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Abstract—The complexity of autonomous driving scenarios
requires robust models that can interpret high-level navigation
commands and generate safe trajectories. While traditional rule-
based systems can react to these commands, they often struggle in
dynamic environments, and end-to-end methods face challenges
in complying with explicit navigation commands. To address this,
we present NaviHydra, a controllable navigation-guided end-
to-end model distilled from an existing rule-based simulator.
Our framework accepts high-level navigation commands as
control signals, generating trajectories that align with specified
intentions. We utilize a Bird’s Eye View (BEV) based trajectory
gathering method to enhance the trajectory feature extraction.
Additionally, we introduce a novel navigation compliance metric
to evaluate adherence to intended route, improving controllability
and navigation safety. To comprehensively assess our model’s
controllability, we design a test that evaluates its response to
various navigation commands. Our method significantly outper-
forms baseline models, achieving state-of-the-art results in the
NAVSIM benchmark, demonstrating its effectiveness in advanc-
ing autonomous driving.

Index Terms—End-to-end autonomous driving

I. INTRODUCTION

The rapid advancement of autonomous driving (AD) tech-
nology has underscored the need for robust trajectory planning
systems capable of navigating complex environments. Accu-
rate trajectory planning is crucial for ensuring the safety and
efficiency of autonomous vehicles, particularly in scenarios
where multiple navigation directions are permissible. In this
context, we present a novel end-to-end (E2E) autonomous
driving framework that takes sensor data and a navigation
command as input, generating a trajectory output that ensures
safety, efficiency and compliance with given navigation com-
mand.

The essence of end-to-end planning is to learn a holistic
driving policy that can generalize across various situations

1denotes corresponding author

without the need for explicit intermediate steps. However,
achieving controllability, where the vehicle’s actions align
closely with high-level navigation commands, remains a sig-
nificant challenge for these systems. This difficulty arises from
the inherent complexity of training a single model to respond
appropriately to explicit navigation commands while maintain-
ing implicit learnable embeddings. While rule-based systems
can effectively handle specific scenarios by leveraging explicit
navigation inputs, they often struggle to adapt to the dynamic
and complex nature of real-world environments. Traditional
E2E planners [3], [6] often employ imitation learning from
expert driving demonstrations, which implicitly encourages
the model to learn the planning direction in conjunction
with the input navigation commands. However, this training
paradigm can lead to unsafe interpolation problems, resulting
in unsafe behaviors during end-to-end learning [5]. To address
these issues, trajectory proposal-based methods [1], [5],
[12], [40] have emerged, which are distilled from an offline
simulator using a fixed set of trajectory proposals. Although
this approach mitigates the interpolation problem associated
with imitation learning, it falls short of accurately following
navigation directions, as the trajectories that do not follow
input navigation command are not penalized properly. As a
result, the model may struggle to maintain alignment with
high-level navigation commands, limiting its effectiveness in
real-world scenarios.

In this paper, we address these critical challenges by
proposing a novel framework that enhances the navigation
safety and controllability of end-to-end autonomous driving
systems. Our method encodes the surrounding environment
into BEV feature, providing a rich representation of the scene.
A trajectory gathering method then aggregates the relevant
grid from the BEV feature using trajectory proposals, effec-
tively forming a trajectory query. This trajectory gathering
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method offers context-position-aware information, leading to
significant improvements in model performance. Moreover, we
introduce navigation compliance metric (NAVI), which lever-
ages route information alongside the integration of navigation
commands. With this metric in the loss function, it allows
the model to respond more effectively to various naviga-
tion commands, thereby improving its controllability. Inspired
by Hydra-MDP [1], the output of the trajectory decoder is
subsequently processed by a hydra scorer, aligning the pre-
dicted scores for each trajectory with the sub-scores evaluated
from offline simulations. To evaluate the effectiveness of our
method, we introduce a novel controllability measure (CM)
that assesses the model’s ability to react to different navigation
commands. Extensive experiments conducted on the NAVSIM
dataset demonstrate that our approach achieves state-of-the-
art performance, excelling in both safety and controllability.
In conclusion, the main contributions of this paper can be
structured as follows:

• We introduce a novel trajectory gathering method in
Sec. III-B that provides context-position-aware informa-
tion compared with simple token-based method, improv-
ing the planning quality.

