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Abstract

Autonomous driving remains a highly active research domain that seeks to enable
vehicles to perceive dynamic environments, predict the future trajectories of traffic
agents such as vehicles, pedestrians, and cyclists and plan safe and efficient future
motions. To advance the field, several competitive platforms and benchmarks
have been established to provide standardized datasets and evaluation protocols.
Among these, leaderboards by the CARLA organization and nuPlan and the Waymo
Open Dataset have become leading benchmarks for assessing motion planning
algorithms. Each offers a unique dataset and challenging planning problems
spanning a wide range of driving scenarios and conditions. In this study, we present
a comprehensive comparative analysis of the motion planning methods featured
on these three leaderboards. To ensure a fair and unified evaluation, we adopt
CARLA leaderboard v2.0 [1] as our common evaluation platform and modify the
selected models for compatibility. By highlighting the strengths and weaknesses of
current approaches, we identify prevailing trends, common challenges, and suggest
potential directions for advancing motion planning research.

1 Introduction

Since the DARPA Urban Challenge of 2007, we have been promised that self-driving vehicles are
just around the corner. We have been promised Level 5 autonomous driving (AD) technology for
the last decade or so; this raises the question: Are we there yet? Despite (limited) deployment of
test fleets the short answer is no; the AV (autonomous vehicles) technology is still at the R&D stage.
Any deployed test vehicles require constant human supervision (even if no driver is visible in the
vehicle) to avoid various edge cases, and to avoid safety violations. Furthermore, almost all current
deployments depend on high-definition (HD) maps which require constant remapping, which limits
deployment areas of the test fleets.

To be fair, we have come quite a long way: perception systems aboard AVs have become quite
sophisticated and fairly reliable albeit heavily dependent on overly instrumented hardware sensor
suite. The planning and control modules are no longer based on rule-based expert systems which
had the obvious problem of not being robust to edge/corner cases. And yet, both state estimation and
planning and control modules are still at the R&D stage and not ready for mass deployment. Thus,
AV technology development remains an active research field.

This has spawned three particular research areas: (1) AV simulation which has emphasized extensive
sensor simulation, near real-world physics simulation and hyper-photorealism, (2) (open loop) motion
prediction of traffic agents, and (3) motion planning for an ego agent while accounting for actions
taken by other agents including pedestrians [2, 3]. There are a number of AI/ML-based models for
motion planning that are regarded as being State-of-the-art (SOTA) models and near the top of various
leaderboards. However, their systematic comparison is lacking as different models use different
datasets, or different platforms for evaluation. In this paper, we do a systematic comparison of a
select set of SOTA AD models on the common open source platform CARLA, and in a carefully
curated set of traffic scenarios and routes with a common set of evaluation metrics. The goal is to do
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an apples-to-apples comparison of these various models and draw insight on which models perform
well in what scenarios, and the specific features that give them those advantages on those scenarios.

Most such models utilize modular or end-to-end pipelines to deal with perception, prediction and
planning tasks. Those that implement the modular approach try to solve each task separately.
Generally, the pipeline starts with multi-sensor data fusion (e.g., LiDAR, camera, radar, and trajectory
data) to perceive the environment, and then continues with transformer-based modules to predict, or
plan the ego vehicle’s future motion (and the other surrounding agents’ motions in some models).
Each module uses the output of the previous module in a sequential manner [4]. However, this leads
to compounding errors in which the error of each module accumulates. On the other hand, end-to-end
AD systems, leveraging mostly reinforcement or imitation learning, have attracted attention in recent
years, where the models aim at optimizing the three tasks together in a unified manner [5, 6, 7, 8].
Here, the models are trained to minimize a unified loss function, and output decisions for the ego
vehicle (or multiple vehicles) directly [9, 10]. For both settings, the output can be low level control
signals, such as the throttle, speed, steering angle, etc., or can be high-level signals such as planned
trajectory, i.e. future waypoints [11]. The high-level outputs can then be converted into low-level
actuation signals via PID controllers [12], or similar tools.

Finally, some of recent AD research has harnessed multi-modal foundation models and encompassed
both large language models (LLMs) and vision-language models (VLMs) to enhance world modeling,
reasoning, and planning [13, 4, 14, 15]. Notable efforts include embedding human-authored reasoning
logic into its pipeline for interpretable decision-making. Another batch employs LLMs/VLMs for
rich scene understanding, point-cloud interpretation, and rule-compliant driving actions in diverse
scenarios [11, 16, 17, 18, 9, 19]. Although, multi-modal FM approaches promise to improve
adaptability and explainability of future AD systems, they lie beyond the scope of this paper.

