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Abstract—Accurate human activity and trajectory prediction
are crucial for ensuring safe and reliable human-robot inter-
actions in dynamic environments, such as industrial settings,
with mobile robots. Datasets with fine-grained action labels for
moving people in industrial environments with mobile robots
are scarce, as most existing datasets focus on social navigation
in public spaces. This paper introduces the THOR-MAGNI Act
dataset, a substantial extension of the THOR-MAGNI dataset,
which captures participant movements alongside robots in diverse
semantic and spatial contexts. THOR-MAGNI Act provides 8.3
hours of manually labeled participant actions derived from
egocentric videos recorded via eye-tracking glasses. These actions,
aligned with the provided THOR-MAGNI motion cues, follow
a long-tailed distribution with diversified acceleration, velocity,
and_navigation distance profiles. We demonstrate the utility of
THOR-MAGNI Act for two tasks: action-conditioned trajectory
prediction and joint action and trajectory prediction. We propose
two efficient transformer-based models that outperform the
baselines to address these tasks. These results underscore the
potential of THOR-MAGNI Act to develop predictive models for
enhanced human-robot interaction in complex environments.

Index Terms—human motion dataset; human motion model-
ing; human activity prediction.

I. INTRODUCTION

Human movement and actions are shaped by many fac-
tors that collectively define the context in which individuals
navigate and interact [I]. These factors may be internal,
such as the person’s own tasks, goals, and preferences, as
well as external, i.e., coming from the environment, such
as the location of obstacles, affordances, and semantically
meaningful regions [2]. Robots can detect external factors
and infer certain internal factors, using them to anticipate
future motion and activities [3]-[5] to predictively assist and
navigate safely and efficiently [6]. Especially in industrial
environments, robots face complex yet structured activities
of people and interactions with other workers and robots [7].
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Fig. 1. Action annotations for a 4-minute recording of a person carrying
storage bins while interacting with a mobile robot, synchronized with the
motion capture data. Inset images display snapshots from gaze overlaid videos,
featuring visualizations of head orientation vector (red) and gaze vector
(green). The length of the arrows on the map denotes the velocity magnitude.

Datasets containing accurate labels of human motion in such
environments are rare, with most works focusing on social
navigation in public spaces where the dominant activity is
walking and standing [8]-[11].

The recent THOR-MAGNI dataset aims to address this gap
by providing a large-scale indoor motion capture recording of
human navigation and robot interaction [12]. It encompasses
five distinct scenarios that simulate typical activities in indus-
trial environments, such as transportation of various objects,
interaction with robots, and goal-oriented navigation alone and
in groups. THOR-MAGNI includes 3.5 hours of motion from
40 participants and 8.3 hours of egocentric videos from 16
participants over five recording days. The activity labels in
THOR-MAGNI are, however, limited to the invariable role
of each participant (referred to as agent class), representing a
complex activity assigned to the participant for the duration
of the experiment. These roles have been shown to improve
trajectory prediction [13] and describe gaze behavior [14],
but fine-grained action labels would be required to model the
separate sub-tasks and their durations in each activity.

In this paper, we present THOR-MAGNI Act — an extension



of the original dataset, which provides 8.3 hours of fine-
grained actions derived from the first-person view videos
of participants wearing eye-tracking glasses. Our THOR-
MAGNI Act is unique in aligning action labels with high-
quality multi-modal first-person gaze and third-person motion
capture data, as shown in Fig. 1. These labels enable the robot
to anticipate long-term human motion trajectories and actions.
To demonstrate the utility of THOR-MAGNI Act, we
present two transformer-based trajectory prediction frame-
works: (1) role- and action-conditioned trajectory prediction,
extending [13], and (2) joint prediction of future trajectory
and corresponding actions via multi-task learning [15]. Our
results show how incorporating action labels can improve
the performance of these predictive models. THOR-MAGNI
Act and the corresponding scripts are stored in a publicly
accessible repository'. Documentation on how to use and
visualize the dataset can be found in the same repository.