• We design a navigation compliance metric (NAVI)
in Sec. III-C, which leverages the route information to
improve the alignment between the trajectory prediction
and input navigation command.

• We introduce a novel controllability measure (CM)
in Sec. IV-B, evaluating the reactivity of model being
imposed different navigation commands.

• Extensive experiments are conducted in Sec. IV to show-
case our model excelling in both navtest and controlla-
bility evaluation in NAVSIM benchmark.

II. RELATED WORK

A. BEV representation learning
BEV representation transforms the raw sensor data from

cameras and LiDAR into a top-down view, allowing for
effective integration of spatial information and facilitating
the understanding of complex driving scenarios. Early ap-
proaches [19], [20] leverage CNN and Inverse-Perspective-
Mapping (IPM) to transform image features into the BEV.
These methods typically assume a ground plane and im-
plicitly learn the depth distribution of frustums. More re-
cent works [16], [21]–[24], [35], [36] represented by BEV-
Former [16] use transformer to aggregate image features
to BEV features achieving huge success and has been the
foundation of future BEV related work. For multi-modalities,
multiple methods [14], [38], [39] leverage additional LiDAR
information to enhance the performance of perception tasks in
AD contexts.

In addition, BEV representation has been instrumental in
addressing the challenges associated with world models in
autonomous driving domain [26]–[28]. By representing the
environment in a grid format, these models can effectively
encode spatial information, allowing for a more structured and
coherent representation of the scene.

B. End-to-end autonomous driving

End-to-end autonomous driving has attracted significant
attention following the success of various approaches [3],
[4], [6]. Methods based on BEV representations [14], [16],
[25], [37] have achieved remarkable results in perception tasks
within the autonomous driving domain, establishing BEV as a
crucial intermediate representation in end-to-end autonomous
driving (E2EAD) methods [6], [13], [17], [18], [32], [33].
Concurrently, sparse representation-based methods [1], [5],
[12], [30], [31], [34] have gained popularity due to their
computational efficiency and comparable performance.

In addition to advancements in representation learning, sig-
nificant research has been conducted in the planning domain.
Early E2EAD methods [3], [4], [6] trained planners by mini-
mizing the distance between predicted trajectories and expert
trajectories. However, as highlighted by VADv2 [5], relying on
imitation learning can lead to undesirable interpolation, result-
ing in potentially dangerous scenarios. To address this issue,
VADv2 proposed learning from the distribution of trajectory
proposals rather than directly from the L2 loss associated
with expert trajectories. Hydra-MDP [1], [34] builds on the
concept of trajectory proposals, utilizing offline simulations
to distill the model from simulated results. This approach
shifts the focus from training a trajectory planner to training a
trajectory scorer, effectively learning from closed-loop metrics
loss instead of the conventional L2 loss.

C. Navigation-guided autonomous driving

Navigation commands serve as critical input signals for
autonomous driving functions. Methods with privileged per-
ception inputs, such as IDM [29] and PDM-closed [7] leverage
the route information directly to navigate the ego vehicle.
Previous work [1], [3], [10] primarily encoded navigation
commands as embeddings, supplementing other ego status
features. However, this simplistic integration lacks the con-
trollability necessary for responding to different navigation
commands. SSR [18] successfully incorporates navigation
commands into the BEV embedding using a Squeeze-and-
Excitation (SE) Layer [15] and supervises the planner through
imitation learning. While this approach effectively visualizes
attention variations in response to different navigation com-
mands, it falls short of demonstrating the model’s navigation
controllability due to its reliance on a straightforward imitation
learning strategy.

