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Abstract— Planning safe and effective robot behavior in
dynamic, human-centric environments remains a core challenge
due to the need to handle multimodal uncertainty, adapt
in real-time, and ensure safety. Optimization-based planners
offer explicit constraint handling but performance relies on
initialization quality. Learning-based planners better capture
multimodal possible solutions but struggle to enforce constraints
such as safety. In this paper, we introduce a unified generation-
refinement framework bridging learning and optimization with
a novel reward-guided conditional flow matching (CFM) model
and model predictive path integral (MPPI) control. Our key
innovation is in the incorporation of a bidirectional information
exchange: samples from a reward-guided CFM model provide
informed priors for MPPI refinement, while the optimal trajec-
tory from MPPI warm-starts the next CFM generation. Using
autonomous social navigation as a motivating application, we
demonstrate that our approach can flexibly adapt to dynamic
environments to satisfy safety requirements in real-time.

I. INTRODUCTION

Robust planning in dynamic human-centric environments
(e.g., warehouses, sidewalks, airports) requires fast replan-
ning, safety constraint enforcement, and reasoning over
uncertain, multimodal human behavior [1], [2], [3], [4].
Optimization- and learning-based methods have shown
strong performance in settings like human-robot interaction
[4], [5], mobile autonomy [6], [7], and manipulation [8], but
struggle to meet all demands simultaneously. Optimization-
based methods [9] offer real-time performance and constraint
handling, yet falter in dynamic, uncertain environments [10].
Learning-based approaches (e.g., diffusion policies [11],
[12], [13]) are well adept at handling multimodal uncertainty
but lack constraint guarantees and are often slow at inference.
Naturally, leveraging learning-based methods as trajectory
priors in optimization-based planners offers a compelling
path forward, but real-world deployment still hinges on
computational efficiency and reliable constraint satisfaction.

Conditional flow matching (CFM) models [14] have
emerged as a promising learning-based solution, achieving
generation quality comparable to that of diffusion models
while significantly reducing inference time. CFMs have
demonstrated success in robotic applications [15], [16], but
their application to safety-critical tasks in dynamic environ-
ments that require meeting constraints in real-time remains
underexplored. To address this, we propose a framework that
combines guided CFM with online optimization-based plan-
ning: CFM offers multimodal trajectory candidates, while op-
timization enforces constraint satisfaction and responsiveness
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Fig. 1: Overview of the proposed unified planning framework for
dynamic environments: At each planning step, our conditional flow
matching (CFM) model generates context-aware and multimodal
trajectory candidates guided by a reward function. Promising can-
didates are selected, then refined, and the best trajectory is selected
and executed. The optimal trajectory warm-starts the next CFM
generation for the next planning step.

to dynamic environments. Illustrated in Fig. 1, we introduce
a safety-guided CFM model to produce informed priors for
sampling-based MPC, specifically model predictive path in-
tegral (MPPI) control [6]. We then select the most promising
trajectory candidates, allowing MPPI to refine each selected
candidate in parallel, and then select the best one. The
MPC output then warm-starts the next CFM step, creating
a bidirectional feedback loop that improves efficiency and
performance. We validate our approach in a social navigation
task, where a robot must safely and efficiently navigate
through crowds of moving humans. Our method enables real-
time adaptation to uncertain human behavior, achieving the
safest behavior without significantly compromising on goal-
reaching or control smoothness.
Statement of contributions. Our contributions are fourfold:
(i) A novel planning framework that synergistically integrates
CFM with MPPI, combining CFM’s generative expressive-
ness with MPPI’s optimization efficiency. (ii) A reward-
guided CFM sampling mechanism that adapts trajectories
to new planning objectives at test time without retraining.
(iii) A mode-selective MPPI that utilizes the multimodal
trajectories generated by CFM, enabling refinement of these
paths without collapsing distinct modes into a suboptimal
solution. (iv) Evaluation on social navigation tasks, demon-
strating significant improvements over standalone approaches
in terms of solution quality, safety, and generation time.
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II. RELATED WORK

This section reviews relevant prior work in optimization-
based trajectory planning approaches and recent advances in
data-driven generative models for motion planning.
Learned initializations for optimization-based trajectory
planning. Optimization-based methods are well-suited for
safety-critical trajectory planning due to their fast compu-
tation and explicit constraint handling. However, they rely
on accurate system models and require good initializations
to ensure convergence to high-quality solutions. Common
initialization strategies, such as straight-line trajectories,
previous solutions, or Gaussian sampling, are simple but
unimodal, thus limiting performance in non-convex settings
like dynamic obstacle avoidance. Recent work addresses this
by learning informed initializations or sampling distributions
conditioned on the environment [17], [18], [19], [20], [21],
[22], [23]. While effective, these approaches often require
(near-)optimal demonstrations for training, struggle to scale
in multi-agent dynamic settings, and generalize poorly to
out-of-distribution environments.

