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Large multimodal models (LMMs) need to understand how entities move and interact as a scene develops. This
requires following the same entities over time and relating their observed motion to subsequent changes. We
formulate Scene Evolution Understanding (SEU), a task for predicting and interpreting this change. Given
observed video, a model estimates entity histories and predicts one scene continuation through future trajectories
and Events, accompanied by Visual Evidence from observed motion and a scene description. We construct
SceneForesee, a benchmark for evaluating entity continuity and scene evolution reasoning through paired
observed and future scenes with shared entity identities. It contains 144.57K temporal pairs, 1.05M entity
correspondences, and 272.49K Events paired with observed evidence. We propose a spatiotemporal reasoning
framework, EvoSee, that learns future geometry and Event semantics through shared candidate states and joint
assignment. It selects one continuation per entity from observation and uses the selected changes for entity
refinement, retention, and scene representation. On SceneForesee, EvoSee outperforms Qwen3.5-9B by 10.45
points in Combined Point-F1 and 17.24 points in Event Global F1. On the 4D reasoning benchmark Dyn-Bench,
it improves question answering accuracy and grounding J&F by 4.8 and 3.58 points over their respective base
systems. These results support scene evolution as both a prediction target and a dynamic representation that
brings predicted entity changes into spatiotemporal reasoning.

Project: https://github.com/mikubaka88/SceneForesee-EvoSee

1 Introduction
Large multimodal models (LMMs) are moving from visual recognition toward reasoning about motion and interaction
in videos (Bai et al., 2025a; Huang et al., 2026). An entity moving behind another retains its identity even as its position,
visibility, and spatial relations change. This continuity makes the changes attributable to the same entity, while its
observed motion informs what follows. Scene evolution concerns the development of persistent entities and their
relations over time, placing continuity at the center of dynamic video reasoning.

Continuity and change appear across several lines of dynamic video research. Video language models interpret extended
visual content (Bai et al., 2025b; Wang et al., 2025), while motion grounding and evidence localization relate answers to
dynamic observations (Deng et al., 2025; Gao et al., 2026; Wei et al., 2026). Tracking and forecasting establish entity
identities and predict their spatial continuation (Meinhardt et al., 2022; Dendorfer et al., 2022; Ashutosh et al., 2025).
Event prediction and predictive representations address the changes that follow observation (Wang et al., 2026; Assran
et al., 2025). At the intersection of these capabilities, we study how spatial and semantic predictions can refer to the
same observed entities and jointly inform scene reasoning.

Relating spatial and semantic change requires knowing which observations belong to the same entity. Persistent
identity supplies this reference when observation ends and future prediction begins. In Figure 1(a,b), following the
console and the person’s hands makes their changing positions and interaction attributable to the same participants.
A trajectory describes where an entity moves, while an Event summarizes its state or relations. These spatial and
semantic descriptions concern the same continuation and can be learned and evaluated with a common entity reference.
Visual Evidence records the observed motion associated with that continuation, such as the changing grip and console
orientation in the example. Together, these descriptions relate predicted change to the entities and motion from which it
is inferred, providing context for scene reasoning.
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Figure 1. Scene Evolution Understanding. (a,b) Description and entity continuation from observation. (c) Eighteen continuity and
reasoning metrics, plotted as percentage scores; labels give EvoSee values. (d) Observed movement, anticipated interaction, and
evidence. Future frames show the evaluation reference. Tracking baselines denote task adaptations.

We formulate Scene Evolution Understanding (SEU) as a task for predicting and interpreting how persistent entities
develop. From observed video, a model estimates entity histories and infers one scene continuation through future
trajectories and Events. Its output also identifies associated Visual Evidence in observation and describes the evolving
scene. We construct SceneForesee, a benchmark for evaluating scene evolution understanding through paired observed
and future intervals with shared entity identities. Its 144.57K temporal pairs contain 1.05M entity correspondences
and 272.49K Events paired with observed evidence. This organization supports complementary evaluations of entity
continuity and scene evolution reasoning on the same scenes.

To learn and use scene evolution, we propose a spatiotemporal reasoning framework, EvoSee. EvoSee treats the
observed entity as the reference for both its future motion and the Events in which it participates. For each entity, it
learns candidate continuations whose geometric and Event predictions share future states and joint assignment during
training. It selects one candidate using the observed entity state and evidence. The selected change then refines the entity
state and contributes to entity retention and scene representation.

EvoSee outperforms the evaluated baselines in entity continuity and Event category recognition on SceneForesee.
Against Qwen3.5-9B, it also improves complete Event prediction, where the category and all participants must match.
Ablations relate these gains to joint assignment, continuation selection, and the use of predicted change. The value of
this change extends to question answering and grounding on Dyn-Bench (Huang et al., 2026), where the learned scene
representation supports 4D reasoning.

Our contributions are summarized as follows.

• We formulate a new task, Scene Evolution Understanding, which aims to predict and interpret how persistent
entities evolve over time. The task represents one scene continuation through future entity motion and Events,
together with associated visual evidence from observation.

• We introduce SceneForesee, a benchmark for evaluating entity continuity and scene evolution reasoning. Shared
identities associate observed motion, future trajectories, and Events, supporting complementary evaluations of
continuity and change on the same scenes.
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• We propose EvoSee, an entity-centric spatiotemporal reasoning framework that models future geometry and Event
semantics as complementary aspects of scene evolution. Shared future states and joint assignment align geometric
and Event predictions for each entity, and the selected changes update entity and scene representations.

• We demonstrate experimentally that modeling scene evolution improves future prediction and observed entity
estimation. The learned representations also improve dynamic question answering and grounding on the 4D
reasoning benchmark Dyn-Bench.

2 Related Work
Following entities through time. Tracking establishes correspondence between observations of the same entity.
Object query trackers maintain this correspondence across frames (Meinhardt et al., 2022; Gao & Wang, 2023), while
other formulations predict identities (Gao et al., 2025) or associate tracked entities with descriptions and referring
expressions (Li et al., 2024; Wu et al., 2023). These entity histories support forecasting of subsequent locations and
interactions beyond observation (Dendorfer et al., 2022; Lu et al., 2026; Liang et al., 2019; Ashutosh et al., 2025;
Nguyen et al., 2025). SEU builds on this identity correspondence to attribute future motion and Events to the same
observed entities.

Predicting scene development. Beyond future locations, prediction concerns changes in entity states and relations.
FutureBench and FeVOS study future events (Wang et al., 2026; Lan et al., 2026), while scene graph forecasting
represents changes through entities and their relations (Pistilli et al., 2026). Anticipatory detection and predictive
representations learn expected future states (Papais et al., 2025; Assran et al., 2025). SEU uses persistent identities to
relate future trajectories, Events, and observed Visual Evidence within the same scene continuation.

Reasoning with motion and visual evidence. Video language models use dynamic visual content to produce
descriptions and answers (Bai et al., 2025b; Wang et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2025). Motion grounding and evidence
localization identify observations relevant to these outputs (Deng et al., 2025; Galoaa et al., 2026; Wei et al., 2026).
DynTrace represents observed motion through traces, and Dyn-Bench evaluates dynamic question answering and
grounding (Gao et al., 2026; Huang et al., 2026). EvoSee uses predicted entity continuations to enrich the scene
representation for such reasoning.

3 Task and Benchmark

3.1 Scene Evolution Understanding
Scene Evolution Understanding requires a model to estimate entity histories from observed video and predict one scene
continuation through future trajectories and Events with explicit participants. The observed entities provide the reference
for these predictions. The output also identifies Visual Evidence in observation and describes the scene evolution.
Figure 1(d) illustrates observed motion, anticipated interaction, and visual evidence through example scenes. Future
frames supply training and evaluation targets; Appendix A specifies sampling and output format.

3.2 Benchmark Construction
SceneForesee pairs adjacent, equally long observed and future intervals from APIDIS, OVT-B, and TAO, covering sports
interactions, open category entities, and varied natural motion (De Vleeschouwer et al., 2008; Liang & Han, 2024; Dave
et al., 2020). Timestamped boxes preserve shared identities between observed and future intervals, with at least one
continuing entity per sample. These identities anchor the annotations in Figure 2(c).

The four Event categories in Figure 2(b) summarize trajectory configurations, providing discrete targets for predicting
evolution under shared identities. Approach uses decreasing separation. Occlusion uses box overlap throughout the
image at the transition from observation to prediction. Leave uses proximity to the image edge at the future endpoint,
while relation change covers remaining configurations. Each Event records participants and a future interval, paired with
observed Visual Evidence of individual trajectory trends or pairwise relation changes. Figure 2(c) pairs the console’s
anticipated occlusion with the entities’ observed relation. A scene description expresses their motion and development.
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(a) SceneForesee statistics (b) Events and evidence (c) Benchmark construction

(d) Evaluation targets and metrics
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Figure 2. SceneForesee. (a) Corpus statistics. (b) Event and Visual Evidence categories. (c) Temporal pairing, annotation, and
sample validation. (d) Entity Continuity and Scene Evolution Reasoning metrics. Ring labels give counts; sector angles are schematic.

Common annotation criteria apply to all sources, with LLM assessment and manual inspection of generated annotations.
Data splits follow source videos and disjoint APIDIS episodes, keeping overlapping windows together. Figure 2(a)
summarizes 2,876 videos, with multiple entities in 82.96% of samples and two participants in 74.19% of Events.
Appendix A.2 details construction and splits.

3.3 Evaluation Metrics
Figure 2(d) presents complementary evaluations of entity continuity and scene evolution reasoning on the same temporal
pairs.

Entity Continuity. Identity matching from observed trajectories remains fixed across all intervals. Point-F1@0.5 and
Point-Recall@0.5 measure recovery of entity locations under this correspondence, while MeanIoU measures spatial
overlap. Combined scores weight observed and future scores by their annotated point counts.

Scene Evolution Reasoning. Entity scores evaluate identities referenced in descriptions; Event and Visual Evidence
scores evaluate category occurrences. Global F1 and the geometric mean of global precision and recall (GPR) pool
matches across scenes; Scene-F1 weights scenes equally. Complete Event micro-F1 additionally requires the category
and all participants to match. BERTScore F1 measures similarity between complete descriptions (Zhang et al., 2020).
Appendix A defines matching and aggregation.

4 Method
EvoSee learns entity continuations from observed video and uses the predicted changes for scene reasoning. Figure 3
shows how observed entity states and evidence condition shared geometric and Event predictions. A selector uses
the observed representations to choose one continuation per entity. The selected change refines the entity state and
contributes to retention and scene representation.
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Figure 3. EvoSee. Entity state and evidence condition shared geometric and Event continuations. Selected changes inform
refinement, retention, and scene representation. Entity in directed attention denotes geometric state.

4.1 Entity Visual Evidence Encoding
Entity Visual Evidence Encoding (EVE) uses a shared learned query qi to encode entity state and observed motion.
The query attends to observed visual memory Xobs for state ai at the observation boundary and to frame features Xt

for temporal states hti (Meinhardt et al., 2022; Vaswani et al., 2017). Normalized relevance scores aggregate these
temporal states into evidence ei. Evidence intervals supervise temporal relevance, and evidence categories supervise the
aggregated representation. Appendix B.1 gives the encoding equations.

4.2 Geometry Event Alignment Reasoning
Geometry Event Alignment Reasoning (GEAR) infers future geometry and Event semantics from entity state and
evidence. Their sum uai = ai+ei initializes geometric and semantic states ugi , u

s
i . Stacking uai , u

g
i , u

s
i in this order gives

Ui. Each attention head h projects normalized Ui into queries Qh
i , keys Kh

i , and values V h
i of width dh, computing

output Ah
i under mask M.

Ah
i = softmax

(
Qh

i (K
h
i )

⊤
√
dh

+M
)
V h
i , M =

0 −∞ −∞
0 0 −∞
0 0 0

 . (1)

The mask implements the dependencies in Figure 3, allowing each state to attend only to itself and preceding states.
Concatenated head outputs are projected for a residual update of Ui.