III. METHODS

As depicted in Fig. 1, the proposed NaviHydra framework
consists of three primary components: a scene feature extrac-
tor (Sec. III-A), a trajectory decoder (Sec. III-B), and a hydra
distillation (Sec. III-C). We address each of them accordingly.
In addition, the inference protocol is introduced in Sec. III-D.

A. Scene feature extractor

The scene feature extractor is responsible for encoding the
surrounding images and LiDAR data into the BEV space,
obtaining BEV features Borigin to represent the scene context.
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Fig. 1. Overview of our method. We encode the surrounding camera images and LiDAR point clouds into a BEV feature. The BEV encoder is pretrained using
a semantic segmentation task. For the trajectory decoder, we gather the corresponding grid from the BEV feature using the trajectory proposal to construct
the trajectory query. The navigation command is integrated into the BEV feature to create the key and value inputs. The output of the trajectory decoder is
then fed into a hydra scorer to align with each sub-score from the offline simulation.

We utilize a semantic segmentation task based on a straightfor-
ward convolutional head to pretrain the scene feature extractor.
The design of the perception network aims to effectively ex-
tract single-frame semantic information from available ground-
truth labels.

B. Trajectory decoder

We utilize BEV features to construct the query, key, and
value inputs for the transformer decoder, which subsequently
outputs the final trajectory features for use in the next stage.
This section details how the model: 1) tokenizes BEV features
into sparse tokens that serve as keys and values for the
transformer decoder, 2) generates the trajectory query for the
transformer decoder, 3) incorporates navigation commands
into the input of the transformer decoder, and 4) decodes the
final trajectory feature.

a) BEV features tokenizer.: It is designed to tokenize the
original BEV feature Borigin to obtain position- and context-
sensitive tokens that function as keys and values for the
transformer decoder. The original BEV feature has a dense
shape of 240×160×512 (H×W×C) which is computationally
inefficient to be used directly as input to the transformer
decoder. To effectively aggregate the information while pre-
serving the positional relationships among the grids, we first
apply max pooling to the original BEV feature to create a
downsampled BEV feature Bdown. Subsequently, we group
every Ns neighboring BEV grids into BEV tokens Bgrouped,
where Ns is selected as the number of waypoints to align the
feature dimensions with the trajectory features.

b) Trajectory gathering.: It is employed to acquire the
trajectory features that will serve as query inputs for the trans-
former decoder. We follow Hydra-MDP [1] to collect all ego-
centric trajectory data points from the entire dataset and cluster
them into Nt trajectory proposals {Ti}Nt

i=1. For each trajectory
proposal Ti ∈ {Ti}Nt

i=1, where Ti = {(xs
i , y

s
i , θ

s
i )}

Ns
s=1 with

Ns representing the number of trajectory waypoints, we gather
the trajectory feature Fi from the corresponding grid of the
downsampled BEV feature Bdown based on the waypoint
coordinates of the trajectory:

Fi = flatten({Bdown(xs
i , y

s
i )}

Ns
s=1). (1)

Each BEV grid from downsampled BEV feature Bdown has
a larger receptive field compared to the BEV grid from the
original BEV feature Borigin, so that the gathered trajectory
feature can efficiently preserve more spatial context informa-
tion of the surrounding environment.

c) Integrating navigation commands.: To enhance the
controllability of the model, it is essential to integrate nav-
igation command information into the model and establish a
loss function to supervise the end-to-end training of navigation
compliance. Provided by the NAVSIM dataset, navigation
commands C = {Turn Left,Go Straight, Turn Right}
are represented using three learnable embeddings. An SE
layer [15] is employed to fuse these navigation command
embeddings with the grouped BEV feature Bgrouped, resulting
in a navigation-aware BEV feature, which has the same dimen-
sion as Bgrouped, defined as Bnavi = SE(Bgrouped, c), where
c ∈ C. Additionally, the navigation command embedding is
added to the trajectory feature Fi. This integration of navi-
gation command information not only enhances the model’s
ability to respond to high-level navigation inputs, but also
improves overall planning performance, thereby facilitating
safer and more effective autonomous driving.