Recent work improves online responsiveness by biasing
sampling distributions with explicitly computed backup poli-
cies (e.g., contingency plans) [24], [25]. While effective,
these methods require solving additional planning prob-
lems, incorporating system-specific knowledge, or relying on
handcrafted heuristics—adding computational overhead, and
limiting generalization. In contrast, we propose learning a
sampling distribution from real-world data and introducing
a lightweight, flexible guidance mechanism to bias sampling
online with minimal cost and without additional training.
Diffusion policies. Deep generative models have shown
strong performance in learning complex distributions [26],
[27]. Guided diffusion models [11], [12], [28] are popular
due to their stability, expressivity, and ability to incorporate
reward-based guidance, making them effective for planning
and trajectory generation tasks [8], [13], [29], [30], [31], [32].
However, they face two key limitations: (i) high computa-
tional cost from iterative denoising, and (ii) limited ability
to enforce constraints, as rewards guide but do not guarantee
constraint satisfaction. These drawbacks hinder their use in
real-time, safety-critical control.
Conditional flow matching. Conditional flow matching
(CFM) models [14] offer a promising alternative to diffu-
sion models, achieving comparable generation quality while
significantly reducing inference time by learning a direct
mapping from noise to data, thereby avoiding iterative de-
noising. This efficiency makes CFMs better suited for real-
time control [15], [16]. While classifier-free guidance, ini-
tially developed for diffusion models [28], has been adapted
for CFMs [33], it requires labeled data, which is often
unavailable. Alternatively, classifier-based reward guidance
can bias generation during inference without labels [13].
Our work explores this latter direction, developing a novel
safety-guided CFM that leverages control barrier functions to
generate constraint-aware trajectories for robot navigation.

III. PRELIMINARIES: CONDITIONAL FLOW MATCHING

Conditional flow matching (CFM) [14] is a simulation-free
method for training continuous normalizing flows [34] that
transforms a simple source distribution p into a target data
distribution q. Given a data point z1 ∼ q(z1 | c) ∈ Rdz with
condition c ∈ Rdc , and a sample from source distribution
z0 ∼ p(z0), let p(z0) = N (0, I), CFM learns a velocity field
v : Rdz × Rdc × [0, 1] → Rdz that defines an ODE dzτ

dτ =
vθ(zτ , c, τ). To avoid confusion with physical time, we use
τ ∈ [0, 1] to denote the flow time parameter. Solving this
ODE from τ = 0 to τ = 1 maps a sample from the source
distribution to a sample from the target distribution q(z1 | c).
A key idea in CFM is defining a probability path pτ (z | c)
that smoothly interpolates between the source distribution at
τ = 0 and the target data distribution at τ = 1:

pτ (z | c) =
∫

pτ |1(z | z1)q(z1 | c)dz1,

where pτ |1(z | z1) = N (τz1, (1− τ)2I).

(1)

During training, we sample a flow time τ ∼ U(0, 1), data
points z1 ∼ q(z1 | c), and noise z0 ∼ p(z0). Considering
velocity fields conditioned on z1 to generate conditional
probability paths, an intermediate point zτ = (1−τ)z0+τz1
has time derivative żτ = z1−z0. Therefore, to learn a CFM,
the velocity field is parameterized as a neural network vθ and
optimize using the following CFM loss function,

LCFM = Eτ,q(z1,c),p(z0)[∥vθ(zτ , c, τ)− (z1 − z0)∥22]. (2)

During inference, we sample z0 ∼ p(z0) and solve the ODE
with the learned velocity field vθ from τ = 0 to τ = 1 to
generate samples from the conditional distribution q(z1 | c).

IV. PROBLEM FORMULATION

This work addresses the challenge of generating safe, ef-
ficient, and socially-aware trajectories for a robot navigating
through dynamic environments populated by humans. We
formulate this as a finite-horizon optimal control problem.
Our goal is to compute a sequence of control inputs for the
robot that minimizes a given cost function while satisfying
system dynamics and safety constraints.

