studies). These studies evaluate low-level control systems for steering, braking,
or acceleration. The table distinguishes lane keeping/changing control (11), adaptive cruise control (10), automatic
emergency braking (6), steering control (4), vehicle control stack/ECU (3), model predictive control (2), and several
techniques occurring in one study.
Planning/trajectory prediction (18 studies). These studies evaluate decision-making, motion-planning, or trajectory-
prediction systems. The table distinguishes path/motion planning (14), decision-making/planning policy (3), trajec-
tory/motion prediction (2), and automated valet parking planning (1).
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Table 11. RQ4.3 systems under test and specific technologies.

System under test Studies

No SUT 89

Camera perception 40
YOLO-family detector 15
Object detector 12
Segmentation model 7
BEV-based detector/feature extractor 4
Lane detection 3
VRU (pedestrian/cyclist) detection & driver-warning system 3
Faster R-CNN detector 2
3D human pose estimation 1
ADAS smart front camera (sensor and embedded software) 1
Depth estimation 1
Object detection + tracking 1

Full ADS 37
Modular 29
End-to-end 8
Black-box AV (architecture undisclosed) 1
Simplified driving function with PID vehicle controller (path following, TTC-based braking) 1

Ego-vehicle control/actuation 36
Lane keeping/changing control 11
Adaptive cruise control 10
Automatic emergency braking 6
Steering control 4
Vehicle control stack/ECU 3
Model predictive control 2
Ground-robot dynamics control system 1
Integrated trajectory-planner + vehicle controller 1
PID trajectory-tracking controller 1
Rule-based reactive control policy 1
Waypoint-following control 1

Planning/trajectory prediction 18
Path/motion planning 14
Decision-making/planning policy 3
Trajectory/motion prediction 2
Automated valet-parking planner 1

LiDAR perception 17
3D object detection 7
PV-RCNN 3
BEV feature extractor (LiDAR/camera fusion) 2
LiDAR object detection + tracking 2
PointPillars 2
Sensor simulation/generative model 2
LiDAR intensity simulation model 1
Point-cloud segmentation 1
PointNet(++) 1
PolarNet 1
RangeNet++ 1
VoxelNet 1

Radar perception 7

Localization 5
Modular-ADS localization component 2
GNSS/GPS-based localization 1
NDT-based mapping/localization 1
SLAM-based localization 1

LLM/foundation-model reasoning agent 3

Multi-sensor fusion perception/tracking 2
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Table 12. RQ4.4 test-case origin and supporting primary studies.

Test-case origin Studies Primary studies

Simulation-generated 157 [1, 4–6, 8, 10, 16, 18, 19, 21, 23, 30–34, 38, 40, 41, 43, 46, 47, 52, 54–56, 58–60, 64, 67–
71, 79, 83–90, 93–96, 99–102, 106–109, 112, 113, 115, 116, 120, 123, 126, 132, 135, 137,
139–142, 148, 150, 151, 153, 154, 157, 158, 163, 165, 166, 168, 172, 175, 178, 179, 181–
184, 189, 193, 194, 199, 206–210, 212–216, 219, 221–223, 227, 237, 238, 240–243, 246–
249, 251, 253, 255, 257, 258, 260–263, 265–269, 273, 275, 278, 280–287, 290, 292–296,
300–307]

Real-world executed 87 [1, 4, 10, 18, 20, 23, 28, 33, 35, 36, 40, 48, 50–52, 57, 64, 67, 74, 78, 86, 87, 89, 90,
99, 100, 104, 105, 109, 114, 116, 119, 122, 129, 132, 138, 143, 148, 149, 151, 156, 157,
159, 166, 167, 172, 173, 177, 180, 181, 186, 188, 189, 191, 194, 200, 208, 212, 214, 216–
218, 221, 226, 231, 232, 240, 241, 246, 248, 250, 252, 253, 255, 256, 259–261, 272, 280,
285, 287, 292, 297, 304, 305, 307]