Each updated state independently weights feedforward transformations, preserving these dependencies. The resulting
geometric and semantic states condition a future sequence fi ∈ RL×d with L time steps and feature width d. Each of K
candidate continuations uses embedding dk ∈ Rd and transition ϕk (Rupprecht et al., 2017). The vector 1L broadcasts
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the embedding across time. As depicted in Figure 3, decoders Dg and Ds share candidate state fki to predict geometry
gki and Event logits ski , with task context embedding c informing semantics.

fki = fi + ϕk(fi + 1Ld
⊤
k ), gki = Dg(f

k
i ), ski = Ds(f

k
i ; c). (2)

Joint assignment selects one candidate for training against annotated future geometry g⋆i and Event targets s⋆i , using
their combined prediction error.

k̂i ∈ argmin
k

{
ℓgeo(g

k
i , g

⋆
i ) + λsℓsem(s

k
i , s

⋆
i )
}
. (3)

Here ℓgeo measures box error, ℓsem measures Event classification error, and λs = 0.20. Each Event supplies its category
target to every participant, including both identities for pairwise Events. All future supervision uses the assigned index,
coupling geometric and Event learning within the same candidate.

The assigned index also supervises selection from observation. A selector R maps entity state, evidence, and observed
motion embedding oi into candidate probabilities ρi. It learns k̂i through negative log likelihood. At inference, the most
probable candidate k∗i determines future boxes, visibility, persistence, and Event scores, giving one continuation per
retained entity. Appendix B.2 details selection and the endpoint separation regularizer used during training.

4.3 Evolution Conditioned Decoding
Evolution Conditioned Decoding (ECD) refines the observed entity state using predicted change. Projecting temporally
averaged future boxes and the sigmoid of temporally averaged Event logits gives summaries gi and si. The summaries
use probability weighted decoded predictions during training and the selected candidate at inference. Map Φ combines
them with observed state and evidence into evolution representation mi. A sigmoid gate from Γ weights the projected
evolution representation Pf (mi).

mi = Φ([ai;gi; si; ei]), a+i = ai + σ(Γ([ai;mi]))⊙ Pf (mi). (4)

Here σ is sigmoid and ⊙ denotes elementwise multiplication. The residual keeps ai as a reference, while the updated
state supports observed trajectory estimation and entity confidence.

Entity retention combines confidence ℓobji from updated state a+i with agreement among observed and predicted features.
Six cosine distances measure relations among evidence, entity state, geometry, semantics, evolution representation,
and task context. Their mean Bi enters retention score κi = ℓobji − λconsBi, with nonnegative weight λcons. A margin
ranking loss favors lower distances for queries matched to annotations than for unmatched queries. The highest retention
scores define set I∗. Appendix B.3 specifies the relations and supervision.

Retained entities supply trajectories and Event scores from their selected continuations. Complete Events specify a
category and all participants using predicted entity IDs, which evaluation maps through the observation correspondence.
For scene reasoning, EvoSee averages entity states ai, evidence ei, and evolution representations mi over all queries.
Their concatenation with task context c is projected into scene representation hscene (Appendix B.3). This representation
supplies observed and predicted context for description, dynamic question answering, and grounding (Deng et al., 2025;
Gao et al., 2026).

5 Experiments
SceneForesee comparisons share test samples, observation intervals, temporal extents, and metrics. Qwen3.5-9B and
EvoSee predict trajectories; other language models use shared predictions from the TrackFormer-style task adaptation
(Meinhardt et al., 2022). Tables 1–2 report eighteen metrics as percentages; ablation and difficulty tables average each
metric triplet. Ablations share training and evaluation conditions. Dyn-Bench evaluates the learned scene representation
for 4D reasoning. Appendix C.1 details both protocols.

5.1 Comparison with Baselines
Entity Continuity. Table 1 shows EvoSee leading all nine continuity metrics. Combined Point-F1 exceeds Qwen3.5-9B
by 10.45 points, while Future Point-F1 exceeds SambaMOTR by 10.92 points. Recall and overlap gains indicate more
complete recovery of entity locations and more accurate spatial continuation.
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Table 1. Entity Continuity. P-F1 and P-R denote Point-F1@0.5 and Point-Recall@0.5. Underlined best baselines define red gains;
bold marks best results. Tracking adaptations are trained for SceneForesee.

Observed Future CombinedMethod
P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU

TrackFormer-style 15.59 13.94 17.38 14.46 13.11 17.08 15.05 13.53 17.24
MeMOTR-style 15.62 13.71 16.55 15.00 13.44 16.43 15.35 13.60 16.50
LTrack-style 14.59 13.19 16.13 12.78 11.60 15.58 13.72 12.42 15.87
SambaMOTR 17.46 14.98 18.94 15.61 14.16 16.61 15.28 14.16 17.84
Qwen3.5-9B 20.55 19.72 21.58 15.49 14.78 17.55 18.16 17.35 19.65
EvoSee (Ours) 30.54

(+9.99)
31.10

(+11.38)
30.13
(+8.55)

26.53
(+10.92)

27.47
(+12.69)

26.77
(+9.22)

28.61
(+10.45)

29.32
(+11.97)

28.51
(+8.86)

Scene Evolution Reasoning. Table 2 shows Global F1 gains of 8.62 points over Qwen2.5-VL-7B for Entity, 17.24
over Qwen3.5-9B for Event, and 22.22 over Qwen3-VL-8B for Visual Evidence. Scene-F1 gains also hold when scenes
receive equal weight. Figure 1(c) places these improvements alongside entity continuity across all eighteen metrics.
Table 2. Scene Evolution Reasoning. Event and Evidence match category occurrences. Underlined best baselines define red gains;
bold marks best results. OV1.5 and OV2 are 8B LLaVA-OneVision models.

Entity Event Visual EvidenceMethod GF1 SF1 GPR GF1 SF1 GPR GF1 SF1 GPR

Tracking and entity continuity methods
TrackFormer-style 29.59 40.42 37.18 19.56 16.97 28.33 12.17 10.59 17.63
MeMOTR-style 32.45 42.63 40.31 21.03 18.13 28.72 14.18 13.29 19.37
LTrack-style 30.18 41.06 37.60 22.30 20.32 29.87 15.03 14.04 20.12
SambaMOTR 33.91 42.25 43.02 21.87 20.06 28.10 16.46 13.46 21.93

Multimodal and video language models
Qwen3.5-9B 37.45 40.73 40.14 29.85 28.20 29.87 29.82 34.23 29.84
Qwen3-VL-8B 30.04 25.03 30.39 19.90 13.78 23.56 32.23 23.90 38.17
InternVL3.5-8B 32.92 30.53 33.92 15.86 12.56 17.20 30.13 27.32 32.66
Qwen2.5-VL-7B 40.46 51.21 43.24 11.67 12.05 11.93 27.48 34.29 28.10
LLaVA-Video-7B 35.84 38.11 36.16 10.16 8.49 10.67 20.43 22.10 21.47
LLaVA-OV1.5 33.69 34.81 34.63 12.79 9.58 13.42 24.11 21.04 25.30
LLaVA-OV2 33.54 34.14 33.75 9.21 7.86 9.81 15.90 14.79 16.94

Proposed method
EvoSee (Ours) 49.08

(+8.62)
57.33
(+6.12)

49.62
(+6.38)

47.09
(+17.24)

48.91
(+20.71)

50.11
(+20.24)

54.45
(+22.22)

57.77
(+23.48)

57.93
(+19.76)

Table 3. Description similarity and complete Events.

Method BERTScore
F1

Micro-F1

Qwen3.5-9B 95.98 19.94
EvoSee (Ours) 96.26 40.76

Table 3 evaluates complete Events and scene descrip-
tions. EvoSee raises micro-F1 from Qwen3.5-9B’s
19.94 to 40.76 when category and all participants must
match together. Although the two methods have similar
BERTScore F1, EvoSee is more accurate when Event
categories and participants are evaluated jointly. Ap-
pendix C.6 gives present, future, and evidence description
scores.

5.2 Ablation Study and Discussion
Table 4 tests continuation learning and the use of predicted change. Appendix C gives complete metrics and additional
variants.

Role of joint assignment. Rows 1 and 8 of Table 4 compare geometric and joint assignment. With Event supervision
retained, assignment from geometric error alone reduces Future and Event means by 5.03 and 7.43 points. Using both
errors in Eq. 3 improves geometric and Event predictions.

How does predicted change inform refinement? Observation-only Refinement (row 3) restores the update removed in
row 2 and improves future prediction. EvoSee (row 8) uses predicted change, adding 4.32, 4.18, and 4.31 points over
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Table 4. Ablations on SceneForesee. Columns report dimension means.

Trajectory ReasoningID Variant
Observed Future Combined Entity Event Evidence

1 Geometry-only Assignment 27.82 21.89 24.03 44.83 41.27 43.15
2 w/o Evolution Refinement 29.22 18.27 22.11 48.59 42.71 50.12
3 Observation-only Refinement 29.10 22.60 25.93 49.36 44.52 52.41
4 w/o Continuation Selection 25.37 18.89 22.00 45.61 38.70 43.65
5 Single Hypothesis 27.86 21.88 24.16 46.98 40.67 46.47
6 Full Attention 28.49 24.52 25.97 49.90 44.13 50.07
7 w/o Visual Evidence 27.02 19.73 22.57 46.68 39.89 36.90

8 EvoSee (Ours) 30.59 26.92 28.81 52.01 48.70 56.72

row 3 in Future, Event, and Evidence, and 1.49 in Observed. The Observed gain supports refining entity estimates with
predicted change.

Choice of continuation. Against EvoSee (row 8), Single Hypothesis (row 5) reduces Future and Event means, while
removing Continuation Selection (row 4) gives the lowest Combined mean. Both candidate diversity and selection from
observation contribute to entity continuation.

Direction of attention. Full Attention (row 6) reduces Future and Event means by 2.41 and 4.58 points relative to
EvoSee (row 8). Directed attention in Eq. 1 conditions geometry on observation and Event semantics on observed and
geometric states.

Contribution of observed evidence. Removing Visual Evidence (row 7 vs. row 8) reduces the Evidence mean by 19.82
points, the largest drop in this dimension, and lowers Future and Event means. Observed motion cues thus support both
evidence recognition and entity continuation.

5.3 Further Analysis

Table 5. Results by observed entity count.

Trajectory ReasoningMethod
Count Obs. Fut. All Ent. Evt. Evd.

Qwen3.5-9B
1–3 28.35 21.90 25.26 58.06 28.30 50.72
4–6 22.99 17.30 20.31 53.46 28.28 24.95
≥ 7 9.36 7.49 8.47 19.68 31.39 14.81

1–3 44.06 38.96 41.57 71.50 52.96 65.12
4–6 29.08 26.90 28.03 69.59 48.30 54.00EvoSee (Ours)
≥ 7 13.68 11.18 12.49 30.94 45.50 50.70

Effect of entity count. Table 5 shows EvoSee gains in
all six dimensions for every entity count group. With
at least seven entities, its Entity and Event means ex-
ceed Qwen3.5-9B by 11.27 and 14.11 points, alongside
improved future continuity. Evidence recognition also
improves by 35.88 points. The gains persist as more iden-
tities and interactions must be distinguished. Its Event
scores vary less than its trajectory scores across groups.

Table 6. Results across temporal extents H .

Trajectory ReasoningMethod
H (s) Obs. Fut. All Ent. Evt. Evd.

Qwen3.5-9B
1–3 21.97 17.29 19.76 41.35 27.20 31.89
4–6 15.78 11.75 13.82 32.50 37.21 29.41
≥ 7 13.64 7.95 10.78 31.15 38.76 28.15

1–3 30.46 27.47 29.04 53.45 49.02 57.26
4–6 31.29 26.37 28.85 46.77 48.12 54.45EvoSee (Ours)
≥ 7 30.81 21.82 26.32 46.17 46.25 54.46

Effect of temporal extent. Table 6 compares equal ob-
servation and future durations, varying both the available
motion history and the extent of prediction. EvoSee leads
all six dimensions in every group. Its Future gain over
Qwen3.5-9B is 10.18 points in the shortest group and
13.87 in the longest. Evidence gains exceed 25 points
throughout, accompanying improved future localization
across temporal scales. Combined scores also decline less
than Qwen3.5-9B’s.
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Table 7. EvoSee dimension means by source.

Trajectory ReasoningSource
Obs. Fut. All Ent. Evt. Evd.

APIDIS 24.40 5.23 14.53 50.51 65.63 81.25
OVT-B 32.27 29.45 30.88 50.41 50.26 57.18
TAO 23.37 16.25 20.05 59.92 41.48 54.36

Variation across video sources. Table 7 shows distinct
source profiles. OVT-B leads in trajectory means, TAO in
Entity, and APIDIS in Event and Evidence. The source
ranking thus depends on whether evaluation concerns
spatial continuity, entity references, or semantic change.
Appendix C.5 gives scores and sample counts for each
source.