Waymo, nuPlan, and CARLA leaderboards serve as prominent platforms that advance autonomous-
driving (AD) research by providing standardized benchmarks which ensure accelerating progress
in simulation, motion prediction, and motion planning. Participation in these challenges enables
researchers to validate their approaches and gain insight into the comparative strengths and weaknesses
of different models. However, it is hard to cross-compare top performers on Waymo and nuPlan
leaderboards leading to a doubt whether the models have been optimized to hill-climb for those
specific benchmarks.

Thus, in this work, we perform a detailed comparative analysis of SOTA models drawn from these
leaderboards on the CARLA Leaderboard v2.0 evaluation platform. We first compiled all top-ranked
methods from each competition since 2022 (see Table x in the Appendix), then excluded those lacking
publicly available code and pretrained weights to arrive at a final shortlist of five methods. On the
Waymo leaderboard, most leading methods adopt the Motion Transformer (MTR) architecture as
their backbone, elaborating on it with task-specific enhancements. Because the original MTR only
predicts the future trajectories of the ego vehicle and its seven nearest neighbor agents, we augment it
with an MPC-based planning module. Thus, performance of MTR+MPC model is being reported for
the first time. Details of this integrated pipeline are provided in the following section, and the full list
of evaluated methods can be found in Table y.

The main contributions of our paper can be summarized as follows:
⋆ Unified Benchmarking: We systematically examine all top-ranked motion planning methods
from the CARLA, Waymo Open Dataset, and nuPlan leaderboards on the CARLA Leaderboard v2.0
evaluation platform to enable fair comparison.
⋆ Insightful Analysis: We quantitatively evaluate and report each method’s strengths and weaknesses
in different traffic scenarios and maps.
⋆ Roadmap for Future Research: The common trends and failures of the models are uncovered,
which highlights concrete research directions to accelerate future work in AD motion planning.
⋆ The MTR + MPC Model: We augment the Motion Transformer (MTR) backbone which was
originally designed for forecasting the future trajectories with a MPC-based planning module, and
detail this integrated pipeline.

We also refactored the old codebases of InterFuser, TF++, and TCP to be compatible with CARLA
0.9.11, enabling training and testing on the newly added maps and scenarios introduced in CARLA
0.9.15. All of this will be made available on a public Github repo.
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Table 1: Architectural Details of Benchmark Models.

Model Input Data Output Model Architecture Pipeline

TF++ Cameras and Li-
dar

Waypoints Transformer-based multimodal input
fusion

E2E

Interfuser Cameras and Li-
dar

Throttle, steer-
ing angle

Rule-based planner on top of
transformer-based motion prediction

E2E

TCP Cameras Waypoints
& Throttle,
steering angle

Integration of GRU-based trajectory
planning and control

E2E

PDM Lite Map & States of
dynamic actors

Throttle, steer-
ing angle

Rule-based Planner Modular

MTR + MPC Map & Agent’s
history

Throttle, steer-
ing angle

MPC-based planner on top of
transformer-based motion prediction
module

Modular

2 Models for Autonomous Driving

Motion planning research has branched into two predominant approaches: modular pipelines and
end-to-end learning systems. Both methodologies incorporate their respective architectural advances.
The separation of tasks affords interpretability and the ability to mix and match best components, but
suffers from compounding errors and decrease performance in some scenarios. End-to-end systems,
by contrast, collapse these stages into a single network trained with imitation or reinforcement
learning, optimizing a joint objective to map raw sensor inputs to output commands or trajectories.
While they can better handle long-tail cases and extract task-specific features, they lack interpretability
and can be difficult to tune. Thus, hybrid strategies have emerged as well: transformer-based
backbones for multimodal scene understanding and trajectory prediction with rule-based controllers
that inject expert knowledge. This hybrid scheme bridges high-level planning with low-level control.
Our study helps to illustrate how these branches work in state-of-the-art methods.

TF++: Transfuser. Transfuser [6] was the first approach to effectively leverage transformer ar-
chitectures for fusing data from diverse sensor modalities in autonomous driving. Prior methods
relied on geometric techniques or naive concatenation to combine multi-sensor inputs. It processes
three RGB camera views—front, left, and right—cropped to minimize radial distortion, along with
a 3-channel bird’s-eye view (BEV) lidar histogram. The RGB views are concatenated and passed
through a ResNet backbone [20], while the lidar data is also processed through a separate ResNet.
Intermediate features of both the camera and lidar pipelines are then fused using a transformer-based
self-attention module [21] that allows effective cross-modal information exchange. The decoder
is a Gated Recurrent Unit (GRU) [22], initialized with the fused features and the current vehicle
coordinates. It generates the next four waypoints in an auto-regressive manner, relative to the vehicle’s
position. To enhance learning, Transfuser incorporates auxiliary tasks: depth estimation and semantic
segmentation for the camera pipeline, and HD map prediction and bounding box detection for the
lidar pipeline. Finally, the predicted waypoints are translated into low-level control commands, i.e.,
steering angle and acceleration via a standard PID controller.