II. THOR-MAGNI AcCT
A. Experimental Design

The THOR-MAGNI data acquisition, conducted in a labo-
ratory, simulates industrial logistics settings to explore diverse
human-human and human-robot interactions [12]. The dataset
comprises five scenarios, distinguished by the spatial layout,
the mode of the robot operation, and specific tasks assigned
to the participants. These tasks or agent classes represent the
high-level activities assigned to the person for the duration of
a 4-minute recording session, such as: Carrier—Box, Carrier—
Bucket, Carrier—Large Object, Visitors—Alone, Visitors—Group,
and Visitors—Alone HRI. In each session, one to three partici-
pants wear eye-tracking glasses that capture egocentric video
data. In [12], we provided standardized instructions to ensure
natural behavior, informing participants that the experiment
aimed to evaluate the robot’s perception of human actions.
In particular, participants were asked to carry stacks of boxes
and buckets between the source and target locations (Carrier—
Box and Bucket). Some participants moved a large poster
stand (Large Object) in pairs of two. Visitors navigated freely
between goal points, drawing a random card to determine
their next destination. Visitor—-Alone HRI involved both passive
interactions (passing the robot in close proximity) and active
interactions (joint navigation to goal points) with a mobile
robot. The Carrier—Storage Bin HRI collaboratively with the
robot transported storage bins between random goal points.

B. Action Annotations

In this work, we define a set A of 14 unique action labels:
Walk, DrawCard, observing another person drawing a card
at a goal point (ObserveCardDraw), moving a larger object
(WalkLO), PickBucket, WalkBucket, DeliverBucket, PickBox,
WalkBox, DeliverBox, PickStorageBin, WalkStorageBin, De-
liverStorageBin, and HRI, based on the existing agent classes
in THOR-MAGNI. Each agent class is associated with specific
actions, while some actions are shared across different agent

Uhttps://github.com/tmralmeida/thor-magni-actions
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Fig. 2. Top: Agent class-actions mapping. Grey boxes denote actions, colored
boxes represent the agent classes. Bottom: Distribution of action classes in
log-scale sorted by descending order, with colors indicating agent classes.

classes (see Fig. 2 for an overview). An agent class is constant
in all trajectories of a particular agent, whereas an action
class may change at every time step. Consequently, this data
extension provides finer labeling of internal factors (e.g., goal-
driven actions) that can influence human motion. In particular,
the action classes Walk and DrawCard are shared across
multiple agent classes, indicating that trajectories involving
these actions are likely to have similar characteristics, even
when performed by agents of different agent classes.

We annotated these actions in the entire THOR-MAGNI
dataset using the 8.3 hours of egocentric videos and the “Event
Marker” feature in the eye-tracking software [16]. Markers
were placed at initial fixations indicating action switches,
such as reaching for objects or bending to deliver items.
For ambiguous switches where hands were not visible, we
selected subsequent suitable fixations during the activity. To
enhance accuracy for those ambiguous switches, we leverage
additional cues from eye-tracker data, including IMU and
audio information. This process was curated by hand, ensuring
high annotation quality.

C. Dataset Statistics

THOR-MAGNI Act statistics are computed for non-
overlapping 8-second trajectory segments, in line with com-
mon trajectory prediction benchmarks [17]. Fig. 2 bottom
presents the distribution of action classes in log-scale, along
with their representation across different agent classes. Al-
though the dataset’s action classes follow a long-tailed distri-
bution, it includes novel action labels specific to human tasks
and mobile robot interactions, setting it apart from existing
social navigation datasets. Along with motion cues and gaze
vectors, these labels support research on egocentric action
prediction models from visual input and gaze pattern analysis.

Fig. 3 presents the average and standard deviation of
acceleration, velocity, and navigation distance of motion in
each action class, along with the corresponding global metrics
(aggregated across all 8-second segments). For acceleration,
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Fig. 3. Top: 2D acceleration (mean =+ one standard deviation), where
values near zero indicate constant velocity. Middle: 2D velocity (mean +
one standard deviation), where values near zero correspond to static actions.
Bottom: navigation distance (mean 4 one standard deviation), where values
near zero indicate static actions and higher values reflect walking actions.

static actions such as picking up or delivering an object
result in small negative accelerations, while walking actions
generally show constant velocities or small positive acceler-
ations. Consequently, in terms of velocity, static actions fall
below the global average, whereas actions like WalkBox and
WalkBucket involve higher velocities compared to WalkLO
or WalkStorageBin, where participants move alongside the
robot. Finally, distance correlates with the acceleration and
velocity trends, highlighting distinct action classes and further
demonstrating the diversity and complexity of the dataset.

III. MOTION AND ACTION PREDICTION METHODS

In this section, we introduce two examples of tasks this
dataset can be used for: action-conditioned trajectory pre-
diction (TP) and multi-task learning for joint trajectory and
action prediction (MTL), along with the respective proposed
models. We segment the 8-second trajectories, referred to
as tracklets, into observed and prediction parts, adhering to
previous trajectory prediction benchmarks [17]. The observed
horizon spans 3.2 s (8 time steps), while the prediction horizon
extends to 4.8s (12 time steps). The observed tracklets are
denoted as S = (s;)_;,0 = 8, where the states s; comprise
2D positions, velocities, and the corresponding action class a,
represented as s; = (z,y, &, ¥, a). The future of an observed
tracklet Yg consists of 2D velocities, Ys = ((7+,9:)){ "0 41
of length L = 12, which are subsequently converted into
future positions Pg. The future sequence of actions temporally
aligned with Y is denoted by ag = (a;); 7. a; € A.

