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Perceiving and Predicting Dynamic Sports:
Spatiotemporal Intelligence in Vision Models for Egocentric Tennis Video
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Abstract— Agile robots require spatiotemporal intelligence to
interpret scenes, reason about interactions, and anticipate future
events. Yet it remains unclear how well foundation vision models
support these capabilities, particularly from a moving egocentric
camera, which is a natural view for robots. To investigate this,
we collect an annotated tennis dataset and train a suite of vision
models on spatiotemporal tasks. Our dataset contains egocentric
video synchronized with five allocentric videos, estimated global
positions, labeled contact times, and annotated stroke types. We
then evaluate seven prediction tasks from egocentric images:
2D ego player and 3D ball localization, future player and ball
trajectories, forehand or backhand stroke anticipation, time to
the next ego player ball contact, and 3D ball position at that
contact. We compare image encoders, video encoders, and vision-
language models with jointly trained prediction heads. The best
performing models achieve mean current-frame localization
errors of 0.14m for the ego player and 0.54m for the ball,
future forecasting errors of 0.34 m for the ego player and 0.91 m
for the ball over 1.1s, and a mean contact-time prediction error
of 0.14s. Auxiliary depth information substantially improves
3D ball localization, suggesting that inferring metric depth
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remains a challenge. Longer image histories do not improve
ball forecasting, indicating that representations exploit scene
context rather than rely solely on inter-frame motion. Finally,
we propose a conditional diffusion model to generate whole-
body kinematic tennis motion from vision encoder predictions
on egocentric video at real-time rates, adapting movements as
predictions are refined. These results move towards a deeper
understanding of how foundation vision models can support
real-time dynamic robots using egocentric video.

I. INTRODUCTION

Advances in robot hardware and learned controllers are
enabling increasingly agile whole-body movements [1] and
athletic behaviors [2], [3], [4], but coordinating these move-
ments with fast objects and other agents requires visual
processing to be sufficiently accurate and timely to guide
immediate action. This motivates spatial intelligence that
supports both estimating the current state of the environment
and anticipating its evolution [5], [6], [7].

Spatial intelligence of vision-language models has been
studied with question-answering techniques that probe their
understanding of where objects and agents are located and
how they are oriented [6], [8]. Accounting for how these
relations evolve over time extends the scope to spatiotemporal
intelligence [7]. We further distinguish understanding from
forecasting [9] — understanding seeks to infer current spatial
configurations, motions, and action cues from observed inputs,
while forecasting aims to predict future states or actions using
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Fig. 1: Visual models are trained on egocentric tennis videos to investigate spatiotemporal understanding, forecasting, and anticipation. The dataset will be
publicly released, including synchronized allocentric videos and spatial and shot annotations.
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current and past observations. Representations that expose this
information can support downstream visuomotor control and
embodied planning [10], [11], while learned world models
can predict future representations to guide action [12], [13].
These applications motivate evaluating what information is
accessible in large-scale pretrained visual representations and
how adaptation affects their usefulness [14].

We use tennis as a concrete setting to explore perceptual
demands of highly dynamic sports: localizing players and
fast-moving objects, anticipating trajectories, and coordinating
body motion for imminent contacts [5], [15], [16]. Returning
a tennis ball couples these capabilities — spatial accuracy and
timing are crucial since the players and ball continue moving
during perception, planning, and execution [17], [4].

There have been three main data modalities used by robots
tackling these challenges. First, dedicated spatial sensing uses
motion capture (MoCap) sensors or calibrated camera systems
to directly estimate player and ball positions for trajectory
forecasting and control [3], [4], [5], [17]. Second, allocentric
videos, recorded by external cameras at fixed court locations,
support ball tracking and trajectory analysis [18], [19], player
behavior modeling, simulated skill learning [20], [21], and
spatial question-answering with foundation vision-language
models [22]. Third, egocentric perception, recorded from
a player-worn camera, has addressed image-space instance
segmentation, forehand action phases, and pose estimation of
other players [23], [24], [25]. Egocentric cues such as gaze
[26] and head orientation may also reveal aspects of attention
and strategy that are less apparent from allocentric views.

