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Deviations from Brownian motion leading to anomalous diffusion are ubiquitously found in trans-
port dynamics, playing a crucial role in phenomena from quantum physics to life sciences. The
detection and characterization of anomalous diffusion from the measurement of an individual tra-
jectory are challenging tasks, which traditionally rely on calculating the mean squared displacement
of the trajectory. However, this approach breaks down for cases of important practical interest, e.g.,
short or noisy trajectories, ensembles of heterogeneous trajectories, or non-ergodic processes. Re-
cently, several new approaches have been proposed, mostly building on the ongoing machine-learning
revolution. Aiming to perform an objective comparison of methods, we gathered the community
and organized an open competition, the Anomalous Diffusion challenge (AnDi). Participating teams
independently applied their own algorithms to a commonly-defined dataset including diverse con-
ditions. Although no single method performed best across all scenarios, the results revealed clear
differences between the various approaches, providing practical advice for users and a benchmark
for developers.

INTRODUCTION

The random walk [1] is a mathematical model ubiq-
uitously employed at all scales in a variety of scien-
tific fields, including physics, chemistry, biology, ecology,
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psychology, economics, sociology, and computer science
(Fig. 1a) [2, 3]. Random walks are characterized by an
erratic change of an observable over time (e.g., position,
temperature, or stock price, Fig. 1b). The archetypal
example of a random walk is Brownian motion, which
describes the movement of a microscopic particle in a
fluid as a consequence of thermal forces [4].

The space explored by random walkers over time is
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commonly measured by the mean squared displacement
(MSD), which grows linearly in time for Brownian walk-
ers (MSD ∝ t) [4]. Deviations from such a linear be-
havior displaying an asymptotic power-law dependence
(MSD ∝ tα) have been observed in several fields and are
generally referred to as anomalous diffusion [4]: subdif-
fusion for 0 < α < 1, and superdiffusion for α > 1 (as
particular cases, α = 0 corresponds to immobile trajec-
tories, α = 1 to Brownian motion, and α = 2 to ballis-
tic motion). The left panel in Fig. 1c shows some ex-
amples of MSDs for Brownian (black line), subdiffusive
(blue line), and superdiffusive (red line) motion together
with the corresponding trajectories in 2D. For example,
anomalous diffusion occurs in the diffusion of lipids and
receptors in the cell membrane [5], in the transport of
molecules within the cytosol [6] and the nucleus [7], in
the foraging and mating strategies of animals [8], in sleep-
wake transitions during sleep [9], and in the fluctuations
of the stock market [10].

The recurrent observation of anomalous diffusion has
driven an important theoretical effort to understand
and mathematically describe its underlying mechanisms.
This effort has provided a palette of microscopic models
characterized by different spatial (step length) and tem-
poral (step duration) random distributions, both with
and without long-range correlations [4]. Important mod-
els for the interpretation of experimental results are
continuous-time random walk (CTRW) [11], fractional
Brownian motion (FBM) [12], Lévy walk (LW) [13], an-
nealed transient time motion (ATTM) [14], and scaled
Brownian motion (SBM) [15] (some sample trajectories
are shown in the central panel of Fig. 1c, see Methods,
“Theoretical models”).

In typical experiments aimed at understanding diffu-
sion, the available data consists of trajectories of a tracer,
such as a molecule in a cell, a stock price in the stock
market, a foraging animal in its environment. The aim
is to extract from these trajectories information about
properties of the tracer and of the medium where its
motion takes place, namely to infer the anomalous dif-
fusion exponent α, to determine the underlying diffusion
model and, finally, to determine whether these properties
change over time and space.

The first crucial step to characterize the tracer’s mo-
tion is the determination of the anomalous diffusion ex-
ponent α (Task 1, Fig. 1c). It is typically estimated by
fitting the MSD to a power law [16]. Traditionally, the
MSD is defined as the ensemble average over a group
of tracers (EA-MSD, Methods, Eq. (1)), in analogy to
the solution to Fick’s second law for the spreading of a
bunch of particles in a homogeneous medium [4]. When
long tracks are available, the MSD can be instead ob-
tained as a time average from the trajectory of a single
tracer (TA-MSD, Methods, Eq. (2)). While seemingly a
straightforward procedure, determining α from the MSD
can introduce significant errors and biases: i) the accu-
racy of the estimation depends on fluctuations, which
can only be reduced by increasing the number of trac-

ers (for EA-MSD) or the length of the trajectory (for
TA-MSD), which is often not possible because of prac-
tical constraints; ii) the value of α is biased by noise,
such as the localization precision of experimental trajec-
tories [17], which needs to be estimated independently to
introduce a proper correction [16, 18]; iii) while for a sta-
tionary motion in a homogeneous medium, EA-MSD and
TA-MSD have the same α, several systems are intrinsi-
cally heterogeneous and non-stationary [19, 20], which
can lead to non-ergodicity (i.e., the non-equivalence of
time and ensemble averages) and thus invalidate the use
of TA-MSD to determine the exponent.

The second critical issue is to determine the underly-
ing diffusion model (Task 2, Fig. 1c), which is related to
its driving physical mechanism. Here, difficulties arise
because the calculation of the MSD is not very informa-
tive, since different models provide curves with the same
scaling exponent. Other statistical parameters have been
proposed for this task and algorithms based on the combi-
nation of several estimators allow to distinguish between
pairs of models [21–24], but there is no general consen-
sus on how to unambiguously determine the underlying
diffusion model from a trajectory.

The third issue is to determine whether the properties
of the motion of a given tracer change over time [6, 20,
25, 26] (Task 3, Fig. 1c). This can be both the result
of heterogeneity in the environment (e.g., patches with
different viscosity on a cellular membrane) or of time-
varying properties of the tracer (e.g., different activation
states of a molecular motor). In these cases, the determi-
nation of α and of the underlying diffusion model must be
combined with a segmentation of the trajectory to iden-
tify fragments with homogeneous characteristics. Several
methods have been proposed for the segmentation of time
traces [27], mostly based on changes in diffusion constant,
velocity, or diffusion mode (e.g., immobile, random, di-
rected) [28–31]. Only recently, attempts have been made
to determine changepoints with respect to a switch in
α [25, 32, 33] and diffusion model [34]. Until now, a sys-
tematic assessment of changepoint detection methods for
anomalous diffusion has not been performed.

In recent years, advances in fluorescence techniques
have greatly increased the availability of high-precision
trajectories of single molecules in living systems [35], pro-
ducing an increasing drive to develop methods for quan-
tifying anomalous diffusion [16, 25, 32, 36–39]. Further-
more, the recent blossoming of machine learning has pro-
moted the accessibility of new powerful tools for data
analysis [40] and further widened the palette of available
methods [33, 41–43]. Some of the novel approaches have
already delivered new insights into anomalous diffusion
in different scenarios [44–46].

This recent increase of available methods performing
similar tasks requires an objective assessment on a com-
mon reference dataset to define the state of the art and
guide end users in the optimal choice of characteriza-
tion tools for each specific application. To assess the
performance in quantifying anomalous diffusion, we have
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therefore run an open competition, the Anomalous Dif-
fusion (AnDi) Challenge, divided in three different tasks:
anomalous exponent inference, model classification, and
trajectory segmentation, each for 1D, 2D, and 3D trajec-
tories. The performance of submitted methods (Supple-
mentary Note 1) was assessed with common metrics on
simulated datasets with trajectory length and signal-to-
noise level reproducing realistic experimental conditions
(Methods, “Structure of the datasets”). The submitted
methods were also compared on the blind analysis of ex-
perimental trajectories (Supplementary Note 2).

RESULTS

Competition design

The challenge consisted of three tasks: Task 1 (T1) –
inference of the anomalous diffusion exponent α; Task
2 (T2) – classification of the underlying diffusion model;
Task 3 (T3) – trajectory segmentation (Fig. 1c and Meth-
ods, “Organization of the challenge”). The aim of the
last task was to identify the changepoint within a trajec-
tory switching α and diffusion model, as well as to deter-
mine the exponent and model for the identified segments.
Each task was further divided into three subtasks corre-
sponding to the trajectory dimensions (1D, 2D, and 3D,
Fig. 1b), totaling 9 independent subtasks. Participants
could choose to submit predictions for any combination
of subtasks. We received submissions from 13 teams for
T1, 14 teams for T2, and 4 teams for T3. Information
about methods used by participating teams can be found
in Supplementary Note 1.

Datasets and ground-truth

Details of the datasets generation are provided in
Methods (“Structure of the datasets” and “Theoreti-
cal models”). The challenge datasets contained 104

trajectories of variable length simulated according to
five anomalous diffusion models, both ergodic and non-
ergodic (Fig. 1c): ATTM (weakly non-ergodic), a mo-
tion with random changes of diffusion coefficient in
time [14]; CTRW (weakly non-ergodic), a motion under-
going local trapping with a wide distribution of wait-
ing times [11]; FBM (ergodic), a motion with long-
range correlated steps, often used to describe viscoelas-
tic effects [12]; LW (ultra-weakly non-ergodic), a mo-
tion displaying irregular jumps with constant velocity,
often associated with animal foraging strategies [13];
and SBM (weakly non-ergodic), a motion whose dif-
fusion coefficient features deterministic time-dependent
changes [15]. Trajectories were simulated with random
anomalous diffusion exponents corresponding to subd-
iffusive (0 < α < 1, all models except LW), Brow-
nian (α = 1, all models), or superdiffusive behavior
(1 < α ≤ 2, all models except CTRW and ATTM). To

mimic the localization precision of experiments, trajec-
tories were corrupted with Gaussian noise corresponding
to three different levels of signal-to-noise-ratio (SNR).
An open-source Python package (https://github.com/
AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets) was developed to gen-
erate the data. Examples of trajectories for various ex-
ponents and models are presented in Fig. 1c.

Quantitative performance assessment

We primarily assessed method performance using these
key metrics:

• Mean absolute error (MAE) between predicted αp

and the ground truth exponent αGT for T1 and T3.

• F1-score (micro-averaged) to measure the classifi-
cation performance among the diffusion models for
T2 and T3.

• Root mean-squared localization error (RMSE) be-
tween predicted changepoint position and the
ground truth for T3.

The mean reciprocal rank was used to combine the met-
rics for T3 into a unique value. Other metrics, such as
recall, RMSE in true positive position pairs (RMSETP),
receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve, and area
under the curve (AUC) were used to obtain further in-
sight. Details are provided in Methods, “Metrics”.

We further built an interactive tool (http:
//andi-challenge.org/interactive-tool/) for compar-
ing method performance (Fig. S1). This application also
provides a useful tool for developers to benchmark new
methods.

