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Abstract—Automating long-horizon tasks with a robotic arm
has been a central research topic in robotics. Optimization-
based action planning is an efficient approach for creating
an action plan to complete a given task. Construction of a
reliable planning method requires a design process of conditions,
e.g., to avoid collision between objects. The design process,
however, has two critical issues: 1) iterative trials–the design
process is time-consuming due to the trial-and-error process
of modifying conditions, and 2) manual redesign–it is difficult
to cover all the necessary conditions manually. To tackle these
issues, this paper proposes a future-predictive success-or-failure-
classification method to obtain conditions automatically. The key
idea behind the proposed method is an end-to-end approach for
determining whether the action plan can complete a given task
instead of manually redesigning the conditions. The proposed
method uses a long-horizon future-prediction method to enable
success-or-failure classification without the execution of an action
plan. This paper also proposes a regularization term called
transition consistency regularization to provide easy-to-predict
feature distribution. The regularization term improves future
prediction and classification performance. The effectiveness of
our method is demonstrated through classification and robotic-
manipulation experiments.

I. Introduction

Long-horizon tasks are a set of complex tasks that require
the execution of multiple actions to complete the task such as
objects replacement and stacking. Automating such complex
tasks with a robotic arm has been a central research topic in
robotics, as various real-world applications are categorized as
long-horizon tasks. Therefore, various action-planning meth-
ods have been proposed [1]–[4] for creating an action plan
consisting of a sequence of action categories and input signals
to the robotic arm while taking into account long-horizon
changes in the environment.

Task and motion planning (TAMP) is an efficient plan-
ning framework for long-horizon tasks [1], [4]–[6]. TAMP
can be used to create a highly feasible action plan by first
creating a sequence of action categories to take into account
long-horizon changes. Representative TAMP-based methods
are optimization-based methods that formulate the planning
problem as an optimization problem and create an action
plan by solving the optimization problem. Optimization-based
methods require conditions, as shown in Fig. 1a, to avoid
falling into unreasonable states each time, such as collisions
between objects, in addition to the initial position of objects
and the task objective.
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Fig. 1: Conceptual diagram of the proposed method. (a)
Performance of optimization-based planning methods depends
on manually designed conditions. (b) The proposed success-or-
failure classification method supports or replace the conditions.

Although the design of conditions is essential for the con-
struction of reliable planning methods, the design of conditions
has two critical issues: 1) iterative trials–the design process
is time-consuming, as it requires a trial-and-error process of
modifying conditions while checking the naive operation of
the robotic arm, and 2) manual redesign–it is difficult to
manually cover all the necessary conditions since the number
of situations to be considered increases as tasks become more
complex. Thus, reliable planning methods are required without
the iterative trials and manual redesign.

To tackle these issues, this paper proposes a future-

©2024 IEEE. Personal use of this material is permitted. Permission from
IEEE must be obtained for all other uses, in any current or future media,
including reprinting/republishing this material for advertising or promotional
purposes, creating new collective works, for resale or redistribution to servers
or lists, or reuse of any copyrighted component of this work in other works.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
4.

03
41

5v
1 

 [
cs

.R
O

] 
 4

 A
pr

 2
02

4



predictive success-or-failure-classification method called
Future-predictive Identifier for Robot Planning (FIRP) to
obtain conditions from data automatically. It is an end-to-
end method that determines whether the action plan can
complete a given task instead of manually redesigning
the conditions. FIRP involves the following two steps: 1)
executing a long-horizon transition prediction of image
features obtained by implementing an action plan then
2) outputting success-or-failure scores with the predicted
image features. This two-step method enables us to carry
out success-or-failure classification without implementing an
action plan. As shown in Fig. 1b, iterative trials and manual
redesign become unnecessary by executing re-planning when
FIRP identifies an action plan that is not feasible. To the
best of our knowledge, this is the first study to propose a
future-predictive success-or-failure-classification method for
long-horizon tasks in contact-rich situations with a robot and
the environment.