For autonomous dynamic robots, egocentric video is
especially relevant because it relies solely on a body-mounted
camera rather than external sensors — it thus removes
workspace limitations and infrastructure demands. However,
this viewpoint presents a demanding test of perception: body
and head motion mix camera and object motion, court
landmarks and relevant objects leave the field of view, and
dynamic objects such as a ball can appear small, blurred, or
partially occluded. The joint ability of foundation visual
representations to support metric player and object state
estimation and causal forecasting throughout such egocentric
video of dynamic tasks remains insufficiently characterized.

We therefore ask: How well do foundation vision models
support spatial understanding and forecasting from dynamic
egocentric video?

To support this evaluation, we collect a tennis dataset with
synchronized video from a head-worn egocentric camera
and five allocentric cameras. We annotate this data with
segmentations and localization information via a custom
pipeline that fuses automated inferences and manual labeling.

We then use the egocentric frames as model inputs and
evaluate seven spatiotemporal understanding and forecasting
tasks split into four groups. Spatial state estimation predicts
the current 2D ego player position and 3D ball position.
Spatial state forecasting predicts the future 2D ego motion
and 3D ball motion. Stroke anticipation predicts whether
the ego player’s next stroke will be forehand or backhand.
Contact anticipation predicts the remaining time until the

ego player’s racket-ball contact and the 3D ball position at
contact. Together, these tasks probe the spatial and temporal
understanding of pre-trained visual representations.

We select 13 vision encoders spanning image encoders,
video encoders, and vision-language models (VLMs). We
attach lightweight prediction heads to each encoder’s output
visual token stream, train the encoder and probes jointly on
all tasks, and evaluate prediction accuracy on held-out rallies.
We consistently observe 3D ball prediction errors and 2D ego
player localization errors that are on par with expected ball
motion across 1-2 frames and expected player motion across
3—7 frames, indicating promising dynamic performance.

We perform ablations to investigate representations, dy-
namic information, and horizon lengths. Ball prediction errors
reduce significantly with supplementary depth information,
indicating that metric depth estimation is weakly encoded in
the visual representations. Longer conditioning histories do
not improve 3D position inference; in fact, image encoders
achieve identical ball forecasting performance with only
one conditioning frame, relying instead on other spatial
correlations to predict future motion. We study the impact of
rally phase and horizon length, finding that higher temporal
proximity to ego—ball contact time reduces ball localization
error but increases ego player localization error, and that ball
prediction error increases with the forecasting horizon.

Finally, we connect egocentric video understanding to
whole-body tennis motion generation through a conditional
motion diffusion model [27]. Trained on our dataset, the
diffusion model uses the above vision-based predictions of
racket—ball contact position, time remaining until contact,
and whether the ball is approaching or departing (derived
from ball forecasting) as conditioning information. As new
visual observations refine contact time and position estimates,
the model adaptively re-plans its whole-body kinematic
motion. The planning system is instantiated with a finetuned
vision-only variant of the LFM2.5-VL-450M [28], which
is the fastest of our evaluated VLM-derived models and
capable of 100 Hz inference on modern desktop GPUs. This
pipeline demonstrates the utility of pre-trained spatiotemporal
representations for downstream real-time robot applications.

Key contributions are as follows:

¢ A tennis video dataset of 85 rallies with 53,155 ego-
centric frames and five synchronized allocentric views,
annotated with 3D ball trajectories, 2D court-frame
player trajectories, stroke type labels, and contact times,
to be released upon acceptance of the paper.

e A systematic evaluation of foundation vision model
representations for seven tasks of spatiotemporal under-
standing and forecasting from egocentric tennis videos.

o Empirical findings that (i) spatiotemporal task perfor-
mance is comparable across image encoders and VLMs,
but not the video encoder; (ii) supplementary depth
information reduces ball localization error by 50-60%;
(iii) longer conditioning histories yield little benefit.