Qualitative Scene Evolution. Figure 4 shows EvoSee following both seals through changing overlap and capturing the
spotted seal’s curved continuation. Its description relates this movement to the other seal and their observed upward
motion, connecting the predicted interaction with observed evidence. Appendix D presents six further scenes.

Observed Trajectories Future Trajectories
GT

Qwen3.5-9B

EvoSee (Ours)

T001

T002

T001

T002

T001

T002

T001

T002

T001
T002

T001
T002

T001
T002

T001
T002

Seal 1 Seal 2 Observed Future

T001
T002

T001

T002

T001

T002
T001

T002

0.15s 0.95s 1.15s 1.95s

Closer future localization as the animals interact. Combined Point-F1 +35.0 pts   Combined MeanIoU +13.6 pts

Scene Evolution Understanding
Observed Future

0.15 s 0.95 s 1.95 s

Qwen3.5-9B
During 1 second of observation, a spotted seal (T001) 
approaches a darker seal (T002). Over the next 1 second, 
T001 should continue upward to make contact with T002. 
This forecast is supported by its observed upward trajectory 
toward the other seal.

EvoSee (Ours)
During 1 second of observation, a spotted seal (T001) faces 
upward beneath a darker seal (T002) in shallow water, with 
their bodies overlapping in the view. Over the next 1 second, 
both rise as the spotted seal curves slightly right and the darker 
seal remains above it. This forecast is supported by their 
upward movement, the spotted seal’s changing body angle and 
the darker seal’s position near the surface.

Figure 4. Seal interaction at matched timestamps. Identity colors distinguish the seals; solid and dashed paths show observed and
future centers. EvoSee retains both through changing overlap.

5.4 Scene Evolution for 4D Reasoning
EvoSee’s scene representation augments Qwen3.5-9B for VQA and Sa2VA-InternVL2.5-8B for grounding on Dyn-
Bench (Huang et al., 2026; Yuan et al., 2026). Observation-only Refinement retains each base system and substitutes
observed summaries, testing the value of predicted change for these tasks.
Table 8. Dyn-Bench grounding J&F. Red gains use the Sa2VA-
InternVL2.5-8B base.

Method Overall Inter. Object Cam.

UniPixel-7B 65.23 66.00 71.10 58.60
Sa2VA-Qwen2.5-VL-7B 72.80 73.40 75.90 69.10
Sa2VA-InternVL2.5-8B 75.70 76.80 80.20 70.10
Observation-only
Refinement 77.02 77.12 80.21 73.73

EvoSee (Ours) 79.28
(+3.58)

78.03
(+1.23)

80.28
(+0.08)

79.54
(+9.44)

Table 9. Dyn-Bench VQA accuracy. Red gains use the
Qwen3.5-9B base. Overall aggregates all questions.

Method Overall Inter. Object Cam.

Qwen3-VL-8B 61.4 59.00 76.20 56.00
DynTrace 65.8 66.33 80.53 58.63
Qwen3.5-9B 63.5 59.20 79.35 58.87
Observation-only
Refinement 66.7 67.40 80.62 60.83

EvoSee (Ours) 68.3
(+4.8)

69.80
(+10.60)

80.85
(+1.50)

61.50
(+2.63)

Dynamic grounding. Table 8 shows overall J&F gains of 3.58 points over Sa2VA-InternVL2.5-8B and 2.26 over
Observation-only Refinement. Camera motion shows the largest gain over this control, 5.81 points, supporting predicted
change as context for grounding under changing viewpoints.

Dynamic question answering. Table 9 shows overall gains of 4.8 points over Qwen3.5-9B and 1.6 over Observation-
only Refinement, with a 2.40 point interaction gain over this control. Across VQA and grounding, predicted change
most benefits interactions and changing viewpoints, while object motion scores remain close.
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6 Conclusion
SceneForesee evaluates how persistent entities move and how their relations develop through continuity and change
in the same scenes. EvoSee learns entity continuations through shared future states and joint assignment, then uses
predicted change to update entity and scene representations. Results on SceneForesee and Dyn-Bench support scene
evolution as both a prediction target and a dynamic representation for spatiotemporal reasoning. SceneForesee currently
represents motion in the image plane and evaluates four Event categories. Extending this formulation to 3D trajectories
and a broader Event vocabulary is a direction for future work.

AI Use Statement
Generative AI tools assisted with synthetic data generation and language polishing. The authors take responsibility for
the final data and manuscript.
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Appendix

A Benchmark Construction and Evaluation

A.1 Temporal Sampling and Annotations
The observation boundary separates the video available for inference from the future continuation used for training and
evaluation. For video V and a window beginning at s, duration H defines the boundary tb and the paired observed and
future intervals.

tb = s+H, V obs = V [s, s+H], V fut = V (s+H, s+ 2H], H ∈ {1, . . . , 10} s. (A.1)

Videos are normalized to 5 frames per second, and candidate windows advance by H/4. Each observed interval supplies
four uniformly sampled keyframes. The model receives the observed video and keyframes, with H specified by the task
context. Annotations from this interval supervise entity states and Visual Evidence, while future annotations supervise
trajectories and Events. Each sample calls for one scene evolution prediction comprising observed and future trajectories,
Events, Visual Evidence, and a scene description.

Entity states. Each entity annotation includes an identity within the sample, timestamped boxes in the image plane,
visibility, and view. Entities that continue across the observation boundary retain this identity in their future persistence
and state annotations. Every sample contains at least one continuing entity. Counting shared identities over all temporal
pairs gives 1.05M entity correspondences. Counting observed and future trajectory records separately gives 2.14M
records. Both totals accumulate over samples.

Events and Visual Evidence. The four Event categories, relation change, approach, occlusion, and leave, summarize
entity configurations using observed motion and states at the transition to prediction or the future endpoint. Each Event
records its participating identities and the requested future interval. Its paired Visual Evidence records an individual
trajectory trend or pairwise relation change, together with the participating identities, observed keyframes, and an
observed interval. The paired evidence annotations record associated motion in observation and supervise evidence
localization and category prediction from observed frames. All 272.49K Events have paired evidence, and each of the
144.57K samples has a scene description.

A.2 Annotation Construction and Data Splits
SceneForesee constructs annotations around identities shared across each temporal pair. These identities associate
timestamped boxes and visibility with continuing entities, whose trajectories determine the Event annotations. The
same construction criteria apply to APIDIS, OVT-B, and TAO. Together, these sources cover sports interactions, open
category entities, and varied natural motion (De Vleeschouwer et al., 2008; Liang & Han, 2024; Dave et al., 2020).

Event assignment describes relative motion, spatial overlap, and position in the field of view under these shared identities.
The categories provide discrete targets for predicting the configurations represented by continuous trajectories. Approach
requires the distance between entity centers to decrease by more than 10% during observation and remain at most 1.10
times the observation endpoint distance at the future endpoint.

Occlusion uses box overlap at the temporal transition from observation to prediction, with pairwise IoU above 0.05
at the last observed or first future state. This criterion applies throughout the image, including its interior. Leave uses
position relative to the image edge at the future endpoint, with the box center within the outer 10% of either image
axis. Relation change records the remaining configurations when none of these rules applies and is assigned to the first
continuing identity in source order. The geometric criteria define Event supervision for the same entities and temporal
pairs used in trajectory prediction.

Pairwise Events are enumerated in source identity order, with approach preceding occlusion for each pair, followed by
individual leave Events. Retaining the first three records and their paired evidence defines the subset of configurations
covered by Event evaluation. A sample is retained when it contains an entity annotated across the observation boundary,
an Event assigned to the requested continuation, and its evidence in observation.

Visual Evidence associates each Event with observed motion. Its category follows the Event’s participant structure,
assigning relation change to pairwise Events and trajectory trend to individual Events. The evidence description uses
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Table A1. Scale and Event distribution of SceneForesee. Entity correspondences count identities shared across paired windows
within each sample. Trajectory records count observed and future windows separately. Each Event has one associated Visual Evidence
annotation. Val denotes validation.

Statistic Count

Train / Val / Test 116,681 / 14,259 / 13,626
Total samples 144,566
Source videos 2,876
Entity correspondences 1,046,165
Observed trajectory records 1,098,141
Future trajectory records 1,046,165
Entity trajectory records 2,144,306
Event and evidence pairs 272,487
Scene descriptions 144,566
Event categories 4
Visual Evidence categories 2

Source Samples Relation
change

Approach Occlusion Leave Events

APIDIS 317 41 441 311 35 828
TAO 26,644 7,910 12,879 19,983 6,188 46,960
OVT-B 117,605 43,100 58,499 110,039 13,061 224,699

All sources 144,566 51,051 71,819 130,333 19,284 272,487

the first observed motion segment containing a participating identity. If no segment shares an Event participant, it uses
the first available observed segment as scene context. If no segment is available, the observed interval supplies the
description and time span. The resulting evidence record carries the Event participants and observed keyframes, with its
temporal extent confined to observation.

Construction included LLM assessment and manual inspection of the generated annotations. The train, validation,
and test sets contain 116,681, 14,259, and 13,626 samples, respectively. Partitions use source videos, with disjoint
chronological episodes defining the APIDIS partitions, so overlapping windows remain together. Each source contributes
the windows whose continuing entities and Events meet the common construction criteria. Table A1 reports the resulting
scale, counting units, and Event distribution.

Table A1 shows the distribution of scene evolution in the retained annotations. Occlusion and approach are the
most frequent Events, capturing spatial overlap and relative motion, while relation change and leave cover residual
configurations and proximity to the image edge. Separate counts for observed trajectories and continuing identities
distinguish entities present in observation from those followed into the future.

The retained scenes also vary in entity count and Event composition. Observed windows contain a mean of 7.60 entities
and a median of 3, ranging from 1 to 89. Multiple Events occur in 47.72% of samples and multiple Event categories in
27.34%. Two entities participate in 74.19% of Events. These distributions support analysis of continuity and change
across scene densities.

A.3 Entity Continuity
Let P and G denote all predicted and annotated identities in one sample. Trajectory overlap in the observed interval
determines matched subsets Pm ⊆ P and Gm ⊆ G, with a bijection π : Pm → Gm. This partial matching remains fixed
for future evaluation. Unmatched predictions remain in the prediction counts, and unmatched annotations remain in the
reference counts. For interval W , let AW contain point pairs aligned by π, frame, and view, and define

mW =
∑

(g,p)∈AW

1[IoU(g, p) ≥ 0.5]. (A.2)
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Let Ngt
W and Npred

W count annotated and predicted points in interval W . Point-Recall and Point-F1 normalize the
matched count by these totals.

PointRecallW =
mW

Ngt
W

, PointF1W =
2mW

Ngt
W +Npred

W

. (A.3)

MeanIoU averages spatial overlap over the same annotated points.

MeanIoUW =
1

Ngt
W

∑
(g,p)∈AW

IoU(g, p). (A.4)

Unmatched annotated points contribute zero to MeanIoU. The observed interval measures entity state estimation, and
the future interval measures trajectory prediction under the same π. Combined scores are formed within each sample.
For any of the three interval scores M , the paired result is

Mcomb =
Ngt

obsMobs +Ngt
futMfut

Ngt
obs +Ngt

fut

. (A.5)

The weights are the annotated point counts of that sample’s observed and future intervals. The reported score is the
arithmetic mean over test samples S.

MW =
1

|S|
∑
s∈S

Ms,W , W ∈ {obs, fut, comb}. (A.6)

Thus annotated point counts weight intervals within a sample, while samples receive equal weight in the final result. A
score with a zero denominator is assigned zero.

A.4 Scene Evolution Reasoning
Scene Evolution Reasoning evaluates entity references and the categories of Events and Visual Evidence. Entity scoring
extracts the identities referenced in predicted and reference descriptions, maps predictions through π, and compares the
resulting sets. Event and Visual Evidence scoring compares category multisets within each scene, retaining repeated
occurrences. For dimension d in scene s, let Pd

s and Gd
s denote predicted and annotated collections, and tds their

intersection count, with multiplicity for Event and Visual Evidence. Global precision and recall pool these counts across
scenes.

P d
g =

∑
s t

d
s∑

s |Pd
s |
, Rd

g =

∑
s t

d
s∑

s |Gd
s |
. (A.7)

Global F1 summarizes matching counts across the test set.