d) Transformer decoder.: The trajectory feature Fi, cap-
tures the positional and kinetic characteristics with limited
surrounding information of the proposed trajectory. In order
to enhance it with more contextual information, we utilize a
transformer decoder block that integrates richer environmental
information. We flatten the navigation-aware BEV feature
Bnavi to construct the environmental feature Fenv . This
environmental feature Fenv serves as the key and value inputs
within the transformer decoder block, while the pre-calculated
trajectory feature Fi is employed as the query. As a result, we
generate the final trajectory feature Ffinal

i for each trajectory
proposal Ti ∈ {Ti}Nt

i=1 as follows.

Ffinal
i = Transformer1(Q = Fi,K, V = Fenv) (2)

The final trajectory features {Ffinal
i }Nt

i=1 are served as input
for the hydra distillation process.

1Represents a 3 layer decoder-only transformer architecture.



C. Hydra distillation

The hydra distillation process, inheriting from Hydra-MDP
[1], takes trajectory features from the trajectory decoder as
input and learns a scoring function from an existing off-line
simulator for multiple closed-loop metrics. In this section,
we 1) introduce the newly proposed navigation compliance
metric, 2) discuss the hydra scoring process and off-line
simulations using trajectory proposals, 3) explain the loss
terms for distilling knowledge from simulation scores.

a) Navigation compliance.: To ensure navigation com-
pliance, we utilize the route information provided in the
nuPlan dataset [8]. The route of the ego vehicle in nuPlan
encompasses the possible lanes leading to a predefined goal
point. This includes not only the lanes traversed by the ego
vehicle to reach its future destination but also parallel lanes
that the vehicle may potentially use to achieve the same
goal. The original NAVSIM benchmark does not penalize
trajectories that result in off-route situations. For instance, in
an intersection scenario, the expert trajectory turns left, while
appropriate trajectories going straight or turning right can also
yield successful simulation results. To align the simulation
outcomes with the input navigation commands, we introduce a
navigation compliance metric (NAVI), as illustrated in Fig. 2.
We identify the lane IDs that are on-route and verify whether
the last waypoint of the evaluated trajectory Ti is located on
any of those lanes. The navigation compliance metric can be
formulated as follows

NAV I(Ti = {(xs
i , y

s
i , θ

s
i )}

Ns
s=1) = 1Lroute((x

Ns
i , yNs

i )), (3)

where 1 is the indicator function, Lroute is the points set repre-
senting the lanes on route. In intersection scenarios, the NAVI
metric strictly aligns with the provided navigation command.
However, the NAVI metric can exhibit ambiguity in lane-
changing scenarios wrt. the input command. When multiple
parallel lanes are on route, the NAVI metric will always be 1,
regardless of which lane the ego vehicle is changing to. The
design choice behind this approach is intentional: we do not
want the vehicle to strictly follow the navigation command
under all circumstances. Instead, the goal is for the vehicle to
understand the driving intention and act reasonably in response
to the navigation command to follow the route.

b) Hydra scorer.: The hydra scorer is a learnable feed-
forward network designed to score the closed-loop perfor-
mance of trajectory proposals. To train it, we employ a multi-
head distillation technique [1] to establish alignment between
its output and the offline simulator. The offline simulator
assesses all Nt trajectory proposals within the training dataset
and collects the corresponding simulation scores {Sm

i |m ∈
M}Nt

i=1, where M = {NC,DAC, TTC,EP,C,NAV I} de-
notes the set of simulation metrics, which represent Non-
Collision (NC), Drivable Area Compliance (DAC), Time-to-
Collision (TTC), Ego Progress (EP), Comfort (C), and Naviga-
tion Compliance (NAVI), and Sm

i represents the ground truth
simulation score for the i-th trajectory proposal corresponding
to metric m. The final trajectory features {Ffinal

i }Nt
i=1 are

NAVI:1

NAVI:0

Intended Route

Origin

Fig. 2. Illustration of Navigation Compliance: the blue lines are the lane sets
on route, two evluated trajectories colored with red and green are depicted.
The green path ends on route hence has the navigation compliance of 1, while
the red path ends off route hence it has navigation compliance of 0.

input into the hydra scorer to predict the score for each
metric. For each metric m ∈ M , we utilize a dedicated
Multilayer Perceptron (MLP) to predict the scores {Ŝm

i }Nt
i=1.