Participating teams and methods

We could distinguish fifteen substantially different ap-
proaches (Table I and Supplementary Note 1). A large
majority of them are based on machine-learning architec-
tures, such as recurrent neural networks (RNN), convo-
lutional neural networks (CNN), gradient boosting ma-
chines, graph neural networks, extreme learning machine
(ELM), or sequence learners. Other methods are based
on statistical approaches, such as Bayesian inference,
temporal scaling, and random interval spectral ensem-
ble (RISE). Some methods employed feature engineering
using classical statistics as an input for machine learning.
We thus grouped the approaches in three classes: 1) ma-
chine learning over raw trajectories; 2) machine learning
over statistical features; 3) classical statistics. Further-
more, methods that required a specific training or model
for different (ranges of) trajectory lengths were classi-
fied as length-specific. Several methods could be directly
used or easily adapted to run multiple tasks.

https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets
http://andi-challenge.org/interactive-tool/
http://andi-challenge.org/interactive-tool/


4

Performance of methods

We investigated the performance of the methods sub-
mitted for each task separately. A summary of rankings
for all tasks and methods is presented in Fig. S2. Full
rankings for T1 and T2 in all dimensions are presented
in Fig. 2a-c and Fig. 3a-c, respectively, together with rep-
resentative information for the best-in-class methods for
the 1D case (Fig. 2d-g and Fig. 3d-g, respectively). The
same analysis is presented in Figs. S3 and S4 for higher
dimensions. Results for T3 in 1D are shown in Fig. 4a-c,
together with representative information for the best-in-
class methods (Fig. 4e-f). Results for all dimensions are
presented in Fig. 4d and Fig. S5.

Task 1: Inference of the anomalous diffusion exponent

The inference of the exponent α is the most popular
way to quantify anomalous diffusion and 13 teams par-
ticipated in T1 of the AnDi Challenge (Fig. 2a-c). We
observed a rather large spread of performances, but for
each dimension we could identify a cluster of four top
methods with comparable performance, scoring better
than the rest. Three methods (E, G, and L) were con-
sistently part of the top group in all dimensions. All top
teams used machine-learning approaches: teams E, G,
J, and M applied them to raw or simply pre-processed
trajectories; teams F and L used statistical features as
inputs. All these methods, except L and J, were based
on a length-specific training.

Besides the overall MAE, Fig. 2a-c also shows the per-
formance obtained for specific diffusion models (colors
within bars) by all participating teams. In Fig. 2d-g, the
methods are compared with the simple fitting of the TA-
MSD, used as a baseline method (Methods, “Alternative
and baseline estimators”). Most methods perform bet-
ter than TA-MSD. As expected, the fit of the TA-MSD
shows better performance on ergodic (FBM) and ultra-
weakly non-ergodic (LW) rather than on (weakly) non-
ergodic models (CTRW, ATTM, and SBM), for which
TA-MSD and EA-MSD have different exponents (Fig. 2d
and Fig. S6). Interestingly, the top performing meth-
ods do not suffer from this limitation and provide similar
MAE for all the models, with exception of the ATTM
(short ATTM trajectories might not undergo any change
of diffusion coefficient and, therefore, result indistinguish-
able from pure Brownian motion, impacting the final per-
formance). As an example, in Fig. 2e, we show a 2D
histogram of the predicted exponent vs the ground truth
for the best-in-class method (team M) and the TA-MSD
(upper inset) in 1D. As most of the top-scoring methods
(Fig. S7, Fig. S8, and Fig. S9), the best-in-class method
achieves similar performance over the whole range of α,
whereas TA-MSD has a lower accuracy for α ' 0.5 to 1.
In addition, the method of team M (similarly to other
top methods, (Figs. S14, S15, and S16)) does not show
any bias, whereas the TA-MSD systematically underes-

timates the value of α as a consequence of localization
error [16, 18] (Fig. 2e, lower inset).

In Fig. 2f, we explore the effect of the trajectory length
on the exponent prediction. As the trajectory length in-
creases, the MAE rapidly decreases toward a value ∼ 0.1
for the best performing methods. Thus, the MAE of
machine-learning approaches features a striking improve-
ment with respect to the nearly constant MAE of the TA-
MSD, demonstrating the capability of machine learning
to take advantage of the information contained in longer
trajectories.

Last, we investigated the effect of the level of noise
(Fig. 2g). Even for SNR= 1, i.e., when the standard
deviation of the noise has the same amplitude as the dis-
placement standard deviation, the top-performing meth-
ods show a greater than 2-fold improvement in predict-
ing α with respect to TA-MSD. Thus, while localization
noise delays convergence of TA-MSD to its asymptotic
behavior [16], the top methods seem able to determine
patterns associated to the correct exponent even from
short-time behaviors, which is an ability particularly use-
ful for many potential applications to the analysis of ex-
perimental data.

Task 2: Classification of the underlying diffusion model

We present the performance of the submitted methods
to classify trajectories between the 5 diffusion models in
Figs. 3 and S4. For this task, method performance var-
ied more smoothly making it harder to identify a cluster
of best-performing teams (Fig. 3a-c). For each dimen-
sion, we identified 2 top teams that achieved rather sim-
ilar scores. These top positions were occupied by three
teams with machine-learning methods operating on raw
trajectories (teams E and M) or features (team L). In
general, the use of features as input to machine learning
models seems to provide better results as the trajectory
dimension increases.

We also dissected the results as a function of the ex-
ponent α, as shown in Fig. 3a-c (colors within the bars),
and in more detail in Fig. 3d for 1D, and in Fig. S10
for all dimensions. For all methods, the worst perfor-
mance is achieved for α ' 1. This is expected because
in this regime all models converge to pure Brownian mo-
tion and thus feature large similarity in their long-time
statistical properties, even though their microscopic gen-
erative dynamics are different. A similar situation oc-
curs for α → 0, a regime in which, independently of the
underlying model, trajectories are nearly immobile and
dominated by localization noise. Still, most of the meth-
ods show good predictive capability (F1 & 0.7) even in
these two regimes, since they probably learn to recognize
details or patterns of the microscopic dynamics. The con-
fusion matrix of the best-in-class method (team E) for the
1D subtask (Fig. 3e) provides a representative view of the
classification capabilities of these methods. Results ob-
tained by other methods are shown in Fig. S11, Fig. S12,
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and Fig. S13. The best accuracy is obtained for CTRW
and LW, for which the method of team E is able to iden-
tify their markedly different features. However, it shows
a higher level of error when discriminating between Gaus-
sian processes, such as FBM and SBM [39]. The worst
performance is obtained for ATTM, whose trajectories
display a large heterogeneity in diffusion coefficients and
lack a characteristic timescale. Rather long trajectories
(including at least a switch of diffusivity) are thus neces-
sary to distinguish ATTM from the other models.

Similarly to what we observed for T1, the trajectory
length and the presence of localization noise affect the
performance of the methods, as shown in Figs. 3f and
3g, respectively. Nevertheless, even for very short and
noisy trajectories, the results obtained by the top meth-
ods display excellent accuracy (F1 ∼ 0.6 to 0.8), taking
into account that the largest noise level severely hides the
actual diffusive dynamics.

Task 3: Segmentation of the trajectory

Recently, several experimental studies have evidenced
the occurrence of switching of diffusion model and α
within individual trajectories [6, 25]. However, methods
to determine and analyze such changes are not estab-
lished and widely employed yet. Probably for this rea-
son, the participation to T3 was reduced as compared to
T1 and T2, with two teams proposing machine-learning
methods (RNNs for team E and CNN for team J), and
team B using Bayesian inference.

The main objective of T3 is the precise assessment of
the changepoint between two diffusive regimes, charac-
terized by different diffusion models and anomalous dif-
fusion exponents. As shown in Fig. 4a, participants to
this task achieved RMSE well below the one obtained
from random predictions. The RMSE is heavily affected
by the position of the changepoint, being minimum for
changepoints located near the center of the trajectory.
As described earlier, the performance for predictions of
α and the diffusion model strongly depends on the tra-
jectory length. In this task, they are thus correlated to
the changepoint position, which sets the segment length.
Therefore, the larger (smaller) the distance of the change-
point from the origin, the better (worse) the prediction
for the first segment is and the worse (better) that for
the second segment (Fig. 4b-c).

Fig. 4a-c show that it is challenging to estimate the
changepoint when it is located very close to the trajectory
start/end points. To gain further insight into methods’
performance, we analyzed predictions when considering
trajectories with a changepoint within 10 points from
the start/end as not having a changepoint. The plot
of the recall vs the RMSETP (Fig. 4d) shows that all
submitted methods detect more than the 95% of the inner
changepoints with a higher precision with respect to the
average of Fig. 4a.

The difference between α-exponents (Fig. 4e) and the

combination of diffusion models (Fig. 4f) of the two seg-
ments also affect the changepoint localization precision.
Unsurprisingly, the RMSE is minimal when there is a
change between directed or ballistic motion (α & 1.5)
and a nearly immobile motion (α . 0.5) (Fig 4e).
The worst case scenario is instead observed when near-
Brownian diffusion (0.5 . α . 1.5) switches to subdiffu-
sion (0.5 . α . 1.0) (Fig 4e). Besides these observations,
no clear pattern emerges. This dependence is related in
a nontrivial fashion to the change in RMSE observed as
a function of diffusion models (Fig. 4f). In fact, while
FBM and SBM allow Brownian, sub- and superdiffusion,
CTRW and ATTM do not allow superdiffusion, and LW
does not allow subdiffusion. The smallest RMSE is ob-
served when LW switches to CTRW or FBM, but even
in this case it is difficult to pinpoint a clear pattern.

Analysis of experimental data

The datasets provided to the participants for the scor-
ing of the methods participating in T1 and T2 also in-
cluded experimental trajectories of mRNA molecules in
bacterial cells, telomeres in the cell nucleus, proteins in
the cell membrane and cytoplasm, single atoms in an op-
tical trap, and tracer particles in cell cytoplasm and stir-
ring liquid, from previously published works. For these
trajectories, no objective ground truth is available be-
sides the interpretation given in the literature. Therefore,
it is not possible to assess their absolute errors and they
were not included in the scoring. However, we found it
interesting to carry out a comparative analysis of the pre-
dictions blindly provided by the 5 top-scoring challenge
participants in each task. Out of the whole dataset, we
discuss the results for 4 representative experiments [20,
38, 47–49] for the inference of α (Fig. 5a-d) and the classi-
fication of the underlying model (Fig. 5e-h). The results
obtained by all methods are shown in Figs. S21 – S28.

The first dataset includes trajectories of mRNA
molecules inside live E. coli cells from the work by Gold-
ing and Cox [47] (Fig. 5a). Together with Ref. [50], these
data provide one of the first evidences of subdiffusion in
cellular systems. These experiments have generated a
lively discussion about their underlying diffusion model
(mainly between FBM and CTRW) and ergodicity [21,
51–53]. All top-ranking methods provided distributions
of exponents centered (median between 0.75 and 0.81)
around the value estimated in the original publication
(α = 0.77) with variable width (st. dev. between 0.04
and 0.18) (Fig. 5e). However, the methods agreed in clas-
sifying the large majority (between 74% and 100%) of
trajectories as ATTM (Fig. 5i). This classification con-
firms the occurrence of ergodicity breaking, since both
CTRW and ATTM are compatible with non-ergodic be-
havior and both have power-law waiting-time distribu-
tion. The preference toward ATTM might arise because
of its varying diffusivity that better accounts for hetero-
geneity due to the biological environment or to variable
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noise.