GlobalF1d =
2
∑

s t
d
s∑

s |Pd
s |+

∑
s |Gd

s |
. (A.8)

Scene-F1 assigns equal weight to each scene.

SceneF1d =
1

|S|
∑
s∈S

2tds
|Pd

s |+ |Gd
s |
. (A.9)

GPR is the geometric mean of global precision and recall.

GPRd =
√
P d
gR

d
g . (A.10)

A zero denominator gives zero. Entity, Event, and Visual Evidence collections are matched independently, measuring
identity references and category multiplicities. Reported scores multiply the ratios above by 100.

Visual Evidence scores compare individual trajectory trend and pairwise relation change categories from the observed
context defined in Appendix A.2. They measure category recognition, without testing temporal localization or the
support a segment provides for a particular Event. Complete Event matching separately tests the predicted category and
its participants.
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Exact matching of complete Events. Complete Event micro-F1 follows the structured matching principle used in
relation extraction (Huguet Cabot & Navigli, 2021). A correct Event must match its category and complete participant
record. The score is

F1,micro = 100× 2TP

2TP + FP + FN
. (A.11)

TP counts matched Events, FP unmatched predictions, and FN unmatched references, pooled across test scenes.

Complete Event records contain a category and all participating identities. These identities are part of the model
output before evaluation and refer to its predicted entities. Participant roles or ordering follow the annotation schema.
Evaluation maps the predicted identities through the observation correspondence π used for trajectory evaluation. An
Event with any unmapped or incorrect participant cannot match a reference and remains in the prediction count. Within
each scene, maximum one-to-one exact matching retains multiplicities. Each predicted and annotated record can be
used at most once. Unmatched predictions and references contribute FP and FN, respectively. Counts are pooled over all
test scenes before computing micro-F1; a zero denominator gives zero. The matching key comprises the Event category
and all participant identities, with no additional temporal localization condition. Thus the score tests a category and its
participants jointly, while Event category scores compare category occurrences alone.

A.5 Dimension Means and Group Aggregation
The main ablation and difficulty tables summarize six dimensions. Observed, Future, and Combined each average
Point-F1, Point-Recall, and MeanIoU for the corresponding interval. Entity, Event, and Visual Evidence each average
Global F1, Scene-F1, and GPR. These arithmetic means give equal weight to the three metrics within a dimension.
Table 4 averages the corresponding scores reported in Section C and rounds the resulting means to two decimal places.
Differences between dimension means are calculated before this final rounding. Event micro-F1 with exact matching is
reported separately and does not enter these means.

For a sample group, trajectory scores and Scene-F1 are averaged across its samples. Global F1 and GPR are calculated
from the group’s pooled true positive, prediction, and reference counts. Combining groups therefore requires pooling
these counts before computing the global semantic metrics. Overall results use the complete test population, and source
results apply the same definitions to each source’s retained samples. The dimension mean is taken after the three
constituent scores have been computed for the group.

A.6 Scene Description Similarity
BERTScore F1 with RoBERTa-large evaluates similarity between the predicted and reference scene descriptions (Zhang
et al., 2020). The complete description covers observed motion, predicted development, and evidence. We also score the
present, future, and evidence parts separately to examine which content contributes to the overall result. Appendix C.6
reports these component scores.

B Method Details
EvoSee encodes observed entity states and Visual Evidence, then uses these representations to learn candidate continu-
ations. Each candidate shares future states between geometry and Event semantics, and joint assignment determines
which candidate receives future supervision. A selector learns this assignment from observation. The predicted change
then enters entity refinement, consistency ranking, and scene representation.

B.1 Entity Visual Evidence Encoding
Visual features from the observed video and its keyframes form memory Xobs. A learned query qi attends to this
memory to obtain entity state ai at the observation boundary. The same query attends to frame features Xt at each valid
observed time t ∈ Oi, producing temporal entity state hti. These two uses of cross attention are

ai = CrossAttn(qi, Xobs, Xobs), hti = CrossAttn(qi, Xt, Xt). (B.1)
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A learned map ψe assigns each temporal state a relevance logit rti . Normalizing its sigmoid response over observed
times gives weights αt

i for aggregating the states into evidence ei.

αt
i =

σ(rti)∑
ℓ∈Oi

σ(rℓi )
, ei =

∑
t∈Oi

αt
ih

t
i. (B.2)

Here rti = ψe(h
t
i), and σ is the sigmoid function. Evidence intervals supervise temporal relevance, while evidence

categories supervise the aggregated features. These two objectives train the representation to identify the observed
motion associated with each entity.

B.2 Geometry Event Alignment Reasoning
GEAR uses the entity and evidence representations to initialize its geometric and semantic states. Their sum uai = ai+ei
is projected into ugi , u

s
i ∈ Rd. Stacking these states as observation, geometry, and semantics gives Ui ∈ R3×d. For

attention head h of width dh, layer normalization followed by learned projections gives queries, keys, and values.

Qh
i = LN(Ui)W

h
Q, Kh

i = LN(Ui)W
h
K , V h

i = LN(Ui)W
h
V . (B.3)

The mask in Eq. 1 permits a receiving state to attend to itself and the states preceding it in this order. Thus Mrs = 0
for s ≤ r and Mrs = −∞ for s > r. The resulting head outputs Ah

i return to the state space through concatenation,
learned projection WO, and a residual update.

Ũi = Ui +Concath

[
softmax

(
Qh

i (K
h
i )

⊤
√
dh

+M
)
V h
i

]
WO. (B.4)

The observed state receives information only from observation. The geometric state additionally uses this observed
context, and the semantic state uses both observation and geometry.

The updated states use separate transformation weights to preserve these dependencies. With normalized states
Zi = LN(Ũi), learned matrix WR and bias bR assign weights over E feedforward transformations; 13 broadcasts the
bias across the three states.

Πi = softmax
(
ZiWR + 13b

⊤
R

)
. (B.5)

Softmax acts over the E transformations independently for each state. Writing Πi,:,m for the weights of transformation
FFNm, the update is

U ′
i = Ũi +

E∑
m=1

diag(Πi,:,m) FFNm(Zi). (B.6)

Each transformation acts separately on the three states, preserving the dependencies defined by the attention mask. The
refined geometric and semantic states jointly condition the future sequence from which candidate continuations are
learned.

For L future steps, this sequence is fi ∈ RL×d. Each of K candidate continuations transforms it with embedding
dk ∈ Rd and transition ϕk, as in Eq. 2. The vector 1L broadcasts the embedding across future time steps. Both decoders
use the resulting state fki . The Event decoder also receives embedding c, which represents task context in the entity
feature space. One candidate index therefore determines future boxes, visibility, persistence, view, and Event semantics.

Joint assignment compares each candidate with future annotations using box error and Event classification error. Let Fi

contain valid annotated future steps, bk
i,t ∈ R4 be a predicted box, and b⋆

i,t its reference. The geometric error is

ℓi,kgeo =
1

4|Fi|
∑
t∈Fi

∥∥bk
i,t − b⋆

i,t

∥∥
1
. (B.7)

The Event classification error uses logits averaged over the L future steps, s̄ki,j = L−1
∑L

t=1 s
k
i,t,j . For each reference

Event of category j, every recorded participant i receives yi,j = 1, so both identities in a pairwise Event carry its
category target. These labels over J output categories define the semantic error.

ℓi,ksem = − 1

J

J∑
j=1

[
yi,j log σ(s̄

k
i,j) + (1− yi,j) log

(
1− σ(s̄ki,j)

)]
. (B.8)
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The assigned candidate minimizes ℓi,kgeo + 0.20ℓi,ksem, and its index k̂i is shared across all future supervision terms. This
index also supplies the target for selecting a continuation from observation.

The selector R combines entity state ai, evidence ei, and embedding oi of the entity’s observed trajectory history. Its K
output logits define candidate probabilities ρi and the most probable candidate k∗i .

ρi = softmax(R(ai + ei + oi)) , k∗i ∈ argmax
k

ρki . (B.9)

The selector learns the assigned candidate by minimizing

Lprior = − 1

|I|
∑
i∈I

log ρk̂i
i , (B.10)

where I contains matched entities with valid future annotations. Future annotations determine the training target, while
the selection distribution is inferred from observation.

Trajectory diversity is encouraged through the separation of candidate endpoints. For final predicted center pk
i , the

regularizer is

Ldiversity =
1

|I|K(K − 1)

∑
i∈I

∑
k ̸=ℓ

[
m− ∥pk

i − pℓ
i∥1
]
+
, m = 0.05. (B.11)

Here [x]+ = max(0, x), and coordinates are normalized to the image extent. This expression applies for K > 1 and
nonempty I. With K = 1, the diversity term is zero. The regularizer acts on endpoint separation while candidate
assignment uses the complete valid trajectory and its Event prediction.

The candidate probabilities also define a weighted future state.

f̃i =

K∑
k=1

ρki f
k
i . (B.12)

During training, ECD uses weighted predictions formed from the boxes and Event logits decoded for each candidate,
as defined below. Inference uses k∗i ∈ argmaxk ρ

k
i and f̃i = f

k∗
i

i . The same index determines future boxes, visibility,
persistence, and Event predictions, preserving one geometric and semantic continuation for each entity. The selected
Event scores express the categories associated with that entity. Complete Event records additionally specify all
participants and are evaluated by joint category and identity matching in Appendix A. With K = 1, its sole future state
directly defines the continuation.

B.3 Evolution Conditioned Decoding
ECD summarizes geometric and Event predictions as features for entity refinement. At inference, it uses the selected
continuation, whose box at future time t is bk∗

i
i,t ∈ R4 and whose Event logits are sk

∗
i

i,t . Temporal averaging and projection
give the geometric and semantic summaries.

gi = Pg

(
1

L

L∑
t=1

b
k∗
i

i,t

)
, si = Ps

(
σ

(
1

L

L∑
t=1

s
k∗
i

i,t

))
. (B.13)

Here Pg and Ps project into Rd. During training, the corresponding boxes and logits are weighted by selection
probabilities.

bi,t =
∑
k

ρki b
k
i,t, si,t =

∑
k

ρki s
k
i,t. (B.14)

These weighted predictions undergo the same temporal averaging and projection as the selected predictions at inference.
Equation 4 combines the resulting summaries with entity state and observed evidence into evolution representation mi.

The map Γ in Eq. 4 uses entity state and evolution representation to compute a vector gate.

γi = σ(Wγ [ai;mi] + bγ) , γi ∈ (0, 1)d. (B.15)
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Normalization and projection give Pf (mi) =Wf LN(mi) + bf . The update is

a+i = ai + γi ⊙ Pf (mi). (B.16)

The gate weights the contribution of predicted change to each feature dimension of the entity state. The updated state
supports observed trajectory estimation and produces entity confidence ℓobji .

Entity retention uses feature agreement alongside this confidence. Six ordered relation pairs specify the features
compared by Consistency.

Ri =
(
(ei, ai), (ai,gi), (gi, si), (si, ei), (gi,mi), (si, c)

)
. (B.17)

The pairs connect evidence to entity state, entity state to geometry, geometry to semantics, and semantics to evidence.
They also compare geometry with the evolution representation and semantics with task context. Prediction losses
supervise the predicted content, while relation supervision distinguishes queries matched to annotated entities from
unmatched queries.

For relation r, let (ui,r, vi,r) denote the corresponding pair in Ri. Its cosine distance is

bi,r = 1−
u⊤i,rvi,r

max(∥ui,r∥2, ϵ)max(∥vi,r∥2, ϵ)
, ϵ = 10−6. (B.18)

The stabilizer ϵ keeps the distance defined for zero norm features. Averaging the six distances gives Bi.

Bi =
1

6

6∑
r=1

bi,r. (B.19)

A smaller Bi indicates closer feature agreement. Its geometric and semantic inputs come from weighted predictions
during training and the selected candidate at inference. The same mean distance contributes to relation supervision and
entity retention.

Relation supervision. Annotation matching divides entity queries into matched set Im and unmatched set Iu. Let B̄m

and B̄u be their respective mean distances. The ranking loss is

Lrank =
[
m+ B̄m − B̄u

]
+
, m = 0.25. (B.20)

Training applies this loss to the aggregate distance and to each individual relation. It favors lower distances for entities
associated with annotated trajectories. The term is evaluated when both sets are nonempty and is zero otherwise.
Geometric, semantic, and evidence supervision jointly train the representations on which the relation distances depend.