¢ A conditional diffusion model that generates whole-body
kinematic tennis motion conditioned on predictions from
a vision encoder trained on egocentric video.
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Fig. 2: The dataset includes 53,155 frames over 85 rallies. Spatial distri-
butions of samples are shown for (a) the ball and (b) the ego player. The
temporal distribution of samples relative to the ego player ball contact is
shown in (c). Locations of the five static cameras are depicted in (a) and (b).

II. DATASET CURATION AND ANNOTATION PIPELINE

A. Synchronized Egocentric and Allocentric Videos

To collect a detailed video dataset of tennis play, we
recorded an expert tennis player using a head-mounted
egocentric camera and five static allocentric cameras in an
outdoor setting. Four static cameras were placed at eye level
at each corner of the half-court on which the ego player was
playing, and one static camera raised high above the ground
was centered behind the court; the locations are illustrated
in Figure 2} The egocentric camera yielded video at 29.97
frames per second with resolution 3840 x 2160 pixels. The
allocentric cameras yielded video at 29.97 or 59.94 frames
per second with resolution at least 5120 x 2880 pixels.

All cameras recorded continuously for approximately
80 minutes. Manual annotations then marked the start and end
times of each rally, and the contact times of each shot. After
extracting only the active times within rallies, the dataset
spans approximately 29.6 minutes (53,155 egocentric frames)
across 85 rallies. Each rally is segmented from the opening
shot to its annotated end: the final racket-ball contact, second
bounce, or net contact. The rallies included 557 shots by the
ego player and 574 shots by the opponent. The ego player’s
shots included 328 forehands and 229 backhands.

The rallies span both free play (29 rallies) and structured
practice (56 rallies), with the latter including four different
patterns designed to capture diverse ego player movement
across the court. The resulting distributions of the ball and
player locations within frames of the extracted rallies are
illustrated in Figure [2]

The data collection experiment was approved by the local
branch of the Institutional Review Board (IRB).

B. Camera Synchronization and Calibration

At the beginning and end of the session, the ego player
clapped three times. This synchronization signal, visible in
all videos, was used in post-processing for manual alignment.

Calibration was performed in post-processing with a
pinhole camera model, since all cameras use a linear field of
view. Camera intrinsics are recovered from a Chessboard +
ArUco (ChArUco) calibration board that was held in front of
allocentric cameras at the start of the session, and extrinsics
are solved via Perspective-n-Point (PnP) with labeled court-
corner correspondences, using OpenCV [29].

C. State Estimation and Annotation

We annotate recorded videos with information about the
physical state and the upcoming play strategy. This includes
the ball position, the ego player position, and whether the
ego player will next make a forehand or backhand stroke.

1) Ball and Player Position Estimation: We use the three
allocentric cameras at the back of the court to estimate the
ball and ego player positions. We first annotate the videos
with ball and player pixel locations; after downscaling to
1280 x 720 resolution, we use an off-the-shelf tennis ball
tracker [30] and a general-purpose object detector [31] to
obtain initial per-frame 2D anchors for the ball and ego
player, which we then manually review and correct. Manual
corrections were required for the ball and player annotations
in approximately 30.5% and 5.8% of frames, respectively.

We then fuse the pixel annotations from multiple cameras
by triangulating the three calibrated and corrected 2D views
using a Direct Linear Transform (DLT) solver to produce 3D
ball and ego player position labels. The ball is triangulated
freely in 3D, whereas the ego player localization uses a
planar constraint to recover the foot-ground contact point on
the 2D court plane, approximated as the bottom-center of
the detected bounding box. At the downscaled 1280 x 720
resolution, median reprojection errors across the three views
span 2.1-4.4 px for the ball and 3.3-9.7 px for the player. Ball
and player positions are available for 99.9 % and 100 % of
frames, respectively; triangulation requires valid 2D detections
in at least two views, otherwise the frame is left unlabeled.

We also annotate the ball’s 2D position in the egocentric
view. The resulting egocentric ball position is available for
97.4% of frames; the remainder are occlusions.

2) Stroke Type Annotations: To provide information about
play strategy and motion prediction, we annotate the time of
each ego player ball contact and whether it was a forehand or
backhand. We also record the time of each opponent contact.