Let a robot state trajectory be denoted as x =
[x0, . . . , xT+1] where xt ∈ D ⊆ Rdx and control inputs as
u = [u1, . . . , uT ] where ut ∈ U ⊆ Rdu , where T represents
the planning horizon. The robot’s motion is governed by a
discrete-time dynamics model xt+1 = f(xt,ut) where f
represents the robot’s dynamics function. The environment
contains a set of N dynamic human agents. The state of the
i-th human at time t is denoted by xhi,t.

The planning problem is to find an optimal control se-
quence u that minimizes a cost function J(x,u), which
encapsulates performance criteria such as goal-reaching and
control smoothness. A critical requirement for this problem
is ensuring the robot’s safety. We define safety as maintaining
a minimum separation distance rsafe from all human agents
at all times. This is expressed as a hard constraint for all



t ∈ [0, T ] and for all humans i ∈ {1, . . . , N},

∥pt − phi,t∥2 ≥ rsafe, (3)

where pt and phi,t are the positions of the robot and the
i-th human at time t, respectively. In summary, the planning
problem can be formally stated as

min
u

J(x,u)

s.t. xt+1 = f(xt,ut), x0 = xinit, t = 1, . . . , T − 1

∥pt − phi,t∥2 ≥ rsafe, i = 1, . . . , N, t = 0, . . . , T

ut ∈ U , t = 0, . . . , T − 1.

(4)

The challenge lies in solving this optimization problem in
real-time within complex, uncertain, and multimodal envi-
ronments, where human motions are not known in advance.
Our proposed framework aims to address this by combining
the strengths of a generative model for creating diverse,
prospective trajectory candidates and an optimization-based
controller for refining these trajectories to ensure safety and
task performance.

V. GUIDED CONDITIONAL FLOW MATCHING FOR
TRAJECTORY OPTIMIZATION

Our goal is to develop a planning framework for au-
tonomous robots in complex, dynamic environments. We
combine conditional flow matching (CFM) with sampling-
based model predictive control (MPC) to enable real-time
adaptation to environmental changes. In this section, we
discuss how we can guide a CFM model to generate informed
trajectory candidates to improve MPC solution quality.

A. CFM model training

In this work, we use a CFM model to transform random
noise into a realistic control sequence u. As such, we have
z from the CFM definition from Sec. III corresponds to
u. Specifically, the target distribution consists of control
sequences from pedestrian trajectory data and is conditioned
on c, the robot’s current state, goal position, and previously
executed controls.
Training loss. The CFM loss LCFM (2) ensures that our
model learns a velocity field that transforms noise into
realistic control sequences but does not explicitly enforce
the task objective of reaching a goal. To make the training
more efficient and directly encourage goal-directed behavior,
we augment the learning objective with goal loss Lgoal.

To compute the goal loss, we first generate a control
sequence u = z1 and apply it to the robot’s dynamics to
predict the resulting state sequence x. We then measure
the squared Euclidean distance between the trajectory’s final
position pT and the goal position pgoal. The final training
loss is a weighted sum of these two components:

L = LCFM + λgoalLgoal, (5)

where Lgoal = ∥pgoal−pT ∥2 and λgoal is a hyperparameter
describing the importance of the goal loss.
Conditioning on past controls. To ensure that generated tra-
jectories are fluent, we also input previously executed actions
to discourage abrupt changes in motion. To achieve this, we

design the condition c to include a history of past controls.
Rather than considering only the current environment and
goals at each planning step, we incorporate the history of
past control actions by inpainting during data generation.
The length of control history presents an important trade-
off: longer histories produce smoother control sequences
with better continuity from previous actions, but may reduce
responsiveness to dynamic changes in the environment. This
historical conditioning mechanism enables our model to
generate control sequences that maintain temporal coherence.

We can train a CFM model using the loss function and
conditioning information, and this will produce a velocity
field vθ. Next, we describe how we can augment the velocity
field with a user-provided reward function without the need
for training, thus enabling flexible behavior synthesis online.

B. CFM guidance with reward functions
To steer the generation process towards trajectories with

desirable properties, we incorporate reward-based guidance
into the CFM trajectory generation process. Inspired by
classifier-guided diffusion models with reward functions
[13], we adapt this concept to the flow matching framework.
First, we present how the velocity field is adapted to handle
user-specified rewards, and describe how to generate samples
using the CFM model guided by the reward.