Robust long-horizon prediction is essential for FIRP. For
such a challenging task, we use the recurrent state space model
(RSSM) [7], a prediction model that takes into account the
uncertainty of transitions by introducing probabilistic features.
This paper also proposes a regularization term called transi-
tion consistency regularization (TCR). TCR is based on two
consistencies: 1) temporal transition consistency (TTC) and 2)
action-transition consistency (ATC). These consistencies are
inspired by the simple idea that long-horizon transitions can be
decomposed into elements common to the temporal direction
and action categories. TCR provides a more predictable feature
distribution, enabling accurate prediction and classification.

Our main contributions are summarized as follows:
1) This paper proposes a future-predictive success-or-

failure-classification method to automatically obtain con-
ditions required by planning methods.

2) This paper proposes a regularization term to improve
long-horizon prediction and classification accuracy.

3) The effectiveness of our method is demonstrated through
classification and robotic-manipulation experiments.

II. Related Work

This section overviews applications of success-or-failure
classification in robotics, and a future prediction method,
RSSM.

A. Failure-or-Success Classification

We briefly review three types of applications of success-or-
failure classification and highlight our contributions.
i. Failure recovery: Failure recovery is a task to recover
from an error during an automatic robotics process. A failure-
classification method determines whether a recovery process
should be started [8]–[10]. Such methods assign a failure score
while sensing the current state during the robotic-automation
process. The main streams are supervised classification meth-
ods and anomaly-detection-based methods.

ii. Parameter estimation: Parameter estimation is a pro-
cess to estimate the parameters required to execute short-
term tasks [11]–[14]. For instance, a three or six degrees-
of-freedom grasping pose is estimated using a grasp success
evaluator. There are two types of evaluators: 1) an evaluator
that receives a pose candidate then outputs the success score of
the candidate [14], and 2) an evaluator that receives an image
reflecting an environment then outputs a grasp-feasibility map;
each element is a success score when a grasp is executed at
the corresponding pixel location [12].
iii. Action planning: A success-or-failure classification
method is also used for action-planning methods [15]–[20].
Various methods have been proposed for short-term tasks, such
as object grasping, pushing, and moving. These methods differ
in the input for a classifier, such as an action sequence [19],
action and image [15], or action sequence and images [18].
GROP [20] is one of the few examples using a success-or-
failure classifier for a long-horizon task.
Our contributions: In the above three applications, our
method is categorized as action planning. The most related
concept is GROP [20], which uses an action feasibility map
for a long-horizon task. However, GROP can not be applied
to our setting, as we tackle a more challenging setting in two
aspects: we assume that 1) a robotic arm interacts richly with
the environment, and 2) our method needs to predict the future
environment induced by robotic actions, unlike the GROP’s
setting, which can access the actual environment.

B. Recurrent State Space Model

Recurrent state space model (RSSM) is a future prediction
model that can perform accurate long-horizon predictions [7].
The effectiveness is due to the introduction of probabilistic
features to consider stochastic transition occurring in the real
world. RSSM is evaluated in relatively simple tasks with the
sampling-based planning method [7], [21]. Subsequently, the
extension of RSSM, e.g., novel computation of probabilistic
features and learning method, has been proposed and com-
bined with model-based reinforcement learning to extend its
range of applications [22], [23]. This paper proposes a novel
regularization term to exploit the capability of RSSM fully.

III. Proposed Method

Our FIRP framework aims to determine whether the action
plan can complete a given task instead of manually redesigning
the conditions. FIRP consists of two processes: 1) future
prediction and 2) success-or-failure classification, as shown
in Fig. 2. For future prediction, FIRP uses RSSM [7], which
enables accurate long-horizon prediction. Then, success-or-
failure classification is executed with the predicted features.
Our proposed time consistency regularization (TCR) provides
a more predictable feature distribution, enabling stable and
accurate prediction and classification. We first describe the
problem setting and then explain FIRP and its basic learning
algorithm. Finally, we introduce our regularization term, TCR.
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Fig. 2: Processing pipeline of the proposed method called Future-predictive identifier for robot planning; FIRP. FIRP receives
an initial image 𝐼1 and actions {a𝑡 }, then outputs a success score 𝑝 using long-horizon prediction of subsequent image features
{e𝑡 }𝑇𝑡=2. The image feature prediction is based on latent variables {z𝑡 } behind image features. FIRP is trained using image
sequences and three loss functions L𝐾𝐿 , L𝑟𝑒 and L𝑐𝑒: the first two are for the prediction, and the last is for the classification.
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Fig. 3: Pipeline of the future prediction of latent variables {z𝑡 }.
A latent variable z𝑡 consists of a stochastic and deterministic
feature and is used to decode an image feature.

