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Abstract—For an autonomous vehicle to plan a path in its
environment, it must be able to accurately forecast the trajectory
of all dynamic objects in its proximity. While many traditional
methods encode observations in the scene to solve this problem,
there are few approaches that consider the effect of the ego
vehicle’s behavior on the future state of the world. In this paper,
we introduce VRD, a vectorized world model-inspired approach
to the multi-agent motion forecasting problem. Our method
combines a traditional open-loop training regime with a novel
dreamed closed-loop training pipeline that leverages a kinematic
reconstruction task to imagine the trajectory of all agents,
conditioned on the action of the ego vehicle. Quantitative and
qualitative experiments are conducted on the Argoverse 2 multi-
world forecasting evaluation dataset and the intersection drone
(inD) dataset to demonstrate the performance of our proposed
model. Our model achieves state-of-the-art performance on the
single prediction miss rate metric on the Argoverse 2 dataset
and performs on par with the leading models for the single
prediction displacement metrics.

I. INTRODUCTION

To navigate to a destination, an autonomous vehicle must
be capable of accurately predicting the behavior of other
dynamic objects which also share the road. Then, the au-
tonomous vehicle must plan a trajectory for itself that does
not violate traffic rules or compromise safety. Many ap-
proaches to this problem aim to generate trajectories that are
close to a ground truth expert trajectory and do not intersect
the trajectories of other surrounding dynamic objects [1], [2].
These approaches are well suited to finding trajectories that
are similar to experts, but this does not necessarily translate
to an improved planning performance when the trajectory is
unrolled in a closed loop. One way to solve this problem
is to combine techniques from imitation learning (IL) and
reinforcement learning (RL), relying on IL for scenarios that
are in the training data distribution and RL for when a ve-
hicles’ observations go out of distribution [3]. However, this
requires designing a cost function that accurately captures
our objectives as human drivers, which is difficult to do [4].
A more direct approach to solving this problem is to do
training directly in the closed loop, which is done in state-
of-the-art methods such as model-based adversarial imitation

Fig. 1. Illustration of our motion forecasting model. Based on the historical
trajectories of all objects, the ego agent plans an initial trajectory. Using
this trajectory, the ego dreams the future of all dynamic objects in the
environment. Since the historical observation of the red car indicates slow
movement, the model can infer that the red car is likely turning instead of
going straight.

learning (MGAIL) [5], [6]. In MGAIL, vehicle dynamics are
simulated over some horizon, and a discriminator is used
to distinguish expert and novice states. At the end of the
horizon, backpropagation through time (BPTT) is used to
update the policy. Following this inspiration, in this paper we
propose Vectorized Representation Dreamer (VRD), a model-
based approach that solves the multi-agent motion forecasting
problem by learning a transition function that operates on the
latent world representation and ego action, which enables
a realistic dream of the future that is conditioned on the
behavior of the ego vehicle. Fig. 1 illustrates the trajectory
forecasting in the dreamed environment by VRD. The con-
tributions of this paper are:

• The development of a novel motion forecasting frame-
work, VRD, that learns a world model on vectorized
representations of the environment.

• The introduction of the kinematic state reconstruction
task that helps the latent space better capture aspects
of the environment important to motion forecasting of
dynamic objects.

• A new training method for motion forecasting that
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combines traditional open-loop training with an imag-
ined closed-loop training regime carried out within the
dreamed future of the model.

Based on the imagined future scenario representation, we
predict a trajectory for all agents in the environment that
performs on par or better than other state-of-the-art meth-
ods when evaluated on the Argoverse 2 motion forecasting
benchmark. The paper is organized as follows. Section II
introduces the related work. Section III outlines the VRD
pipeline for generating agent trajectories and the open and
closed-loop training regimes. Section IV provides qualitative
and quantitative results regarding the multi-agent trajectory
generation. Section V overviews the conclusions of this work.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Motion Forecasting