Supervision and continuation learning. Observed annotations supervise entity estimation, while the evidence
intervals and categories supervise temporal relevance and the evidence representation. Future box and Event losses
determine the shared candidate assignment and supervise its geometric and semantic outputs. The assigned index
trains the selector through Lprior, and Ldiversity encourages separation among candidate endpoints. Relation ranking
encourages lower feature distances for matched queries than for unmatched queries. At inference, observed video and
task context determine candidate selection, entity retention, and scene representation.

Entity retention combines entity confidence with the mean relation distance.

κi = ℓobji − λconsBi. (B.21)

The entities with the highest scores form the retained set I∗. Smaller relation distances raise an entity’s rank at fixed
confidence, linking the final entity set to both observed support and predicted continuation.

The evolution representations also contribute to scene reasoning. Together with entity states and evidence, they are
averaged over all Nq queries.

ā =
1

Nq

∑
i

ai, ē =
1

Nq

∑
i

ei, m̄ =
1

Nq

∑
i

mi. (B.22)
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Concatenating these averages with task context c and projecting them gives the scene representation.

hscene = Pscene([ā; ē; m̄; c]) . (B.23)

The scene representation combines observed states with predicted geometry and Event semantics across all queries.
Alongside this representation, the retained set I∗ supplies structured trajectories and Events with one continuation per
entity, while a+i supplies observed trajectory estimates and entity confidence. SceneForesee evaluates these spatial
and semantic predictions directly. Dyn-Bench evaluates the scene representation in question answering and grounding,
testing the value of learned scene evolution for 4D reasoning.

C Experimental Protocols and Additional Results
The additional results examine entity continuity and recognition of change across model variants, entity counts, temporal
extents, and video sources. Each of the six evaluation dimensions contains three metrics. P-F1 and P-R denote Point-
F1@0.5 and Point-Recall@0.5. GF1, SF1, and GPR denote Global F1, Scene-F1, and the geometric mean of global
precision and recall. Tables report scores as percentages and place group size N before the metrics. Bold indicates the
leading value within each comparison.

The main ablation and difficulty tables summarize these dimensions using Obs., Fut., All, Ent., Evt., and Evd. for
Observed, Future, Combined, Entity, Event, and Visual Evidence. Each dimension mean averages its three constituent
metrics. Complete Event micro-F1 and description BERTScore F1 are reported separately.

C.1 Comparison Protocols
SceneForesee comparisons. SceneForesee comparisons use the same test samples, observed video intervals, temporal
extents, and metrics, with one scene prediction per method and sample. The TrackFormer-style, MeMOTR-style,
LTrack-style, and SambaMOTR adaptations (Meinhardt et al., 2022; Gao & Wang, 2023; Yu et al., 2023; Segu et al.,
2025) implement the cited tracking principles and are trained for this task rather than using the released checkpoints.
Their outputs include trajectories and categories for both evaluations. Qwen3.5-9B (Qwen Team, 2026) and EvoSee
predict trajectories and scene descriptions from observation. The remaining multimodal and video language models use
shared trajectories from the TrackFormer-style adaptation as geometric context, including LLaVA-Video (Zhang et al.,
2025), LLaVA-OneVision-1.5 (An et al., 2025), and LLaVA-OneVision-2 (An et al., 2026). For each method, matching
its observed trajectories to annotations establishes the correspondence used for future continuity and Entity scoring.

Ablation variants. Nine ablations use the full model’s training and evaluation conditions. Single Hypothesis sets
K = 1 to test the role of candidate continuations. Removing Consistency, Continuation Selection, Evolution Refinement,
Entity Retention, or Visual Evidence tests feature agreement, selection from observation, refinement using predicted
change, retention of continuing entities, or observed evidence, respectively. Every variant produces one scene prediction.

Observation-only Refinement retains the projection and gated residual update in ECD. It replaces the predicted geometric
and Event inputs to the evolution representation with observed entity, motion, and evidence summaries of the same
input dimensions. The resulting representation enters both the entity update and hscene, replacing predicted change in
both paths shown in Figure 3. The candidate continuations and their prediction supervision remain in the model. This
comparison tests the information used for refinement while retaining the update structure; w/o Evolution Refinement
removes the update itself.

Geometry-only Assignment chooses k̂i using geometric error while retaining Event classification supervision with its
original loss weight. Both geometric and Event predictions use this assigned index for supervision, and the same index
trains the selector. Full Attention instead removes the directional constraint by setting every entry of M to zero, allowing
observation, geometry, and semantics to attend to one another. Both variants retain EvoSee’s candidate continuations
and learning conditions.

Dyn-Bench transfer. On Dyn-Bench, scene representation hscene carries predicted scene evolution into 4D reasoning.
It augments Qwen3.5-9B for question answering and the Sa2VA-InternVL2.5-8B mask decoder for grounding. Each
gain is measured against the corresponding base system. Additional comparisons include Qwen3-VL-8B and DynTrace
for question answering, and UniPixel and Sa2VA for grounding (Huang et al., 2026; Gao et al., 2026; Liu et al., 2025;
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Yuan et al., 2026). DynTrace uses Qwen3-VL-8B, and the published Qwen3-VL and grounding reference results follow
Dyn-Bench.

Inter., Object, and Cam. denote interaction, object motion, and camera motion. VQA Overall is accuracy across all
questions, while each dimension averages the accuracies of its three constituent tasks. Grounding Overall averages the
three dimension J&F scores. Gains use the corresponding overall scores of the matched base systems. Observation-only
Refinement retains these respective base systems and uses the observed summaries defined above. Comparing this
control with EvoSee tests the value of predicted change in the scene representation for VQA and grounding. These tasks
evaluate 4D reasoning downstream of SceneForesee, whose trajectories describe the image plane over time.

C.2 Complete Ablation Results
Table A2 examines how continuation learning and refinement affect entity continuity. EvoSee leads every trajectory
metric. Geometry-only Assignment retains Event supervision but reduces all future metrics, supporting the contribution
of semantic error to joint assignment. Full Attention also lowers every future metric relative to directed attention.

Removing Evolution Refinement produces the largest loss in each future metric and in Combined Point-F1; Future
Point-F1 falls by 8.44 points. Restoring the update with observed information recovers 4.62 points, and using predicted
change adds a further 3.82 points. This additional gain extends to all three future metrics. EvoSee also improves
the Observed mean to 30.59, exceeding Observation-only Refinement at 29.10 and the variant without refinement at
29.22 by 1.49 and 1.37 points. These gains support using the predicted continuation to refine entity estimates within
the observed interval. Continuation Selection affects a different aspect of the prediction, with its removal producing
the largest declines in Combined Point-Recall and MeanIoU. Single Hypothesis also lowers future accuracy. These
comparisons distinguish the contributions of predicted change, selection from observation, and candidate continuations.

Table A2. Complete ablation results for Entity Continuity.

Observed Future Combined
Variant P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU

Qwen3.5-9B 20.55 19.72 21.58 15.49 14.78 17.55 18.16 17.35 19.65

Geometry-only Assignment 26.93 28.48 28.05 22.39 21.24 22.05 24.04 23.09 24.96
w/o Evolution Refinement 29.77 28.67 29.23 18.09 17.03 19.68 21.44 21.63 23.25
Observation-only Refinement 29.31 28.96 29.02 22.71 22.36 22.74 25.74 25.88 26.17
w/o Continuation Selection 25.49 25.46 25.17 18.74 17.24 20.69 22.63 21.22 22.16
Single Hypothesis 28.65 26.56 28.38 21.39 21.68 22.58 24.55 22.85 25.08
Full Attention 28.00 29.51 27.95 24.32 24.03 25.20 25.07 26.36 26.49
w/o Visual Evidence 26.10 27.97 26.98 18.88 19.78 20.54 22.85 21.46 23.39
w/o Consistency 27.43 24.73 27.36 22.01 22.14 21.80 24.01 22.26 24.23
w/o Entity Retention 28.58 28.13 27.77 22.23 22.34 23.66 22.96 24.82 24.23

EvoSee (Ours) 30.54 31.10 30.13 26.53 27.47 26.77 28.61 29.32 28.51

Table A3 shows that the same ablations also affect Event prediction. Geometry-only Assignment lowers all Event scores,
including Global F1 by 6.16 points. The concurrent trajectory and Event declines support using both errors in joint
assignment. Full Attention also reduces all three Event metrics.

Removing Entity Retention produces the largest decline in all Entity metrics. Removing Consistency most affects Event
Global F1 and GPR, whereas removing Continuation Selection most affects Event Scene-F1. Removing Visual Evidence
produces the largest losses in evidence category recognition, including 19.42 points in Global F1, and also lowers Event
scores. Observation-only Refinement improves Event and Visual Evidence scores over removing the update. Using
predicted change further improves their Global F1 scores by 4.23 and 4.14 points, respectively. EvoSee leads all nine
semantic metrics.
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Table A3. Complete ablation results for Scene Evolution Reasoning.

Entity Event Visual Evidence
Variant GF1 SF1 GPR GF1 SF1 GPR GF1 SF1 GPR

Qwen3.5-9B 37.45 40.73 40.14 29.85 28.20 29.87 29.82 34.23 29.84

Geometry-only Assignment 41.38 48.42 44.69 40.93 40.26 42.63 41.84 43.84 43.78
w/o Evolution Refinement 45.50 53.61 46.67 40.63 42.10 45.40 48.43 50.31 51.62
Observation-only Refinement 46.82 54.11 47.15 42.86 45.03 45.67 50.31 53.18 53.74
w/o Continuation Selection 43.46 49.00 44.36 38.54 36.96 40.59 41.31 45.43 44.20
Single Hypothesis 43.88 49.88 47.18 40.15 38.79 43.06 45.17 47.41 46.83
Full Attention 46.33 54.97 48.39 42.92 45.59 43.87 49.16 49.81 51.24
w/o Visual Evidence 43.31 50.33 46.39 38.74 38.41 42.53 35.03 38.65 37.01
w/o Consistency 44.45 50.60 45.46 36.01 37.87 37.83 46.32 50.22 48.32
w/o Entity Retention 39.93 44.15 41.74 40.33 43.32 41.49 46.23 50.43 49.35

EvoSee (Ours) 49.08 57.33 49.62 47.09 48.91 50.11 54.45 57.77 57.93

C.3 Entity Count
Table A4 shows that EvoSee improves every trajectory metric in each entity count group. Its trajectory scores decrease
across the three groups, while Future MeanIoU retains a 5.90 point advantage over Qwen3.5-9B in the highest group.
Gains in both point recovery and overlap show that this continuity advantage holds across scene densities.

Table A4. Entity Continuity by observed entity count.

Observed Future Combined
Entities Method N P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU

1–3 Qwen3.5-9B 6,400 26.41 27.65 31.00 19.81 20.58 25.31 23.28 24.25 28.26
1–3 EvoSee (Ours) 6,400 43.94 46.65 41.58 38.32 41.18 37.38 41.21 43.95 39.55
4–6 Qwen3.5-9B 2,335 25.08 21.56 22.32 18.35 15.75 17.81 21.92 18.81 20.19
4–6 EvoSee (Ours) 2,335 29.69 28.89 28.65 27.30 27.23 26.16 28.55 28.09 27.45
≥ 7 Qwen3.5-9B 4,891 10.71 8.47 8.91 8.48 6.73 7.27 9.65 7.64 8.12
≥ 7 EvoSee (Ours) 4,891 13.41 11.79 15.84 10.74 9.63 13.17 12.14 10.77 14.57

Table A5 shows gains in all semantic metrics for every entity count group. EvoSee’s Entity scores decrease more than
its Event and Visual Evidence scores as entity count rises. Its Visual Evidence Global F1 margin over Qwen3.5-9B
grows to 33.09 points in the highest group, accompanied by Scene-F1 gains. Evidence category recognition thus retains
an advantage even where entity references become less accurate.

Table A5. Scene Evolution Reasoning by observed entity count.