A. Future-Predictive Success-or-Failure Classification

1) Problem Settings: Let 𝐼1 be an RGB image of the initial
environment (hereafter, we refer to 𝐼1 as an initial image) and
{a𝑡 }𝑇𝑡=1 be an action plan to execute a long-horizon task. The
𝑡-th action a𝑡 consists of input signals to robotic joint angles
and an executing action category, such as grasp, move, and
release. FIRP predicts whether the given task will succeed,
using the initial image 𝐼1 and the action plan {a𝑡 }𝑇𝑡=1 without
executing the action plan in an actual environment.

Our framework first extracts an image feature e1 from 𝐼1
then predicts subsequent image features {ê𝑡 }𝑇𝑡=2 by using the
action plan {a𝑡 }𝑇𝑡=1. Finally, the predicted feature sequence is
used to to identify success or failure. Note that, for clarity of
notation, predicted values are distinguished by hat, as in ê𝑡 .

2) Long-Horizon Future Prediction: We use RSSM [7] to
carry out the prediction of {e𝑡 }𝑇𝑡=2. RSSM first executes the
transition of latent variables {z𝑡 } behind {e𝑡 }, then infers
image features {e𝑡 }𝑇𝑡=1 from the latent variables. A latent
variable z𝑡 consists of a deterministic feature h𝑡 and stochastic

feature s𝑡 . As shown in Fig. 3, the prediction process of RSSM
is given as:

Deterministic model : h𝑡 = RNN(h𝑡−1, 𝑓 (s𝑡−1, a𝑡 )), (1)
Transition module I : s𝑡 = 𝑔(h𝑡 , e𝑡 ), (2)
Transition module II : ŝ𝑡 = 𝑔(h𝑡 ), (3)

Feature decoder : ê𝑡 =

{
𝐷 (s𝑡 , h𝑡 ) 𝐼𝑡 𝑖𝑠 𝑎𝑣𝑎𝑖𝑙𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒,

𝐷 (ŝ𝑡 , h𝑡 ) 𝑜𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑤𝑖𝑠𝑒,
(4)

where RNN is a recurrent neural network, 𝑓 , 𝑔, 𝑔, 𝐷 are multi-
layer perceptrons (MLPs) with two fully connected layers and
rectified-linear-unit activation, and 𝑔, 𝑔 outputs a stochastic
feature by the reparametrization trick [24]. Gaussian distri-
bution is used for this trick. This stochastic feature is a
key of RSSM to perform accurate long-horizon predictions.
Transition module I is used to transition of deterministic latent
variables, when an image 𝐼𝑡 is available. Transition module II
is used to predict future latent variables. We set initial values
s0, h0 to a zero vector, respectively, as in a previous study [7].

3) Success-or-Failure Classification: For success-or-failure
classification without the execution of an action plan, we first
obtain predicted image features {ê𝑡 }𝑇𝑡=2 by giving the initial
image 𝐼1 and {a𝑡 }𝑇𝑡=1 to Eqs. (1) to (4). We then calculate a
success score after unifying image features e1, {ê𝑡 }𝑇𝑡=2

To unify image features, we first transform the image
features using a two-layer MLP, i.e., q𝑡 = MLP(ê𝑡 ). We
then unify the transformed features by the weighted sum. The
weights {𝑤𝑡 } are calculated using the softmax function with
temperature and the cosine similarity between q𝑡 and learnable
parameters {𝜙𝑖}𝑀𝑖=1 as follows:

𝑤𝑡 =
1
𝑀

𝑀∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑒cos(𝜙𝑖 ,q𝑡 )/𝐿∑𝑇
𝑗=1 𝑒

cos(𝜙𝑖 ,q 𝑗 )/𝐿
, (5)



where 𝑀 is the number of learnable parameters, and 𝐿 is the
temperature parameter, which in this study was set to 20.