Additionally, we predict the imitation score (im) {Ŝim
i }Nt

i=1

similar to Hydra-MDP [1].
c) Loss terms.: The model is optimized using a weighted

sum of loss terms, aligning the predictions of each sub-score
and their ground-truth simulation scores as follows:

L =
∑

m∈M∪{im}

Nt∑
i=1

kmLm(Ŝm
i ,Sm

i ), (4)

where km and Lm are the weighting factor and loss function
type for each sub-score m, Nt is the number of trajectory
proposals, Ŝm

i and Sm
i are the prediction and simulation

scores of sub-score m for i-th trajectory proposal. We ap-
ply a Binary Cross Entropy (BCE) Loss for binary sub-
scores Mbinary = {NC,DAC, TTC,C,NAV I} and a Mean
Squared Error (MSE) Loss for EP . To supervise the prediction
of imitation score (im), we follow the approach outlined in
Hydra-MDP [1], learning from the L2 distance between the
expert trajectory and various trajectory proposals.

D. Inference

At inference time, we compose the output trajectory based
on the predicted scores {Ŝm

i }Nt
i=1. Since different scorers are

trained using different loss functions, the distributions of the
predicted scores vary. To align different sub-scores into a
common distribution, we apply the following post-processing:

Sm
i = Φ(Ŝm

i ),m ∈ Mbinary (5)

Sm
i =

Ŝm
i − µ(Ŝm

i }Nt
i=1)

σ({Ŝm
i }Nt

i=1)
,m ∈ Mcontinous (6)

where µ and σ represent the mean and standard deviation
of input sub-scores. For binary sub-scores in Mbinary =
{NC,DAC, TTC,C,NAV I}, the sigmoid function Φ en-
hances their bimodal characteristics and preserves the original
probabilistic interpretation of the scores. This normalization
allows for a more straightforward comparison of scores when
selecting the final trajectory. For continuous sub-scores in
Mcontinuous = {EP, im}, we adjust the distribution to have
a mean of 0 and a variance of 1, closing the gap with the
range of the sigmoid function while preserving the original



distribution characteristics. Finally, we ensemble the different
sub-scores using a weighting factor to form the final score for
each trajectory proposal.

Sfinal
i =

∑
m∈M∪{im}

wmSm
i (7)

We determine the optimal combination of weighting factors
through a grid search, selecting the trajectory proposal with
the highest final score as the model output.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Datasets

a) NAVSIM.: We utilize NAVSIM [2] as our dataset for
training and evaluation. The NAVSIM dataset is constructed
based on the OpenScene [11] dataset, which is a redistribution
of the nuPlan [8] dataset. In comparison to nuPlan, NAVSIM
down-samples the sensor data to 2 Hz and includes only
relevant annotations, such as 2D HD maps with semantic
information and 3D bounding boxes for road participants.
NAVSIM provides pre-selected training and testing splits,
referred to navtrain and navtest, which contain 1,192 and
136 scenarios for training/validation and testing, respectively.

b) Controllability evaluation.: We select 121 scenarios
with 1,884 samples from the navtest dataset to create the
navcontrol split. This selection is strategically focused on
scenarios that contain intersections, which is essential for
assessing the controllability of the model, as it provides a
context in which multiple navigation directions are possible.
In contrast, we exclude scenes where only a single navigation
direction is permitted, such as driving on a one-lane street
where the only possible navigation command is to go straight.
These scenarios do not adequately challenge the model’s abil-
ity to interpret and respond to diverse navigation commands,
thereby limiting the assessment of its controllability.