III. VISION FOUNDATION MODEL REPRESENTATIONS

A. Vision Models

We evaluate a diverse set of vision models spanning
image encoders, video encoders, and VLMs to assess how
pretrained visual representations support egocentric tennis
prediction.



1) Image Encoders: We consider four image encoders
selected for their ubiquity and comparatively distinct training
paradigms: DINOv3 [32] is self-supervised, SigLIP 2 [33]
is language-supervised with contrastive and captioning ob-
jectives and is the vision tower of many VLMs, Depth
Anything 3 (DA3) [34] post-trains a DINOv2 backbone
with dense depth supervision, and SAM 3 [35] post-trains a
Perception Encoder [36] backbone with dense segmentation
supervision. We use checkpoints of comparable capacity:
DINOv3 ViT-L/16 (300M), SigLIP 2 So400M/16 (400M),
DA3-L (ViT-L/14, 300M), and SAM 3 (PE ViT-L+/14, 450M),
i.e. ViT-L-class backbones [37] with 300-450M parameters.

2) Video Encoders: V-JEPA 2 [13] is a video encoder
self-supervised to predict masked latent representations. We
use the ViT-L/16 checkpoint (300M) with 2 x 16 x 16 tubelet
patches, matching the capacity of the image encoders for
multi-frame processing.

3) Vision-Language Models: We consider three VLMs at
the 3—4B scale: Qwen3-VL-4B [38], LEFM2.5-VL-3B [28],
and PLM-3B [39], whose vision towers derive from SigL.IP 2-
Large (300M), SigLIP 2 S0o400m NaFlex (400M), and the
Perception Encoder [36], respectively. Because the encoders
differ, we isolate the contribution of the language backbone
and multimodal training by evaluating each VLM both
as a vision tower alone and with its full language stack.
We additionally include LFM2.5-VL-450M, whose 86M-
parameter vision tower is several times smaller than those of
the larger VLMs, as a compute-constrained variant to enable
downstream real-time planning experiments (Section [[V-F).

B. Backbone Adaptation

1) Prediction Head: To adapt visual representations with
minimal computational overhead, we attach task-specific
prediction heads to the encoder’s output token stream (patch
embeddings and, for VLMs, language tokens). Each head
applies cross-attention from learnable queries (one per output,
N for N-step forecasts) to the token stream, followed by
a 2-layer MLP. All heads are trained jointly on a shared
encoder and share an additive positional embedding over the
tapped tokens. We use an L2 loss (weight 1.0) for continuous
targets and a cross-entropy loss (weight 0.1) for stroke type.

2) Fine-tuning and Training Details: All experiments use
a batch size of 32 and 30 training epochs. We use a learning
rate of 10~ for the newly initialized prediction heads and
10~° for the pretrained vision backbones. For vision-language
models, the language component is finetuned using Low-
Rank Adaptation (LoRA) [40] rather than full-parameter fine-
tuning. Thus, our fine-tuning protocol involves up to three
components: a fully trained prediction head, a vision backbone
finetuned at a reduced learning rate, and a parameter-efficient
LoRA adaptation of the language model.

3) Vision Tower and Vision-Language Settings: We eval-
uate VLMs in two settings. In the vision-tower setting, we
retain only the vision tower, using its post-projector tokens
as the representation stream. In the vision-language setting,
we include both the vision and language components. In line
with practices in VLM fine-tuning for auxiliary tasks [41],

we tap representations located 50% through language tower
depth and discard the second half. For all VLMs in the vision-
language setting, we inject a standardized text prompt after
the encoded image tokens to describe the overall task goal.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
A. Experimental Setup

We evaluate all models on the same fixed data splits. Rallies
are assigned wholly to one split, so that no temporal window
crosses a rally boundary. Splits are stratified across each of the
drill sub-types and free-play, to avoid rally type imbalances.
The realized split ratios are 63.1 % train, 17.7 % validation,
19.2 % test, corresponding to 53 / 16 / 16 rallies. Training
occurs on NVIDIA B200 and H200 GPUs; individual run
durations vary between 4-24 hours depending on the model.