The feature obtained by the weighted sum is used as input
of a fully connected layer which calculates the success score
𝑝.

4) Learning Algorithm: Suppose that there are 𝑁 training
samples, i.e., 𝑁 action plans {a𝑛𝑡 }𝑁𝑛=1 and corresponding image
sequences {𝐼𝑛𝑡 } obtained by executing the action plans. We
also assume that a task success or failure label is given to
each training sample. Two types of loss functions are used to
train FIRP: 1) future-prediction loss and 2) classification loss.
1. Future prediction loss L𝜏

𝑓
: Future prediction loss L𝜏

𝑓

consists of two terms, L𝜏
𝐾𝐿

and L𝜏
𝑟𝑒, as follows:

L𝜏
𝑓 = L𝜏

𝐾𝐿 + L𝜏
𝑟𝑒, (6)

where 𝜏 is the number of prediction steps.
The first loss term L𝜏

𝐾𝐿
is to accurately predict stochastic

latent variables {s𝑛𝑡 }. As s𝑛𝑡 is generated by the reparametriza-
tion trick using a Gaussian distribution, we use the Kullback-
Leibler (KL) divergence loss to evaluate prediction error:

L𝜏
𝐾𝐿 =

1
𝑁𝑇

∑︁
𝑡 ,𝑛

KL(s𝑛𝑡 ∥ŝ𝑛𝑡 ), (7)

where, {s𝑛𝑡 } is calculated using image sequences and Eq. (2),
and {ŝ𝑛𝑡 } is predicted from h𝑡−𝜏 using Eqs. (1) and (3).

The second loss term L𝜏
𝑟𝑒 is to match a target image feature

e𝑛𝑡 and decoded feature ê𝑛𝑡 from ŝ𝑛𝑡 . We simply use the mean
square error L𝜏

𝑟𝑒 between a target image feature and decoded
feature as follows:

L𝜏
𝑟𝑒 =

1
𝑁𝑇

𝑁∑︁
𝑛=1

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=2

∥ e𝑛𝑡 −ê𝑛𝑡 ∥2. (8)

2. Classification loss L𝑐𝑒 : Our FIRP is also trained using
classification loss L𝑐𝑒 so that an output success score 𝑝

matches the success/failure label. In the training procedure,
L𝑐𝑒 is calculated from success scores estimated from image
features {e𝑛𝑡 }. Both L1

𝑓
and L𝑐𝑒 are used in the basic learning

algorithm.
3. Latent overshooting: FIRP uses an additional loss term,
latent overshooting [7], [25], for accurate long-horizon predic-
tion. In latent overshooting, a stochastic feature ŝ𝑛𝑡 is predicted
using Eqs. (1) and (3) from latent variables, h𝑛𝑡−𝜏 , s𝑛𝑡−𝜏 , at
𝜏(> 1) time before and used to calculate L𝜏

𝑓
.

Loss function: The overall loss function is as follows:

L𝑐𝑒 + L1
𝑓 +

𝜆

𝑇 − 1

𝑇−1∑︁
𝜏=2

(L𝜏
𝐾𝐿 + L𝜏

𝑐𝑒), (9)

where 𝜆 is a positive value to tune the effect of latent
overshooting. FIRP is learned on the basis of this loss function.

B. TCR: Transition Consistency Regularization
Robust long-horizon prediction is essential for FIRP. For

such a challenging task, our proposed regularization term
TCR is used to produce a more predictable transition of
image features {e𝑡 }, enabling stable and accurate prediction
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Fig. 4: Conceptual diagram of transition consistency regular-
ization (TCR). TCR consists of (a) temporal transition consis-
tency (TTC) and (b) action-transition consistency (ATC).

and success-or-failure classification. As shown in Fig. 4,
TCR consists of two consistencies: (a) Temporal Transition
Consistency (TTC) and (b) Action-Transition Consistency
(ATC). Formally, TCR is defined as follows:

𝑅𝑇𝐶𝑅 = 𝛼𝑅𝑇𝑇𝐶 + 𝛽𝑅𝐴𝑇𝐶 , (10)

where 𝑅𝑇𝑇𝐶 and 𝑅𝐴𝑇𝐶 are regularization terms based on TTC
and ATC, respectively. 𝛼 and 𝛽 are positive values to balance
the effect of TTC and ATC.