Proposition 1 (Reward-guided CFM Velocity Field):
Given a base velocity field vθ(zτ , c, τ) and a differentiable
reward function R(z1), the guided velocity field ṽθ(zτ , c, τ)
is given by

ṽθ(zτ , c, τ) = vθ(zτ , c, τ) + λguide∇z1
R(z1), (6)

where λguide is a hyperparameter controlling guidance
strength.

Proof: Following the control-as-inference approach
from [13], [35], let y be a binary random variable repre-
senting where y = 1 denotes optimality. Specifically, it is
chosen that pτ (y = 1 | z1) = exp (R(z1)) where R is
a reward function measuring the performance of a desired
task. We drop the “= 1” in the remainder of the derivation
for conciseness. Using [33, Lem. 1] on (1), we can apply
Bayes’ rule to the conditional velocity field vτ (zτ | y) and
then group terms depending only on zτ ,

vτ (zτ | y) = 1

τ
zτ +

1− τ

τ
∇zτ log pτ (zτ | y), ([33, Lem. 1])

vτ (zτ | y) = 1

τ
zτ +

1− τ

τ
∇zτ log

(
pτ (y | zτ )pτ (zτ )

pτ (y)

)
,

=
1

τ
zτ +

1− τ

τ
(∇zτ log pτ (zτ ) +∇zτ log pτ (y | zτ ))

= vτ (zτ ) +
1− τ

τ
∇zτ log pτ (y | zτ ), ([33, Lem. 1])

where vτ (zτ ) represents the unconditional velocity field.
Given the relationship between intermediate and predicted
states τz1 = zτ −(1−τ)z0, we use the chain rule to express
the gradient term,

vτ (zτ | y) = vτ (zτ ) +
1− τ

τ
(∇zτ

z1)
T∇z1

log pτ (y | z1)

= vτ (zτ ) +
1− τ

τ2
∇z1

log pτ (y | z1).



Then following from [13] where pτ (y | z1) = exp (R(z1)),
we have log pτ (y | z1) = R(z1) and we introduce λguide

as a hyperparameter to tune the guidance strength, which
incorporates the term 1−τ

τ2 . As such, we result in (6).
Reward guidance steps. To steer this process with a reward
function, we introduce a multi-step iterative refinement, as
summarized in Algorithm 1. This addresses the challenge
that the guidance term R(z1) depends on the final trajectory
z1, which is unknown at intermediate stages of generation.

Given a user-defined ODE schedule {τ0, . . . , τN}, at each
step τi, we first form a temporary estimate of the final tra-
jectory z1 by integrating the current unconditioned velocity
field vθ(zτi , c, τi) from τ = τi to τ = 1 (Line 4). Using this
estimated trajectory, we then evaluate the reward function
R(z1) and compute its gradient (Line 5). This gradient is
added to the unconditioned velocity field to create a guided
velocity field, as shown in (6) (Line 6). Finally, we use this
new guided velocity field to take a single integration step
from τi to the next point τi+1.
Guided CFM vs guided Diffusion. An advantage of CFMs
over diffusion models is the efficiency of trajectory gen-
eration. Diffusion models require multiple denoising steps
while CFM generates trajectories by integrating the velocity
field from a current τ to τ = 1 in a few, or even a single,
step. Unlike guided diffusion models that evaluate rewards
on noisy trajectories [36], our reward-guided CFM approach
evaluates rewards on estimated noise-free trajectories.

Although this process is iterative, it retains a significant
efficiency advantage over guided diffusion. The number of
function evaluations is typically very small (e.g., 5-10 steps),
which is fewer than the dozens of steps often required by
guided diffusion models. This allows our approach to adapt
to dynamic environments in real-time without retraining the
base CFM, striking a practical balance between single-shot
efficiency and guided control.

C. Reward function

The user provides a reward function to guide the gener-
ation process. In this work, we consider a reward function
that is a weighted sum of multiple objectives, such as safety,
task performance, and control smoothness. Given the priority
in collision avoidance for the problem of social navigation,
we describe our choice of collision avoidance reward.