B. Metrics

a) PDM score.: The NAVSIM benchmark uses the PDM
score to evaluate the closed-loop performance of the trajectory
predictions, which is defined as:

PDM = NC ×DAC × (5×TTC+5×EP+2×C)
12 , (8)

where NC,DAC, TTC,EP,C are the aforementioned
closed-loop sub-scores. Additionally, we evaluate the model
with NAVI metric to assess if the output trajectory follows the
navigation route.

b) Controllability measure.: We propose a controllability
measure (CM) to evaluate our method’s ability to respond
to different navigation command inputs. For each sample in
navcontrol, we impose three different navigation commands
as input. The output trajectory is evaluated using a kinetic-
based function to determine if it aligns with the navigation
command input, and the CM becomes:

CM =
∑
d∈D

∑
c∈{l,s,r}

κ(T d
c ) ∗ PDM(T d

c ), (9)

where d represents a sample from the dataset D, c ∈
{Turn Left,Go Straight, Turn Right} denotes a naviga-
tion command input, and T d

c is the trajectory output for sample
d with navigation command input c. The function κ is a simple
kinetic-based binary classifier that validates whether the given
trajectory matches its navigation command input. PDM(T d

c )
denotes the PDM score of the trajectory T d

c .

C. Baseline methods
PDM-closed [7] is a strong planner with privileged knowl-

edge. We add UniAD [6], PARA-Drive [13] as they are
well known end-to-end baselines. Hydra-MDP [1], [40] and
Hydra-MDP++ [12]2 both utilize hydra scorer to distill from
the offline simulator. Transfuser [3] is a simple but effective
transformer-based method. SSR [18] utilizes the SE-layer to
fuse the navigation command into BEV feature, thus being a
comparable baseline of our method. For Transfuser, we exe-
cute all benchmarks using the official checkpoint. For SSR, we
retrain the model based on the official code using the navtrain
dataset. We replace BEVFormer [16] with BEVFusion [14]
as the BEV encoder for SSR to leverage additional LiDAR
information for fair comparison.

D. Implementation details
The model is trained on the navtrain split using 8 V100

GPU with a batch size of 8 across 20 epochs. The initial
learning rate is 1×10−5 and has an exponential weight decay
to 1×10−6 in 20 epochs, and gradient clipping with 0.5
magnitude. We employ BEVFusion [14] as our perception
backbone and adopt the same image resolution of 256×704
with 8 surrounding cameras provided in NAVSIM.

E. NAVSIM evaluation
a) Quantitative comparison.: Results can be found in

Table I. Our method demonstrates SotA performance in terms
of PDM score. Specifically, compared to Hydra-MDP++ V8192

[12] and Hydra-MDP-V16384 [40], we utilize 4096 trajectory
proposals instead of 8192 or 16384, yet achieve a higher PDM
score. Notably, we score marginally higher ego progress while
maintaining competitiveness in other metrics, highlighting
our model’s exceptional safety and efficient driving behavior,
profited from our novel trajectory decoder design.

b) Qualitative comparison.: We present a qualitative
comparison of SSR [18], Transfuser [3], Hydra-MDP [40]
and our method in Fig. 3. Our approach demonstrates superior
performance in terms of both safety and navigation compliance
indicated by the PDM score and NAVI score.

F. Controllability test
In this subsection, we showcase our model’s controllability

performance compared with SSR, Transfuser and Hydra-MDP,
where SSR adopts a SE-layer to fuse the navigation command
into the BEV feature. Transfuser and Hydra-MDP simply
concatenate the navigation command as part of the ego status
to the BEV feature and the trajectory feature.

2We report the result of Hydra-MDP++ from their paper since it is not
open-sourced. We use the open-source Hydra-MDP–V16384 for comparison.



TABLE I
QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON IN NAVTEST SPLIT OF NAVSIM BENCHMARK.