In the following discussion on TTC and ATC, we use a term
of a transition direction, d𝑡 = e𝑡 − e𝑡−1, which is induced by
an action a𝑡 .

1) TTC: Temporal Transition Consistency: Temporal tran-
sition consistency (TTC) maintains consistency in temporal
transition by suppressing the explosive temporal change of
image features, as shown in Fig. 4a. This means that transition
directions {d𝑡 }𝑡 do not change abruptly or are always the same.
TTC could improve future prediction performance, as shown
in our experiment (Sec. IV-A2).

TTC increases smoothness and sparseness in a temporal
change of transition directions. Smoothness is to suppress
abrupt change, and sparseness is to suppress occurring changes
of transition directions, respectively. We use the following
equations:

Smoothness : 𝑅𝑠𝑚 =

𝑇−1∑︁
𝑡=3

∥2𝜃𝑡 − 𝜃𝑡−1 − 𝜃𝑡+1∥2
2 =

𝑇−1∑︁
𝑡=3

∥𝑐𝑡 ∥2
2,

(11)

Sparseness : 𝑅𝑠𝑝 =

𝑇−1∑︁
𝑡=3

|𝑐𝑡 |, (12)



Fig. 5: An example of our replacement-task dataset.

where 𝜃𝑡 is an angle between the transition direction d𝑡 and
d𝑡−1, and 𝑐𝑡 (= 2𝜃𝑡 − 𝜃𝑡−1 − 𝜃𝑡+1) is used for evaluating
temporal-change degrees. TTC is the sum of Eqs. (11) and (12)
as follows:

TTC : 𝑅𝑇𝑇𝐶 = 𝑅𝑠𝑚 + 𝑅𝑠𝑝 . (13)

By minimizing Eq. (13), consistency in temporal transition is
maintained.

2) ATC: Action-Transition Consistency: Action-transition
consistency (ATC) maintains consistency between actions a𝑡
and transition directions d𝑡 . This is inspired by the simple idea
that two transition directions should be the same or similar
when two corresponding actions are the same or similar.
This idea further improves future-prediction performance, as
discussed in Sec. IV-A2.

ATC uses two variances: 1) within action category variance
𝑆𝑤 and 2) between action category variance 𝑆𝑏, as shown in
Fig. 4b; note that a𝑡 includes an action category, such as grasp,
move, and release. The 𝑆𝑤 is used to making transitions in
the same action category similar, while 𝑆𝑏 is used to have
the opposite effect, i.e., making transitions in the different
categories dis-similar.

For simplicity, we assume that the same action category is
ordered consecutively in an action sequence {a𝑡 }𝑇𝑡=1 and that
once a category appears, it will not appear again. Let 𝐶 be the
number of action categories, A𝑖 be the temporal index set of
the 𝑖-th action category, and 𝜇𝑖 =

1
|A𝑖 |

∑
𝑡∈A𝑖

d𝑡 , definition of
within action category, and between action category variances
are as follows:

𝑆𝑤 =
1
𝐶

𝐶∑︁
𝑖=1

1
|A𝑖 |

∑︁
𝑡∈A𝑖

cos(𝜇𝑖 , d𝑡 ) =
𝐶∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑆𝑖𝑤, (14)

𝑆𝑏 =
1
𝐶

𝐶−1∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐶∑︁
𝑗=𝑖+1

cos(𝜇𝑖 , 𝜇 𝑗 ) =
𝐶−1∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐶∑︁
𝑗=𝑖+1

𝑆
𝑖 𝑗

𝑏
, (15)

where cos is a function to calculate the cosine similarity. If a
sequence of an action category appears multiple times in an
overall action sequence, 𝜇𝑖 , 𝑆𝑖𝑤, and 𝑆

𝑖 𝑗

𝑏
are calculated with

each category sequence.
ATC is defined as

ATC : 𝑅𝐴𝑇𝐶 = 𝑆𝑏 − 𝑆𝑤. (16)

By minimizing Eq. (16), the consistency between actions and
transition directions is maintained.