For safety, we employ control barrier functions (CBFs)
[37] to define a safety reward function over states and
controls. Specifically, we consider a CBF reward rsafe(x,u)
to be the degree of violation of the CBF inequality. The CBF
reward rsafe is defined as,

rsafe(xt,ut) = γt ·min{0, ḣ(xt) + α(h(xt))}, (7)

h(xt) = ∥pt − phi,t∥2 − r2,

where ḣ(xt) denotes the time derivative of h(xt), α is a
extended-class K function that bounded the rate at which
the system approaches the unsafe set, and γt is a markup
term that promotes proactive collision avoidance earlier in
the horizon rather than later [38]. Note that the CBF reward
depends on both controls and states, but our CFM model

Algorithm 1 Reward-Guided CFM Trajectory Generation

Require: Conditioning variable c, guidance strength λguide,
ODE schedule {τ0, . . . , τN}

1: Initialize: z0 ∼ N (0, I)
2: for i = 0 to N − 1 do
3: Compute velocity field: vθ(zτi , c, τi)
4: Integrate zτi from τ = τi to τ = 1 to obtain z1
5: Compute gradient g = ∇z1

R(z1)
6: ṽθ ← vθ(zτi , c, τi) + λguideg (See (6))
7: zτi+1 ← zτi + ṽθ(τi+1 − τi)
8: end for
9: return zτN

only produces a control sequence and the reward gradient is
taken with respect to controls. In evaluating the CBF reward,
we integrate dynamics with the control sequence to obtain
states, and rely on automatic differentiation to compute the
gradient of the reward with respect to controls.

In addition to safety, other reward terms can be incorpo-
rated to influence different aspects of the behavior. The total
reward function R(u) with dynamics xt+1 = f(xt,ut) is a
weighted sum over the planning horizon T ,

R(u) =

T−1∑
t=0

wsafersafe(xt,ut) + woro(xt,ut), (8)

where wsafe and wo are scalar weights that balance the
contribution of each component. The specific formulations
for any additional reward components ro and the weights
wo used in our experiments are detailed in Section VII.

VI. BRIDGING FLOW MATCHING WITH TRAJECTORY
OPTIMIZATION

We propose using samples generated from our guided
CFM model to inform a sampling-based MPC framework,
and also using optimized trajectories from MPC to warm-
start the guided CFM generation for the next planning step.
In this paper, we specifically utilize model predictive path in-
tegral (MPPI) control [6], referring to our approach as CFM-
MPPI, but our framework can be applied to other sampling-
based MPC techniques. Fig. 2 illustrates the information
flow between the CFM and MPC modules: CFM provides
informative trajectory priors to MPC, and in return, the MPC
solution warm-starts the next CFM generation, creating a
synergistic feedback loop.

A. Benefits of integrating CFM with MPPI

While guided CFM generates trajectories conditioned by
a reward function to satisfy certain constraints, it does not
guarantee constraint satisfaction. This motivates the use of
an optimization step to refine the trajectories, encouraging
adherence to all required constraints. Furthermore, instead of
having the CFM generate only a single trajectory, allowing
it to produce multiple candidates and passing them to an
optimization framework offers better search over a non-
convex optimization landscape.



Fig. 2: A safety-guided conditional flow matching (CFM) model
generates diverse trajectories as priors for model predictive control
(MPC), which in turn warm-starts the next CFM sampling step.

Another key advantage is its adaptability to arbitrary robot
dynamics, as the dynamics from the dataset may differ from
those of the target deployment system. While the control
commands from the CFM could be directly mapped to a
different robot’s dynamics, constraints imposed by the new
dynamics could render the original trajectory suboptimal.
Our framework refines the trajectory to bring it closer to
an optimal solution under the specific dynamic constraints
of the robot.

B. Mode selection: Handling multimodal priors from CFM

Unlike typical MPPI, which applies simple Gaussian per-
turbations to an initial trajectory, our approach leverages mul-
tiple trajectory candidates {uk}Kk=1 sampled directly from
our guided CFM model. These trajectories serve as samples
from a prior distribution that encodes human-like motion
patterns with added safety and goal-reaching considerations.

A key challenge arises when using trajectories generated
by CFM as samples from a prior distribution for MPPI. Stan-
dard MPPI is designed to optimize a unimodal distribution
of trajectories perturbed by Gaussian noise, calculating a
cost-weighted average to find the optimal control. However,
the distribution of trajectories generated by CFM can be
multimodal. If a simple weighted average is computed across
multiple distinct modes, the resulting trajectory could fall
into an unfeasible or undesirable region between the modes,
leading to optimization failure.

To address this issue, our approach first evaluates all
trajectory candidates generated by the CFM and selects the
K∗ trajectories with the lowest cost. The selected trajectories
then serve as the central paths for the standard MPPI
algorithm. We then perturb each trajectory with Gaussian
noise and execute the MPPI optimization to refine them
in parallel. The trajectory with the lowest cost among the
refined ones is selected as the output. Our approach of pre-
selecting promising modes and then running independent
MPPI optimizations for each one circumvents the problem
of averaging across multiple distinct modes, which can force
the resulting path into an suboptimal region.

