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Ours: ngh-Throughput Synchronous RL (HTS-RL) 3 3 T :
« Combine advantages of synchronous and asynchronous 4 4 1 Data
methods while avoiding their disadvantages 1 Storage 2
+ HTS-RL achieves Action Buffer Executor 4 State Buffer !
— High-Throughput : I
— Without sacrificing data efficiency (s, a,r)

3. Experimental Results (see paper for additional results)

Comparison of HTS-RL, PPO and IMPALA on GFootball environment Required time (min) to achieve average target scores
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