B. Multi-Task Prediction

Each model receives two images as input: the current
“anchor” frame and one preceding frame 0.1s (3 frames)
earlier. We jointly optimize seven prediction heads covering
five targets. 3D ball position and 2D player position are each
predicted at the anchor frame and over a horizon of 12 future
frames spanning 33 time steps (1.10 s). Shot type classifies the
upcoming stroke as forehand or backhand. Time to contact
predicts the time until the ego player’s next ball contact. Ball
position at contact predicts 3D ball position at that time.

Table [l reports test-split metrics for all 13 configurations.
Current-frame 3D ball errors range from 0.54 m (PLM 3B)
to 0.90m (V-JEPA 2). VLMs and vision towers fall within a
narrower band (0.54 to 0.71 m, with Qwen3-VL highest), and
image encoders are the most tightly clustered (0.55 to 0.60 m).
Current-frame 2D player errors vary less across models (0.14
to 0.18 m), with DA3 lowest. Forecasting separates the models
more clearly: PLM 3B attains the lowest future ball error
(0.91m) and V-JEPA 2 by far the highest (1.27 m), yet V-
JEPA 2 attains the lowest future player error (0.34 m) and
retains this advantage across the full horizon, while its ball
error remains the highest throughout (Fig. [3] (d)). Shot-type
accuracy is near-saturated for all models (98.2 to 99.9%),
and time-to-contact errors fall within a narrow range of 141
to 149 ms; Fig. [3| shows how ball and contact errors evolve
as contact approaches. Adding the language stack yields
small gains for the three larger VLMs, most notably for
PLM 3B on ball-related tasks. Overall, image encoders and
VLMs perform comparably; PLM 3B leads on ball tasks and,
together with LFM2.5-VL 3B, SAM 3, and DA3, is the most
consistently performant across spatial tasks, while Qwen3-VL
trails slightly on ball localization and V-JEPA 2 is weakest
on ball localization but strongest on player forecasting.

C. Injecting Information to Probe Spatial Representations

We study how providing auxiliary inputs from the anno-
tations to the prediction head affects 3D ball localization,
using SigLIP 2 finetuned with a single head for the anchor-
frame ball position. We consider three inputs: the ball’s 2D
image position in the ego frame (ball), the ego player’s
2D court position (player), and the planar ego-ball distance



TABLE I: Prediction accuracy across probed visual representations. Task prediction heads are trained jointly on a shared encoder. “Current” predictions are
at the final conditioning frame; “future” predictions are the mean over 12 subsequent frames with stride 0.1 s. Results reflect performance on the test split,
using model checkpoints selected based on the validation split, across three seeds.

Model 3D Ball pos. 2D Player pos. Shot type Time to Ball pos. at
Current (m) | Future (m) | Current (m) | Future (m) | (acc. %) T contact (ms) | contact (m) |
Image encoders
DINOv3 0.58 £0.01 1.02 +0.01 0.16 £ 0.01 0.38 £0.01 98.7+£0.0 141.3+1.6 1.03 +0.01
SigLIP 2 0.60 £0.01 1.03 +0.00 0.16 4+ 0.00 0.394+0.00 98.44+0.2 148.8 £ 1.6 1.08 + 0.02
SAM 3 0.55 +0.03 0.99 +0.03 0.15 + 0.00 0.38+0.00 98.4+4+0.3 142.7+ 3.1 1.01 +0.01
DA3 0.58 +0.01 0.99+0.02 0.14+0.01 0.36 +£0.01 98.4 +£0.0 142.8 £1.6 1.00 + 0.02
Video encoders
V-JEPA 2 0.90 £+ 0.00 1.27 + 0.00 0.18+0.00 0.34+0.01 99.9+0.1 144.0 £0.1 0.97 £0.01
Vision towers
Qwen3-VL 4B 0.71 £0.01 1.08 +0.01 0.18 £0.01 0.37+0.00 99.9+0.1 142.5 £ 3.1 1.00 + 0.01
LFM2.5-VL 450M  0.63 £0.00 1.08 + 0.01 0.17 4+ 0.00 0.40 £0.01 98.3 £0.2 146.3 + 2.1 1.07 +0.01
LFM2.5-VL 3B 0.59 £ 0.01 1.02 £ 0.01 0.16 + 0.00 0.38+0.00 98.24+0.1 145.2 +0.7 1.03 £+ 0.00
PLM 3B 0.56 £+ 0.01 0.98 £0.02 0.18 £ 0.01 0.39 +£0.01 98.8 £0.4 143.7 £ 0.6 1.02 + 0.02
Vision—language models
Qwen3-VL 4B 0.69 +£0.01 1.06 + 0.01 0.17 4 0.00 0.36 +£0.01 99.8 + 0.1 147.3 +£5.8 0.98 +0.02
LFM2.5-VL 450M  0.63£0.01 1.07 +0.01 0.17 +£0.01 0.40 £0.01 98.2+0.3 146.9 £ 1.5 1.08 £0.01
LFM2.5-VL 3B 0.57 +0.01 0.98 +0.01 0.16 + 0.00 0.36 £ 0.01 99.4+£0.2 146.7 £ 1.1 1.00 + 0.02
PLM 3B 0.54+0.02 091+0.00 0.17+0.01 0.36 +0.00 99.7+0.1 144.44+14 0.95 + 0.02