TABLE I: Parameter list tuned by Optuna. 𝜆, 𝛼, and 𝛽 are
weights for latent overshooting (Eq. (9)), TTC and ATC
(Eq. (10)), respectively. #𝐸 𝑓

𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑡 and #𝐸𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑝 are start epoch
of using the future prediction loss and stop epoch of updating
ResNet50.

Learning rate 10−5, 10−4

Gradient clipping 10−1, 100, 101, 105

𝜆, 𝛼, 𝛽 10−3, 10−2, 10−1, 0
#𝐸 𝑓

𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑡 1, 50, 100, 150
#𝐸𝑒

𝑠𝑡𝑜𝑝 50, 100, 150, 200

IV. Experiments
We first demonstrate the effectiveness of our FIRP and

TCR through a success-or-failure classification experiment
using three public and two self-collected datasets. We then
conducted a robotic-manipulation experiment to verify the
effectiveness of FIRP in terms of the task-success rate, on
our environments. To generate an action plan, we combined
FIRP with a TAMP method [6].

A. Classification Experiments
1) Experimental Setting: Data collection: We used Mim-

icGen [26] and self-collected datasets in the classification
experiment.
- MimicGen datasets [26]: We used three datasets: each
dataset is a data from three-piece assembly task, pick-place
task, and stacking task. The three-piece assembly task involves
inserting two randomly placed pieces into the base piece
sequentially, the pick-place task involves placing four randomly
placed objects into target places, and the stacking task involves
stacking three colored blocks randomly placed on a table. We
used 1000 image sequences and action plans created by an
image-based policy trained on the MimicGen system. The
length of each action plan was set to 100, 200, and 80 at
4FPS for three-piece assembly, pick-place, and stacking tasks,
respectively. Please refer to [26] for the other details of data
and tasks, as we refrain from detailing them in this paper due
to page limitations.
- Our datasets: We created two datasets using the MuJoCo
simulator [29]: the first dataset is the data from a replace-
ment task, and the second is the data from a stacking task.
The replacement task involves moving three blocks randomly
placed in a box into another box, and the stacking task involves
stacking three blocks randomly placed on a table. Figure 5
shows an example image sequence of the replacement task.

We generated the action plan introduced by Takano et
al. [6] and collected images and success-or-failure labels
automatically by executing the generated plan. The length of
each action plan was set to 120 at 4FPS. One action a𝑡 in
the plan consists of a one-hot vector representing an action
category and signals to robotic arm joints. There are seven
action categories: Move, Grasp, Release, Hold, Move before
grasp, Hold before release, and Move after release. We used
the Panda arm; thus, there were nine action signals: seven for
joint angles and the remaining two signals for grippers.



TABLE II: Balanced accuracies in the classification experiment.

MimicGen Ours

Task Three Pieces Assembly Pick & Place Stacking Replacement Stacking

Oracle 1.000±0.000 0.981±0.016 1.000±0.000 0.963±0.018 0.987±0.015

A-MLP 0.605±0.042 0.817±0.023 0.583±0.356 0.655±0.019 0.806±0.015
A-MLP+ResNet 0.938±0.065 0.882±0.024 0.889±0.060 0.637±0.029 0.808±0.024
GRU [27] 0.905±0.034 0.926±0.028 0.903±0.052 0.561±0.059 0.755±0.041
DVD [28] 0.561±0.010 0.685±0.078 0.494±0.035 0.497±0.026 0.592±0.038

FIRP 0.932±0.034 0.952±0.023 0.923±0.028 0.663±0.042 0.830±0.021

TABLE III: Balanced accuracies on our datasets in the ablation
study on temporal consistency regularization (TCR), which
consists of TTC and ATC.