The popularity of motion forecasting has been increasing
in recent years following the introduction of large-scale
motion forecasting datasets such as nuScenes [7], the Waymo
open motion dataset [8], INTERACTION [9], and Argoverse
2 motion forecasting [10]. Recent works such as HiVT [11]
explore a hierarchical approach to vectorized scene encodings
to model large numbers of dynamic objects efficiently. Het-
eroGCN [12] uses a graph convolutional network to capture
relationships between multiple nodes in a dynamic graph that
models each scenario. Approaches like Forecast-MAE [13]
use a masked autoencoder to randomly remove either the
history or future trajectory of the object which a decoder
then tries to reconstruct. The current state of the art approach,
QCNet [14], uses Fourier embeddings of object trajectories
in polar coordinates to learn high-frequency signals and
then uses self-attention modules to encode map information.
These embeddings provide an encoding of the environment
that is invariant under transformations of a global frame of
reference.

B. Imitation Learning

The goal of imitation learning is to train a policy that
can predict an expert’s behaviour using data that couples
an expert’s observation and action. While a learned policy
may succeed in accurately predicting the expert’s action
from a specific observation, since future observations are
conditioned on the previous actions, any error made will
propagate forward causing future observations to become
out of distribution from the training dataset [15]. This is
known as the covariate shift problem that open-loop IL
approaches such as behaviour cloning will suffer from [16],
[17], [18]. To alleviate this problem state-of-the-art methods
extend IL training to closed-loop simulations using generative
adversarial networks (GANs) [6], [19]. Another state-of-the-
art approach, model-based imitation learning (MILE) [20]
does behaviour cloning in the closed loop, and tries to learn
a policy that produces similar actions to an expert based
on an imagined future. Another approach is to use imitation
learning to break the problem into separate learnable tasks

such as target prediction, motion estimation, and trajectory
scoring as is done in Target-driveN Trajectory (TNT) [21].

C. World Representation

High-definition (HD) maps can be used to imbue an
agent with topographical information, allowing autonomous
vehicles to choose sensible actions based on the environ-
ment they operate in [22]. To learn useful information from
HD maps to learn better driving policies, approaches like
ChauffeurNet [23] rasterize an HD map to create masks
that capture individual map features such as lanes, dynamic
objects or the desired route. 2D Convolutional networks
are then used to extract the important features from these
masks. However, rasterization is a lossy process and results
in images that contain regions with unhelpful information.
Instead, approaches like LaneGCN [24] and VectorNet [25]
encode relationships between map features into graphs and
then use graph neural networks (GNN) to extract a latent
feature vector from the maps.

D. World Models

World models have had remarkable success in learning
latent dynamics models that can infer the future latent rep-
resentations of the world [26]. Many approaches to learned
world models try to learn a reward predictor to train a policy
directly in the imagined environment [27], [28] or to train
a policy that can select the best action based on a tree of
all possible future states within some temporal horizon [29].
More recently, world models have been used to learn realistic
driving simulators [30] and conduct imitation learning [20].

III. METHODOLOGY

We aim to learn a robust driving policy from a vectorized
latent representation of the dynamic objects in an environ-
ment. The proposed imitation learning framework leverages
a recurrent state-space model (RSSM) which predicts the
next latent state of the world from the prior latent state
and ego vehicle action. We also propose a kinematic state
reconstruction header network learn vehicle kinematics from
the latent representation. This allows the framework to unroll
vehicle kinematics over some horizon, H . Evaluating the
model in this imagined horizon gives closed-loop feedback,
and leveraging suitable loss functions on these imaginations
can improve the model’s closed-loop performance via BPTT.
Details of these components are provided in the following
sections.

A. World Model

The design of our world model is inspired by the RSSM
proposed by Hafner et al. [28]. In our design however, since
we are trying to learn a transition function for the vectorized
latent space representation, VectorNet [25] is used as the
representation model. Furthermore, since we are interested in
training an accurate representation of the future, our transi-
tion model is deterministic instead of the variational structure
proposed in [28]. Thus, our RSSM can be summarized by the



Fig. 2. VRD pipeline overview. All map features and objects are processed into a vectorized latent space, zt. Then, a dreamed rollout is produced by
passing the trajectory along with the previous latent representation to the RSSM. The transition predictor estimates the next latent representation of the
world which is decoded to obtain the kinematic states of all agents. This process is iterated to re-plan a new ego trajectory, closing the dreamed loop.