Real-world reconstruction 73 [2, 5, 12, 19, 31, 35, 38, 41, 47, 48, 53, 67, 70, 72, 90, 92, 109, 112, 133, 136–138, 140,
142, 145, 146, 150, 152, 154, 157, 158, 160, 167, 173, 175, 177, 179, 183, 184, 188, 194,
195, 202, 209, 211, 212, 218, 221, 225, 227, 229, 231, 232, 245, 252, 255, 259, 263–265,
270, 273, 278, 282, 283, 287, 290, 294, 296, 300, 302, 306, 307]

Recorded/replayed 63 [3–5, 16, 21, 38, 45, 48, 51, 58, 59, 69, 71, 74, 75, 84, 85, 90, 92, 96, 102, 107, 114, 121, 122,
126, 129, 135, 137, 144, 147, 149, 162, 166, 172, 188, 202, 206, 221, 223, 225, 229, 237, 240,
243, 248, 249, 251, 256–258, 263, 276, 277, 279, 282, 283, 287, 290, 292, 293, 302, 307]

Manual/predefined 37 [18, 20, 28–30, 36, 44, 47, 48, 50–53, 78, 86, 87, 90, 100, 101, 109, 114, 130, 132, 138,
139, 151, 173, 177, 189, 199, 200, 208, 212, 226, 246, 253, 282]

Hybrid/mixed 16 [10, 11, 15, 17, 43, 50, 52, 69, 76, 78, 90, 215, 228, 242, 253, 289]

LiDAR perception (17 studies). These studies evaluate LiDAR-based perception systems. The table includes 3D object
detection (7), PV-RCNN (3), LiDAR object detection and tracking (2), PointPillars (2), sensor simulation or generative
models evaluated as systems under test in their own right (2), and several architectures occurring in one study.
Radar perception (7 studies). These studies evaluate radar-based perception systems.
Localization (5 studies). These studies evaluate localization and pose-estimation systems. The table distinguishes
modular-ADS localization components (2), GNSS/GPS-based localization (1), NDT-based mapping/localization (1), and
SLAM-based localization (1).
LLM/foundation model reasoning agent (3 studies). These studies evaluate driving systems based on LLM or
foundation-model reasoning.
Multi-sensor perception and tracking (2 studies). These studies evaluate perception systems combining multiple
sensing modalities.

5.4.4 RQ4.4: Test Case Generation Test cases are obtained or generated in several ways. The test-case origins and the
corresponding primary studies are shown in Table 12.

Simulation-generated test cases are the most common, appearing in 157 studies. They are followed by real-world
execution (87 studies), real-world reconstruction (73), and recorded or replayed test cases (63). Manual or predefined
test cases appear in 37 studies and hybrid or mixed generation in 16.

Nalić et al. [163] generate test scenarios within a co-simulation framework. Kettelgerdes et al. [119] take in-field
measurements on a real test track to study precipitation effects on solid-state LiDAR sensors. Liu et al. [152] construct a
digital-twin reconstruction of real-world driving conditions. Kim et al. [122] extract and replay naturalistic driving
situations recorded from real traffic. Brogle et al. [28] run predefined test cases in a hardware-in-the-loop simulation
without real-time constraints. Argui et al. [11] combine real and simulated navigation elements in a vision-based
mixed-reality framework.
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Table 13. RQ4.5 testing artefacts and citations.

Category Subcategory Citations

Testing artefacts None/unspecified (188) [1, 3, 8, 15, 16, 18–20, 28–31, 33–36, 38, 40, 41, 43, 46–48, 50–60, 67–71, 75, 78, 79, 83–87, 89, 90, 93–
95, 99–102, 104–106, 109, 112–116, 119–123, 126, 129, 135–140, 142, 143, 145–154, 156–160, 163, 167, 172,
173, 175, 177–181, 183, 184, 186, 188, 189, 191, 193–195, 199, 200, 202, 206, 207, 210–219, 221–223, 225–
229, 237, 238, 241–243, 246–253, 255–263, 265–270, 272, 277, 278, 280–287, 289, 292, 293, 295–297, 301–
306]

Code (26) [4, 11, 21, 44, 45, 72, 74, 88, 96, 107, 133, 141, 162, 168, 182, 208, 231, 232, 264, 273, 275, 276, 290, 294, 300,
307]