The second dataset of experiments includes trajecto-
ries of telomeres in the nucleus of mammalian cells [38,
48] (Fig. 5b). It was previously shown that their TA-
MSD features a FBM-like subdiffusive scaling for short
and intermediate times with a mean exponent α ∼
0.5, approaching a linear behavior (α ∼ 1.0) at longer
timescales [48]. Also in this case, the classification meth-
ods largely agree and associate most of the trajectories
to FBM (between 65% and 85%) (Fig. 5j). However, the
determination of the exponent often produces a bimodal
distribution with median values between 0.61 and 0.75
(Fig. 5f). Likely, the methods are not able to pick up the
crossovers between diffusion regimes and rather assign
an average exponent to each trajectory. The analysis of
these experiments deserves further methodological effort,
since heterogeneous diffusion is emerging as a key feature
of random motion in the biological environment [54].

The third dataset consists of trajectories recorded for
receptors diffusing in the plasma membrane of mam-
malian cells (Fig. 5c). In the original work [20], the TA-
MSD was found to scale roughly linearly, whereas the
EA-MSD showed subdiffusion with α ∼ 0.84; this non-
ergodicity was attributed to a temporal change of diffu-
sivity and associated to ATTM. Once more, the classifica-
tion methods largely confirmed previous results. A large
percent of trajectories were attributed to the two mod-
els with time-dependent diffusion coefficient, namely the
ATTM (between 57% and 71%) and the SBM (between
22% and 33%) (Fig. 5k). Moreover, inference methods
consistently detected a large heterogeneity in α, including
both sub- and superdiffusion, with a slightly subdiffusive
overall value, median between 0.86 and 0.95 (Fig. 5g), in
agreement to the original study [20].

To demonstrate the applicability of these methods be-
yond biological systems and at different spatio-temporal
scales, we included a dataset with trajectories obtained
for single atoms moving in a 1D periodic potential and
interacting with a near-resonant light field that acts as
a thermal bath [49] (Fig. 5d). These data were origi-
nally [49] interpreted as evidence of CTRW with α = 1.
Because of the intrinsic complexity of this experiment,
the trajectories were extremely short (∼ 10 datapoints),
a regime where all the methods showed rather large un-
certainties. The top regression methods for such short
trajectories in 1D provided distributions spread over a
wide range of α with medians between 0.8 and 0.91
(Fig. 5h). The results of model classification were also
more balanced with respect to the previous cases, likely
a consequence of having short trajectories with α ' 1,
a regime where detectable differences among models are
reduced. Still, the CTRW was the most-likely model for
4 of the 5 top-scoring methods (between 28% and 48%,
Fig. 5l), thanks to the capability of these methods to ex-
tract information from the microscopic dynamics of the
generative models and not only from the long-term prop-
erties of the trajectory and its MSD.

DISCUSSION

The results of the AnDi Challenge (T1) show that the
choice of the analysis method strongly affects the accu-
racy in the determination of the anomalous diffusion ex-
ponent α, in particular for more challenging conditions.
Most of the methods outperform the conventional TA-
MSD, even for long trajectories. For each dimension,
we could identify a group of methods with comparable
performance that greatly improve the precision of the
anomalous diffusion exponent with respect to the base-
line provided by the classical estimation of the MSD. Two
aspects seem to contribute the most to boost the over-
all performance: the ability to provide precise and unbi-
ased prediction for short and noisy trajectories; and the
ability to extract the anomalous diffusion exponent (an
intrinsic ensemble property) from single trajectories for
non-ergodic models. The former represents a major im-
provement for trajectory analysis, since it enables collect-
ing information from short and noisy tracks (e.g., those
obtained by SPT PALM [55]) and from time segments
of trajectories exhibiting heterogeneous behavior, with-
out further averaging. The latter aspect suggests that
the top-performing methods are capable of determining
model properties usually obtained from ensemble aver-
ages or feature distributions from patterns present in sin-
gle trajectories. It is quite remarkable that this is possible
even in the presence of noise that is known to hide non-
ergodic behavior in some classical estimators [56] or with
short trajectories that limit obtaining sufficient statistics
for features such as the waiting-time distribution. This
is a major limitation for approaches based on classical
statistics (e.g., Bayesian inference) with models having
several hidden variables that need to be systematically
integrated. The availability of reliable methods to infer
α will encourage researchers to further investigate the
deviations from Brownian behavior that emerge in many
experiments of interest, e.g., for biology and physics.

The AnDi challenge (T2) has led to the first concerted
effort to develop methods able to classify individual tra-
jectories among several mathematical models of diffusion.
Machine-learning methods ranked top in the leader board
and achieved an overall accuracy greater than 80% at de-
tecting the ground-truth diffusion models. The compari-
son of F1-score and AUC/ROC (Figs. S17, S18, S19, and
S20) shows that most of the methods are quite confident
at providing the correct classification. However, a limi-
tation of all these classification approaches is that they
can only choose among the diffusion models provided in
the training. To robustly extend model classification to
actual experiments, it can be useful to include a none-
of-the-above class and/or to include some metric of the
confidence of the estimation (e.g., by using an entropy
measure calculated on the predictions of an ensemble of
machine-learning models).

Trajectory segmentation (T3 of the AnDi challenge)
has been widely investigated when changes occur with re-
spect to an estimator of the observable such as the mean
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or the variance [27]. Determining changes of anomalous
diffusion is a rather novel problem, triggered by recent ex-
perimental findings [6, 25]. We kept the challenge design
rather simple, with trajectories of fixed length featuring
exactly one changepoint. Even in this simple condition,
the wide parameter space made the problem rather chal-
lenging, limiting the participation to T3 to only 4 teams.
Yet, the submitted results showed an interesting asym-
metry between performance obtained for the two seg-
ments (Fig. 4a-c). We believe that this is at least partly
a consequence of the inaccurate detection of the change-
point and the non-stationarity of some models. The inex-
act localization of the changepoint produces two spurious
segments, altering the tail of the first segment and the
initial point of the second by removing or adding spuri-
ous points. For non-stationary models, the initial point
encloses information about the initiation of the physi-
cal process, thus improper segmentation impacts more
severely the evaluation of the second segment [57].

From the blind analysis of various experimental
datasets, we observed that the top methods, although
based on different principles, lead to very similar re-
sults. This is encouraging as it points to an objective
underlying reality of the anomalous diffusion phenomena
and its mechanisms, which can be measured experimen-
tally and has now been underpinned by the results of
the AnDi challenge. Importantly, the results provided
by the challenge methods were also in line with the con-
clusions of previous studies [20, 38, 47–49], further rein-
forcing their reliability. Interestingly, while the original
works required a combination of several estimators, in-
cluding ensemble averages, the challenge methods were
able to provide compatible predictions in a one-shot anal-
ysis and with no prior knowledge about the experimental
conditions. This is a particularly remarkable result, since
the methods were not specifically trained to work with
parameters used in experiments. In fact, experimental
trajectories often show broad distributions of diffusion
coefficients. In spite of a fixed localization error, this
produces a non-uniform SNR with respect to our simu-
lations. Also, experiments have different sampling rates
with respect to the characteristic diffusion timescale. Ac-
counting for the variability introduced by these effects
during the training might improve the methods’ predic-
tion capability, further boosting their performance.

The number of experiments producing individual ran-
dom trajectories is steadily increasing, accompanied by
the production of ad hoc analysis tools. The AnDi chal-
lenge gave the opportunity to obtain a first assessment
of some of these tools, oriented at detecting anomalous
diffusion. In particular, we focused on methods quanti-
fying deviation from pure Brownian behavior in terms of
anomalous diffusion exponent and the underlying math-
ematical model. However, similar experiments are often
analyzed following a more phenomenological approach,
e.g., the classification of motion as diffusive, immobile,
confined, or directed. Although the latter classification
offers a more intuitive interpretation of random motion

occurring in some systems, the models included in the
challenge are strictly connected to these diffusion modal-
ities. In fact, they allow a generalization of anomalous
diffusion beyond the life sciences and include macroscopic
natural and human processes, ranging from the foraging
of animals to the spread of diseases, to trends in financial
markets and climate records.

Building on these considerations, we believe it is nec-
essary to establish clear and unified guidelines to iden-
tify and report anomalous diffusion, in particular from
experiments, where the ground truth is not known. Pos-
sibilities in this sense might involve a list of key param-
eters to be quantified together with their respective con-
fidence interval, e.g., based on the comparative use of
multiple methods, involving both machine learning and
classical statistics. The joint approach will allow to com-
bine advantages from both worlds: while machine learn-
ing methods are becoming more available and powerful,
they often operate as a black box; estimators based on
classical statistics can thus help to provide deep insight
on anomalous diffusion phenomena.

The AnDi challenge gathered a large part of the com-
munity to trigger this discussion and collaborate on this
unifying task. We hope this effort might be extended
in the future to reach a larger consensus. To this aim,
we have built an interactive tool (http://andi-challenge.
org/interactive-tool/) where datasets and results of the
challenge are stored; new methods can undergo an au-
tomated benchmarking according to the challenge rules
and compare their scores with those of other participants.
Therefore, the challenge is permanently open and perfor-
mance improvements are continuously updated.
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FIG. 1. The AnDi challenge tasks and datasets. a, Random walks, characterized by an erratic change of an observable,
occur at all length and time scales in a variety of systems. Examples are provided by atoms in magneto-optical traps; the
diffusion of cellular components, such as DNA, proteins, lipids, and organelles; the motion of bacteria and cells; and animals
foraging and mating. b, Trajectories of tracers in spaces of different dimensionality: 1D, Proteins sliding along DNA fragments;
2D, receptors diffusing in the plasma membrane; 3D, cells migrating in a 3-dimensional matrix. The color code of the trajectories
represents time. c, The challenge tasks. Task 1 – Inference of the anomalous diffusion exponent. Representative trajectories
and corresponding MSD for diffusive (α = 1, black lines), subdiffusive (0 < α < 1, blue lines), and superdiffusive (1 < α < 2, red
lines) motion. Task 2 – Classification of the underlying anomalous diffusion model. Representative trajectories for continuous-
time random walk (CTRW), fractional Brownian motion (FBM), Lévy walk (LW), annealed transient time motion (ATTM),
and scaled Brownian motion (SBM). Different diffusion models produce subtle changes. Details of the models are described in
the text and in Methods, “Theoretical models”. Task 3 – Segmentation and characterization of a trajectory with changepoint.
Trajectory switching diffusion model and/or exponent as a result of diffusion in spatially-heterogeneous environment, represented
by the colored patches.
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FIG. 5. Analysis of experimental datasets a-d, Schematic representation of the experiments analyzed in the contest of
the AnDi challenge: 2D motion of mRNA molecules inside live E. coli cells ([47], a); 2D motion of telomeres in the nucleus
of mammalian cells ([38, 48], b); 2D motion of biomolecular receptors moving on the membrane of mammalian cells ([20], c);
and 1D motion of single atoms moving in a 1D periodic optical potential ([49], d). e-h, Histograms of the estimation of the
anomalous diffusion exponent αp predicted by top teams for trajectories from experimental datasets. Gray areas correspond
to the results of baseline method TA-MSD. Dashed lines indicate the original estimations of α provided by Refs. [47] (e), [38,
48] (f), [20] (g), and [49] (h). i-l, Histograms of the diffusion model predicted by top teams for trajectories from experimental
datasets. Dashed boxes indicate the original classifications provided by Refs. [47] (i), [38, 48] (j), [20] (k), and [49] (l). We
show predictions obtained by the top 5 teams for the corresponding subtask. For the last dataset, we further selected the teams
based on their performance on short (L ∼ 10) trajectories. All results for the analysis of the experimental data are presented
in Suppl. Figs. S21-S28.
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METHODS

Organization of the challenge

We ran the Anomalous Diffusion (AnDi) challenge
as a time-limited competition from March 1, 2020,
to November 1, 2020. The competition was hosted
on the Codalab platform (https://competitions.codalab.
org/competitions/23601) and divided in three phases
(Development, Validation, and Challenge). The compe-
tition has later been converted to an open challenge, con-
tinuously accepting new submissions. Datasets, methods,
list of participants, and results of the AnDi Challenge are
available at http://andi-challenge.org. Software for sim-
ulation and analysis is hosted on the competition GitHub
repository https://github.com/AnDiChallenge.