C. Warmstarting CFM with MPC solutions

While the previous section focused on how the MPC
framework utilizes trajectories generated by CFM, we now
introduce a complementary mechanism for the reverse in-
formation flow: leveraging the optimized MPC solution to
inform the next CFM generation. This establishes a bidirec-
tional information loop between the generative model and the
optimization framework, creating a synergistic relationship
where each component progressively enhances the perfor-
mance of the other.

We use the optimal control sequence from the previous
MPC step to warm-start the CFM generation for the current
step. Instead of sampling from the source distribution, we
take the optimal control sequence from the previous step u =
z1 and perturb it with a controlled amount of Gaussian noise
to create an intermediate latent variable zτ . The generative
process then proceeds from this informed starting point.

This warm-starting strategy introduces a crucial trade-off
that is governed by the magnitude of the injected noise.
A small amount of noise biases the generator to produce
trajectories that are highly consistent with the previous
optimal path, promoting smooth and predictable behavior.
Conversely, a larger amount of noise allows the generator
to explore a more diverse set of trajectories, increasing its
ability to discover novel solutions in response to significant
changes in the environment. This mechanism not only ac-
celerates convergence but also ensures that the generated
trajectories maintain a logical continuity with past actions,
which is essential for stable real-time control.

VII. EXPERIMENTS AND DISCUSSION

We evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed algorithm
for social navigation tasks of an unicycle robot in dynamic
human environments.

A. Experimental setup

Train and test data. We used the ETH pedestrian dataset
[39] to train the CFM model. The dataset consists of 276, 874
trajectories between 1 to 8 seconds long. The CFM represents
pedestrians using single integrator dynamics, which we map
to control inputs for the unicycle dynamics using the robot
orientation and a control point offset. The linear velocity
is the projection of the input velocity onto the robot’s
heading, while the angular velocity is derived to make the
control point follow the path. For testing, we use the UCY
pedestrian dataset [40], the SDD dataset [41], which contains
faster-moving agents such as bicyclists, and a simulated
crowd environment with 20 agents modeled by social force
models (SFMs) [42]. We evaluate on 300 test scenarios for
each. At each time step, it is generally assumed that the
robot has access to the exact positions and velocities of all
obstacles, and it predicts their future trajectories under a
constant velocity assumption. For the SFM simulations, we
also evaluated robustness to noisy observations by perturbing
obstacle positions and velocities with Gaussian noise with
standard deviation set to 0.02 and 0.2, respectively.



CFM model details. We use a transformer model [43]
as the backbone of the CFM handling arbitrary trajectory
length. We set λgoal = 0.1 from (5). For the initial reward-
guided trajectory generation, we use a 9-step ODE schedule:
[0.0, 0.5, 0.8, 0.85, 0.9, 0.92, 0.94, 0.96, 0.98, 1.00]. For sub-
sequent steps, the generation is warm-started at τ = 0.8
using the previous MPPI solution, reducing the process to
the final 7 steps. For the reward function, we set guidance
strength λguide = 1.0, wgoal = 0.1, markup factor to 1.01,
and to generate diverse trajectories spanning conservative and
aggressive trajectories, we use five different values wsafe =
[0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 0.9] for the safety reward and generate 40
trajectories for each value, totaling 200 trajectories. We set
a collision radius of rsafe = 0.5m.
Guided CFM reward functions. The reward function R(u)
used for CFM guidance is composed of the CBF-based safety
reward rsafe along with a goal reward which incentivizes the
agent to reach its designated target xg based on the negative
squared Euclidean distance at the final timestep T .
Cost functions for MPPI. The structure of this cost function
is conceptually the inverse of the reward function and it
similarly comprises components for safe, goal-reaching, and
motion smoothness. For the safety cost csafe, instead of
using a CBF-based penalty, for the MPPI implementation,
we define a safety cost that penalizes proximity to obstacles
using an exponential function:

csafe(pt) = exp(−β(∥pt − phi,t∥2 − r2)), (9)

where β is a positive scaling factor that defines the steepness
of the potential field. The smoothness cost csmooth penalizes
the squared difference between control inputs at consecutive
timesteps, csmooth(ut,ut−1) = ∥ut − ut−1∥2.
Comparison methods. We compare our method against
the following methods. MPPI: A standard MPPI framework
utilizing a Gaussian prior for the sampling distribution, where
the initial trajectory consists of rotating to face the goal,
then driving straight. CFM: Selecting the trajectory with
the minimum cost among samples from the reward-guided
CFM model. Diff-MPPI: A guided-diffusion model serving
as a prior distribution for MPPI. CFM-MPPI: A guided
CFM model serving as a prior distribution for MPPI. Diff-
MPPI∗, CFM-MPPI∗: The asterisk ∗ on CFM-MPPI and
Diff-MPPI denotes the use of mode-selective MPPI, whereas
the unmarked versions apply MPPI directly to the samples.