three key networks, the recurrent model, f , the representation
model, g, and the transition predictor, p:

RSSM =


ht = fϕ(ht−1, zt−1, at−1)

zt = gϕ(xt)

ẑt = pϕ(ht)

(1)

where h is the hidden state of the recurrent model, z is
the vectorized latent world representation, ẑ is the predicted
vectorized latent world representation from the priors, a is the
ego action, and the RSSM is parameterized by ϕ. The recur-
rent model is implemented as a gated recurrent unit (GRU)
with a single cell, and the transition predictor is implemented
as a feed-forward network with a skip connection between
the first and final layers. A modified cosine similarity loss
criterion is used to train the world model prediction. At this
point, the gradients on ẑt are detached so that the transition
predictor moves towards the representation model and not
vice versa.

LRSSM = 1− zt · ẑt
max (|zt|, |ẑt|)

(2)

B. Kinematic State Reconstruction

At each time step, the latent representation produced by
VectorNet is decoded by a kinematic header network to
predict the acceleration, a, and rate of turn, w, of each vehicle
in the scene. This header network is implemented as a 2
layer MLP. The position and heading of each vehicle can
then be determined by solving the bicycle model kinematic
equations. The velocity is determined by integrating the
predicted acceleration. Similarly, the vehicle yaw can be
determined by integrating the rate of turn and then the x and

y coordinates can be determined using standard kinematic
equations.

C. Open Loop Training

The imitation learning module begins by predicting a set
of N discrete targets that the ego vehicle is likely to reach,
following the TNT target prediction structure.

T = {(xn, yn) + (∆xn,∆yn)}Nn=1 (3)

A target distribution can be created using two multi-
layer perceptrons (MLP), u and v operating on the latent
representation, z, provided by the representation model.

p(τn|z) = eu(τ
n|z)∑

τ ′ u(τ ′|z)
· N (∆xn|vnx (z)) · N (∆yn|vny (z))

(4)
At the next stage of open loop training, the top M targets
are sampled from the target prediction network. An MLP
network then takes these targets along with the latent rep-
resentation to produce a trajectory ŜT = [ŝ0, ..., ŝT ] for
each target. Following the final stage of the TNT structure,
a maximum entropy model is used to score each trajectory:

ϕ(s|z) = eg(s,z)∑M
m=1 e

g(sm,z)
(5)

here, g(·) is a MLP. The loss for this scoring module is a
cross-entropy between the predicted scores and a ground truth
score that is defined based on the maximum distance between
all coordinates in the predicted trajectory and their temporally
corresponding coordinate in the ground truth trajectory.



D. Closed Loop Training in Imagination

Once each trajectory is scored, the top-scoring trajectory
is selected to be unrolled by the transition model. The closed
loop training regime begins by passing the vectorized latent
space, zt, as well as the first timestep of the highest-scored
trajectory, st to the transition model to get the predicted vec-
torized latent space at the next time step, ẑt+1. The imagined
latent space is then passed to the kinematic reconstruction
header MLP to get the acceleration and steering rate of each
dynamic object in the scene, including the ego vehicle. A
bicycle model is then used to estimate the position of each
object using the prior state information and reconstructed
kinematics. At the same time, the imagined latent space and
the original target prediction are passed again to the ego
trajectory generation module to produce a new ego trajectory
starting from the next time step. This new trajectory is
fed back to the transition model with the newly predicted
latent representation to close the dreamed loop. We iterate
this process until the temporal horizon, H , is reached. Our
model pipeline is illustrated in Fig. 2. To ensure that the
dream learns a suitable forecast for all dynamic objects, a
smooth L1 loss is introduced to force the dreamed trajectories
to converge towards the ground truth trajectories over the
imagined horizon:

LS =

H∑
t=0

{
1
2 ||ŝt − st||2 ||ŝt − st||1 < 1

||ŝt − st||1 − 1
2 otherwise

(6)

where ŝt =
[
x y a w

]T
is the dreamed trajectory state

at horizon step t, st is the ground truth trajectory state at
horizon step t, and || · ||1 and || · ||2 are the l1 and l2 norms,
respectively.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