Entity Event Visual Evidence
Entities Method N GF1 SF1 GPR GF1 SF1 GPR GF1 SF1 GPR

1–3 Qwen3.5-9B 6,400 59.77 54.54 59.86 28.76 26.50 29.65 48.74 53.16 50.25
1–3 EvoSee (Ours) 6,400 70.82 72.68 71.01 52.44 53.72 52.73 64.28 66.44 64.64
4–6 Qwen3.5-9B 2,335 53.63 50.29 56.46 27.90 28.68 28.26 24.61 25.32 24.93
4–6 EvoSee (Ours) 2,335 69.33 69.68 69.75 46.66 47.57 50.66 51.81 53.93 56.26
≥ 7 Qwen3.5-9B 4,891 18.57 18.11 22.35 31.57 30.19 32.42 15.16 13.71 15.57
≥ 7 EvoSee (Ours) 4,891 30.10 31.37 31.36 43.33 43.25 49.93 48.25 48.25 55.59

Individual entity counts. Individual counts resolve variation within the broad density groups. Counts above 30 are
pooled into > 30, with trajectory scores and Scene-F1 averaged over samples and Global F1 and GPR recomputed from
pooled matching counts.

22



Table A6 shows that EvoSee leads every trajectory metric for one to four entities and for reported counts from sixteen
onward, including > 30. Qwen3.5-9B has higher Point-F1 in several intermediate groups, including five to eleven
entities. The advantage therefore varies within the broad entity count groups.

Table A6. Entity Continuity at each observed entity count.

Observed Future Combined
Entities Method N P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU

1 Qwen3.5-9B 947 20.68 26.63 33.28 12.79 16.35 24.77 16.88 21.68 29.18
1 EvoSee (Ours) 947 64.73 70.92 56.06 53.57 57.74 47.54 59.29 64.47 51.89
2 Qwen3.5-9B 3,458 30.82 31.39 34.22 23.44 23.68 27.90 27.28 27.63 31.16
2 EvoSee (Ours) 3,458 46.30 46.96 39.88 39.41 40.37 35.48 42.93 43.69 37.74
3 Qwen3.5-9B 1,995 21.50 21.65 24.33 16.85 17.21 21.08 19.38 19.60 22.81
3 EvoSee (Ours) 1,995 29.97 34.60 37.66 29.19 34.72 35.86 29.65 34.67 36.82
4 Qwen3.5-9B 1,351 20.16 17.96 20.67 15.28 13.68 17.38 17.90 15.95 19.11
4 EvoSee (Ours) 1,351 36.34 35.07 33.25 34.64 34.13 31.41 35.54 34.63 32.36
5 Qwen3.5-9B 492 32.68 27.00 25.08 22.69 18.33 18.32 28.03 22.95 21.93
5 EvoSee (Ours) 492 22.56 22.91 24.08 18.80 19.45 20.17 20.81 21.29 22.25
6 Qwen3.5-9B 492 31.00 26.02 24.08 22.43 18.83 18.49 26.87 22.53 21.40
6 EvoSee (Ours) 492 18.54 17.92 20.58 15.67 16.04 17.74 17.12 16.94 19.18

7 Qwen3.5-9B 578 30.34 24.19 22.88 24.83 19.86 18.84 27.72 22.12 20.95
7 EvoSee (Ours) 578 24.29 21.46 20.99 22.28 19.95 18.92 23.33 20.75 20.03

8 Qwen3.5-9B 395 27.93 23.66 22.47 22.23 18.96 18.73 25.28 21.45 20.71
8 EvoSee (Ours) 395 16.92 16.80 22.48 14.45 14.65 19.61 15.82 15.85 21.21
9 Qwen3.5-9B 378 28.06 23.69 21.96 21.55 18.09 17.65 24.95 21.00 19.89
9 EvoSee (Ours) 378 16.98 16.97 21.92 13.56 13.69 19.09 15.36 15.42 20.59
10 Qwen3.5-9B 196 15.01 12.43 13.65 10.36 8.51 9.60 12.86 10.57 11.69
10 EvoSee (Ours) 196 12.78 12.80 17.34 8.80 8.93 12.90 10.89 10.95 15.20
11 Qwen3.5-9B 100 18.46 13.19 13.53 16.41 11.63 11.34 17.47 12.43 12.46
11 EvoSee (Ours) 100 12.72 12.04 16.74 9.52 9.01 12.95 11.18 10.58 14.92
12 Qwen3.5-9B 81 6.48 4.11 5.34 5.01 3.06 3.71 5.86 3.65 4.50
12 EvoSee (Ours) 81 10.57 9.92 14.75 8.61 8.48 12.80 9.69 9.29 13.72
13 Qwen3.5-9B 88 10.46 6.93 6.95 9.04 5.99 5.70 9.77 6.47 6.33
13 EvoSee (Ours) 88 6.71 6.32 10.37 6.63 6.69 9.03 6.66 6.48 9.68
14 Qwen3.5-9B 121 5.25 3.39 4.37 4.29 2.74 3.23 4.79 3.08 3.82
14 EvoSee (Ours) 121 7.52 5.91 9.90 4.88 3.89 7.25 6.24 4.93 8.61
15 Qwen3.5-9B 121 5.81 3.57 4.17 4.91 3.03 3.21 5.38 3.31 3.71
15 EvoSee (Ours) 121 5.71 5.10 10.10 3.77 3.67 6.50 4.80 4.43 8.41
16 Qwen3.5-9B 102 4.19 2.58 3.31 3.35 2.06 2.29 3.81 2.34 2.84
16 EvoSee (Ours) 102 6.62 5.35 10.41 3.90 3.09 6.11 5.33 4.28 8.41
17 Qwen3.5-9B 62 1.74 1.08 1.90 1.24 0.73 0.69 1.52 0.93 1.35
17 EvoSee (Ours) 62 5.49 4.84 9.25 2.02 1.80 4.95 3.87 3.41 7.23
18 Qwen3.5-9B 65 0.22 0.14 1.03 0.03 0.02 0.32 0.12 0.08 0.68
18 EvoSee (Ours) 65 5.74 4.82 9.05 2.69 2.22 5.04 4.28 3.57 7.12
19 Qwen3.5-9B 58 1.72 1.16 2.82 1.20 0.78 1.94 1.46 0.97 2.38
19 EvoSee (Ours) 58 7.07 6.42 13.12 5.29 4.85 8.65 6.21 5.66 10.97
20 Qwen3.5-9B 72 3.96 2.91 5.59 3.15 2.53 5.13 3.62 2.74 5.38
20 EvoSee (Ours) 72 14.68 13.13 20.73 12.38 11.38 18.15 13.57 12.27 19.51
21 Qwen3.5-9B 67 3.42 2.46 5.73 3.16 2.29 5.12 3.29 2.38 5.44
21 EvoSee (Ours) 67 15.22 13.08 17.95 11.27 9.92 15.71 13.33 11.58 16.93

Continued on next page
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Table A6 (continued)

Observed Future Combined
Entities Method N P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU

22 Qwen3.5-9B 116 5.84 4.77 7.94 5.25 4.37 7.66 5.56 4.58 7.81
22 EvoSee (Ours) 116 19.33 16.49 23.28 15.49 13.51 22.13 17.47 15.05 22.73
23 Qwen3.5-9B 153 3.99 2.75 6.68 3.16 2.22 6.26 3.60 2.49 6.47
23 EvoSee (Ours) 153 22.42 19.27 24.49 17.22 15.04 22.09 19.88 17.21 23.33
24 Qwen3.5-9B 130 2.55 1.68 5.15 2.15 1.43 4.68 2.35 1.56 4.92
24 EvoSee (Ours) 130 25.85 22.07 24.45 22.02 19.10 22.41 23.98 20.62 23.45
25 Qwen3.5-9B 166 3.26 2.01 5.55 2.77 1.74 5.21 3.03 1.88 5.38
25 EvoSee (Ours) 166 26.55 22.83 25.50 23.49 20.22 22.92 25.06 21.55 24.23
26 Qwen3.5-9B 51 3.65 2.43 6.62 2.53 1.89 6.04 3.11 2.16 6.33
26 EvoSee (Ours) 51 22.85 19.43 21.98 16.55 14.54 18.39 19.89 17.13 20.28
27 Qwen3.5-9B 76 0.84 0.54 1.06 0.78 0.51 0.85 0.81 0.53 0.96
27 EvoSee (Ours) 76 6.25 4.77 7.34 5.03 3.95 6.36 5.67 4.38 6.87
28 Qwen3.5-9B 68 1.04 0.58 1.14 0.76 0.43 0.70 0.90 0.50 0.91
28 EvoSee (Ours) 68 11.74 9.02 12.69 9.32 7.32 10.92 10.57 8.20 11.81
29 Qwen3.5-9B 130 0.83 0.48 0.99 0.70 0.39 0.81 0.77 0.44 0.91
29 EvoSee (Ours) 130 12.79 9.71 16.64 11.14 8.64 15.07 12.03 9.22 15.89
30 Qwen3.5-9B 130 1.28 0.71 1.13 0.74 0.41 0.85 1.03 0.57 0.99
30 EvoSee (Ours) 130 11.25 8.66 14.63 7.49 5.87 11.44 9.46 7.33 13.11
> 30 Qwen3.5-9B 1,387 1.22 0.67 0.93 0.74 0.41 0.66 0.99 0.54 0.80
> 30 EvoSee (Ours) 1,387 6.31 4.74 8.97 4.11 3.11 6.35 5.27 3.97 7.71

Table A7 shows that EvoSee improves Visual Evidence Global F1, Scene-F1, and GPR at every reported count. Its
Entity and Event results have local reversals, including Entity GPR and Event F1. For > 30 entities, it leads all nine
metrics, with a 39.15 point Visual Evidence Global F1 gain. The advantage in evidence category recognition therefore
covers more individual counts than the advantages in Entity and Event recognition.

Table A7. Scene Evolution Reasoning at each observed entity count.

Entity Event Visual Evidence
Entities Method N GF1 SF1 GPR GF1 SF1 GPR GF1 SF1 GPR

1 Qwen3.5-9B 947 58.62 62.84 61.08 36.05 31.49 37.57 71.50 79.13 74.51
1 EvoSee (Ours) 947 68.62 79.86 71.05 81.73 81.73 81.73 84.69 84.69 84.69
2 Qwen3.5-9B 3,458 58.86 51.46 59.12 29.56 26.63 31.04 51.57 54.75 54.15
2 EvoSee (Ours) 3,458 69.55 70.71 69.61 49.83 50.38 49.87 64.44 65.28 64.49
3 Qwen3.5-9B 1,995 61.09 55.94 61.37 25.00 23.89 25.25 36.58 38.07 36.94
3 EvoSee (Ours) 1,995 72.67 72.67 72.86 45.38 46.23 46.66 56.62 59.79 58.21
4 Qwen3.5-9B 1,351 50.44 46.91 54.21 32.17 34.21 32.54 22.92 23.81 23.18
4 EvoSee (Ours) 1,351 76.63 76.56 76.88 52.35 53.89 55.72 56.43 59.15 60.07
5 Qwen3.5-9B 492 57.95 56.37 59.76 23.48 21.08 23.90 29.61 30.49 30.14
5 EvoSee (Ours) 492 61.50 60.98 61.97 39.75 38.28 44.22 47.52 48.04 52.86
6 Qwen3.5-9B 492 56.06 53.46 58.19 22.95 21.10 23.23 23.49 24.31 23.77
6 EvoSee (Ours) 492 59.63 59.49 60.44 40.36 39.50 45.19 45.39 45.49 50.82
7 Qwen3.5-9B 578 41.02 36.65 44.75 18.22 16.41 18.93 17.23 16.46 17.91
7 EvoSee (Ours) 578 48.88 48.97 49.99 42.57 42.21 48.75 46.21 46.31 52.92
8 Qwen3.5-9B 395 35.38 31.53 40.28 23.64 21.76 24.25 21.17 21.00 21.71
8 EvoSee (Ours) 395 49.23 49.37 50.08 43.08 42.70 49.24 49.22 49.28 56.26

Continued on next page
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Table A7 (continued)

Entity Event Visual Evidence
Entities Method N GF1 SF1 GPR GF1 SF1 GPR GF1 SF1 GPR