TCP: Trajectory-guided Control Prediction. TCP [23] is one of the first works to effectively
combine two dominant decoder strategies in end-to-end autonomous driving: waypoint prediction
and low-level control prediction. TCP leverages Roach [8], a high-performance autonomous driving
model with simulation data, as an expert to generate its training data set. The model takes as input a
single front-facing RGB camera, along with control signals such as vehicle speed, high-level planner
commands, and goal coordinates. The trajectory branch takes the fused features and initializes the
hidden state of a GRU (Gated Recurrent Unit) with them. This branch then auto-regressively predicts
the next four waypoints relative to the current vehicle state. The Control Branch also takes the fused
features and generates an output feature vector at each timestep. These vectors are concatenated with
the corresponding hidden states from the trajectory branch to construct an occupancy map over the
image feature map. During inference, TCP adaptively selects between the outputs of the two branches
based on the driving context. Control predictions are more heavily weighted during turns, whereas
trajectory predictions are favored during straight driving. To aid training and improve robustness,
TCP introduces several auxiliary tasks, including speed prediction, policy value prediction aligned
with Roach’s behavior, and L1 loss on hidden features to align intermediate representations.

3



Interfuser. InterFuser [24] is a Transformer-based end-to-end driving model that debuted at #1 on
the public CARLA Leaderboard when released. It ingests four RGB views—front, left, right, and
a centred “focus” crop—plus a 3-channel LiDAR bird’s-eye-view histogram, each stream being
compressed by its own CNN into compact feature maps. A shared Transformer encoder fuses all
tokens, after which the decoder attends over three query sets: L = 10 waypoint queries, R = 20 object-
density queries yielding an R × R grid, and a single traffic-rule query. The waypoint embeddings
seed a gated recurrent unit (GRU) that autoregressively outputs the next ten waypoints. The lone
traffic-rule vector is linearly projected to predict the upcoming light state, a stop-sign flag, and a
junction flag. Trained purely by supervision on ≈3 million expert CARLA frames, InterFuser hands
its intermediate predictions to a safety module that de-duplicates detections, tracks objects to estimate
velocities, solves a small linear-programming problem to select the maximum safe speed, and finds
the desired heading by taking the average of the first 2 waypoints. Finally a PID controller [12]
determines the steering angle and acceleration from the desired velocity and heading.

PDM Lite. PDM-Lite [25] is a rule-based planner for CARLA Leaderboard 2.0 that drives solely
from the privileged simulator state, i.e., the true ground state. It first modifies the current route around
the four types of obstacle categories found in the leaderboard scenarios by inserting cosine-smooth
detours. The target speed is determined from the Intelligent Driver Model (IDM) [26]: the ego vehicle
adopts the slowest candidate among leading actors, limited to 72% of the speed limit. Trajectories
of other vehicles and pedestrians are rolled out for up to 2 seconds at 20 Hz with a Kinematic
Bicycle Model [27]; forecast boxes inflate for uncertainty over time (vehicles to 200%, pedestrians
to 3 minutes, ego-verhicles to 130%). A predicted vehicle collision sets the target velocity to 0
(pedestrians trigger a fresh IDM query). Steering uses a velocity-scaled PID to take into account
slipage at high velocities, while throttle and brake come from a linear-regression model that saturates
when vtarget − v > 0.53 or v/vtarget > 1.03. These components enable PDM-Lite to score high on
all 38 benchmark scenarios with minimal infractions.

Figure 1: MTR+MPC Pipeline.

MTR+MPC. Motion Transformer [28] (MTR) is an encoder-
decoder architecture for predicting multimodal behavior of
traffic agents and is ranked # 1 in Waymo Open Dataset Mo-
tion Prediction Challenge in 2022. Since its introduction, most
leading motion prediction methods in the Waymo challenge
have adopted MTR as their core backbone. Notable variants in-
clude MTR-A [29], an ensemble model that aggregates outputs
from multiple framework instantiations; MTR++ [30], which
extends the architecture to joint multi-agent motion prediction;
and MTR v3 [31], which further enhances accuracy by incor-
porating LiDAR inputs. [32] Building on these advances, we
integrate a model-predictive control (MPC) planner on top of
the MTR backbone to address motion planning tasks. Our modular design allows any alternate
multi-agent prediction model to replace MTR with minimal adaptation.