A. Action-conditioned Trajectory Prediction

The goal is to predict the future of a tracklet conditioned on
the observed actions and agent class, ¥rp: (S, Cx) — Ys,,
where Y, is the future corresponding to the observed tracklet

Sk. The training data for this task, {(Sg, Cx, Ps, )}, consists
of triplets of observed tracklets, ground truth agent class labels,
and ground truth future positions.

The yrp model has an encoder-decoder structure as in [13],
[17]. The encoder E consists of an embedding mapping (a
single-hidden layer multilayer perceptron or MLP) followed
by a transformer-based encoder [18]. The encoded features
are then concatenated with the agent class embeddings and
processed through the decoder network Dt (a two-hidden
layer MLP) to generate the future sequence of velocities, Yg.
Fig. 4, excluding the yellow branch, depicts the graphical
representation of ¥rp. The blue dotted arrow in the figure
indicates the baseline model, which operates without agent
class conditioning or action classes in S. We train ¢pp with
the Mean Squared Error (MSE) loss:

Tp

> e - Pl (1)

j=0+1

Lrp(Ps,Ps) =

where p/ = (x,y) is the ground truth 2D position at time step
j and P’ is the corresponding prediction.

B. Multi-Task Learning for Trajectory and Action Prediction

The goal is to predict the future of a tracklet and
the corresponding sequence of actions, ¥yrr: (Sk, Ckx) —
(Ys,,as, ), where Yg, is the future tracklet and ag, the fu-
ture sequence of actions corresponding to the observed tracklet
Sk. The training data for this task, {(Sg,Ck,Ps,,as, )}«
consists of quadruples of observed tracklets, ground truth agent
class labels, ground truth future positions and sequence of
actions.

The ¥pr1, model is similar to the previously described ¥ rp
model (see Sec. III-A). The key difference is the additional
decoder, D, which shares the same network configuration as
Dr. This decoder generates probabilities for the sequence of
actions at each future time step, denoted as ASLXN A where
Ny = |A]. The final actions ag are determined by applying
the argmax operator to these probabilities. Fig. 4, including the
yellow branch, depicts the graphical representation of {1,
whose baseline consists of two models tailored to each task.
We train ¥, using a weighted loss function that combines
trajectory prediction (as defined in Eq. (1)) and sequence of
actions prediction, the latter with cross-entropy loss:

= Lp(Ps, Pg)+\La(as, ag), (2)

where )\ is a weighting factor for the action class _prediction
term, and La(as,8s) = —1 L et oy ad, log(ad, ).
where a7, is the predicted probability for class m at time step
j, and al, is a binary indicator of the ground truth for class
m at time step j. In our experiments, we tested A = 1.

LMTL(PSa PSa as, és)

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

This section presents the data, evaluation setup, and results
— both qualitative and quantitative — demonstrating the use of
action labels alongside motion cues (i.e., positions, velocities,
and agent classes) from THOR-MAGNI Act.
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Fig. 4. Action-conditioned models and multi-task learning methods (addi-
tional yellow branch). Dashed arrows indicate methods using agent class,
while dotted arrows represent baseline models where S excludes actions in
the trajectory prediction task.

TABLE I
ACTION-CONDITIONED TRAJECTORY PREDICTION RESULTS, WITH BOLD
VALUES INDICATING SUPERIOR PERFORMANCE OF OUR AGENT AND
ACTION CLASS-AWARE MODELS COMPARED TO THE BASELINE.

Model ‘ Agent  Actions ADE ‘ Number
Class Class FDE Parameters (K)

BASELINE‘ ‘?;;iggg‘ 36.7
R

oms | v [wE]
ARV

Target Scenarios. For our analysis, we merged Scenarios 2
(static robot) and 3 (moving robot) data from THOR-MAGNI,
as these scenarios encompass a more diverse set of agent
classes and, consequently, a broader vocabulary of action
classes. These scenarios comprise a total of 5 agent classes:
Carrier—Box, Carrier—Bucket, Carrier—Large Object, Visitors—
Alone, and Visitors—Group. In addition, they include 10 action
classes: DrawCard, Walk, WalkLO, PickBucket, WalkBucket,
DeliverBucket, ObserveCardDraw, PickBox, WalkBox, and
DeliverBox. In total, the dataset contains 1227 trajectories.