9 Qwen3.5-9B 378 33.69 31.27 36.86 23.80 21.60 24.16 21.52 21.16 21.84
9 EvoSee (Ours) 378 48.52 48.39 49.48 46.14 46.08 53.19 48.54 48.46 55.95
10 Qwen3.5-9B 196 28.99 27.12 33.76 35.06 32.87 35.81 19.50 17.87 19.92
10 EvoSee (Ours) 196 37.96 38.13 39.11 41.75 41.92 48.05 46.91 47.02 53.98
11 Qwen3.5-9B 100 38.32 36.53 43.43 29.30 28.03 29.74 21.48 19.90 21.81
11 EvoSee (Ours) 100 38.91 40.00 40.17 43.00 43.00 49.65 46.00 46.00 53.12
12 Qwen3.5-9B 81 29.01 28.31 35.92 30.69 27.78 31.92 14.29 13.66 14.86
12 EvoSee (Ours) 81 32.18 32.43 33.05 42.86 42.59 49.39 45.34 45.06 52.25
13 Qwen3.5-9B 88 27.88 25.92 31.23 29.46 26.78 29.95 20.09 17.95 20.42
13 EvoSee (Ours) 88 26.43 26.56 27.04 45.45 45.45 52.49 48.86 48.86 56.42
14 Qwen3.5-9B 121 17.19 14.53 23.05 41.82 40.66 42.88 11.13 9.72 11.41
14 EvoSee (Ours) 121 29.41 29.48 30.56 40.99 41.05 47.30 48.45 48.48 55.90
15 Qwen3.5-9B 121 21.71 19.88 29.85 36.77 34.05 37.85 6.19 5.90 6.37
15 EvoSee (Ours) 121 30.39 30.60 31.54 44.07 43.94 50.79 46.15 46.01 53.18
16 Qwen3.5-9B 102 12.58 11.47 18.63 44.84 43.07 45.87 7.94 7.25 8.12
16 EvoSee (Ours) 102 31.97 32.15 33.71 39.80 39.71 45.92 43.73 43.63 50.46
17 Qwen3.5-9B 62 7.69 6.86 12.68 44.30 43.39 45.33 8.47 7.80 8.67
17 EvoSee (Ours) 62 29.54 29.37 31.27 41.13 41.13 47.49 45.97 45.97 53.08
18 Qwen3.5-9B 65 4.73 5.58 8.37 38.41 37.03 39.12 4.27 4.36 4.35
18 EvoSee (Ours) 65 33.33 34.14 35.15 35.38 35.38 40.86 45.38 45.38 52.41
19 Qwen3.5-9B 58 6.95 6.13 12.46 38.64 37.64 40.75 6.06 6.03 6.39
19 EvoSee (Ours) 58 24.65 23.28 26.24 46.55 46.55 53.75 47.41 47.41 54.75
20 Qwen3.5-9B 72 8.45 7.32 12.63 36.00 32.78 37.03 16.00 13.80 16.46
20 EvoSee (Ours) 72 25.54 25.35 26.49 48.61 48.61 56.13 48.61 48.61 56.13
21 Qwen3.5-9B 67 12.21 11.29 17.25 30.00 27.26 31.90 9.33 8.01 9.92
21 EvoSee (Ours) 67 30.32 30.25 31.97 47.01 47.01 54.29 50.00 50.00 57.74
22 Qwen3.5-9B 116 7.49 6.92 10.81 36.14 31.87 37.27 17.89 15.78 18.45
22 EvoSee (Ours) 116 23.73 23.73 24.45 49.14 49.14 56.74 49.57 49.57 57.24
23 Qwen3.5-9B 153 5.47 4.72 8.29 34.90 30.70 35.88 20.67 17.63 21.25
23 EvoSee (Ours) 153 19.63 19.53 20.53 49.02 49.02 56.60 49.35 49.35 56.98
24 Qwen3.5-9B 130 4.57 3.79 7.05 18.78 16.31 19.59 18.45 16.26 19.25
24 EvoSee (Ours) 130 19.59 19.62 20.65 47.31 47.31 54.63 48.46 48.46 55.96
25 Qwen3.5-9B 166 3.55 3.12 5.42 30.67 27.63 31.46 18.40 16.12 18.88
25 EvoSee (Ours) 166 18.86 18.88 20.14 45.78 45.78 52.87 49.40 49.40 57.04
26 Qwen3.5-9B 51 8.22 7.44 10.84 30.04 28.04 30.72 17.39 14.38 17.79
26 EvoSee (Ours) 51 20.13 20.05 21.47 38.24 38.24 44.15 45.10 45.10 52.07
27 Qwen3.5-9B 76 4.11 3.86 5.51 33.33 34.12 34.81 16.95 14.65 17.70
27 EvoSee (Ours) 76 28.07 28.40 29.77 42.11 42.11 48.62 46.71 46.71 53.94
28 Qwen3.5-9B 68 10.59 11.68 13.44 30.43 31.47 31.58 11.18 9.02 11.60
28 EvoSee (Ours) 68 25.06 25.40 26.50 38.97 38.97 45.00 44.85 44.85 51.79
29 Qwen3.5-9B 130 8.18 7.98 9.71 31.24 32.10 31.55 18.69 16.56 18.87
29 EvoSee (Ours) 130 26.64 26.77 27.58 42.69 42.69 49.30 48.08 48.08 55.51
30 Qwen3.5-9B 130 7.39 7.06 8.99 30.34 30.51 31.02 15.17 13.10 15.51
30 EvoSee (Ours) 130 21.68 21.90 22.69 43.08 43.08 49.74 48.46 48.46 55.96
> 30 Qwen3.5-9B 1,387 11.30 11.42 13.27 38.01 38.39 39.07 10.71 8.77 11.01
> 30 EvoSee (Ours) 1,387 20.01 20.49 21.23 42.14 42.14 48.66 49.86 49.86 57.57

25



C.4 Temporal Extent
Equal observation and future durations define each temporal group. Table A8 shows that EvoSee leads all trajectory
metrics in every group. Its observed accuracy stays close across groups, while future accuracy decreases with longer
intervals. Its Future Point-F1 advantage over Qwen3.5-9B reaches 15.14 points in the longest group, accompanied by
recall and overlap gains.

Table A8. Entity Continuity across temporal extents.

Observed Future Combined
Extent Method N P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU

1–3 s Qwen3.5-9B 11,001 22.28 21.30 22.32 17.11 16.31 18.45 19.86 18.93 20.48
1–3 s EvoSee (Ours) 11,001 30.25 31.02 30.12 26.99 28.21 27.22 28.70 29.67 28.74
4–6 s Qwen3.5-9B 1,616 14.08 13.95 19.32 10.21 9.90 15.15 12.21 11.96 17.29
4–6 s EvoSee (Ours) 1,616 31.90 31.69 30.28 26.58 26.51 26.03 29.28 29.10 28.18
≥ 7 s Qwen3.5-9B 1,009 11.97 11.80 17.15 6.34 5.92 11.59 9.14 8.81 14.40
≥ 7 s EvoSee (Ours) 1,009 31.47 30.99 29.96 21.48 20.90 23.08 26.49 25.92 26.54

Table A9 shows that EvoSee also improves all semantic metrics in every temporal group. Its Event Global F1 margins
narrow with longer intervals, while Visual Evidence Global F1 margins remain above 24 points. The accompanying
Scene-F1 gains show that the advantage also holds when scenes receive equal weight.

Table A9. Scene Evolution Reasoning across temporal extents.

Entity Event Visual Evidence
Extent Method N GF1 SF1 GPR GF1 SF1 GPR GF1 SF1 GPR

1–3 s Qwen3.5-9B 11,001 39.90 41.97 42.17 27.68 26.21 27.71 30.49 34.66 30.51
1–3 s EvoSee (Ours) 11,001 51.00 57.98 51.38 47.38 49.27 50.40 54.93 58.41 58.44
4–6 s Qwen3.5-9B 1,616 28.80 35.79 32.90 37.82 35.98 37.82 27.71 32.80 27.71
4–6 s EvoSee (Ours) 1,616 42.40 54.44 43.46 46.58 48.26 49.51 52.46 55.13 55.77
≥ 7 s Qwen3.5-9B 1,009 26.79 35.20 31.47 39.47 37.35 39.47 26.33 31.78 26.33
≥ 7 s EvoSee (Ours) 1,009 41.00 54.91 42.60 44.85 46.02 47.87 52.38 55.07 55.92

Individual temporal extents. The individual temporal extents reveal variation within these groups. Table A10 shows
that EvoSee leads all trajectory metrics at all ten extents. Its observed scores vary less than its future scores, which
decrease over longer intervals. Identity matching remains fixed from observation, so these gains concern continuation of
the same entities at each temporal extent.

Table A10. Entity Continuity at each temporal extent.

Observed Future Combined
Extent Method N P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU

1 s Qwen3.5-9B 7,294 27.12 25.91 26.85 20.99 20.00 22.35 24.24 23.10 24.70
1 s EvoSee (Ours) 7,294 30.59 31.50 30.49 26.83 28.48 27.60 28.79 30.04 29.11
2 s Qwen3.5-9B 2,498 18.01 17.25 18.93 13.43 12.81 15.23 15.88 15.17 17.19
2 s EvoSee (Ours) 2,498 29.53 30.16 29.43 27.41 27.79 26.60 28.56 29.03 28.12
3 s Qwen3.5-9B 1,209 1.92 1.84 2.02 1.27 1.25 1.54 1.61 1.55 1.79
3 s EvoSee (Ours) 1,209 29.71 29.91 29.31 27.08 27.45 26.15 28.46 28.71 27.81
4 s Qwen3.5-9B 690 14.84 14.81 20.11 10.90 10.73 16.17 12.94 12.81 18.20
4 s EvoSee (Ours) 690 31.75 31.64 30.51 28.11 28.15 26.99 29.98 29.92 28.79
5 s Qwen3.5-9B 520 14.25 13.99 19.11 10.60 10.20 15.00 12.47 12.12 17.09
5 s EvoSee (Ours) 520 31.73 31.38 29.90 26.31 26.10 25.61 29.04 28.72 27.77

Continued on next page
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Table A10 (continued)

Observed Future Combined
Extent Method N P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU

6 s Qwen3.5-9B 406 12.58 12.45 18.27 8.55 8.10 13.62 10.65 10.30 15.99
6 s EvoSee (Ours) 406 32.36 32.16 30.39 24.33 24.25 24.94 28.38 28.21 27.69
7 s Qwen3.5-9B 329 13.33 13.07 18.67 7.63 7.03 12.99 10.50 10.02 15.86
7 s EvoSee (Ours) 329 32.89 32.49 30.27 22.91 22.45 23.90 27.90 27.44 27.11
8 s Qwen3.5-9B 268 11.80 11.65 16.90 6.54 6.06 11.60 9.13 8.78 14.28
8 s EvoSee (Ours) 268 30.84 30.25 29.66 21.72 20.93 23.11 26.33 25.58 26.41
9 s Qwen3.5-9B 222 10.34 10.26 15.63 4.62 4.45 10.39 7.42 7.27 13.02
9 s EvoSee (Ours) 222 31.37 30.77 29.85 21.36 20.73 22.61 26.33 25.65 26.22
10 s Qwen3.5-9B 190 11.75 11.61 16.63 5.81 5.54 10.53 8.80 8.57 13.64
10 s EvoSee (Ours) 190 30.03 29.72 29.98 18.81 18.40 22.15 24.47 24.06 26.13

Table A11 shows that EvoSee also leads every semantic metric at every temporal extent. Its Event and Visual Evidence
Global F1 scores vary less than Entity Global F1, and Scene-F1 gains accompany the pooled improvements. Both
continuity and semantic evaluations therefore show gains across the individual temporal settings.

Table A11. Scene Evolution Reasoning at each temporal extent.