Since MTR was originally trained on the Waymo Open Motion Dataset (WOMD) [33], we first
extract CARLA simulator data and convert it to the same input format. MTR then predicts the future
trajectories of the ego vehicle and its seven nearest neighbor vehicles over an 80-step (eight-second)
horizon. We use the first N steps of these predictions (the receding horizon) to define the constraints
and cost function for our model-predictive control (MPC) module, which outputs the final low-level
control commands of steering angle and acceleration. The optimization given below is implemented
by leveraging CasADi and solved using its IPOPT nonlinear programming solver.

min
U0:N−1

J = CT

∥∥pN−1 − pdest
∥∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸

terminal deviation from destination

+

N−1∑
k=1

λδ
(
δk − δk−1

)2︸ ︷︷ ︸
steering-rate
smoothness

+

N−1∑
k=0

λdynDdyn(Xk, Ôk)︸ ︷︷ ︸
dynamic obstacle

collision cost
(1)

s.t. Xk+1 = f(Xk, Uk), k = 0, . . . , N − 1, (2)

−δ̄ ≤ δk ≤ δ̄, amin ≤ ak ≤ amax, k = 0, . . . , N − 1, (3)∥∥pk − osi,k
∥∥ ≥ dsafe, i = 1, . . . ,Mk, k = 0, . . . , N − 1, (4)∥∥pk − osoftj,k

∥∥ ≥ dsoftsafe, j = 1, . . . , Sk, k = 0, . . . , N − 1, (5)
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∥∥p0 − pwp,0

∥∥ ≤ dtol,
∥∥pN−1 − pwp,N

∥∥ ≤ dtol, (6)

X0 = [x0, y0, ψ0, v0]
T
. (7)

The objective function has three components: (i) the terminal deviation from the destination at the
end of the receding horizon, (ii) steering-rate smoothness, and (iii) collision cost with neighboring
vehicles. The collision term is evaluated using MTR’s predicted trajectories for surrounding traffic
agents. The optimization is subject to the following constraints: the vehicle kinematics (bicycle
model); the admissible ranges of steering angle and acceleration; safety margins to static obstacles;
adherence to reference waypoints (i.e., remaining on the road); and the specified initial condition.
[34, 35, 36]

3 Overview of Leaderboards

The CARLA, Waymo Open Dataset, and nuPlan leaderboards have emerged as prominent benchmarks
for evaluating motion planning algorithms in autonomous driving. Each of these platforms offers
unique datasets and challenges, reflecting diverse driving scenarios and conditions.

The CARLA Leaderboard. The Carla Leaderboard [37] is a closed loop metric used to measure
agents performance on routes within Carla. It consists of 2 tracks, SENSORS and MAP track. On the
SENSORS track, the agent is given access to the standard AV sensors, such as camera, lidar, radar,
etc. On the MAP track, it is additionally given access to an HD map of the area. Agents are evaluated
based on a driving score which is the product of two scores: The route completion score, which
measures the percent completion of the given route, and the infraction penalty, which is a product of
all the infractions the agent commits.

The Waymo Leaderboard. The Waymo Leaderboard [38] evaluates motion prediction models on a
large-scale dataset comprising over 100,000 scenes, each 20 seconds long at 10 Hz, totaling more
than 570 hours of unique data across six cities. Each scenario provides 1 second of agent history
and requires models to predict the future positions of up to 8 predicted objects per scenario over an
8-second horizon. Inputs include rich semantic data such as 3D bounding boxes, map features (lanes,
crosswalks, stop signs), and agent metadata (type, velocity, heading). Models output multiple possible
future trajectories for each agent, each consisting of 80 time steps, along with associated probabilities.
Evaluation metrics include Minimum Average Displacement Error (minADE), Minimum Final
Displacement Error (minFDE), Miss Rate, and Overlap Rate, assessing the accuracy and feasibility
of the predicted trajectories.

The nuPlan Leaderboard. The nuPlan Leaderboard [39] is a closed-loop planning benchmark that
evaluates motion planners on 15 second scenario roll-outs sampled from ≈300-hours of real-world
data spanning four cities. It supports three tracks: open-loop, closed-loop non-reactive, and closed-
loop reactive—each supplying a 10 Hz top-down semantic state (two seconds of history, routed
goal, nearby agents, and HD-map layers) from which the planner must generate a trajectory. Post-
simulation, the agent is scored on four things: safety (collisions, time-to-collision), rule compliance
(drivable area, direction, speed), efficiency & progress, and comfort (jerk, yaw-rate, etc.). Safety
serves as a hard mask; the weighted average of the remaining metrics yields a per-scenario score in
[0, 1], and the leaderboard rank is the mean of these scores across all hidden-test scenarios.