We use the Argoverse 2 [10] motion forecasting dataset,
and the intersection drone (inD) [31] dataset to test our
approach. These datasets contain a large variety of object
classes, which provides a suitable benchmark for evaluating
the ability of our transition model to capture latent represen-
tations for a wide range of vehicle dynamics. The Argoverse
2 dataset contains 250,000 scenarios with 10 object classes
across 6 different cities and sampled at a rate of 10 Hz. Each
scenario in the Argoverse 2 dataset lasts 11 seconds, with
a 5-second observation window and a 6-second prediction
horizon. The inD dataset uses a drone to record intersection
scenarios containing 5 object classes across 4 locations.
Scenarios on the inD dataset are longer than the Argoverse
2 dataset, so we also segment the inD scenarios to create
samples of the same length as found in Argoverse 2. Unlike
the Argoverse 2 dataset, the InD dataset solely contains inter-
section scenarios where frequent interactions occur between
the dynamic objects. This provides a suitable benchmark
for evaluating how well our transition model learns highly
interactive behaviors, such as yielding to pedestrians, instead
of just learning an accurate kinematic estimation. Since our
transition model needs to be trained on samples with the

TABLE I
ARGOVERSE 2 MODEL COMPARISON

Model minADE1 ↓ minFDE1 ↓ actorMR1 ↓
QML [32] 1.84 4.98 0.62

HeteroGCN [12] 1.72 4.40 0.59
Forecast-MAE [13] 1.66 4.14 0.59

QCNet [14] 1.56 3.96 0.55
VRD (Ours) 2.19 5.68 0.36

Forecast-MAE [13] 1.76 4.39 0.59
QCNet [14] 1.69 4.32 0.58
VRD (Ours) 1.68 4.17 0.37

Table I. Comparison with state-of-the-art results on the Argoverse 2
multi-world motion forecasting test (top) and validation (bottom) datasets.
The best results are bolded. Our world model based trajectory generation
framework performs on par or better than some of the leading motion
forecasting models.

same size observation window, we only use a 4-second
observation window to make predictions. The metrics used to
evaluate the models are the minimum average displacement
error, minADEK, the minimum final displacement error,
minFDEK, and the miss rate, actorMRK, where K ∈ {1, 6}
represents the number of trajectories that are predicted for
each sample. For the displacement metrics, minADEK, is
the minimum Euclidean norm across K predictions between
the predicted trajectory and the ground truth trajectory,
when averaged over the prediction horizon for all objects
in the environment. The minFDEK metric is the minimum
displacement error across K predictions between the final
predicted coordinate and final ground truth coordinate for
all objects in the environment. The actorMRK metric is the
fraction of predictions with a minimum final displacement
error of less than 2 meters across K trajectories. Since
our predictions are based on a deterministic recurrent state-
space model, the dreamed future is also deterministic. Due
to this, we only evaluate our model against the metrics for
K = 1. Table I. compares VRD trained on 70 epochs of the
Argoverse 2 training split with the current state-of-the-art
methods on the single predictions benchmarks.

The results from Table I demonstrate that our dreaming-
assisted approach to motion forecasting is comparable to
current state-of-the-art models on the displacement metrics,
and outperforms the current state-of-the-art models on the
single prediction miss rate metric. We chose these models
to compare against since they each employ a different ar-
chitecture to encode environmental features as highlighted
in section II. Likewise, our architecture in VRD is also a
novel approach as we train a transition function to predict
the evolution of the scene features conditioned on the ego
action. Since each dataset contains many different classes of
ego objects, and each road user has a different driving style,
the transition model can learn different driving behaviors by
learning how each action changes the latent representation
of the scene. Thus, given a short observation window, the
transition model dreams a kinematic rollout following the
observed driving behavior that accurately represents the fu-
ture trajectory. Specifically, the percentage of predictions that
have a final coordinate more than 2 meters from the ground