Our implementation of MPPI follows the algorithm in
[6], with the following hyperparameter configuration: per-
turbation covariance σ = [0.4, 0.2], temperature parameter
λ = 0.5. For the backbone of the diffusion model, we
employed the same transformer architecture as CFM. Like
our CFM, the diffusion model was trained using a combi-
nation of a diffusion loss and a goal loss. To ensure our
diffusion model’s computation time was competitive with
that of a CFM (within 10Hz planning rate), we implemented
a denoising diffusion implicit model (DDIM) for inference.
Although the model was trained for 1000 denoising steps,
we reduced this to 50 steps during inference, applying
guidance only in the final 10 steps. During inference, the

(a) Gaussian. (b) Diffusion. (c) CFM.

Fig. 3: Trajectories from different sampling distributions. Pedestri-
ans and their future paths are in purple. The robot is at the red dot
and the goal is the blue dot.

(a) wsafe = 0. (b) wsafe = 0.5. (c) wsafe = 0.9.

Fig. 4: Trajectories generated by different CBF reward weights
using reward-guided CFM. Pedestrians and their future paths are in
purple. The robot is at the red dot and the goal is the blue dot.

generation process was guided by the same reward functions
and weights as CFM, but with a different set of safety reward
weights wsafe = [0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.4, 0.5]. This adjustment was
necessary because the diffusion model evaluates the reward
function on noisy trajectories. The resulting noisy gradient
information can cause overly conservative behavior, which
the modified weights help to counteract.
Evaluation metrics. Each method is evaluated using the
following metrics: Collision: Percentage of simulations that
violate the collision radius. Reaching: Distance between the
goal and the final point. Smoothness: Rate of change in
control inputs over time. Time: Computation time required
to compute the control input at each time step.

B. Qualitative results

We present some qualitative results of our method, high-
lighting its ability to capture multimodal sampling distribu-
tions and synthesize desirable robot trajectory plans.
Trajectory quality. The sampling distribution for each
method is shown in Fig. 3. The CFM generates diverse trajec-
tories heading downward, where the agent density is lower;
the diffusion model generates trajectories more scattered
throughout. The Gaussian distribution from standard MPPI
does not incorporate environmental information, resulting in
trajectories overlapping areas with higher agent density.
Diverse trajectories. Fig. 4 illustrates how various trajec-
tories with varying conservativeness can be generated by
changing the weight of CBF guidance wsafe. With smaller
wsafe values, the trajectories move more directly toward
the goal, while with larger weights, the trajectories avoid
obstacles more drastically. Additionally, we see that the
generated trajectories are multimodal, where trajectories tend
to cluster around gaps in between the human agents.
CFM warm-starting. Fig. 5 illustrates the warm-start ap-
proach of CFM. It shows that reducing the noise applied
to the previous optimal solution (i.e., higher τ ) generates
trajectories more similar to the previous trajectory. Stronger
warm-starting may be beneficial when the environment does



(a) τ = 0.0. (b) τ = 0.5. (c) τ = 0.8.

Fig. 5: Trajectories from CFM using warm-starts of varying
strengths, based on previous optimal solution in blue. Pedestrians
and their future paths are in purple. The robot is at the red dot and
the goal is the blue dot.

TABLE I: Quantitative performance comparison of navigation
algorithms for unicycle dynamics.