Other artefact (14) [2, 5, 6, 10, 23, 64, 76, 130, 132, 165, 166, 209, 240, 279]
Dataset (5) [12, 32, 92, 108, 245]
Code and dataset (2) [17, 144]

5.4.5 RQ4.5: Testing Artefacts Public testing artefacts reported by the studies are listed with citations in Table 13. Most
studies report no public artefact (188 studies, 80.0%). Source code is reported by 26 studies (11.1%), another type of
artefact by 14 (6.0%), a public dataset by 5 (2.1%), and both code and a dataset by 2 (0.9%). The 14 studies with another
type of artefact are heterogeneous: they report open-source tools, platforms, or replication packages recorded without a
repository link (6), a tool released together with the data it generates (1), demonstration videos or project web pages (3),
and scenario or measurement data that is described as available without a confirmed release (4). One study classified
under Source code [21] reports a repository that no longer resolves. We retain the Source code classification because
the paper reports the repository, although the artefact is no longer retrievable.

6 Discussion

The central implication of this mapping is that the importance of the reality gap depends on how simulation results are
used. Failure discovery, comparison of ADS versions, pass/fail assessment, and estimation of operational risk require
different forms of evidence and may be affected by different discrepancies. A discrepancy may affect ADS behaviour
and change the testing conclusion. Future studies should therefore specify the decision being supported, the ADS and
scenario conditions considered, the reference used for comparison, and the criteria used to evaluate correspondence. This
would help identify which discrepancies matter, what level of fidelity is sufficient, and which additional measurements
can reduce uncertainty most effectively. The following research directions address these questions based on the findings
of our mapping.

6.1 Gap Mitigation and Evaluation Adequacy

Of the 235 studies, 179 address mitigation, alone or alongside measurement. However, improving over an unmitigated
baseline does not mean that the remaining discrepancy is acceptable. Reducing one discrepancy also leaves others
unresolved: a more accurate sensor model can coexist with unrealistic actor responses that affect ADS behaviour. The
value of a mitigation for testing therefore depends on which aspect of the reality gap it addresses and how it interacts
with the remaining discrepancies.

Likewise, different evaluation setups provide different types of evidence. Recorded observations allow sensor-
level comparisons, but a fixed recording cannot capture how ADS actions affect subsequent observations. Physical
execution provides evidence only for the aspects and conditions that were actually compared. Using physical equipment
or describing a system as a digital twin does not, by itself, establish that the evaluation demonstrates the claimed
correspondence.
Manuscript submitted to ACM



The Reality Gap in Automated Driving Systems Testing: Landscape, Challenges, and Research Directions 31

Studies of simulation fidelity investigate which aspects of a model require greater detail [176]. For example, Sagmeister
et al. [205] compare vehicle models against real-world data and examine how model simplifications affect closed-loop
motion-control evaluation. Such studies help identify fidelity requirements for specific applications, but do not establish
that greater fidelity always leads to more reliable testing conclusions. Multi-simulator approaches investigate whether
combining models improves testing. Digital siblings [24] combine predictions and evaluate them against a digital twin
of a scaled vehicle, while MultiSim [224] searches for failures across simulators. However, the reported benefits do
not establish that agreement between simulators implies agreement with physical outcomes. Further research should
investigate when using multiple simulators improves the prediction of real-world test outcomes and how dependencies
between simulators affect the reliability of these predictions.

Researchers should evaluate improvements in simulation fidelity and combinations of simulators against an indepen-
dent reference and a clearly defined testing objective. These evaluations should distinguish between finding failures,
obtaining consistent results across simulators, and agreement with physical outcomes. This research is relevant to
ISO21448 [110] (SOTIF), which addresses safety assessment, and the UNECE NATM guidelines [254], which address the
evaluation of virtual toolchains. Both provide a context for assessing simulation evidence in relation to the claims it
supports. Future work should translate these assessment objectives into measurable criteria for specific claims, defining
which discrepancies are acceptable and how these limits can be established experimentally. Tool developers can support
this process by documenting model assumptions, the conditions under which models are applicable, and dependencies
shared between simulators.

A concrete research objective is to determine how much model fidelity is needed for simulation and physical testing
to support the same engineering decision, such as selecting between ADS versions or applying a pass/fail criterion,
using independent physical measurements within a defined class of scenarios.