TABLE II: Current 3D ball position error with auxiliary inputs. Results
reflect test-split errors over three seeds, using checkpoints selected based on
the validation split. TImage-free baseline using only auxiliary inputs.

TABLE III: Future 3D ball position error versus input history (Frames:
number of input frames; Span: history duration). Results reflect test-split
errors over three seeds, using checkpoints selected based on the validation
split. TImage-free baseline using only ground-truth 3D ball history.

Auxiliary Information Added MLP' | SigLIP 2|

Frames  Span GT MLPT | SigLIP 2] V-JEPA 2]
None (image only) - 0.51 +0.01
Ball 28001 O54E000 0 ConR ) Lessoos 1224001
Player 4.28 40.03 0.51£0.01 300ms 025740004  1.08+0.05  1.25+0.01
Depth 2.39+0.01 021£0.01 4, 300ms 0238+0003 1084002 1.18+0.02
Ball + player 2.66 £0.03 0.53£0.01
Ball + depth 2.12£0.01 0.25 +£0.02
Player + depth 1.24 4+ 0.01 0.19 +0.01 . . . _r
Ball + player + depth 1.07 - 0.02 0.93 4 0.03 number and spacing of input frames while predicting future

(depth), each evaluated individually and in all pairwise and
full combinations. Inputs are sinusoidally embedded and
injected into the head’s cross-attention block via adaptive
layer normalization (AdaLLN) [42]. As a control, we train an
image-free MLP on the auxiliary inputs alone.

As shown in Table [lI} depth reduces error from 0.51m
(image only) to 0.21 m, and combining it with player yields
the lowest error (0.19m). Yet ball and player alone provide
no benefit, and adding ball slightly degrades the combinations.
This suggests that depth supplies geometric information hard
to infer from images, but ball pixel position is redundant
with visual representation. The image-free MLP also benefits
most from depth, but unlike SigLIP 2, it gains more from
ball, performing best with all three inputs (1.07m). The
substantially higher errors of image-free MLP variants show
that the auxiliary inputs alone cannot replace visual data.

D. Varying History to Probe Temporal Representations

We study how probed visual representations encode tem-
poral context through history conditioning by varying the

3D ball position. In Table we finetune SigLIP 2 on four
settings and V-JEPA 2 on three, omitting single-frame history
since tubelets must be at least length 2.

An image-free MLP trained on ground truth 3D ball
positions shows the necessity of temporal information: from
a single position it cannot forecast (2.92m error), but a
second position 100 ms earlier suffices to estimate velocity
and reduces error to 0.30 m, with longer or denser history
providing only modest further gains.