Structure of the datasets

Simulated datasets were composed of synthetic trajec-
tories generated according to five different mathematical
models: annealed transient time motion (ATTM) [14],
continuous-time random walk (CTRW) [11], fractional
Brownian motion (FBM) [12], Lévy walk (LW) [13], and
scaled Brownian motion (SBM) [15]. We considered tra-
jectories with anomalous diffusion exponents in the range
α ∈ [0.05, 2]. Exponents were restricted to α > 0.05
because smaller exponents produce practically immobile
trajectories. Note that CTRW and ATTM are strictly
subdiffusive (α ≤ 1), LW is superdiffusive (α ≥ 1), FBM
cannot have ballistic behavior (α < 2), whereas SBM
covers the whole exponent range.

Each dataset contained 104 trajectories. All trajecto-
ries were first generated with a length L = 1000. For the-
oretical models providing trajectory sampling at irregu-
lar times (CTRW and LW), oversampling was used to ob-
tain tracer coordinates at uniform times. The trajectories
were then standardized to have a unitary standard devi-
ation σD of the distribution of displacements. To mimic
experimental data, trajectories were corrupted with a fi-
nite localization precision. For this, a random number
from a normal distributionN (0, σnoise) was added to each
trajectory coordinate. Last, the displacements’ standard
deviation was scaled by a random number sampled from
a normal distribution N (0, 1) to include the effect of an
effective diffusion coefficient (see Fig. 1a-c for exemplary
trajectories in each dimension). Trajectories were thus
cut to the desired length. For T1 and T2, trajectories
were cut to lengths L ∈ [10, 1000], whereas for T3 all
trajectories had length L = 200. A different dataset was
generated for each task to ensure the proper balance of
the feature to be determined. Therefore, the dataset for
T1 had a balanced distribution of anomalous exponents
but not of diffusion models, whereas the dataset for T2
was balanced with respect to the diffusion models. For
T3, trajectories were obtained by concatenating trajec-
tories simulated for all models and exponents. Each tra-

jectory had a random changepoint at a discrete index
tGT ∈ [1, 199] corresponding to a change at least in one
of the two features (α and diffusion model). An example
of such kind of trajectories is presented in Fig. 1d.

Three levels of noise were used to corrupt trajectories,
corresponding to σnoise = 0.1, 0.5, 1. The SNR was cal-
culated as SNR = σD/σnoise. Due to the previous stan-
dardization, the SNR levels thus were SNR = 1, 2, 10.
Trajectories in 2D and 3D were allowed to have different
noise levels along different directions. The overall noise
was calculated as the square root of the squared sum of
σnoise along independent directions.

We developed the andi-datasets Python package to
allow participants to generate their own dataset (e.g.,
for training). Details about available functions can
be found in the hosting repository https://github.com/
AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets.

Theoretical models

In this section, we present a brief introduction to the
concepts of anomalous diffusion and ergodicity break-
ing. We provide theoretical insights about the anoma-
lous diffusion models considered in the AnDi challenge,
as well as the description of the pseudocode used for
simulations. Finally, we describe how to extend the al-
gorithms to simulate the diffusion models in two and
three dimensions. The Python implementation of all
the algorithms described below is available at https:
//github.com/AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets.

Anomalous diffusion and ergodicity breaking

When analyzing trajectories, diffusion is typically
quantified through the calculation of the mean squared
displacement (MSD). The MSD grows linearly in time
for Brownian walkers, MSD ∼ t, while it shows a power-
law scaling for anomalous diffusion, MSD ∼ tα, where
α is the anomalous diffusion exponent. In practice, the
MSD can be calculated either by performing an ensemble
average of the positions of a set of N tracers,

EA-MSD(t) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

[xi(t)− xi(0)]2, (1)

or, for the trajectory of a single tracer, sampled at L
discrete times ti = i∆t, as a time-average:

TA-MSD(∆=m∆t)=
1

L−m

L−m∑
i=1

[x(ti +m∆t)− x(ti)]
2
.

(2)
In its most general definition, a process is considered

ergodic if any single realization is able to explore all the
possible configurations of the system. The impossibility
of performing such an exploration is usually referred to as

https://competitions.codalab.org/competitions/23601
https://competitions.codalab.org/competitions/23601
http://andi-challenge.org
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets
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ergodicity breaking. For a (strong) non-ergodic process,
the space of configurations is separated into mutually in-
accessible domains, hence preventing its full exploration.
If those domains are indeed accessible, but a single tracer
is unable to visit them in a finite time, the process is in-
stead defined as weakly non-ergodic [62]. In this case, a
sufficiently large ensemble of tracers may indeed explore
all possible configurations, hence producing a difference
between ensemble and time averages.

In the context of anomalous diffusion, a system is said
to show weak ergodicity breaking if the EA-MSD does
not converge to TA-MSD in the infinite time limit [4].
Generally, while the EA-MSD still shows the expected
power-law scaling, the TA-MSD scales linearly with time.
Moreover, the amplitude of the TA-MSD for different
trajectories is a random variable, whose distribution can
be analytically calculated for some diffusion models [63].
One can then define the time and ensemble averaged
TEA-MSD over a set of N trajectories as

TEA-MSD(∆) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

TA-MSD(∆)i, (3)

where TA-MSD(∆)i is the TA-MSD for the i-th trajec-
tory. The so-called ergodicity breaking parameter (EB)
[51] can be calculated as

EB = 〈ζ2〉 − 1, (4)

where ζ = TA-MSD(∆)/TEA-MSD(∆). The EB pa-
rameter, in the limit ∆/T → 0, is a widely used tool
to quantify ergodicity breaking (here T = L∆t repre-
sents the trajectory length). For ergodic diffusion, then
EB → 0, while any other value showcases a non-ergodic
behavior. Processes like CTRW, ATTM and SBM show
weak ergodicity breaking [14, 64, 65], whereas Brownian
motion and FBM are ergodic, though convergence of the
EA-MSD to the TA-MSD may be slow for certain values
of the anomalous exponent α [66]. Indeed, as discussed
in [24], the ergodicity of FBM requires a careful analysis
as a function of α, and often other statistical measures
are necessary to study ergodicity breaking. To find a
technique to study short trajectories, it is important to
note that, for CTRW and ATTM, the TA-MSD shows a
short-time linear behavior TA-MSD∝ ∆ even for anoma-
lous trajectories. This showcases one of the limitations of
the fitting of the TA-MSD to determine the anomalous
diffusion exponent. A mention apart requires the concept
of ultraweak ergodicity breaking, which has been identi-
fied for LW, where time and ensemble averages only differ
by a constant factor [67, 68].

Continuous time random walk

The continuous time random walk (CTRW) defines a
large family of random walks with arbitrary displace-
ment density for which the waiting time, i.e., the time

between subsequent steps, is a stochastic variable [11].
Here, we consider a specific case of CTRW for which
waiting times are sampled from a power-law distribution
ψ(t) ∼ t−σ and displacements are sampled from a Gaus-
sian distribution with variance D and zero mean. In such
case, the anomalous diffusion exponent is α = σ− 1 (the
EA-MSD = 〈x(t)2〉 ∝ tα). Since the waiting times are
generated from a power law distribution, for σ = 2 the
EA-MSD features Brownian diffusion with logarithmic
corrections [2]. For α = 1 one should instead use a Pois-
son density, or a fixed waiting time (i.e., the limit of a
one-sided Lévy stable density in the limit α = 1).

The algorithm used to simulate CTRW trajectories is
described in Algorithm 1. Notice that the variable τ
stands for the total time at i-th iteration. Also notice
that the output vector ~x corresponds to the position of
the particle at the irregular times given by ~t.

Algorithm 1 Generate CTRW trajectory
Input:

length of the trajectory T
anomalous exponent α
diffusion coefficient D

Define:
~x→ empty vector
~t→ empty vector
N(µ, s) → Gaussian random number generator with

mean µ and standard deviation s
i = 0; τ = 0
while τ < T do
ti ← sample randomly from ψ(t) = t−σ

xi ← xi−1 +N(0,
√
D)

τ ← τ + ti
i← i+ 1

end while
Return: ~x, ~t

Fractional Brownian motion

In fractional Brownian motion (FBM), x(t) is a Gaus-
sian process with stationary increments. This process
is symmetric, 〈x(t)〉 = 0, and importantly its EA-MSD
scales as 〈x(t)2〉 = 2KHt

2H . Here, H is the Hurst expo-
nent, which is related to the anomalous diffusion expo-
nent as H = α/2 [12, 69]. Also, the two-time correlation
is 〈x(t1)x(t2)〉 = KH(t2H1 + t2H2 − |t1 − t2|2H).

FBM can also be introduced as a process arising from
a generalized Langevin equation where the noise is non-
white (aka fractional Gaussian noise, fGn). The fGn
has a standard normal distribution with zero mean and
power-law correlations:

〈ξfGn(t1)ξfGn(t2)〉 = 2KHH(2H − 1)|t1 − t2|2H−2

+ 4KHH|t1 − t2|2H−1δ(t1 − t2). (5)

The FBM features two regimes: one where the noise is
positively correlated (1/2 < H < 1, i.e., 1 < α < 2,
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superdiffusive) and one where the noise is negatively cor-
related (0 < H < 1/2, i.e., 0 < α < 1, subdiffusive). For
H = 1/2 (α = 1) the noise is uncorrelated, hence the
FBM converges to Brownian motion.

For a d-dimensional FBM, the corresponding posi-
tion vector has zero mean, 〈x(t)〉 = 0, the EA-MSD is
〈x(t)2〉 = 2dKHt

2H , the autocorrelation is 〈x(t1)x(t2)〉 =
dKH(t2H1 + t2H2 − |t1 − t2|2H), and the fGN reads

〈ξfGn,i(t1)ξfGn,j(t2)〉 = 2KHH(2H − 1)|t1 − t2|2H−2δij

+ 4KHH|t1 − t2|2H−1δ(t1 − t2)δij ,
(6)

where i, j in the subindex of the fGN denotes a different
cartesian coordinate.