Entity Event Visual Evidence
Extent Method N GF1 SF1 GPR GF1 SF1 GPR GF1 SF1 GPR

1 s Qwen3.5-9B 7,294 47.43 49.49 49.76 25.40 24.11 25.44 30.49 34.45 30.52
1 s EvoSee (Ours) 7,294 52.32 58.62 52.62 47.56 49.52 50.64 54.70 58.15 58.25
2 s Qwen3.5-9B 2,498 35.39 37.71 37.75 30.28 28.50 30.30 30.26 34.85 30.28
2 s EvoSee (Ours) 2,498 49.53 57.10 49.99 47.25 49.10 50.22 55.62 59.26 59.11
3 s Qwen3.5-9B 1,209 5.37 5.38 5.87 35.93 34.20 35.93 30.95 35.54 30.95
3 s EvoSee (Ours) 1,209 46.44 55.98 47.16 46.55 48.13 49.36 54.89 58.16 58.20
4 s Qwen3.5-9B 690 28.25 34.56 32.27 36.87 34.69 36.87 28.93 33.49 28.93
4 s EvoSee (Ours) 690 42.72 54.30 43.64 46.69 48.43 49.59 52.45 54.90 55.71
5 s Qwen3.5-9B 520 29.57 37.14 33.57 38.55 36.93 38.55 26.92 32.48 26.93
5 s EvoSee (Ours) 520 42.25 54.36 43.35 46.51 48.24 49.44 52.99 56.09 56.33
6 s Qwen3.5-9B 406 28.70 36.14 33.10 38.51 36.95 38.51 26.63 32.03 26.64
6 s EvoSee (Ours) 406 42.08 54.77 43.33 46.48 47.99 49.47 51.82 54.27 55.16
7 s Qwen3.5-9B 329 28.90 37.55 33.40 39.52 37.65 39.53 25.95 31.67 25.95
7 s EvoSee (Ours) 329 41.00 54.51 42.40 44.00 45.24 46.94 51.54 53.85 54.97
8 s Qwen3.5-9B 268 25.96 34.81 30.54 36.33 33.94 36.33 26.62 32.82 26.62
8 s EvoSee (Ours) 268 41.10 54.79 42.67 45.87 47.01 48.96 52.67 55.53 56.22
9 s Qwen3.5-9B 222 26.11 34.35 30.72 41.55 39.50 41.58 27.70 32.03 27.72
9 s EvoSee (Ours) 222 40.61 54.79 42.34 44.80 46.17 47.83 52.42 55.26 55.95
10 s Qwen3.5-9B 190 25.24 32.68 30.38 41.26 39.12 41.26 24.91 30.19 24.91
10 s EvoSee (Ours) 190 41.28 55.90 43.16 44.90 45.79 48.00 53.40 56.32 57.09

C.5 Video Source
The source analysis covers 32 APIDIS, 11,048 OVT-B, and 2,546 TAO test windows. Table A12 separates localization
in observation from continuation into the future. OVT-B has the highest future and combined trajectory scores. APIDIS
has the highest observed MeanIoU alongside lower future accuracy, and TAO also shows a decline from observation to
future. Spatial continuation therefore varies across sources even when observed localization is strong.
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Table A12. Entity Continuity across video sources for EvoSee.

Observed Future Combined
Source N P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU P-F1 P-R mIoU

APIDIS 32 13.38 25.79 34.04 2.09 3.44 10.15 7.59 14.31 21.70
OVT-B 11,048 32.97 32.74 31.09 29.55 30.09 28.70 31.29 31.42 29.92
TAO 2,546 20.19 24.04 25.88 13.77 16.39 18.60 17.24 20.42 22.49

Table A13 reveals a different source profile for semantic prediction. TAO has the highest Entity scores, while APIDIS
leads all Event and Visual Evidence metrics. On APIDIS, strong category recognition coexists with lower future
geometric accuracy. Evaluating both predictions on the same source exposes this difference between recognition of
change and spatial continuation.

Table A13. Scene Evolution Reasoning across video sources for EvoSee.

Entity Event Visual Evidence
Source N GF1 SF1 GPR GF1 SF1 GPR GF1 SF1 GPR

APIDIS 32 48.75 49.90 52.88 65.63 65.63 65.63 81.25 81.25 81.25
OVT-B 11,048 46.99 56.55 47.68 48.47 50.52 51.79 54.82 58.15 58.58
TAO 2,546 59.45 60.81 59.49 40.42 41.72 42.29 52.43 55.81 54.85

C.6 Scene Description Results
Table 3 reports BERTScore F1 for complete scene descriptions. Table A14 separates the present, future, and evidence
content of those descriptions. EvoSee improves all three parts and gains 0.28 points overall over Qwen3.5-9B, with the
largest gain in the present description.
Table A14. BERTScore F1 for the complete scene description and its present, future, and evidence parts.

Method Overall Present Future Evidence

Qwen3.5-9B 95.98 95.59 96.65 96.31
EvoSee (Ours) 96.26 96.06 96.81 96.52

D Qualitative Comparisons
The examples compare ground truth (GT), Qwen3.5-9B, and EvoSee under the same observation and future durations.
The common question is “Given the observed H-second video window, its fixed keyframes, and the camera view, what
scene evolution follows within the next H seconds?” The accompanying instruction requests observed trajectories,
future trajectories, and a description relating the forecast to observed evidence. Reference close-ups from observation
and future appear in the right panel.

Each row uses the same four timestamps. For each entity, the displayed centers accumulate from one to four points,
with solid connections in observation and dashed connections into the future. Colors follow the fixed observed identity
correspondence, and labels retain each method’s output identities. The right panel places reference close-ups above the
two descriptions. Gains displayed in each figure are EvoSee minus Qwen3.5-9B on that sample, measured in percentage
points.
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Observed trajectories Future trajectories
GT

Qwen3.5-9B

EvoSee (Ours)

T001
T002

T001
T002

T001
T002

T001
T002

T001
T002

T001
T002

T001
T002

T001
T002

Cube Person Observed Future

T001
T002

T001
T002

T001
T002

T001
T002

0.05s 0.85s 1.05s 1.85s

More precise localization as the cube turns. Combined Point-F1 +30.9 pts   Combined MeanIoU +14.8 pts

Scene Evolution Understanding
Observed Future

0.05 s 0.85 s 1.85 s

Qwen3.5-9B
During 1 second of observation, a person turns a small cube 
(T002) between both hands (T001). Over the next 1 second, 
the hands turn the cube through green, orange, then yellow 
faces. This forecast is supported by the cube's successive 
face changes during the observed turns.

EvoSee (Ours)
During 1 second of observation, a person (T001) turns a 1×1 
Rubik’s Cube (T002). Over the next 1 second, the cube turns 
and shifts slightly downward between the fingers, revealing 
different faces. This forecast is supported by its observed 
orientation changes and sustained contact with the person’s 
hands.

Figure A1. Cube rotation. EvoSee follows the changing spatial extent of the handheld cube, improving Combined Point-F1 by 30.9
points and MeanIoU by 14.8 points.

Observed trajectories Future trajectories
GT

Qwen3.5-9B

EvoSee (Ours)

T001

T002
T001

T002

T001
T002

T001T002

T001

T002

T001

T002

T001

T002

T001

T002

Console Person Observed Future

T001
T002

T001
T002

T001

T002
T001

T002

0.15s 0.95s 1.15s 1.95s

Closer trajectory agreement during device reorientation. Combined Point-F1 +55.0 pts   Combined MeanIoU +26.2 pts

Scene Evolution Understanding
Observed Future

0.15 s 0.95 s 1.95 s

Qwen3.5-9B
During 1 second of observation, a person (T001) holds a 
console (T002). Over the next 1 second, the console should 
remain steady, with possible grip adjustments or button 
interaction. This forecast is supported by their consistent 
observed positions.

EvoSee (Ours)
During 1 second of observation, a person (T001) holds a 
teal handheld console (T002) above a green mat, adjusting 
the grip around its edges. Over the next 1 second, the console 
shifts left and turns over, bringing its rear casing into view as 
the fingers pass across the screen. This forecast is supported 
by the changing hand placement and the console’s movement 
with the supporting hands.

Figure A2. Device manipulation. Observed and future tracks follow a person and handheld console during reorientation. Combined
Point-F1 and MeanIoU gains are 55.0 and 26.2 points.
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Observed trajectories Future trajectories
GT

Qwen3.5-9B

EvoSee (Ours)

T001T002 T001T002 T001T002 T001T002

T001 T002 T001 T002 T001 T002 T001 T002

Cicada Person Observed Future

T001 T002 T001 T002 T001 T002 T001 T002

0.05s 0.85s 1.05s 1.85s

More accurate localization of the hand and insect. Combined Point-F1 +26.4 pts   Combined MeanIoU +27.3 pts

Scene Evolution Understanding
Observed Future

0.05 s 0.85 s 1.85 s

Qwen3.5-9B
During 1 second of observation, a person (T001) holds a 
cicada (T002). Over the next 1 second, the grip should 
remain steady, with possible small adjustments. This forecast 
is supported by the consistent positions of the hand and insect.

EvoSee (Ours)
During 1 second of observation, a person (T001) holds a 
cicada (T002) beside a tree, with its folded wings extending 
below the fingertips. Over the next 1 second, the hand and 
insect move upward and left together as the fingers adjust 
around the insect’s body, partly covering its sides. This 
forecast is supported by the insect’s displacement relative to 
the tree and its maintained contact with the fingers.

Figure A3. Hand and insect motion. The comparison shows entity localization at different spatial scales. Combined Point-F1 and
MeanIoU improve by 26.4 and 27.3 points.

Observed trajectories Future trajectories
GT

Qwen3.5-9B

EvoSee (Ours)

T001
T001 T001

T001

T001

T002
T001

T002
T001

T002
T001

T002

Hippo Extra track Observed Future

T001
T001 T001

T001

0.10s 0.90s 1.10s 1.90s

Closer future localization in low visibility. Combined Point-F1 +35.5 pts   Combined MeanIoU +3.7 pts

Scene Evolution Understanding
Observed Future

0.10 s 0.90 s 1.90 s

Qwen3.5-9B
During 1 second of observation, a marine mammal (T001) 
swims through cloudy water. Over the next 1 second, it 
should continue forward near a spherical object (T002). This 
forecast is supported by its consistent observed position and 
orientation.

EvoSee (Ours)
During 1 second of observation, a hippopotamus (T001) 
moves through cloudy water on the right, its head and broad 
body becoming more distinct as it draws nearer. Over the next 
1 second, it remains on the right while rising slightly in the 
view and occupying a larger area. This forecast is supported 
by the upward movement of its body outline and its increasing 
apparent size across the observed frames.

Figure A4. Underwater motion. EvoSee more closely localizes the animal through low visibility, with Combined Point-F1 and
MeanIoU gains of 35.5 and 3.7 points.
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Observed trajectories Future trajectories
GT

Qwen3.5-9B

EvoSee (Ours)

T001 T001 T001
T001

T001
T002

T001
T002

T001
T002

T001
T002

Panda Extra track Observed Future

T001 T001 T001
T001

0.15s 4.95s 5.15s 9.95s

Closer tracking agreement through changes in body position. Combined Point-F1 +36.7 pts   Combined MeanIoU +8.9 pts

Scene Evolution Understanding
Observed Future

0.15 s 4.95 s 9.95 s

Qwen3.5-9B
During 5 seconds of observation, a panda (T001) lies among 
bamboo leaves (T002). Over the next 5 seconds, it should roll 
or shift while handling the leaves. This forecast is supported 
by observed movements of its head and paws.

EvoSee (Ours)
During 5 seconds of observation, a reclining panda (T001) 
shifts among scattered bamboo, with its rounded back toward 
the camera and its limbs moving beside its body. Over the 
next 5 seconds, it rolls slightly and settles lower and left, 
changing its body outline while remaining near the bamboo. 
This forecast is supported by the observed tilt of its torso, the 
changing limb positions and its gradual displacement across 
the ground.

Figure A5. Extended body motion. Five seconds of observation precede a forecast of five seconds. Combined Point-F1 and
MeanIoU gains are 36.7 and 8.9 points.

Observed trajectories Future trajectories
GT

Qwen3.5-9B

EvoSee (Ours)

T001 T001 T001 T001

T001 T001 T001 T001

Bear Observed Future

T001 T001 T001 T001

0.00s 4.00s 4.20s 8.00s

More reference points recovered during the observed interval. Combined Point-F1 +19.5 pts   Combined MeanIoU +5.0 pts

Scene Evolution Understanding
Observed Future

0.00 s 4.00 s 8.00 s

Qwen3.5-9B
During 4 seconds of observation, a bear (T001) leans over 
the water. Over the next 4 seconds, it should stay near the 
ledge, possibly lifting and lowering its head. This forecast is 
supported by its consistent observed posture and position.

EvoSee (Ours)
During 4 seconds of observation, a black bear (T001) stands 
on a narrow ledge beside a pool, lowering its muzzle toward 
the water while keeping its paws on the bank. Over the next 4 
seconds, it adjusts its stance along the ledge, with a slight 
upward and leftward shift in the view. This forecast is 
supported by its changing shoulder position, small posture 
adjustments and continued footing beside the water.

Figure A6. Motion near the water edge. Intervals of four seconds show localization around a stationary scene structure. Combined
Point-F1 and MeanIoU improve by 19.5 and 5.0 points.
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