4 Experimental Results

The CARLA Autonomous Driving Leaderboard provides an open, reproducible benchmark for
assessing the driving performance of autonomous agents in realistic traffic scenarios. In Leaderboard
v2.0, each agent is tasked with navigating predefined routes, specified via GPS coordinates and map
waypoints, while encountering several traffic scenarios drawn from the NHTSA pre-crash typology1.
This standardized evaluation framework enables fair comparison across diverse approaches by
initializing agents at a common start point and measuring their ability to reach specified destinations
under specific conditions.

1National Highway Traffic Safety Administration: "Pre-crash scenario typology for crash avoidance research."
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4.1 Benchmarks

For a rigorous assessment of model performance, we executed each model on a diverse suite of
benchmark datasets, comprising the CARLA Leaderboard 2.0 scenarios, the CARLA 42 Routes
benchmark, and the Town05 benchmark.

⋆ Leaderboard 2.0 scenarios: The official CARLA Leaderboard dataset provides multiple instances
of 10 common traffic scenarios selected from the NHTSA pre-crash typology. Our model evaluation
is conducted using the scenario set distributed in the dev-test partition.

⋆ CARLA 42 routes: The CARLA 42 routes benchmark is proposed in [40]. The routes are collected
from Town01-06 with unique combinations of weather and daylight conditions. Additionally, the
multi-lane road layouts, distant traffic lights, and high density of background agents make navigation
more challenging.

⋆ Town05: The Town05 benchmark is introduced in [41]. It is a complex town with multi-lane
roads, single-lane roads, bridges, highways and exits. The dataset has two settings: (1) Town05 Short
consisting of 10 short routes of 100-500m comprising 3 intersections each, and (2) Town05 Long
consisting of 10 long routes of 1000-2000m comprising 10 intersections each. Each route consists of
a high density of dynamic agents and adversarial scenarios which are spawned at predefined positions
along the route.

4.2 Map Data Preprocess for MTR

All benchmark datasets referenced in this work are derived from the CARLA simulator. By contrast,
the MTR model is trained on the Waymo Open Dataset, whose map representation diverges funda-
mentally from CARLA. Specifically, CARLA encodes road geometry in the ASAM OpenDRIVE
specification, whereas the Waymo Open Dataset provides a vectorized map expressed in the Lanelet2
[42] standard. To make MTR compatible with CARLA, we convert every CARLA town to Lanelet2:
the original OpenDRIVE files are parsed to extract the road network, after which we reconstruct all
road and lane topologies as well as associated traffic-control elements in the Lanelet2 schema.

4.3 Evaluation

In the CARLA Leaderboard, agent performance is evaluated using three complementary metrics, each
computed per route and then averaged to produce an overall score. Because routes may encompass
multiple traffic scenarios, we first decompose each route into its individual scenario segments,
scrape and evaluate each scenario separately, and then aggregate both route-level and scenario-level
results. This two-tiered analysis provides more precise root-cause insights into which models excel
or underperform in specific driving conditions.

⋆ Driving Score: DSi = Ri Pi where Ri is the percentage of completion of and Pi is the infraction
penalty of the ith route. The driving score is the main metric of the leaderboard and ranges from 0 to
100.

⋆ Route Completion: RCi = 100 × distance traversed
total route distance , i.e. the percentage of the planned route

successfully covered.

⋆ Infraction Penalty: IPi = 100 ×
∏

j p
nij

j where nij is the number of infractions of type j
committed on route i. The full list of infractions and their corresponding penalty coefficients pj can
be found in the Appendix.

For all of the above metrics, higher values correspond to better performance.

Compute Resources Used: All benchmarks are run on the same machine with a 32-thread Intel
Xeon Gold 6130 CPU, an NVIDIA Quadro P5000 GPU, and 128 GB physical memory.

4.4 Results

Table 2 presents the aggregated metrics, computed by averaging the values in Tables 3, 4 and 5
separately over (i) three maps (42routes, town05-long and town05-short) and (ii) seventeen CARLA
leaderboard scenarios (from “parking exit” to “vehicle turning route pedestrian”).