Various numerical approaches have been proposed to
solve the FBM generalized Langevin equation exactly.
Here, we use the Davies-Harte method [70] and the
Hosking method [71] via the FBM Python package(https:
//pypi.org/project/fbm/). Details about the numerical
implementations can be found in the associated refer-
ences.

Lévy walk

The Lévy walk (LW) is a particular case of CTRW. The
time between steps is irregular [13], but, in contrast to the
CTRW considered here, the distribution of displacements
for a LW is not Gaussian. We considered the case in
which the flight times (i.e., the times between steps) are
retrieved from the distribution ψ(t) ∼ t−σ−1. In one
dimension, the displacements are ∆x and the step length
is |∆x|. The displacements are correlated with the flight
times such that the probability to move a step ∆x at
time t and stop at the new position to wait for a new
random event to happen is Ψ(∆x, t) = 1

2δ(|∆x|−vt)ψ(t),
where v is the velocity. From here, one can show that the
anomalous exponent is given by

α =

{
2 if 0 < σ < 1

3− σ if 1 < σ < 2.
(7)

The details of the numerical implementation for the LW
are given in Algorithm 2. Notice that we use a random
number r, which can take values 0 or 1, to decide in
which sense the step is performed. Also note that, as for
the CTRWs, the output vectors ~x,~t represent irregularly
sampled positions and times.

Algorithm 2 Generate LW trajectory
Input:

length of the trajectory T
anomalous exponent α

Define:
~x→ empty vector
~t→ empty vector
v → random number ∈ (0, 10]

i = 0
while τ < T do
ti ← sample randomly from ψ(t) ∼ t−σ−1

xi ← (−1)rvti, where random r is 0 or 1 with equal
probability.
τ ← τ + ti
i← i+ 1

end while
Return: ~x,~t

Annealed transient time motion

The annealed transient time motion (ATTM) imple-
ments the motion of a Brownian particle whose diffusion
coefficient varies in time [14]. The tracer performs Brow-
nian motion for a random time t1 with a random diffu-
sion coefficient D1, then for t2 with D2, etc. The dif-
fusion coefficients are sampled from a distribution such
that P (D) ∼ Dσ−1 with σ > 0 as D → 0 and that decays
rapidly for large D. If the random times t are sampled
from a distribution with expected value E[t|D] = D−γ ,
with σ < γ < σ+ 1, the anomalous diffusion exponent is
α = σ/γ (corresponding to the subdiffusive regime I of
the model described in Ref. [14]). Here, we consider that
the distribution is a delta function, Pt(t|D) ∼ δ(t−D−γ).
Hence, the period of time ti in which the particle per-
forms Brownian motion with a random diffusion coeffi-
cient Di is ti = D−γ

i , with Di extracted from the distri-
bution described above. The numerical implementation
of the ATTM model is given in Algorithm 3. Note that,
in contrast to CTRW and LW, now the only output is
~x because the trajectory is already produced at regular
time intervals of duration ∆t.

https://pypi.org/project/fbm/
https://pypi.org/project/fbm/


21

Algorithm 3 Generate ATTM trajectory
Input:

length of the trajectory T
anomalous exponent α
sampling time ∆t

Define:
σ, γ → generate randomly s.t. α = σ/γ and σ < γ <

σ + 1
BM(D, t,∆t) → generates a Brownian motion trajec-

tory of length t with diffusion coefficientD, sampled at time
intervals ∆t

~x→ empty vector
while τ < T do
Di ← sample randomly from P (D) = Dσ−1

ti ← D−γi
number of steps Ni = round(ti/∆t)
xi, ..., xi+Ni ← BM(Di, ti,∆t)
i← i+Ni + 1
τ = τ +Ni∆t

end while
Return: ~x

Scaled Brownian motion

The scaled Brownian motion (SBM) is a process de-
scribed by the Langevin equation with a time-dependent
diffusivity K(t)

dx(t)

dt
=
√

2K(t)ξ(t), (8)

where ξ(t) is white Gaussian noise [15]. For the case
in which K(t) has a power-law dependence with respect
to t such that K(t) = αKαt

α−1, the EA-MSD follows〈
x2(t)

〉
N
≈ Kαt

α with Kα = Γ(1+α)Kα. The numerical
implementation of SBM is presented in Algorithm 4.

Algorithm 4 Generate SBM trajectory
Input:

length of the trajectory T
anomalous exponent α

Define:
erfcinv(~a)→ Inverse complementary erf of ~a
U (L)→ returns L uniform random numbers ∈ [0, 1]

Calculate:−→
∆x← (0, 1, ..., T )α − (1, ..., T + 1)α
−→
∆x← 2

√
2U(L)

−→
∆x,

~x← cumsum(
−→
∆x).

Return: ~x

Simulations in higher dimensions

The algorithms presented above provide examples for
the simulation of 1D trajectories. In order to maintain
the properties of each anomalous diffusion model, exten-
sion to 2D and 3D was performed differently depend-
ing on the considered model. For ATTM, CTRW, FBM,

and SBM in 2D, trajectories were obtained by the sim-
ple composition of (independent) motion performed over
orthogonal axes. The same was done for FBM and SBM
in 3D. For ATTM and CTRW (3D), and for LW (2D and
3D), waiting times and displacement lengths were sam-
pled according to the recipe provided by each particular
model in 1D. However, the displacement length was used
to sets the radius of the circle (2D) or the sphere (3D)
over which the tracer step ended up. The direction was
randomly chosen to ensure the uniform sampling of the
circle or the sphere, and coordinates along orthogonal
axes were calculated accordingly.

Metrics

We calculated several metrics to quantify the perfor-
mance of the submitted methods with respect to the
ground truth in the various tasks. Although only the
most representative metrics were used to build the com-
petition leaderboard, others were used to gain further
insight about the methods.

Challenge metrics

• Mean absolute error (MAE). Methods were re-
quired to provide an accurate prediction for the
anomalous diffusion exponent α for a single trajec-
tory (T1) or for a part of a trajectory after segmen-
tation (T3). Method performance was thus quanti-
fied by the MAE between the predicted value and
the ground truth:

MAE =
1

N

N∑
i=1

|αi,p − αi,GT|, (9)

where N is the number of trajectories in the
dataset, and αi,p and αi,GT represent the predicted
and ground truth values of the anomalous exponent
of the i-th trajectory, respectively.

• F1-score. For T2 and T3, the methods have to
provide the probability for a trajectory (or a seg-
ment) to be assigned to one of the five diffusion
models. Predictions for which the highest proba-
bility value corresponded to the the ground truth
model were identified as true positives (TP). As a
summary statistics for model classification, we used
the F1-score. In the case of a balanced dataset
(as the one considered in the challenge, for which
each class is equally represented), the F1-score with
micro-average can be calculated as

F1 =
TP
N
, (10)

where N is the total number of trajectories in the
dataset.
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• Root mean square error (RMSE). The trajectory
segmentation problem in T3 requires the location of
the point where a trajectory undergoes a change in
anomalous diffusion. The most important consider-
ation for a changepoint method is how accurately it
localizes the changepoint itself. The quantification
of this accuracy was performed through the RMSE
between the predicted and ground truth position:

RMSE =

√√√√ 1

N

N∑
i=1

(
ti,p − ti,GT

)2
, (11)

where ti,p and ti,GT represent the predicted and
ground truth values of the changepoint position,
respectively.

• Mean reciprocal rank (MRR). For ranking purposes
of T3, the precision in determining the changepoint
position, the anomalous diffusion exponent α, and
the diffusion model were summarized into a single
statistics for the overall method evaluation, given
by the MRR:

MRR =
1

3
·
(

1

rankMAE
+

1

rankF1

+
1

rankRMSE

)
. (12)

For this task, MAE and F1-score were calculated
by treating each segment (before and after the pre-
dicted changepoint) as an individual trajectory and
averaging the metrics obtained over the two seg-
ments.

Additional metrics

Further statistics were used for the comparative anal-
ysis of the performance of the methods.

• Anomalous exponent bias. For the determination
of the anomalous diffusion exponent in T1 and T3,
besides the accuracy, we further assessed whether
the predicted value systematically differed from the
ground truth. For this reason, we calculated the
distribution of the difference between predicted and
ground truth exponent (Figs. S14,S15, and S16),
and estimated the bias θ as its expectation value:

θ =
1

N

N∑
i=1

(αi,p − αi,GT). (13)

As shown in Fig. 2, the estimation of the anoma-
lous diffusion exponent from the fit of the TA-MSD
shows a negative bias (i.e., the predicted exponent
αp is systematically smaller than the ground truth
exponent αGT). Such effect is particularly impor-
tant close to αGT = 1 and is associated to the pres-
ence of localization error [18]. However, as shown in
Figs. S14, S15, and S16, the top performing meth-
ods show little or no bias in their predictions.

• Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve and
area under the curve (AUC). The calculation of
the F1-score assumes that a method outputs a dis-
crete classifier (i.e., a unique choice for the diffusion
model). However, many methods output continu-
ous numbers associated to the probability of the
input to belong to each class. Thus, these proba-
bility values assigned to each model contain more
information about the performance of the classifier.
This information can be summarized by the ROC
curve and the corresponding AUC. The ROC curve
reports the true positive rate (or sensitivity) versus
the false negative (one minus the specificity) for dif-
ferent levels of probability thresholds: if an input
has a certain class probability above the threshold,
it is considered to belong of such class. The AUC
is given by the integral of the ROC curve and is
equal to the probability that a classifier will rank
a randomly chosen positive instance higher than a
randomly chosen negative one. It thus provides a
useful tool to compare the sensitivity and specificity
of a given classifier. In particular, being based on
probability instead of class labels, ROC/AUC re-
port how “doubtful” a method is about its choice
of the model. ROC curves for each class versus
the others are shown in Figs. S17, S18, and S19
for all teams. Micro- (i.e., considering each class
as a binary prediction) and macro-averaged (i.e.,
considering an equal weight for the classification
of each label) ROC curves are also reported. The
ROC/AUC analysis confirms that ATTM is the
most problematic model to classify, whereas the
best results are obtained for CTRW and LW. The
scatter plot of values of F1-score vs. micro-averaged
AUC show a rather good correlation (Fig. S20),
with the exception of a few models (teams L, D
and N) that perform considerably better in terms
of F1-score.

• Recall and RMSETP. For the assessment of change-
point localization error in T3, we followed two dif-
ferent evaluation approaches. For the challenge
evaluation, we simply quantified the RMSE. Tra-
jectories showing no changepoint were considered
as having a dummy changepoint either at index
1 or 199. However, to get a better understand-
ing of methods’ performance, we also considered
an alternative analysis. For this, ground truth and
predicted changepoints within a distance ε = 10
from the start/end points were removed and the
associated trajectories were considered as not hav-
ing a changepoint. Matching changepoints were
identified as true positives and used to calculate
the recall and the RMSE in true positive posi-
tion pairs RMSETP(Fig. 4d). Predicted change-
points not matching any ground truth changepoint
were identified as false positives. Similarly, ground
truth changepoints not having any prediction were
counted as missed events.
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Alternative and baseline estimators

Inference of the anomalous diffusion exponent

Several classical statistical methods have been em-
ployed to characterize anomalous diffusion from single
trajectories and quantify the anomalous diffusion expo-
nent. Many of them rely on the analysis of the EA-MSD
or TA-MSD presented in Eqs. (1) and (2).