6.2 From Discrepancy Measurements to Testing Consequences

Our metric analysis identifies 61 studies using at least two of the four metric families, nine using at least three, and three
using all four. However, using multiple metric families does not necessarily mean that a study investigates whether
discrepancies in sensor observations affect ADS behaviour and, in turn, change test verdicts. Our extraction does not
allow us to determine how many studies establish these relationships.

These relationships form a causal chain [187]: a discrepancy may affect ADS behaviour, which may in turn change
the test verdict. Each causal link requires empirical evidence. An image-quality improvement can leave behaviour
unchanged, while a small timing discrepancy can change a verdict near a braking threshold. Evaluation should therefore
establish whether, and under which conditions, a discrepancy propagates to the testing conclusion [66]. This resembles
fault propagation analysis, which investigates whether a fault leads to a detectable failure [13]. Controlled interventions
and sensitivity analysis could help identify consequential discrepancy types and magnitudes.

Future studies should investigate this causal chain in a single experimental setting, with a clearly defined scenario
class, ADS under test, and acceptance criterion. Where feasible, simulated and physical executions should use the same
ADS, corresponding scenarios, and consistent evaluation criteria. Comparisons should account for differences caused
by closed-loop divergence, variability between executions, time alignment, and oracle implementation. Reporting how
frequently discrepancies change test verdicts would help quantify their impact under the evaluated conditions, provided
that the procedure used to select discrepancies is also reported.

Researchers should distinguish between cases where an ADS passes in simulation but fails in reality and cases where
it fails in simulation but passes in reality. The first case indicates potential false confidence, while the second may reflect
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simulator artefacts, execution variability, or differences between the simulated and physical experiments. These errors
have different consequences: the former can leave physical failures undetected, while the latter can lead to unnecessary
rejection, investigation, or retesting. Evaluations should report the frequency of both types of disagreement and specify
which error type a method aims to minimise. When false confidence has more serious consequences, stricter acceptance
criteria may be appropriate, but the resulting increase in false alarms should also be reported.

This motivates the creation of new benchmarks of paired simulated and physical executions that report the full
pass/fail contingency table, define conditional disagreement rates, and distinguish routine scenarios from cases near an
acceptance boundary [164].

6.3 Uncertainty About the Remaining Gap

The reality gap does not need to be completely eliminated for simulation results to be useful, but its effect on testing
conclusions must be considered. Uncertainty estimates should distinguish between variability within the simulation
and uncertainty about how well the simulation corresponds to reality. Repeating simulations can reduce sampling
uncertainty but does not eliminate systematic modelling errors. Werling et al.[274] combine uncertainty quantification,
stochastic simulation, and sensitivity analysis to assess system-level risk. Sim2Val[155] uses paired measurements and
control variates to improve estimates of real-world metrics. These approaches provide ways to use imperfect simulation
models under explicit assumptions, but do not provide a general confidence score for simulation results.

Researchers should first clarify what an uncertainty estimate represents. Confidence in an estimate of physical
performance, the probability that simulation and physical testing produce the same verdict, and the maturity of an
evaluation process are different concepts. Predictions of agreement between simulated and physical verdicts should
be evaluated using independent paired executions, including cases near acceptance thresholds. Uncertainty intervals
should be evaluated against physical measurements to determine whether they achieve the expected coverage and how
informative they are. Their applicability under changed conditions should be assessed separately. Conformal prediction
is one possible approach for constructing prediction sets or intervals using paired simulated and physical executions [9].
Its standard finite-sample coverage guarantees require exchangeability and generally apply across test cases rather
than to each scenario individually. Future research should investigate appropriate calibration procedures and how
dependencies between test cases and changes in data distributions affect these guarantees.

Assessors should also consider how uncertainty about the remaining reality gap affects the evidence supporting a
claim. Building on the physical qualification of simulation evidence in the UNECE NATM guidelines and Euro NCAP
protocols [62, 254], researchers and assessment bodies should develop reporting conventions that connect uncertainty
estimates to acceptance criteria, applicability conditions, and unresolved verdicts. This wouldmake probabilistic evidence
easier to interpret and compare without treating a confidence value as a substitute for its supporting assumptions.