Replacement Stacking

FIRP 0.640± 0.047 0.788± 0.019
FIRP + TTC 0.629± 0.028 0.831± 0.018
FIRP + ATC 0.671± 0.033 0.821± 0.023
FIRP + TCR 0.648± 0.046 0.828± 0.029

The initial position of the blocks was randomly varied, and
360 sequences were collected for the replacement task and 640
sequences for the stacking task.
Evaluation protocol: We randomly selected 80% of the
sequences for training and the rest for testing. We used 20%
of the training data for validation. We calculated the balanced
accuracy for test data as an evaluation index. This procedure
was repeated three times for the MimicGen datasets and
five times for our datasets. We report the average balanced
accuracies.
Implementation details: FIRP used ResNet50 [30] pretrained
on ImageNet [31] as the image feature e𝑡 extractor, and gated
recurrent unit (GRU) [27] as the recurrent neural network in
RSSM to predict h𝑡 (Eq. (1)). We trained FIRP for 300 epochs
using Adam optimizer [32]. We used Optuna [33] for hyper-
parameter tuning. We tuned seven parameters shown in Table I.

We selected the top-five models using the validation data
and used an average score of their output score for the
classification.
Baselines: We compared FIRP with five baselines: Action-
MLP (A-MLP), A-MLP+ResNet, GRU, Domain-agnostic
Video Discriminator (DVD) [28], and Oracle. For these base-
lines other than DVD, we carefully tuned the learning rate
and number of epochs. For DVD, we used the trained model
published by the authors of DVD.
- A-MLP: An action plan only. A-MLP executes success-or-
failure classification with a three-layer MLP by using only an
action plan as input to the MLP.
- A-MLP+ResNet: An action plan and initial image are used
without future prediction. A-MLP+ResNet is an extension of
A-MLP that uses an image feature of an initial image. A-
MLP+ResNet inputs the image feature extracted by ResNet50
and the action plan to the three-layer MLP.
- GRU: Future-predictive baseline. GRU is a method in which

the future prediction part of FIRP is replaced with a simple
GRU. Thus, GRU is most related to FIRP.
- DVD [28]: State-of-the-art reward function baseline. DVD
is a method to calculate a task reward while referring to
sequences of success trials. DVD has a high generalization
ability, as the DVD model was trained with diverse datasets,
including human and robotic videos. We choose a reference
sequence from the training dataset based on the evaluation of
the validation dataset, and use actual images for input of the
model as in Oracle.
- Oracle: A baseline to show the upper limit of the classifica-
tion performance as it uses actual image features, not predicted
features. Oracle is a method for executing classification after
executing an action plan. That is, the oracle receives an image
sequence as an input and uses ResNet as a feature extractor
and a two-layer MLP for the classification.

2) Results: Overall results: Table II shows the comparative
results of all methods. The results support the effectiveness
of our method, as our method achieved competitive results
compared with the baselines other than Oracle, which is
a method that shows the upper limit of the classification
performance. Oracle achieved almost perfect classification
results. This suggests that image features are essential for the
classification, and the higher the future-prediction accuracy of
image features, the higher the classification accuracy.

FIRP’s superiority to A-MLP and A-MLP+ResNet also
supports the importance of using predicted image features.
FIRP also showed better results than GRU, which is also
a future-predictive method. This verifies the advantage of
FIRP and its learning algorithm in long-horizon tasks. FIRP
overcame DVD, a state-of-the-art general reward function
learned on large-scale datasets. This supports that FIRP has
high adaptability for long-horizon tasks, unlike the simple
application of DVD.

Our datasets’ classification tasks seem more complex than
the MimicGen datasets’ tasks due to the relatively low clas-
sification performances. The reason may be that the TAMP
planner outputs a plan similar to the successful data, even if
the output plan fails a given task, as the TAMP planner used
to create our datasets optimizes the entire action plan. FIRP
achieved competitive results in such complex situations, again
confirming the effectiveness of our method.
Effectiveness of Regularization: Table III shows the
classification results in the ablation study on our regular-
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Fig. 6: Box and violin plots of future prediction errors. We
used Euclidean distance as error index. We focused on last
time in each sequence, i.e., we calculated Euclidean distance
between last image feature e𝑇 and the corresponding feature
ê𝑇 predicted from an initial image.

ization term, TCR, which consists of two consistencies: 1)
temporal transition consistency (TTC) and 2) action-transition
consistency (ATC). Overall, the regularization improves clas-
sification accuracies. Although the best method depends on
tasks, FIRP+TCR achieved high classification results stably.
This suggests that our key ideas, maintaining consistency
in temporal transition and consistency between actions and
transition directions, are efficient for improving classification
and future-prediction performance.