We developed a simple tool to perform the estimation
of the anomalous exponent to establish a performance
baseline for Task 1 of the challenge. The code calculates
the TA-MSD and performs a linear fit of its logarithm
with respect to the logarithm of the timelag for the first k
datapoints, where k is the maximum between 10 and the
10% of the trajectory length. The anomalous diffusion
exponent is thus obtained as the slope of the straight line.
This criterion has been shown to provide reliable results
for the fitting of TA-MSD for Brownian diffusion [72]. Al-
though the choice of a different timescale or the use of an
independently calculated localization precision can pro-
duce better results [16], we intentionally limited the code
to a simple fitting algorithm with a straightforward crite-
rion for the choice of the number of data points to fit. As
shown in Fig. 2, such a simple fit produces results com-
parable with the best methods for ergodic models with
high SNR and long trajectories. The code is available at
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets.

Besides the MSD, another popular methodology for the
quantification of the anomalous diffusion exponent is the
moment scaling spectrum MSS [73, 74]. MSS considers
several high-order moments of the displacement distri-
bution to obtain their scaling exponents and use them
to calculate the slope of the exponent curve versus the
moment order, which is found proportional to α.

The anomalous diffusion exponent is strictly linked to
specific characteristics of the diffusion model, thus can
also be obtained by means of their quantification [4].
However, this approach require the knowledge (or an edu-
cated guess) of the diffusion model. If, in addition, distri-
butions of the associated quantities can be obtained, then
anomalous diffusion exponent can be estimated through
their fitting. For instance, for CTRW, the anomalous dif-
fusion exponent can be extracted by fitting the waiting
time distribution ψ(t) [19]; for the ATTM, by fitting the
distribution of diffusion coefficients or transit times [20];
or, for a Lèvy walk from the flight time or step length
distribution [75].

Classification of the underlying diffusion model

Even though the problem of associating a trajectory
to an underlying diffusion model has been long investi-
gated, there is still no clear general consensus on how to
unambiguously determine the underlying physical mech-
anism from a trajectory. To the best of our knowledge,
model classification is generally performed using a com-

bination of multiple estimators and further corroborated
by a comparison with the corresponding analysis of simu-
lated data. Several statistical parameters have been pro-
posed in this sense. Algorithms based on multiple esti-
mators can allow to distinguish between pairs of mod-
els [21–23]. Some of the proposed approaches are based
on estimating trajectory statistical features to determine
ergodicity [21, 51] and Gaussianity [76], and thus restrict
the number of possible models. Lastly, the velocity au-
tocorrelation function [77] and the power spectral den-
sity [38] have been shown to have model-dependent fin-
gerprints for some diffusion models. However, none of
these method can be directly used to classify the trajec-
tories as required for T2. First attempts to provide a
direct and generalized classification have been proposed
only recently [36, 41, 43] and the developing teams have
participated in the challenge. Therefore, we decided not
to provide any baseline estimation for this task.

Trajectory segmentation

Although a few methods have been recently developed
for the detection of trajectory changepoints with respect
to a switch in α [25, 32, 33] and diffusion model [34],
there is no consensus on a well-established method that
can be used as a baseline for T3. Limited to the the
changepoint detection part, we thus decided to compare
methods’ performance with the results of a random pre-
diction, as shown in dashed lines in Fig. 4a and Fig. S5.
For this, we simply calculate the RMSE for selecting a
random point on a trajectory having a changepoint at
tGT. The error associated to such a random prediction
is not uniform, since it depends on the changepoint posi-
tion tGT along the trajectory, as well as on the trajectory
length L. The random predictor RMSErandom can thus
be calculated as:

RMSErandom(tGT) =

√
t3GT + (L− tGT)3

3L
, (14)

for L = 200 as in trajectories simulated for T3.

CODE AND DATA AVAILABILITY

All software used for the Challenge is available at
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge. The code of the
andi-datasets package used to generate the com-
petition datasets is available at https://github.com/
AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets.

Simulated datasets used for the competition are avail-
able for download at http://andi-challenge.org. Ground-
truth for datasets used in the first phase of the competi-
tion for training are also available.

https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets
http://andi-challenge.org
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURES AND TABLES

FIG. S1. Screenshots of the interactive tool for performance comparison. a, Summary of the results obtained
for T1 and T2 according to corresponding challenge metrics. Hovering on each symbol reveals team name and scores. b-d,
Plots of the metrics and estimators used to assess methods’ performance for T1 (b), for T2 (c), and for T3 (d). For each
task, plots can be displayed for user-selected subsets of the datasets. Sliders and buttons allow data selection based on task
dimension, team, trajectory length, noise, α, diffusion model, or changepoint position. The interactive tool is available at
http://andi-challenge.org/interactive-tool/.

http://andi-challenge.org/interactive-tool/
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FIG. S2. General ranking of the AnDi challenge. Performance heatmap representing the value of the challenge metrics
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FIG. S11. T2.1D methods’ performance. Confusion matrix of the ground truth model vs the predicted model for all the
submitted methods for T2.1D. Teams are ordered according to to their ranking in the leaderboard.
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FIG. S12. T2.2D methods’ performance. Confusion matrix of the ground truth model vs the predicted model for all the
submitted methods for T2.2D. Teams are ordered according to to their ranking in the leaderboard.
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FIG. S13. T2.3D methods’ performance. Confusion matrix of the ground truth model vs the predicted model for all the
submitted methods for T2.3D. Teams are ordered according to to their ranking in the leaderboard.
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FIG. S14. T1.1D prediction bias. Empirical probability distributions of the difference between the predicted (αp) and
the ground-truth exponent (αGT ) for every method participating in T1.1D. The expectation value of the bias θ is reported in
the plot. A dashed line representing the zero value is included as a guide-to-the-eye. Teams are ordered according to to their
ranking in the leaderboard.
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FIG. S15. T1.2D prediction bias. Empirical probability distributions of the difference between the predicted (αp) and the
ground-truth true exponent (αGT ) for every method participating in T1.2D. The expectation value of the bias θ is reported in
the plot. A dashed line representing the zero value is included as a guide-to-the-eye. Teams are ordered according to to their
ranking in the leaderboard.
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FIG. S17. T2.1D ROC curves. ROC curves obtained for each diffusion model, plus micro- and macro-average, for all the
methods participating in T2.1D. AUC values are reported in the legend. Teams are ordered according to to their ranking in
the leaderboard.



41

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0
Tr

ue
 P

os
iti

ve
 R

at
e

team E
micro ROC (0.99)
macro ROC (0.99)
ATTM (0.97)
CTRW (1.0)
FBM (0.98)
LW (1.0)
SBM (0.98)

team L
micro ROC (0.97)
macro ROC (0.96)
ATTM (0.96)
CTRW (0.99)
FBM (0.94)
LW (0.99)
SBM (0.94)

team J
micro ROC (0.99)
macro ROC (0.98)
ATTM (0.97)
CTRW (0.99)
FBM (0.98)
LW (1.0)
SBM (0.98)

team M
micro ROC (0.99)
macro ROC (0.98)
ATTM (0.96)
CTRW (0.99)
FBM (0.98)
LW (1.0)
SBM (0.98)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
False Positive Rate

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Tr
ue

 P
os

iti
ve

 R
at

e

team F
micro ROC (0.98)
macro ROC (0.98)
ATTM (0.97)
CTRW (0.99)
FBM (0.97)
LW (1.0)
SBM (0.98)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
False Positive Rate

team N
macro ROC (0.83)
micro ROC (0.83)
ATTM (0.71)
CTRW (0.94)
FBM (0.79)
LW (0.96)
SBM (0.73)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
False Positive Rate

team O
micro ROC (0.93)
macro ROC (0.92)
ATTM (0.82)
CTRW (0.96)
FBM (0.92)
LW (0.99)
SBM (0.89)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
False Positive Rate

team B
micro ROC (0.74)
macro ROC (0.74)
ATTM (0.66)
CTRW (0.62)
FBM (0.85)
LW (0.68)
SBM (0.9)

FIG. S18. T2.2D ROC curves. ROC curves obtained for each diffusion model, plus micro- and macro-average, for all the
methods participating in T2.2D. AUC values are reported in the legend. Teams are ordered according to to their ranking in
the leaderboard.
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FIG. S19. T2.3D ROC curves. ROC curves obtained for each diffusion model, plus micro- and macro-average, for all the
methods participating in T2.3D. AUC values are reported in the legend. Teams are ordered according to to their ranking in
the leaderboard.
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FIG. S20. AUC vs F1-score for T2. Scatter plot of the micro-averaged AUC vs the F1-score for all methods participating
in T2.
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FIG. S21. Prediction of anomalous diffusion exponent for experimental trajectories from Ref. [1]. Histogram of
the anomalous diffusion exponent αp predicted by all the methods participating in T1.2D. The continuous line represents the
median value of αp. The dashed line indicates the original estimation of α provided by Ref. [1].
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FIG. S22. Prediction of anomalous diffusion exponent for experimental trajectories from Ref. [2, 3]. Histogram
of the anomalous diffusion exponent αp predicted by all the methods participating in T1.2D. The continuous line represents
the median value of αp. The dashed lines indicate the original estimation of α provided by Refs [2, 3].
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FIG. S23. Prediction of anomalous diffusion exponent for experimental trajectories from Ref. [4]. Histogram of
the anomalous diffusion exponent αp predicted by all the methods participating in T1.2D. The continuous line represents the
median value of αp. The dashed line indicates the original estimation of α provided by Ref. [4].
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FIG. S24. Prediction of anomalous diffusion exponent for experimental trajectories from Ref. [5]. Histogram of
the anomalous diffusion exponent αp predicted by all the methods participating in T1.1D. The continuous line represents the
median value of αp. The dashed line indicates the original estimation of α provided by Ref. [5].
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FIG. S25. Prediction of diffusion model for experimental trajectories from Ref. [1]. Bar plot of the trajectory
classification probability for the five anomalous diffusion model as predicted by all the methods participating in T2.2D. The
dashed line indicates the original prediction of diffusion model provided by Ref. [1].
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FIG. S26. Prediction of diffusion model for experimental trajectories from Refs. [2, 3]. Bar plot of the trajectory
classification probability for the five anomalous diffusion model as predicted by all the methods participating in T2.2D. The
dashed line indicate the original prediction of diffusion model provided by Refs [2, 3].
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FIG. S27. Prediction of diffusion model for experimental trajectories from Ref. [4]. Bar plot of the trajectory
classification probability for the five anomalous diffusion model as predicted by all the methods participating in T2.2D. The
dashed line indicates the original prediction of diffusion model provided by Ref. [4].
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FIG. S28. Prediction of diffusion model for experimental trajectories from Ref. [5]. Bar plot of the trajectory
classification probability for the five anomalous diffusion model as predicted by all the methods participating in T2.1D. The
dashed line indicates the original prediction of diffusion model provided by Ref. [5].
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SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE 1: LIST OF TEAMS PARTICIPATING TO THE CHALLENGE

Team A: Anomalous Unicorns
Contact: Borja Requena

ICFO–The Institute of Photonic Sciences
Castelldefels (Barcelona), Spain

Method: HYDRAS (RNN + CNN)
Platform: Python
Open-access: https://github.com/BorjaRequena/AnDi-unicorns

https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamA_AnomalousUnicorns
Description: Hydras are architectures that have a set of independent feature extractors (heads) that process the

input trajectories. These all converge into a final set of fully connected layers (body) that process
the output of the heads to perform inference. The feature extractors can be anything capable of
processing trajectories of arbitrary lengths, such as RNNs, CNNs or, even, other hydras. For T2, we
have taken an ensemble of ten bi-headed hydras built with an RNN and a CNN as feature extractors.
For T1, the resulting model is another ensemble of hydras that builds upon the result from T2. The
resulting hydras have six heads: a hydra from T1 and five expert bi-headed hydras (RNN+CNN) that
are trained to predict the anomalous exponent of a single diffusion model exclusively. This way, the
body receives the output from all the model-specific feature extractors together with the opinion of
the classifier. Each head is trained independently and then, in order to build the hydra, their weights
are frozen while the body is trained. Finally, after a few epochs of body training, the head weights
are unfrozen, and the entire hydra is trained with discriminative learning rates: heads are trained
with a much lower learning rate than the body. The entire source code can be found in the GitHub
repository together with some examples.