In the CARLA leaderboard, traffic scenarios are organized into the following five subcategories:
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Table 2: Aggregated Results. DS: Driving score, RC: Route completion, IP: Infraction penalty.

MODEL SCENARIO MAP
DS ↑ RC ↑ IP ↑ DS ↑ RC ↑ IP ↑

TF++ 7.1 17.3 49.1 63.0 80.1 73.7
INTERFUSER 23.8 41.9 42.6 60.1 88.3 66.2
MTR+MPC 11.9 27.1 46.2 12.7 19.8 76.3
PDM-LITE 54.3 78.0 64.5 70.2 94.5 72.9
TCP 12.6 36.5 43.7 70.0 84.0 82.7

Table 3: Detailed driving (DS) scores for each map and for each traffic scenario.

TRAFFIC SCENARIOS OR MAPS PDM-LITE TCP INTERFUSER MTR+MPC TF++

42ROUTES 89.6 67.1 75.1 19.2 68.2
TOWN05 LONG 43.1 63.9 54.1 11.6 55.3
TOWN05 SHORT 89.9 89.0 72.4 10.8 90.2
PARKINGEXIT 99.9 0.7 0.4 0.2 2.0
CONTROLLOSS 61.9 16.2 47.0 10.2 12.6
SIGNALIZEDJUNCTIONLEFTTURN 94.9 2.5 8.6 17.9 6.3
NONSIGNALIZEDJUNCTIONRIGHTTURN 80.0 80.0 59.8 17.7 8.9
NONSIGNALIZEDJUNCTIONLEFTTURN 59.3 22.0 63.9 16.1 21.0
OPPOSITEVEHICLETAKINGPRIORITY 80.0 24.8 100.0 27.4 0.0
OPPOSITEVEHICLERUNNINGREDLIGHT 94.7 8.5 5.5 14.6 14.2
AVERAGE 81.8 27.6 47.6 18.7 10.1
VEHICLEOPENSDOORTWOWAYS 24.1 2.3 1.6 0.7 0.9
PARKEDOBSTACLETWOWAYS 63.1 6.7 0.4 0.9 0.4
INVADINGTURN 58.5 0.0 0.9 16.2 0.0
CONSTRUCTIONOBSTACLE 42.8 1.9 1.1 5.5 0.7
HAZARDATSIDELANE 8.0 0.0 8.3 20.8 1.8
ACCIDENT 22.5 5.6 53.3 3.6 3.4
CONSTRUCTIONOBSTACLETWOWAYS 13.6 6.2 0.3 0.5 7.8
AVERAGE 33.2 3.2 9.4 6.9 2.1
DYNAMICOBJECTCROSSING 57.4 26.7 36.7 37.6 27.2
VEHICLETURNINGROUTE 56.6 6.1 4.2 9.4 11.2
VEHICLETURNINGROUTEPEDESTRAIN 5.2 3.2 12.0 2.3 3.2
AVERAGE 39.7 12.0 17.6 16.4 13.9

(i) Control: In these scenarios the ego-vehicle loses control due to adverse road or encountering an
obstacle, and must recover to its original lane.
(ii) Parking: Here, the vehicle must exit a parallel parking bay in the flow of traffic.
(iii) Traffic Negotiation: These are combinations of left or right turns at signalized or nonsignalized
intersections, where the opposite Vehicle may have priority, or may have run the red light.
(iv) Obstacle Avoidance: These scenarios encode different kinds of obstacles in the ego-vehicle’s
lane such as: construction, parked vehicles or their doors, slow-moving hazards, etc., and resulting
maneuvers required by the ego-vehicle.
(v) Braking and Lane Changing: This includes scenarios for dynamic object crossing, vehicle
turning routes which may encounter pedestrians.

4.5 Comparative Analysis

At first glance, rule-based PDM-Lite outperforms all other methods in both route completion and
driving score at the scenario and map levels. It achieves near-perfect results in challenging scenarios
such as Parking Exit (DS 99.9), Signalized Junction Left Turn (DS 94.9), and Opposite Vehicle
Running a Red Light (DS 94.7) while the remaining models register only negligible scores. Moreover,
the model maintains competitive infraction penalty, though slightly lower than TCP on map-level IP.

TCP has the highest map-level IP (82.7), which indicates very few infractions across routes. While
the model performs well on maps (RC of 84.0 and DS of 70.0), it struggles at scenario level route
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Table 4: Detailed route completion (RC) scores for each map and for each traffic scenario.