Method Inputs NC↑ DAC↑ EP↑ TTC↑ C↑ PDM Score↑
PDM-Closed [7] Perception GT 94.6 99.8 89.9 86.9 99.9 89.1

SSR† [18] LiDAR & Camera 90.7 83.8 66.8 82.3 100 69.1
Transfuser* [3] LiDAR & Camera 97.8 92.1 78.6 92.8 100 83.4
UniAD [6] Camera 97.8 91.9 78.8 92.9 100 83.4
PARA-Drive [13] Camera 97.9 92.4 79.3 93.0 99.8 84.0
Hydra-MDP-V16384* [40] Camera 98.5 98.8 85.4 94.9 100 90.8
Hydra-MDP++ V8192 [12] Camera 98.6 98.6 85.7 95.1 100 91.0

Ours-V4096 LiDAR & Camera 98.7 98.6 88.7 96.2 100 92.7
†We retrain the SSR model on navtrain split. * Evaluated using the official checkpoint.

:Ours :Transfuser :SSR:GT

G
o 

St
ra

ig
ht

Tu
rn

 R
ig

ht

NC DAC TTC EP C NAVI PDM Score
Ours 
(Red)

1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Transfuser 

(Blue)
1 1 1 0.69 1 1 0.87

SSR 
(Yellow)

1 1 1 0.61 1 1 0.84
Hydra-MDP 1 1 1 0.71 1 1 0.88

NC DAC TTC EP C NAVI PDM Score
Ours 
(Red)

1 1 1 0.90 1 1 0.96
Transfuser 

(Blue)
1 0 1 0 1 0 0

SSR 
(Yellow)

1 0 0 0 1 0 0
Hydra-MDP 1 1 1 0.34 1 0 0.72
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Fig. 3. Qualitative comparison of 2 selected scenes in navtest split. Input navigation commands are listed on the left. Routes are displayed as blue lines
in the semantic map. Additionally, PDM scores along with other sub-scores for the evaluated trajectories are provided. Our trajectory achieves the highest
PDM-score and demonstrates the best alignment with the navigation command.

TABLE II
CONTROLLABILITY EVALUATION IN NAVCONTROL SPLIT.

Method NC↑ DAC↑ EP↑ TTC↑ C↑ PDM Score↑ CM↑
SSR [18] 74.1 46.2 29.2 62.7 100 32.7 22.6
Transfuser [3] 93.2 84.6 67.2 85.5 99.9 71.7 22.8
Hydra-MDP-V16384 [40] 97.2 98.8 81.6 92.2 100 88.0 28.3
Ours-V4096 98.1 99.7 94.2 85.1 99.9 91.4 36.2

a) Quantitative evaluation.: The quantitative comparison
of controllability is presented in Tab. II. Compared with other
methods, our method achieves the highest CM score.

b) Qualitative evaluation.: Depicted in Fig. 4, we pro-
vide visualizations of 2 selected samples from navcontrol. Our
method demonstrates high driving safety and controllability,
benefiting from the design of navigation compliance. Hydra-
MDP, without using navigation compliance as a supervision
signal, fails to respond correctly towards the input navigation
commands. Transfuser and SSR, while following the naviga-

tion commands, fall short of drivable area compliance.

c) Corner cases.: Furthermore, we analyze the cor-
ner cases to assess the model performance when the bad
navigation command is imposed. Specifically, as shown in
Fig. 5, going straight is not possible in that scenario. While
SSR blindly following the navigation command, our method,
disobeying the navigation command, chooses to turn left to
avoid an erratic trajectory, displaying a safe behavior when
facing a contradictory navigation command. For Transfuser
and Hydra-MDP, despite turning left as well when imposed
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Fig. 4. Qualitative comparison of controllability test in navcontrol split. We present two scenarios, each of them is evaluated with 3 different navigation
commands (Turn Left, Go Straight, Turn Right) as input. Only the scene corresponding to the original navigation command displays the ground truth trajectory,
which is annotated with a green box.

TABLE III
ABLATION STUDIES OF VARIOUS MODEL COMPONENTS IN NAVTEST SPLIT.