Fig. 3. Six seconds of dreamed trajectories on the Argoverse 2 validation dataset. The green car represents the ego position at t = 0 and the blue
cars represent the dynamic objects at t = 0. The purple line represents the ego’s ground truth trajectory. The yellow and orange cars are the dreamed
reconstructions of the ego and dynamic objects, respectively.

truth is 36% less than QCNet, demonstrating that VRD
achieves state-of-the-art performance on the single prediction
miss rate metric. VRD outperforms on the miss rate metric,
however, it has a slightly higher minADE1 and minFDE1

compared to the other benchmark models. The main reason
for this is due to a catastrophic distribution shift that can
occur during the dreamed rollout. In these cases, the first few
frames of the dream may be accurate, but over a sufficiently
long horizon, the predicted latent representation begins to
diverge. Thus, the reconstructed kinematics are effectively
random, and the difference between the predicted trajectories
and ground truth trajectories can be large. However, since
the miss rate metric does not consider the scale of the
displacement error, it is minimally impacted by this failure.
An example of this type of failure is illustrated in the open
loop prediction failure case of [33].

TABLE II
ABLATION STUDY ON RECURRENT MODEL PARAMETERS

T dt minADE1 minFDE1 actorMR1

2 0.1s 1.68 4.17 0.37
2 0.2s 1.86 4.61 0.38
2 0.5s 1.87 4.61 0.37
4 0.1s 1.88 4.66 0.38
4 0.2s 1.89 4.65 0.37
4 0.5s 2.01 4.98 0.40

Table II Quantitivave results on the Argoverse 2 dataset when the recurrent
state-space model is trained using different horizon lengths and recurrent
time step values.

Table II. shows ablations where we study the effect of
training the transition model for 30 epochs using different
sequence lengths, T , and prediction time steps, dt, and
evaluated on 7500 samples from the Argoverse 2 validation
dataset. For evaluations on models with time step sizes
greater than 0.1 seconds, we use the previously reconstructed
kinematics to generate the trajectories at the intermediate
time steps. The ablations show that there is not a signifi-

cant difference in terms of inference performance between
different sequence lengths. Models with a shorter prediction
time step seem to perform better, but this is at the cost of
longer training duration. This is because models with larger
time steps train significantly quicker since there are fewer
iterations when doing BPTT. However, the closed-loop dream
has fewer opportunities to correct errors in the generated
trajectories which results in larger average displacement
errors. We also present quantitative results on both the inD
and Argoverse 2 datasets for 3 and 6-second predictions in
table III.

TABLE III
EVALUATIONS ON DIFFERENT DATA DISTRIBUTIONS AND HORIZONS

Dataset minADE1 minFDE1 actorMR1

InD (3s) 0.14 0.37 0.07
Argoverse 2 (3s) 0.68 1.41 0.22
InD (6s) 0.49 1.39 0.12
Argoverse 2 (6s) 1.68 4.17 0.37

Table III Comparison of VRD on InD and Argoverse 2 datasets over
different prediction horizons.

The inD dataset contains more intersection scenarios than
the Argoverse 2 dataset, allowing us to evaluate the per-
formance of our model when the dynamic objects in the
scenario are required to make turns. Furthermore, since this
data is captured using a drone with a bird’s eye view of
each scenario, the data quality is better. Our model performs
considerably well on the inD dataset demonstrating its ability
to forecast dynamic objects on a variety of scenarios. Fig. 3
shows the first 3 seconds of dreamed trajectories of VRD on
different scenarios of the Argoverse 2 dataset.

V. CONCLUSIONS
This paper introduces VRD, a world model based motion

forecasting framework that proposes a new way to approach
multi-agent motion forecasting. By leveraging a recurrent
state-space model to learn transitions between observations,



VRD dreams a realistic future of the environment over long
horizons. By learning this powerful transition function we
can propose a new training pipeline that combines traditional
open-loop imitation learning with a dreaming-assisted closed-
loop training regime. We demonstrate the effectiveness of
VRD on the Argoverse 2 motion forecasting dataset, showing
that our model achieves state-of-the-art performance on the
single prediction miss rate metric and achieves comparable
performance to the current top-performing models on the
single prediction displacement error benchmarks.
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