TRAFFIC SCENARIOS OR MAPS PDM-LITE TCP INTERFUSER MTR+MPC TF++

42ROUTES 100.0 70.5 91.9 27.8 73.9
TOWN05 LONG 84.9 100.0 88.3 12.2 89.0
TOWN05 SHORT 100.0 92.3 88.9 29.4 90.8
PARKINGEXIT 100.0 1.1 1.4 1.4 11.5
CONTROLLOSS 100.0 16.2 100.0 11.5 21.0
SIGNALIZEDJUNCTIONLEFTTURN 100.0 79.0 23.0 18.0 19.4
NONSIGNALIZEDJUNCTIONRIGHTTURN 100.0 100.0 100.0 34.2 33.7
NONSIGNALIZEDJUNCTIONLEFTTURN 100.0 100.0 100.0 31.0 35.5
OPPOSITEVEHICLETAKINGPRIORITY 100.0 79.6 100.0 88.0 0.0
OPPOSITEVEHICLERUNNINGREDLIGHT 100.0 14.2 13.2 14.6 14.2
AVERAGE 100.0 74.5 67.2 37.2 20.6
VEHICLEOPENSDOORTWOWAYS 56.8 13.7 11.1 2.4 1.2
PARKEDOBSTACLETWOWAYS 100.0 55.4 1.6 3.8 1.6
INVADINGTURN 100.0 0.0 15.1 35.8 0.0
CONSTRUCTIONOBSTACLE 71.7 23.4 19.4 10.2 20.9
HAZARDATSIDELANE 15.8 0.0 41.8 97.6 27.4
ACCIDENT 49.5 13.4 53.3 14.1 8.2
CONSTRUCTIONOBSTACLETWOWAYS 54.9 13.9 0.9 7.2 14.0
AVERAGE 64.1 17.1 20.5 24.4 10.5
DYNAMICOBJECTCROSSING 60.4 54.5 61.2 62.7 56.8
VEHICLETURNINGROUTE 100.0 38.1 52.1 19.0 18.2
VEHICLETURNINGROUTEPEDESTRAIN 17.8 17.8 17.8 9.5 9.9
AVERAGE 59.4 36.8 43.7 30.4 28.3

Table 5: Detailed infraction penalty (IP) scores for each map and for each traffic scenario.

TRAFFIC SCENARIOS OR MAPS PDM-LITE TCP INTERFUSER MTR+MPC TF++

42ROUTES 85.1 94.3 79.7 76.3 89.0
TOWN05 LONG 53.0 63.0 56.8 94.0 59.0
TOWN05 SHORT 90.5 93.5 82.2 43.3 97.0
PARKINGEXIT 99.9 70.0 29.6 15.6 17.7
CONTROLLOSS 61.9 100.0 47.0 89.5 60.0
SIGNALIZEDJUNCTIONLEFTTURN 94.9 3.2 37.3 100.0 32.0
NONSIGNALIZEDJUNCTIONRIGHTTURN 80.0 80.0 59.8 52.0 26.0
NONSIGNALIZEDJUNCTIONLEFTTURN 59.3 22.0 63.9 52.0 59.0
OPPOSITEVEHICLETAKINGPRIORITY 80.0 31.2 100.0 31.2 100.0
OPPOSITEVEHICLERUNNINGREDLIGHT 94.7 60.0 42.0 100.0 100.0
AVERAGE 81.8 39.3 60.6 67.0 63.4
VEHICLEOPENSDOORTWOWAYS 42.4 17.0 14.2 30.1 70.0
PARKEDOBSTACLETWOWAYS 63.1 12.0 24.9 25.7 22.0
INVADINGTURN 58.5 100.0 6.0 45.5 100.0
CONSTRUCTIONOBSTACLE 59.6 8.0 5.8 54.6 3.0
HAZARDATSIDELANE 50.9 70.0 19.9 21.4 6.7
ACCIDENT 45.5 42.0 100.0 26.0 42.0
CONSTRUCTIONOBSTACLETWOWAYS 24.8 44.8 38.4 7.0 55.0
AVERAGE 49.3 42.0 29.9 30.0 42.7
DYNAMICOBJECTCROSSING 95.1 49.0 60.0 60.0 47.0
VEHICLETURNINGROUTE 56.6 16.0 8.1 49.6 61.6
VEHICLETURNINGROUTEPEDESTRAIN 29.0 18.0 67.1 25.2 32.0
AVERAGE 60.2 27.7 45.1 44.9 46.9

8



completion and driving score, especially in obstacle avoidance. This result suggests TCP excels on
longer, less variable routes but fails in fine-grained scenarios.