Image-based models show a different pattern. With only a
single frame, SigLIP 2 already achieves 1.02 m, far below the
position-only baseline, suggesting that temporal information
beyond the ball’s instantaneous position is being extracted.
However, additional frames provide no benefit (1.02m to
1.08 m), so the representation does not recover inter-frame ball
displacement. This is consistent with the auxiliary information
ablation of Section without accurate depth inference,
finite differences yield noisy velocity estimates, and models
may instead rely on spatial cues found within a single frame.
V-JEPA 2 improves slightly with more frames (1.22m to
1.18 m), but remains worse than SigL.IP 2 on a single frame.
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Fig. 3: Prediction errors on approaching test-split shots versus time to contact:
(a) current 3D ball position, (b) ball position at contact, and (c) time to
contact. Lines show means over 0.1 s intervals; shading shows +1 SD over
three seeds. (d) Ball 3D and player 2D future predictions over a time horizon
of ~1.10s, across all models, averaged over three seeds.

E. Effect of Backbone Adaptation

We compare our training configuration on the LFM2.5-VL
3B vision-language model (finetuned vision encoder with
LoRA-adapted language stack) against a fully frozen variant
where the vision and the language towers are fixed and
only the prediction heads are trained. We find that freezing
degrades every task: the error of current ball position rises
from 0.57 to 0.96 m, and future ball position from 0.98 to
1.47m. The 2D player tasks are more robust, with current-
frame error rising from 0.16 to 0.18 m and future-horizon
error from 0.36 to 0.45m. Shot-type classification falls from
99.4% to 98.3%, time to contact error rises from 146.7 to
162.0ms, and ball position at contact error rises from 1.003
to 1.225m. These results suggest that the frozen features
can already largely support current 2D player and shot type
predictions, but do not encode precise visual cues needed to
localize the ball in 3D from a moving egocentric view.

F. Conditional Motion Diffusion for Kinematic Tennis Play

We demonstrate how foundation vision models’ spatiotem-
poral understanding of egocentric video supports whole-body
tennis motion generation. We use Motion Diffusion Models
(MDMs), a leading approach to conditional kinematic motion
generation [27], [43], [44].
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Fig. 4: LFM2.5-VL 450M results on approaching test-split shots until contact.
(a) Predictions for a single frame horizon tend to improve as the ball nears
the ego player. (b) Forecasted predictions tend to improve as the ball nears
the ego player and degrade as the future horizon increases.

Alongside the videos, we recorded ego player motion
using the wearable Xsens MTw Awinda system. We compute
joint rotations from the relative orientations of adjacent
body segments, using the calibrated T-pose as a reference.
Motion frames contain 147 features: pelvis translation and
6D rotations for the pelvis and 23 joints, including the racket
attachment. Each window’s coordinate frame is centered on
the ground below the pelvis and aligned with its heading at
the last history frame. The conditioning vector is

next

next prev prev Ty . 11
) Ty » Tt 5 My y Pt ,smd;hcosz/)t] eR )

Ct = [Bt*7 Tt

where Bt* is the anticipated ball-contact position in this local
frame, 7% is the time remaining until contact, and 77"
is the time elapsed since the previous player contact. Binary
masks m}* and m}"®" indicate whether the upcoming-
contact inputs and previous-contact timing, respectively, are
supplied or masked out. The global pelvis position p;y” and
heading ¢, help learn to return to a neutral court pose after
a shot. Training reconstructs recorded motion from noisy
samples, conditioned on annotated tennis states, using the
vision dataset’s rally-based train / validation / test splits.

To obtain tennis conditions from video, we use the LFM2.5-
VL-450M vision encoder and prediction heads with two
recorded images approximately 100 ms apart. Its compact
86M-parameter encoder enables real-time visual conditioning
at 100 Hz on an RTX 5090, while the model localizes the
ball more accurately than the larger Qwen3-VL 4B vision
tower and stays within 5ms of the best contact-time error
(Table [I). Its predictive capabilities are displayed in Figure [4]
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Fig. 5: (a) LFM2.5-VL-450M forecasts ball and player positions and anticipates contact; crosshairs locate the recorded contact. (b) Recorded ego motion
versus MDM rollouts conditioned on annotations (“rec. cond.”) or vision predictions (“vision cond.”). Trails fade toward the past; ball forecasts fade toward

the future. ¢ = O denotes the recorded racket-ball contact.