Tool developers should report uncertainty alongside simulation results and the conditions under which they are
applicable. When plausible discrepancies could change a pass/fail decision, the test verdict may remain unresolved.
ADS developers can use these cases to prioritise additional measurements, model improvements, or physical testing.

Future work should investigate how physical experiments can be selected to reduce uncertainty about a stated claim
under a fixed budget, comparing adaptive selection with random or coverage-based selection using an independent
evaluation set.
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6.4 ADS Architecture and Gap Propagation

Our architectural comparison includes 29 studies of modular ADS and eight of end-to-end ADS, with two studies included
in both groups. Direct or matched comparisons are more common in studies of modular ADS, while comparisons based
on task or SUT performance are more common in studies of end-to-end ADS. However, the small number of studies
and the overlap between groups do not allow general conclusions about evaluation quality.

Explicit interfaces provide a methodological distinction. In modular ADS, detections, trajectories, and commands can
be compared or substituted at defined boundaries, making some discrepancies easier to isolate. These interfaces also
allow evaluations that bypass relevant parts of the reality gap: a planner evaluated with idealised detections leaves
the effect of realistic perception errors unresolved. However, component-level correspondence does not necessarily
establish system-level correspondence because timing, correlated errors, and feedback affect component interactions.

Learned components introduce an additional challenge. Even when synthetic and real inputs look similar, they can
produce different internal representations and downstream responses [203]. Comparing inputs alone may therefore fail
to identify differences that affect ADS behaviour. Comparing internal representations can complement behavioural
measurements, but these differences should also be evaluated for their effect on ADS decisions and test verdicts.

End-to-end ADS do not necessarily expose conventional functional boundaries, making it harder to identify which
functions are responsible for observed discrepancies. Large backbones and vision-language planners further complicate
this analysis [77], as architectural labels alone do not indicate which internal representations or interfaces can be
evaluated. Controlled perturbations can help investigate how changes in simulated inputs affect ADS behaviour
without requiring access to internal states. However, these effects must also be compared with those observed under
corresponding physical conditions [132, 134].

Two research directions emerge: determining when correspondence between individual components also leads to
correspondence at the system level, and developing methods to identify discrepancies that affect testing outcomes
without relying on modular architectures. Applying comparable perturbations to different ADS architectures would help
investigate how discrepancies propagate through these systems.Modular simulation environments such as AlpaSim [169]
can support these experiments even when evaluating end-to-end ADS. Tool developers should therefore provide
synchronised observations, reproducible configurations, and controlled model substitution to help ADS developers
identify discrepancies and determine their effects on testing conclusions.

Future work should have controlled experiments that vary discrepancies individually and jointly to establish when
their effects amplify or cancel, and whether component-level correspondence remains sufficient to predict system
behaviour and test verdicts.

6.5 Evidence for Credibility and Real-World Claims

Regulators and assessors need to determine whether a testing campaign provides sufficient evidence to support a specific
claim about real-world performance. Reducing a reality gap metric is only useful for this purpose if its relationship to
the claim is established. Agreement between simulation and reality is only one part of this assessment, as requirements,
scenario selection, test oracles, and conditions not covered by testing also affect the conclusions that can be drawn.

The UNECE NATM guidelines recommend virtual–physical comparisons and justification of extrapolation beyond
validation scenarios [254]. Euro NCAP’s virtual-testing protocol combines model qualification with physical verification
and permits idealised perception within its specified procedure [62]. Such qualification supports a bounded assessment;
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it does not establish perception robustness or unrestricted ADS performance. NVIDIA’s Halos SAFE documentation and
Bosch’s credibility framework similarly relate simulation assessment to the claim and decision it supports [170, 171, 197].

These approaches raise three research questions: which physical comparisons are sufficient to evaluate the discrep-
ancies relevant to a specific claim, how can evidence be extended beyond the conditions used for comparison, and how
should the remaining uncertainty influence acceptance decisions? Researchers should develop experimental designs
and methods for generalising results to address these questions. Assessment bodies can define what evidence and
justification are required, while industry provides the comparisons, applicability conditions, and traceability needed to
evaluate whether these requirements are met.