Figure 6 shows future prediction errors. TTC and ATC
improve future prediction performance, and the combination
of TTC and ATC, i.e., TCR further improves prediction
performance. This improvement may enhance the stability of
classification performance.

Figure 7 shows a transition of an image feature sequence
using t-SNE [34]. Figures 7b to 7d show that image features
move smoothly and are well localized according to an action
category, compared with Fig. 7a. These figures prove that TCR
realizes the following key ideas: feature transitions can be
decomposed into elements common to the temporal direction
and action categories, making a feature distribution easy-to-
predictable.

B. Robotic Manipulation Experiment

1) Experimental Setting: In this experiment, we evaluated
the combination of FIRP with the optimization-based planning
method [6] in terms of success rate in the replacement and
stacking tasks.
Planning with TAMP and FIRP: We used a TAMP
method [6] as the baseline. As a simple combination method
of FIRP with the TAMP [6], we carried out re-planning by
the TAMP when our method identifies that the execution of an
action-plan candidate would fail a given task. Before executing
re-planning, we added a condition of changing the moving
order of blocks to generate a different action plan.
Implementation details: The iteration of (re-)planning and
success-or-failure classification was repeated until FIRP classi-
fied a candidate action plan as successful, while the maximum

TABLE IV: Task success rates in the robotic manipulation
experiments. The success rates were calculated on the results
of 50 trials.

Replacement Stacking

TAMP [6] 56 34
+ FIRP 60 76
+ FIRP+TTC 56 68
+ FIRP+ATC 62 74
+ FIRP+TCR 62 86

TABLE V: Task success rates in the robotic manipulation
experiments. The success rates were calculated only on data
FIRP identified as successful.

Replacement Stacking

TAMP [6] 56 34
+ FIRP 64 83
+ FIRP+TTC 67 92
+ FIRP+ATC 65 77
+ FIRP+TCR 62 86

number of iterations was set to six. We executed an action plan
when the maximum number of iterations was reached, even if
FIRP identified it as failure. We conducted 50 task trials and
calculated the task success rate using the results of the trials.
We use the proposed model with the best validation accuracy,
evaluated in the same protocol as the previous experiment.

2) Results: Table IV shows the comparative results. We can
see that re-planning with our methods significantly improves
task success rates. The low success rate of TAMP suggests
that conditions required by TAMP might be overlooked in
the manual design process. The improvement by introducing
FIRP suggests that FIRP automatically obtained overlooked
conditions and could give feedback to TAMP.

The results in Table IV are calculated from all trials, even
if FIRP finally identified an action plan will fail. Table V
shows success rates calculated only on trials FIRP identified as
successful. We can see that success rates are further improved.
This result verifies the effectiveness of FIRP’s success-or-
failure classification performance.

Those results also suggest that our method has two possible
use cases depending on applications. The first use case is to
improve feasibility of an action plan and execute the improved
plan for applications requiring enormous manipulations. The
second use case is to inform operators of possible failures
when FIRP identifies a plan will fail after improving the
feasibility of an action plan, for applications with high re-
sponsibility.

V. Conclusion
We proposed a future-predictive success-or-failure classifi-

cation method for long-horizon tasks, which is an alternative
to the manual design of conditions required by optimization-
based planning methods. The key part of our method is long-
horizon prediction. We used a recurrent state space model
and proposed a regularization called transition consistency
regularization (TCR). This term is designed to maintain
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Fig. 7: Visualization of a temporal transition of image features by t-SNE. Each point (image feature) is colored according to
the action category.

temporal transition and action-transition consistencies; these
consistencies were defined with temporal transition directions.
The results from classification and robotic-manipulation exper-
iments indicate that our method achieved high classification
performance and improved the success rate of long-horizon
tasks. We believe that this paper will provide a practical di-
rection of automating long-horizon tasks and a novel research
direction of applying a machine-learning approach to robotic
tasks.
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