Method Coll. (%) ↓ Reach. (m) ↓ Time (s) ↓

UCY Dataset

MPPI 4.33 0.16±0.29 0.003
Diff-MPPI 0.67 0.23±0.07 0.085
Diff-MPPI∗ 0.00 0.20±0.06 0.091
CFM 0.33 0.06±0.01 0.066
CFM-MPPI 0.00 0.07±0.03 0.065
CFM-MPPI∗ 0.00 0.08±0.01 0.071

SDD Dataset

MPPI 1.67 0.06±0.02 0.003
Diff-MPPI 2.33 0.26±0.09 0.085
Diff-MPPI∗ 0.67 0.20±0.10 0.091
CFM 0.00 0.05±0.00 0.066
CFM-MPPI 0.00 0.05±0.00 0.065
CFM-MPPI∗ 0.00 0.06±0.01 0.071

Simulated Crowd Environment with Social Force Model

MPPI 24.67 1.89±5.13 0.003
Diff-MPPI 10.33 0.57±0.88 0.086
Diff-MPPI∗ 6.00 0.49±0.61 0.093
CFM 7.67 0.84±1.23 0.067
CFM-MPPI 8.00 0.79±1.18 0.066
CFM-MPPI∗ 2.33 0.72±1.09 0.073

not change rapidly and the previous solution is likely still
desirable, and vice versa. In our current framework, the
strength of warm start is fixed, but future work should ex-
plore methods to adjust this warm-start strength dynamically.

C. Quantitative results and key takeaways

Table I presents the metrics from evaluation on the test
dataset and the SFM simulator, while Figure 6 shows the
performance on the SFM simulator with noisy observations.
Takeaway 1. We observe that methods with CFM perform
favorably than methods with diffusion. CFM methods (CFM,
CFM-MPPI, CFM-MPPI∗) demonstrate superior safety per-
formance, while the goal-reaching method, although not
always the best, still offers close-to-best performance. CFM
methods also yield smoother outputs, despite mapping to
unicycle dynamics. However, we note that safety and goal-
reaching objectives can conflict with each other. For instance,
to avoid collision, the robot may slow down or take a longer
path, thus it is not able to reach the goal as closely within
the allotted time. We also hypothesize that the reason why
diffusion methods achieve lower safety performance is due to
the evaluation of the reward function on noisy trajectories.
While increasing the denoising steps can provide stronger
safety guarantees, this increases computation times.

(a) Safety vs. goal. (b) Safety vs. linear
smoothness.

(c) Safety vs. angular
smooth.

Fig. 6: Performance comparison of each method evaluated on the
SFM environment with noisy observations.

Takeaway 2. Mode selection improves robustness. In the
SFM environment where agents are reactive and there is
observation noise, we see that methods with mode selection
perform noticeably better than their counterparts without
mode selection. This highlights the benefit of additional
refinement around promising candidates as opposed to refine-
ment across diverse candidates. This observation motivates
future work in investigating more sophisticated methods
in selecting top candidates (e.g., considering diversity) to
improve robustness further.
Takeaway 3. A learned sampling prior offers strictly better
safety and task performance than an uninformed one. Aside
from computation times, MPPI performs the worst in all
settings, especially in the SFM environment where agents are
reactive. While this is not a surprising result, the combination
of takeaways 1 and 2 suggests that the quality of the priors
and how they are utilized also play an important role in the
performance and robustness of the approach.
Takeaway 4. CFM achieves a better trade-off between com-
putational cost and performance than diffusion models. A
key advantage of CFM is computational efficiency, which
can generate controls in less than 0.1 seconds. For both
CFM and diffusion models, the computational bottle neck is
the reward calculation, which is performed at each guidance
step. Since CFM requires fewer steps than diffusion models,
it reduces the number of reward calculations. When we
configured a diffusion model to be competitive with CFM in
terms of speed, its performance on safety metrics degraded.
While increasing the number of guided denoising steps to
20 improved the safety of Diff-MPPI∗, its performance still
did not match that of CFM-MPPI∗, and its computation
time doubled. Our observations show that CFM is more
effective in generating higher quality trajectories within a
much smaller computational budget.

VIII. CONCLUSION

We presented a planning framework integrating condi-
tional flow matching (CFM) with sampling-based model
predictive control (MPC), for multiagent dynamic environ-
ments. We develop a reward-guided CFM technique to
generate multimodal informed priors for sampling-based
MPC optimization while using MPC solutions to warm-start
next CFM generation. Furthermore, to effectively leverage
these multimodal priors, we introduced a mode-selective



MPPI that first identifies promising trajectory modes and
then optimizes them in parallel to circumvent the common
pitfall of averaging distinct paths into a suboptimal trajectory.
We demonstrated the effectiveness of our system in various
social navigation settings and show that our framework
achieves favorable safety, goal achievement, and naturalness
while maintaining real-time performance. For future work,
we are considering dynamically adjusting the trade-off be-
tween mode exploration and optimization in response to
previous solution quality and environmental challenges.
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