Campaign-level conclusions additionally require a sampling argument. Scenarios selected to expose failures do
not directly estimate their operational frequency. Waymo’s collision-avoidance methodology connects scenarios and
acceptance criteria to a defined objective [131], while the Safety First for Automated Driving white paper identifies
representativeness and simulation uncertainty as challenges for statistical safety arguments [204]. Results cannot be
treated as independent evidence when tests share modelling errors, and repeated success does not resolve conditions
omitted from the campaign.

A clearly defined operational design domain helps establish the scope of a testing campaign and interpret its coverage.
ODD specifications and structured scenario descriptions [190] should therefore guide scenario generation, selection,
and reporting. However, coverage alone is not sufficient to establish confidence in a performance estimate. Operational
exposure, sampling probabilities, dependencies between tests, and the remaining reality gap must also be considered.
Researchers should investigate how these factors affect the estimated performance, while assessors should distinguish
between evidence that a testing campaign can identify failures and evidence that supports estimates of operational risk.

A future research objective is to develop and evaluate claim-specific qualification protocols that link comparison
references, acceptance criteria, sampling assumptions, and applicability conditions to engineering decisions.

6.6 Maintaining Evidence as the Reality (Gap) Changes

The reality gap depends on the ADS, simulation models, and operating conditions being compared. Changes such as
retraining the ADS, replacing a sensor model, or modifying the vehicle can affect which discrepancies are relevant.
Previous evidence of correspondence between simulation and reality may therefore remain valid for some claims but
require reassessment for others. Real-world observations may also reveal conditions that were not considered in the
original evaluation. Learned simulators introduce an additional concern: matching recorded observations does not
establish correspondence when the ADS departs from the recorded trajectory. Controllable multi-sensor generation,
as described in Waymo’s world-model announcement [271], motivates evaluating novel viewpoints, actor reactions,
temporal consistency, and cross-sensor agreement. Evaluation data should remain distinct from data used to train or
calibrate the policy and simulator.

Simulator updates can improve correspondence in some conditions while changing it in others. The applicability
of earlier evidence must therefore be reconsidered for claims affected by the update [239]. Continual learning also
raises questions about retaining previously established behaviour [233, 234]. Researchers should develop change-impact
methods that identify which evidence remains applicable and which claims require new paired measurements, rather
than assume either complete reuse or complete revalidation.

Changes in operating conditions are harder to identify than versioned software updates. Distribution monitoring
and misbehaviour detection [81, 230, 235] offer starting points for identifying conditions that warrant reassessment.
However, a distribution shift does not necessarily change a verdict, and a consequential discrepancy may escape an
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aggregate distance measure. Monitoring methods should therefore be evaluated for their ability to detect changes
relevant to supported claims, including missed changes, false alarms, and detection delay.

For tool developers, versioned configurations, data provenance, and records linking claims to supporting comparisons
would enable targeted reassessment. ASAM’s work on exchanging simulation-quality information provides a relevant
standardisation direction [14]; the relationship between exchanged metrics and testing validity still requires evaluation.
For ADS developers, field observations and unresolved disagreements should guide additional measurements and
physical comparisons. Shared paired executions and documented changes would help assess whether these procedures
preserve credible evidence as the reality gap evolves.

Future work should compare targeted and full revalidation after controlled changes to the ADS, simulator, or sensors,
measuring both the physical-testing effort saved and the consequential verdict disagreements missed on an independent
evaluation set.