Tasks: T1.1D, T2.1D

Team B: BIT
Contact: Michael A. Lomholt

PhyLife, Department of Physics, Chemistry and Pharmacy, University of Southern Denmark
Odense M, Denmark

Method: Bayesian inference
Platform: Matlab
Open-access: https://github.com/mlomholt/andi

https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamB_BIT
Description: Bayesian inference using annealed importance sampling to sample from the posterior distribution. We

attempted to use Bayes theorem to calculate the posterior probability distributions for the models
and parameters. The likelihood functions, and to a large extent also the priors, could be derived from
the descriptions and codes provided by the organizers. Effective Bayesian inference could be achieved
for the SBM and FBM models. However, the need to integrate out hidden waiting times impaired
effective inference for ATTM, CTRW and LW. For ATTM and CTRW, we attempted to integrate
out the waiting times together with the model parameters using Monte Carlo techniques. For LW, in
1D we used the forward algorithm on a hidden Markov model (but without including measurement
noise), while in 2D and 3D we used a goodness-of-fit test after inference with the other four models
to exclude them, followed by a fit to the TA-MSD to obtain the anomalous diffusion exponent of the
LW.

Tasks: All

https://github.com/BorjaRequena/AnDi-unicorns
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamA_AnomalousUnicorns
https://github.com/mlomholt/andi
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamB_BIT
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Team C: DecBayComp
Contact: Jean-Baptiste Masson

Institut Pasteur, Decision and Bayesian Computation lab
Paris, France

Reference: [6]
Method: Gratin: graphs on trajectories for inference
Platform: Python
Open-access: https://github.com/DecBayComp/gratin

https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamC_DecBayComp
Description: First, each trajectory is turned into a graph, where nodes are the positions and edges connect positions

following a pattern based on their time difference. Then, features computed from normalized positions
are attached to nodes (e.g., cumulative distance covered since origin, distance to origin, maximal step
size since origin). These graphs are then passed as input to a graph convolution module (graph neural
network), which outputs, for each trajectory, a latent representation in a high-dimensional space.
This fixed-size latent vector is then passed as input to task-specific modules, which can predict the
anomalous exponent or the random walk type. Several output modules can be trained at the same
time, using the same graph convolution module, by summing task-specific losses. The model can
receive trajectories of any size as inputs. The high-dimensional latent representation of trajectories
can be projected down to a 2D space for visualisation and provides interesting insights regarding the
information extracted by the model (see details in Ref. [6]).

Tasks: T1.1D, T2.1D

Team D: DeepSPT
Contact: Taegeun Song

Department of Physics, Pohang University of Science and Technology
Pohang, Korea
current address: Center for AI and Natural Sciences, Korea Institute for Advanced Study
Seoul, Korea

Method: ResNet-MLP + XGBoost
Platform: Python
Open-access: https://github.com/TaegeunSONG/DeepSPT

https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamD_DeepSPT
Description: We build our machine in the context of ensembles and hybrid structures. The applied preprocessing

consists of three steps: 1) the noise is reduced by a 3-points moving average, 2) length of input
trajectories are re-scaled to 100 points by a spline interpolation, and 3) the trajectories are normalized
to the range[0, 1]. First, we prepare each normalized trajectory and extract user-defined features from
the trajectory as an input for the ensemble modules. Then, we construct an ensemble of ten identical
ResNet-MLP modules. The ResNet input is the normalized trajectory and the following multi-layer
perceptron (MLP) receives both an output of the ResNet and the prepared features. Finally, the ten
outputs from the ResNet-MLP module are analyzed by XGBoost.

Tasks: T1.1D, T2.1D

https://github.com/DecBayComp/gratin
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamC_DecBayComp
https://github.com/TaegeunSONG/DeepSPT
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamD_DeepSPT
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Team E: eduN
Contact: Stefano Bo

Max Planck Institute for the Physics of Complex Systems (MPI-PKS)
Dresden, Germany

Reference: [7]
Method: RANDI (LSTM + dense NN)
Platform: Python
Open-access: https://github.com/booste/andi_for_organizers

https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamE_eduN
Description: The method is based on recurrent neural networks (RNN). The RNN used in all tasks share the same

basic architecture and differ only in the last layer or two. All the RNN have two LSTM layers (of
dimension 250 and 50, respectively). For inference tasks (T1 and T3) the last output of the second
LSTM layer is directly connected to the output layer. For classification tasks (T2 and T3), the last
output of the second LSTM layer is followed by a dense layer including 20 nodes, which is then
connected to the five dimensional output layer (representing each model with softmax activation).
We train multiple RNN that specialize in analyzing trajectories of a certain length. When presented
with a trajectory of length l, we use the predictions of the two RNN trained on the nearest lengths (one
on longer trajectories of length L+ and one on shorter ones of length L−) and weigh them according
to their distance from l. For T1, we train 14 RNN for different lengths in 1D and 9 RNN for different
lengths in 2D. For T2, we train 6 RNN for different lengths in 1D and 4 RNN for different lengths in
2D. In T3 all trajectories have the same length; we train 4 RNN: the first RNN to classify the model
of the first segment, the second RNN to classify the model of the second segment, and two inference
RNN; each inference RNN predicts the switching time, first exponent and the second exponent and
their predictions are then averaged. We follow the same approach in 2D (but there we use a single
RNN for the inference). We do not train RNN on 3D trajectories. For 3D data, we take projections
on lower dimensions and use RNN trained on 2D and 1D data and average their outputs.
All RNN are trained using 3×106 trajectories that are generated using andi-datasets package (https:
//github.com/AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets). To avoid overtraining, we split these trajectories in
30 datasets (each containing 105 trajectories) which are successively presented to the RNN. We use the
first dataset to train for 5 epochs splitting it in batches of size 32. We then switch to another dataset,
split it in batches of size 128 and train for 4 epochs. We repeat this procedure for 3 other datasets.
We iterate the procedure using 5 datasets split into batches of size 512 each considered for 3 epochs
and finally use 20 datasets split into batches of size 2048 for 2 epochs each. For memory reasons, we
did not use the batches of size 2048 for trajectories containing large amounts of measurement, such
as long or high-dimensional trajectories. We use recurrent dropout (20%) in both LSTM layers.
We preprocess the input data as follows: 1) We take the increment values of the trajectory. 2) We
normalize the increments in a way that they have zero mean and unitary standard deviation for each
trajectory. 3) To optimize the training, we re-shape the input trajectories into shorter trajectories of
higher dimensions. For example, for the inference of 1D trajectories of length 225, the 224 increments
are split into 56 blocks of dimension 4, bj = [∆x4j ,∆x4j+1,∆x4j+2,∆x4j+3] with j = 0, . . . 55. The
chosen block size varies according to the trajectory length and dimension.

Tasks: All

https://github.com/booste/andi_for_organizers
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamE_eduN
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets
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Team F: Erasmus MC
Contact: Hélène Kabbech

Erasmus MC, Department of Cell Biology
Rotterdam, The Netherlands

Method: FEST (Feature Extraction Stack LSTM)
Platform: Python
Open-access: https://github.com/hkabbech/FEST_AnDiChallenge

https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamF_ErasmusMC
Description: The FEST method was used to solve T1 and T2 and was applied to one-, two- and three-dimensional

trajectory data. This method is divided in two parts: i) measurement of features at each point
along the trajectories, and ii) training of a neural network consisting of a stack of bidirectional Long
Short-Term Memory (LSTM) and fully connected (“Dense”) layers [8].
The following features were computed: the displacements ∆rn(t) = (∆xn(t),∆yn(t),∆zn(t)) of a
particle between time t and t+ n (which is the difference between two particle positions rt and rt+n,
where rt = (xt, yt, zt) and n ≥ 1) and the distances dn(t) =

√
∆xn(t)2 + ∆yn(t)2 + ∆zn(t)2. The

features for 1D and 2D cases were similarly defined. Subsequently, a mean of distances between
time t − p and t + p, dn,p(t), was calculated as dn,p(t) = 1

2p+1

∑t+p
k=t−p dn(k), where p ≥ 1. All

the mentioned features characterize how fast particles move. To gain information on the direction of
motion, for 2D and 3D cases, the angles θn(t) between two displacement vectors ∆rn(t) and ∆rn(t−n)
were computed.
The number of features that were used as input to the neural network depended greatly on the number
of dimensions. For 1D case, only displacements could be computed, therefor we used ∆xn, n = {1, 2}.
Larger values of n led to smaller sizes of feature vectors. For 2D case, we computed six features: ∆x1,
∆y1, d1, d1,1, d2,1 and θ1. For 3D case, 6 other features were used: ∆x1, ∆y1, ∆z1, d1, d1,1, d2,1.
We built two similar neural network architectures for T1 and T2. Using the above-mentioned features,
the output for T1 was a predicted value of α, and the outputs for T2 were probabilities of input track
belonging to one of 5 diffusive models. The architectures of both neural network were built using
functions from the Keras library [9]. In both cases, we used 3 bidirectional LSTM layers (with 26, 25

and 24 hidden nodes, respectively), followed by 4 Dense layers (with 25, 24, 23 and 1 (or 5) hidden
nodes) with Dropout layers in between (with a dropout rate of 0.2 or 0.1). For T1, ReLu activation
function was applied on each Dense layer, while for T2 tanh was applied with a softmax at the output
layer. During the training, the models were optimized using the Adam optimizer and, as loss functions,
we used the mean squared error (MSE) for T1 and categorical cross-entropy for T2.
The described networks had to be trained using trajectories with a fixed number of time points.
For that, new datasets were created with the tool provided by the organizers (https://github.com/
AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets). To cover the variety of lengths that can be encountered in the
challenge data, 4 different datasets were generated for each task, each consisting of different trajectory
lengths: 50, 200, 400 or 600 time points. Thereby, each network was trained 4 times in order to create
4 distinct models. For each case (1D, 2D and 3D), we created 30000 tracks of length 50 for training
and 6000 for validation (denoted 30000/6000) to keep a ratio 8:2, 7500/1500 trajectories of length 200,
3750/750 of length 400 and 2500/500 of length 600. Training and validation datasets were generated
separately to ensure that all combined cases of α and diffusive models were present in both dataset.
The training have been carried out on a Linux system with a GPU GeForce GTX 1650 and a processor
2.60GHz Intel 12 cores i7. An early stopping criterion was used to monitor the validation loss and
prevent over-fitting. Finally, during the prediction phase and depending on the trajectory length,
a combination of the different models was used to predict the outcome. Any track with a length
below 100 was predicted with the model trained with 50 time points (denoted model50), any length
falling between 100 and 300 with model200, between 300 and 500 with model400 and above 500 with
model600. This approach would increase the accuracy of the prediction when the variety of trajectory
length would be very diverse in a dataset.