The predicted racket—ball contact position, transformed into
the local pelvis frame, supplies Bt*, while the predicted time
remaining to contact supplies 7;*°**. From current and forecast
ball positions, we estimate velocity along the court to classify
approaching shots (toward the ego player) and departing shots
(away). We set m}°** =1 for approaching shots with a valid
contact estimate; otherwise, m?e"t = 0 masks both target
inputs. We recognize player contact when successive vision
estimates show an approaching-to-departing reversal near the
predicted player position. The time elapsed since the latest
recognized contact supplies 7", with m}™" =1 after the
first recognized contact and zero beforehand.

We initialize each rollout with two recorded motion frames.
The model predicts 24 frames at 60 Hz (400 ms); we execute
the first six (100 ms) and use the last two executed frames as
history for the next prediction. Accumulated generated pelvis
position and heading supply the global SE(2) condition and
the local frame for contact targets. At each replanning step,
we update the predicted contact position and time remaining,
allowing the motion model to revise its motion as the ball
approaches. This is motivated by the increasing accuracy of
these vision estimates closer to contact (Figure [3). Throughout
the rollout, the vision model receives successive frames from
the original recorded video. Its observations therefore follow
the recorded player’s camera trajectory and do not change in
response to the generated character’s movement.

Figure [5 shows synchronized vision predictions and motion
comparisons for one held-out test shot. Table [[V] compares
recorded motion with rollouts conditioned on annotations
or vision predictions, using matching initial histories and
random seeds on held-out sequences. We measure ball-
racket distance at annotated contact and its minimum within
4100 ms, together with errors in racket-center position, racket-
plane orientation, and velocity relative to recorded motion.

Results demonstrate that a VLM vision encoder finetuned
for spatiotemporal prediction on egocentric tennis video can
provide real-time conditioning for whole-body ego player
motion generation. In the qualitative example (Figure [3), the
generated player approaches the predicted contact point with
well-timed motion that anticipates racket—ball contact, while
the contact estimate becomes more accurate as the ball nears.

A limitation is the quality of the reconstructed recordings:

TABLE IV: MDM rollouts on 16 test sequences: means over contacts with
bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals in brackets. Racket errors are relative
to recorded ego player motion; minimum distance uses a 100 ms window.

Ball-racket Error relative to
proximity recorded motion
At hit Min. Center Plane  Velocity

Approach (m) J (m) J (m) J )4 (sl
Recorded 0.89 0.81
motion [0.76,1.02] [0.69,0.92] 0.00 0.00 0.00
MDM 1.11 0.98 0.76 35.97 4.46
(rec. cond.) [1.04,1.19] [0.93,1.04] [0.68,0.84] [33.10,38.90] [3.91,5.07]
MDM 1.28 1.17 0.95 41.31

. . . 5.38
(vision cond.) [1.12,1.42] [1.04,1.33] [0.78,1.10] [36.03,46.43] [4.80,5.92]

even recorded motion has a mean ball-racket distance of
0.89 m at annotated contact (Table [[V]). This mismatch limits
both motion learning and evaluation. Precise racket—ball
alignment remains unresolved and requires improvements
in both recording quality and vision prediction accuracy. The
demonstration also remains kinematic, without a policy for
physical execution in simulation or reality.

V. CONCLUSION

We present a systematic study of spatiotemporal understand-
ing and forecasting from dynamic egocentric video, using
tennis as a challenging setting for spatial perception and
anticipation. Across seven tasks, we find that image encoders
and VLMs provide broadly competitive performance and we
analyze how their strengths differ by task. Our ablations
further show that providing additional depth information
substantially improves ball localization, but that longer visual
histories do not necessarily improve performance.

Building on these results, we present whole-body motion
generation via conditional motion diffusion. This demon-
strates that the egocentric estimates could support future
pipelines for real-time robot control.

This paper takes a step towards a deeper understanding of
how foundation vision models can support highly dynamic
robotic tasks. Tennis is one instance of tasks where a robot
must maintain situational awareness and act under tight time
constraints from a moving viewpoint; future work will test
whether the identified representations and adaptation strategies
transfer to other highly dynamic settings such as team sports,
catching and throwing, and navigation among fast agents.
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