InterFuser achieves the second-highest route completion rate, trailing only PDM-Lite, and posts
strong driving scores in traffic negotiation scenarios. However, it struggles with obstacle avoidance
(average DS 9.4), which highlights its variability across different scenario types.

MTR + MPC achieves the highest scenario-level infraction penalty (46.2) and a strong map-level IP
(76.3), but its completion rates are very low (RC 27.1 at the scenario level and 19.8 at the map level).
This is primarily due to conservative receding-horizon constraints and a domain mismatch between
the Waymo-trained prediction model and CARLA dynamics. Although the MPC module prioritizes
safety, it does so at the expense of progress. Adjusting safety margins or shortening the planning
horizon could improve completion without increasing infractions, which suggests a promising avenue
for future work.

TF++ struggles with complex scenarios (e.g. Parking Exit DS 2.0) and has a poor scenario completion.
Although, the model exhibits decent map-level performance, the lack of an explicit planner obstructs
robust navigation in narrow or dynamic scenarios.

4.6 Key Takeaways

• Rule-Based PDM-Lite outperforms all others in raw completion and driving score. This
is not a surprise since it has privileged simulator state access. However, it does point the
potential of such methods to perform well when perception is highly accurate.

• Hybrid E2E models (TCP, InterFuser) strike a balance between completion and safety on
longer routes but need improvement in fine-grained, high-difficulty scenarios.

• Modular MTR + MPC is too conservative: safe but fails to advance far along routes.
• TF++ underdelivers on complex tasks but shows that transformer fusion can work when

paired with a stronger control module.
• All evaluated models exhibit two key characteristics: closed-loop evaluation and the use of

an agent-centric coordinate frame.

This analysis highlights that combining robust perception and prediction with deterministic planning
(as in PDM-Lite) currently yields the best overall results on CARLA v2.0, while end-to-end and hybrid
approaches require further adaptation, especially in safety-critical and obstacle-dense scenarios.

5 Conclusions

Level 5 Autonomy promises not only personal ease of transportation, economic productivity gains on
societal scale but also safety by far surpassing what we have today. But despite nearly two decades
of research since the DARPA Urban Challenge of 2007, we are still quite far from the goal. One
of the challenges has been lack of a unified or benchmark evaluation framework since individual
models can often be fine-tuned to hill-climb on specific datasets or simulators. We believe CARLA
Leaderboard v2.0 provides the right, scalable and open source environment for rigorous evaluation.
Thus, we proceeded to evaluate some of the leading SOTA models on it. Unfortunately, not all could
be evaluated, either because the code was not public, or the trained models were not available, or the
models simply could not be adapted to work with CARLA v2.0. Nevertheless, this paper provides a
start.

We hope this paper will incentivize the AI+Autonomy research community to adopt CARLA as a
training and evaluation benchmark, and make their code compatible with it. Our work also sheds
light on the gaps in the current approaches, and we hope will guide the development of more robust
and efficient motion planning algorithms for autonomous vehicles. Our analysis serves as a resource
for researchers and practitioners seeking to advance the state of the art in autonomous driving.

Alas, as far as self-driving cars is concerned, it seems that we are still not there yet!
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Table 6: Top Ranked Methods

Method Year If pretrained weights are available?
MTR[29] 2022 No
Wayformer[43] 2022 No
Interfuser[24] 2022 Yes
ReasonNet[44] 2022 No
TCP[23] 2022 Yes
Kyber-E2E[45] 2023 No
TF++[46] 2023 Yes
MGTR[47] 2023 No
MTR ++[30] 2023 No
MVTA[48] 2023 No
IDP[49] 2023 No
GameFormer[50] 2023 No
PDM[51] 2023 Yes
MTR v3[31] 2024 No
ModeSeq[52] 2024 No
RMP[53] 2024 No
VDB[54] 2024 No
MPS[55] 2024 No

A Technical Appendices and Supplementary Material

A.1 Long List of Top Ranked Methods

Although pretrained weights for MTR are not publicly available, we trained the model from scratch
and included it in our experiments as many other methods (MTR++, MVTA, MTR v3, RMP, MPS)
also employ MTR as their backbone.

Additionally, we initially considered evaluating PDM in CARLA, but the method’s lack of lane-change
logic makes it a poor fit: according to the authors, PDM “does not execute lane-change manoeuvres,”
whereas almost every CARLA leaderboard route demands them. Adding this capability would
require redesigning the planner’s proposal-scoring rules and retraining the offset MLP used to refine
trajectories, effectively producing a new model rather than a faithful reproduction. Consequently, we
chose PDM-Lite, which already includes obstacle-avoidance and lane-changing routines and can be
integrated with minimal modification.
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