Evaluation Setup. To evaluate the proposed models, we
employ 5-fold cross-validation. In the prediction results, we
use Average and Final Displacement Errors (ADE and FDE
in meters). ADE quantifies the average ¢ distance between the
ground truth and predicted trajectory. FDE measures the /5 dis-
tance between the final predicted position and corresponding
ground truth. In the action prediction results, we use accuracy
(ACC) and F1 score (F1), both € [0, 1]. Accuracy represents
the proportion of correct action predictions relative to the total
number of instances. F1 score calculates the harmonic mean
of precision and recall, providing a more balanced measure
of the model’s performance. To ensure robust evaluation, we
compute all metrics’ mean and standard deviation across the
validation folds.

Quantitative Results. Tab. I shows the results for the
action-conditioned trajectory prediction task (TP) with various
cues settings. It demonstrates that actions (third row) are pow-
erful cues for trajectory prediction, outperforming the baseline
(first row), with further improvements when combined with
agent class information (last row). The additional parameters
result from the action classes included in the input layer.

TABLE II
COMPARATIVE MULTI-TASK LEARNING RESULTS, WITH BOLD VALUES
SHOWING SUPERIOR PERFORMANCE.

Model Agent | Actions ADE ACC Number
ode Class Class FDE Parameters (K)
0.71£0.03 | 0.85+0.01
BASELINES ‘ ‘ ‘ L3740.05 ‘ 0.8510.01 ‘ 36.7+42.6
0.68+0.04 | 0.62+0.02
‘ v ‘ ‘ 1.29+0.08 ‘ 0.6120.02 ‘ 46.3
0.70£0.03 | 0.83+0.01
OURS ‘ ‘ 4 ‘ 1.33+0.07 ‘ 0.8310.01 ‘ 433
0.70£0.04 | 0.85+0.01
‘ v ‘ v ‘ 1.32:£0.08 ‘ 0.85+0.01 ‘ 468
A—
Ground truth future actions: ‘ —&— Ground truth —*— MTL-OURS
['PickBox','PickBox', PickBox', PickBox') + Baseline —— ACT-OURS

'PickBox', PickBox', PickBox', PickBox',
'WalkBox','WalkBox','WalkBox','WalkBox'] (A

MTL-OURS future actions:
['PickBox', PickBox', PickBox', PickBox',
'PickBox', PickBox', PickBox', WatBex',
'WalkBox', WalkBox','WalkBox','WalkBox']

[ADE: 0.54 0.16)
[FDE: 0.91 0.08

Fig. 5. Prediction examples for Carrier—-Box in Scenario 3, for our multi-task
learning framework (“MTL-OURS”, left) for joint trajectory and action pre-
diction, and for our action-conditioned trajectory prediction (“ACT-OURS”,
right), with a 4.8 s prediction horizon.

Tab. II shows the results for the joint action and trajectory
prediction task (MTL). We show the best baseline for action
prediction where s; = (x,y,%,9,a). The results show that
observed action sequences are crucial for strong performance
in action prediction (second row versus third and fourth rows).
The best MTL approach can perform strongly in trajectory
and action prediction simultaneously, outperforming baselines
in trajectory prediction and matching single-task models in
action prediction (last row). Our MTL method (46.8K) is also
more efficient than the baselines (36.7K+42.6K).

Qualitative Results. Fig. 5 highlights cases where action
classes improve predictions. For “picking up a box” behavior,
MTL reduces ADE/FDE errors from 0.69/1.00 to 0.23/0.11,
with only one mispredicted future action. Similarly, action-
conditioning reduces trajectory errors for “dropping a box”
by leveraging observed action sequences.

V. CONCLUSIONS

The interplay between complex activities, actions, and loco-
motion dynamics of people and other agents still needs to be
explored, particularly in industrial scenarios. This research gap
can be addressed with comprehensive datasets that capture the
relationship between actions and motion. Our work introduces
the THOR-MAGNI Act dataset to align action labels with
diverse human motion cues. These cues, including position
data, head orientation, gaze, and semantic attributes, provide
a rich description of human motion in industrial settings. We
also developed efficient and accurate transformer-based mod-
els for two applications where THOR-MAGNI Act can play an
important role: (1) action-conditioned trajectory prediction and
(2) joint action and trajectory prediction. THOR-MAGNI Act
with the diverse annotation classes pave the way for future
research in human motion modeling based on rich contextual
cues.
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