ID Method Modules Metrics
Cmd NAVI loss Traj gathering NC↑ DAC↑ EP↑ TTC↑ C↑ NAVI↑ PDM Score↑

1 SSR [18] - - - 90.7 83.8 66.8 82.3 100 90.7 69.1
2 Transfuser [3] - - - 97.8 92.1 78.6 92.8 100 96.9 83.4
3 Hydra-MDP-V16384 [40] - - - 98.5 98.8 85.4 94.9 100 97.7 90.8
4 Ours-V4096 ✗ ✗ ✓ 98.0 98.1 88.1 95.0 100 89.6 91.6
5 Ours-V4096 ✓ ✗ ✓ 98.4 98.3 88.2 95.8 100 97.8 92.1
6 Ours-V4096 ✓ ✓ ✗ 98.4 98.2 83.9 95.5 100 98.9 89.5
7 Ours-V4096 ✓ ✓ ✓ 98.7 98.6 88.8 96.2 100 98.0 92.7

going straight command, they do not react towards the turning
right navigation command.

G. Ablation studies

We conduct several ablation studies in Tab. III using PDM-
evaluation in navtest split and Tab. IV using controllability
test in navcontrol split to validate the effectiveness of the
following building blocks.

a) Integrating navigation command.: Depicted in Tab. III
between ID 4 and 5, integrating the navigation command using
a SE-layer in conjunction with the BEV feature is shown to
have a positive effect, improving the PDM score by 0.5, NAVI
by 8.2. For controllability test, the integration of navigation
command is shown to significantly improve CM and PDM-
Score as documented in Tab. IV between ID 1 and 2.

b) Navigation compliance loss.: Shown in Tab. III be-
tween ID 5 and 7, incorporating the NAVI loss introduced
in Sec. III-C, increases the PDM score by 0.6, highlighting
the effectiveness of utilizing navigation compliance loss. For
controllability test, we evaluate the model performance w/wo
NAVI loss between ID 2 and 4 in Tab. IV. The CM and PDM-
Score are overall improved after incorporating the NAVI loss,
demonstrating the positive impact of this building block facing
alternative navigation commands.

c) Trajectory gathering.: Illustrated by ID 6 and 7 in
Tab. III and ID 3 and 4 in Tab. IV, we observe a signifi-
cant improvement in both PDM-score and the controllability
measure after incorporating the trajectory gathering method

TABLE IV
ABLATION STUDIES OF CONTROLLABILITY TEST IN NAVCONTROL SPLIT.

ID Modules PDM Score↑ CM↑Cmd NAVI loss Traj gathering

1 ✗ ✗ ✓ 87.8 22.5
2 ✓ ✗ ✓ 89.1 31.3
3 ✓ ✓ ✗ 87.6 29.9
4 ✓ ✓ ✓ 91.4 36.2
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Fig. 5. Qualitative comparison when given a contradictory navigation com-
mand. We present a corner case in which going straight is not possible, while
turning left or right are valid safe maneuvers. The original command is turning
left.

introduced in Sec. III-B, showcasing that the gathering tech-
nique enhances the trajectory feature extraction, which leads



to performance improvement.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we present NaviHydra, a novel end-to-
end autonomous driving framework that effectively addresses
the challenges of navigation controllability in E2EAD. By
leveraging a BEV representation, our method enhances the
model’s ability to process environmental information and
provide context- and position-aware features. We introduced a
robust trajectory gathering method that significantly improves
trajectory feature extraction. The integration of high-level
navigation commands as control signals allows for a stronger
response to navigation inputs, closing the gap between the
generalizability of end-to-end models and the controllability of
rule-based planners. Additionally, our navigation compliance
metric improves the alignment between generated trajectories
and intended navigation commands, enhancing the planning
performance of the system. The extensive experiments con-
ducted on the NAVSIM dataset demonstrate that NaviHydra
achieves SotA results, outperforming existing methods in both
safety and controllability.

Future investigations include further improving the model’s
adaptability to more fine-grind natural-language-based navi-
gation commands and exploring the integration of VLMs to
enhance decision-making capabilities under corner cases.
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