7 Related Work

Existing secondary studies examine ADS testing, simulation, and transfer between simulated and real environments
from complementary perspectives. Table 14 compares their scope with this mapping, focusing on whether they
systematically characterise reality gap targets, mitigation, evaluation, execution configurations, and component-level
reference evidence.
ADS and scenario-based testing. Tang et al. [244] organise ADS testing into module-level and system-level techniques,
while Zhao et al. [298] place testing within a broader overview of autonomous driving architectures and functions. Zhong
et al. [299] focus on scenario-based testing in simulation, formalising the approach and classifying the corresponding
literature. These surveys establish the broader testing landscape, but do not systematically relate reality gap claims to
the simulated and real components used in their evaluation.
TestingML-based systems. Riccio et al. [196] map test adequacy criteria, input generation, and oracles across ML-based
systems, including autonomous driving. Zhang et al. [291] organise the field around testing properties, components,
and workflows. These studies provide relevant perspectives on evaluating learned components, but their scope extends
across application domains and does not centre on correspondence between simulated and physical ADS execution.
Simulation platforms. Kaur et al. [118] compare driving simulators against defined requirements. Rosique et al. [201]
review perception systems and simulation capabilities for autonomous vehicle research. Their unit of analysis is primarily
the platform or sensing technology. Our mapping instead examines how individual studies configure simulated and real
components and which references and measurements they report.
Sim-to-real transfer and digital twins. Hu et al. [103] provide the closest perspective to our study, reviewing
technologies for bridging the reality gap in autonomous driving, including transfer methods, digital twins, and parallel
intelligence. Their synthesis is organised primarily around technologies for transferring knowledge and constructing
virtual representations. We complement this perspective by examining the reality gap as a testing problem: which
discrepancies are targeted, how studies measure or mitigate them, and how the proposed approach differs from its
evaluation reference. Gu et al. [82] map 34 studies on software testing for extended reality (XR) applications, covering
testing techniques, objectives, evaluation methodologies, and supporting tools and datasets. Their study concerns the
correctness and quality of applications operating in virtual, augmented, or mixed environments. Our mapping addresses
a different relationship: whether simulated representations and executions correspond to their real-world counterparts
in ADS testing. Mixed reality can form part of an ADS test configuration without making the XR application itself the
system under test.
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Table 14. Scope of related secondary studies and this mapping. “Yes” indicates systematic classification, “Partial” discussion without
classification, and “–” a dimension outside the scope or not systematically addressed.

Secondary study scope reality gap focus Gap targets Mitigation Evaluation Execution Component evi-
dence

ADS testing surveys [244, 298] – Partial Partial Partial – –
Scenario-based testing surveys [299] – Partial Partial – – –
Testing ML-based systems mappings [196, 291] – Partial – Partial – –
Simulation platform surveys [118, 201] – – Partial – – –
Sim-to-real and digital-twin surveys [103] Partial Partial Yes Partial – –
This mapping Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

The contribution of this mapping is therefore the joint analysis of research claims, execution configurations, and
reported evaluation evidence. Applying the same component-level classification to an approach and its reference makes
their relationship explicit, while distinguishing the presence of real-world content from a comparison that addresses
the targeted discrepancy. This characterisation supports interpretation of the reported evidence; it does not rank study
quality or establish whether discrepancies propagate to changed ADS behaviour or test verdicts.

8 Conclusion

This systematic mapping study examined how ADS research measures and mitigates the simulation-to-reality gap in
testing and validation. We analysed 235 primary studies selected from 4,195 publications, characterising their objectives,
targets, mitigation techniques, experimental setups, and evaluation evidence. Our component-level classification
distinguishes the proposed approach from its evaluation reference across scenario, actors, perception, localization,
actuation, and ECU/control.

The literature concentrates on mitigation, addressed by 179 studies alone or alongside measurement, with scenario
and actor realism and perception as the most common targets. Experimental setups combine simulated models, recorded
observations, and physical equipment in ways that a single simulated-versus-real label cannot adequately describe.
These combinations must instead be interpreted against the discrepancy targeted and the claim evaluated. Reducing a
discrepancy does not by itself establish credible test results or ADS trustworthiness. Recorded observations can support
sensor or perception comparisons, whereas closed-loop claims require evidence addressing feedback between system
actions and subsequent observations. Similarly, physical equipment and multiple metric families do not establish that
discrepancies are traced through ADS behaviour to test verdicts. Our mapping characterises the reported evidence; it
does not determine how frequently these causal relationships are established or rank individual studies by quality.

Future research should connect gap mitigation to its testing consequences, quantify uncertainty about the remaining
gap, and establish when evidence remains applicable across architectures, configurations, and operating conditions.
Where feasible, matched simulated and physical executions should assess behavioural correspondence and verdict
agreement. The classification and study mappings provide a basis for organising these comparisons. The central
challenge is to establish which discrepancies can change a testing conclusion and what evidence justifies relying on
that conclusion in the real world.
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