Tasks: T1, T2

https://github.com/hkabbech/FEST_AnDiChallenge
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamF_ErasmusMC
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/ANDI_datasets
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Team G: HNU
Contact: Zihan Huang

School of Physics and Electronics, Hunan University
Changsha 410082, China

Method: Just LSTM it
Platform: Python
Open-access: https://github.com/huangzih/AnDi-Challenge

https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamG_HNU
Description: The training dataset consisting of 1D trajectories is generated at 43 specific lengths (see the open-access

link for details). The total size of training dataset is about 330 GB. Each trajectory is normalized
before training so that its position’s average and standard deviation are 0 and 1 respectively.
An LSTM-based RNN model is utilized to accomplish this competition task, where the dimension
of the hidden layer is 64 and the number of stacked LSTM is 3. Models for each specific length are
trained separately. 80% of training data is used for training, while the rest is used for validation. We
implement the LSTM-based model by PyTorch 1.6.0. The model is trained with a batch size 512,
where the loss function is the mean squared error (MSE). The optimizer is Adam with a learning rate
l = 0.001. The learning rate is changed as l← l/5 if the validation loss does not decrease for 2 epochs.
When the number of such changes exceeds 1, the training process is early stopped to save time and
avoid overfitting. The best epoch for a specific length is determined by the lowest mean absolute error
(MAE) of the validation.
The inference of challenge data is guided by the following rule: 1) If the original length of trajectory
belongs to one of the 43 specific lengths, this trajectory will be directly used for inference. 2) Otherwise,
a new length of this trajectory will be set as the closest smaller specific length. For instance, the new
length of a trajectory with an original length 49 should be 45. The trajectory data is subsequently
transformed into 2 sequences. For clarity, we set the trajectory data as [x1, x2, · · · , xT ], where T
is the original length. We denote Tn as the new length with Tn < T . The two sequences are
[x1, x2, · · · , xTn ] and [xT−Tn+1, xT−Tn+2, · · · , xT ] respectively. Such two sequences are both used for
inference, with model predictions α1 and α2. The predicted exponent α of the original trajectory is
given by α = (α1 + α2)/2.
To further improve the model performance, 5-Fold cross validation is utilized. However, due to the
time limit of this competition, we only use a 3-fold average. On the other hand, by analyzing an
external validation dataset containing 100000 1D trajectories, the predicted results for challenge data
are multiplied by 1.011 and finally clipped to ensure reasonable predictions.
The methods for 2D and 3D tasks are both based on the solution for 1D trajectories. We separate
the dimensions of the trajectories and treat the data of each dimension as 1D trajectories. Thus, we
get predicted exponents αx, αy, and αz for x, y, and z dimensions, respectively. The final results are
α2D = (αx + αy)/2 for 2D trajectories, and α3D = (αx + αy + αz)/3 for 3D trajectories.

Tasks: T1

https://github.com/huangzih/AnDi-Challenge
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamG_HNU
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Team H:NOA
Contact: Nicolás Firbas

Instituto Universitario de Matemática Pura y Aplicada, Universitat Politècnica de València
Valencia, Spain

Method: Convolutional LSTM
Platform: Python
Open-access: https://github.com/NicoFirbas/ConvLSTM_AnDI

https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamH_NOA
Description: Our model (convLSTM) consists of a convolutional block (ConvBlock), a bidirectional LSTM, and

a linear block (LinearOuts). The ConvBlock consists primarily of two one-dimensional convolutions
with a filter size of two, each is followed by a ReLU. The first convolutional layer is more coarse and
outputs 20 features, while the second layer takes the output of the first and outputs 64 features. At
the end of the convolutional block, we have a dropout with dropout probability p = 0.2, to avoid
overfitting, and a one-dimensional MaxPooling layer, which cuts the output size in half by selecting
the larger of two adjacent entries. The bidirectional LSTM has three layers, each layer is followed
by a dropout with probability of dropout p = 0.2. The final Block (LinearOuts) takes the flattened
(2D tensor to 1D) output of the LSTM as its input and passes it to a fully connected linear layer,
which has five output units that correspond to the five models used to produce the trajectories. The
first two linear layers are followed by a ReLU activation and the final layer is not, as non-linearity is
handled by an instance of nn.CrossEntropyLoss, during training, called the “criterion”.
Training of our method for the AnDi challenge was done using a hidden size of 32 and a learn rate
of 0.001. However, later testing has shown that our model accuracy can be improved by increasing
the hidden size to 128, while beyond that point we see a drop in accuracy. Training was performed
by merging two data sets, which were generated with the andi-datasets package, the first of length
189810 and the second of length 150000. The resulting combined dataset was split into 75% training
data and 25% test data. From the training data an additional 20% was reserved for validation data
to be used by our early stopping algorithm. Our early stopping method saves the parameter state if
there is an improvement in the mean validation loss, which is computed at the end of each epoch. We
used 100 epochs and 10 patience for our early stopping.

Tasks: T1.1D

https://github.com/NicoFirbas/ConvLSTM_AnDI
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamH_NOA
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Team I: QuBI
Contact: Carlo Manzo

Facultat de Ciències i Tecnologia, Universitat de Vic – Universitat Central de Catalunya (UVic-UCC)
Vic, Spain

Reference: [10]
Method: AnDi-ELM
Platform: Matlab
Open-access: https://github.com/qubilab/AnDi_ELM

https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamI_QuBI
Description: Our model combines feature engineering and the use of an Extreme Learning Machine. In brief, raw

trajectories were first standardized to set their starting coordinates to zero and have a unitary stan-
dard deviation of displacements for tlag = 1. For each tlag = 1, ..., 7, two features were calculated,

corresponding to
log〈|x(t+tlag)−x(t)|k〉

log(tlag+1)
for k = 1, 2. In addition, the correlation of absolute displace-

ments obtained for tlag = 1 was also included, for a total of 15 features per trajectory. Features were
standardized using the z-score over the training dataset. The mean and standard deviation obtained
for each feature of the training dataset was saved and later used to standardize the validation and
test datasets. For a training dataset of n trajectories and f features with target values T, the n× f
feature matrix X is fed into an Extreme learning Machine composed by single hidden layer feedforward
network (SLFN) with m = 1000 hidden nodes [11, 12]. A matrix of initial weights W of size f ×m
and a bias vector b of size 1×m are randomly initialized to connect observations to targets through:

f
(
XW + ubT

)
B = HB = T,

where f (·) represents the sigmoid activation function, u is a unitary vector of size n × 1, and B is
the matrix of output weight. The training of the SFLN is converted into solving an over-determined
linear problem, whose least squares solution corresponds to the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of the
hidden layer matrix H [11, 12]

B̂ = H†T.

The SFLN was trained either as a regressor or as a classifier to provide predictions for T1 and T2
for 1D trajectories. Training was performed using only the dataset provided by the organizers (10000
trajectories per subtask) during the Development phase of the challenge. Training took typically 5
seconds on a MacBookPro with a 8-Core Intel Core i9 processor with 2.4GHz speed.

Tasks: T1.1D, T2.1D

https://github.com/qubilab/AnDi_ELM
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamI_QuBI
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Team J: FCI
Contact: Tom Bland

The Francis Crick Institute
London, UK

Method: CNN
Platform: Python
Open-access: https://github.com/tsmbland/andi_challenge

https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamJ_FCI
Description: We use a convolutional neural network structure adapted from the models used in Refs. [13, 14].

For T1 and T2, this consists of a series of convolutional blocks, followed by a global max-pooling
layer over the temporal dimension, which feeds into a dense network. For T1, the model outputs a
single number representing the predicted anomalous exponent. For T2, the model outputs 5 numbers,
representing a probability (from 0-1) for each diffusion type. For T3, convolutional blocks are followed
by a 1×1 convolutional network, which outputs an array of size (1, n), where n is the number of steps
in the trajectory, representing the probability of a switch at each position in the trajectory. The same
network architectures can be used in 1D and higher dimensions, varying only the number of input
features. Models were built using TensorFlow in Python, and code is available on Github.
Training data were generated using the andi-datasets package. Trajectories were first preprocessed
by taking the difference between successive positions, and normalized by dividing by the mean step
size. For T1 and T2, a single model was simultaneously trained on trajectories of all lengths (ranging
from 5-1000 steps). To permit mini-batch gradient descent with tracks of variable length, shorter
tracks within each batch were padded with zeros to ensure a consistent input size (Note: padding
is only necessary during training, and inference can be carried out with or without padding). For
T3, training data consisted of trajectories 200-steps in length with a single changepoint, as per the
challenge, but the method could be adapted to variable trajectory lengths and multiple changepoints.
For all models, training was carried out with a batch size of 32 and an Adam optimizer with a learning
rate of 0.001, until a performance plateau was reached (up to a maximum of 1.28 million trajectories,
with each trajectory seen by the networks only once).

Tasks: T1.1D, T1.2D, T2.1D, T2.2D, T3.1D, T3.2D

https://github.com/tsmbland/andi_challenge
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamJ_FCI
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Team K: TSA
Contact: Erez Aghion

Max-Planck institute for the physics of complex systems
Dresden, Gemany

Reference: [15]
Method: Scaling analysis, and feature engineering (for T2)
Platform: Python
Open-access: https://github.com/ErezAgh/ANDI-challange-codes-

https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamK_TSA
Description: This approach is based on theory, as opposed to pure data-driven methods. Anomalous diffusion can

be described via more than just the Hurst exponent. The assumptions of the central limit theorem,
which leads to standard diffusion, can be violated in three distinct ways: Increment correlations (like
in FBM), fat-tailed increment distribution (like in CTRW), and nonstationarity of the increments’
distribution, like in SBM. Each of these three paths can be characterized by its own scaling exponent,
and can be measured directly in data, using methods of time-series analysis. The exponent J , describ-
ing the first violation, can be measured, e.g., using detrended fluctuations analysis. The exponent L,
for the second violation, is measured from the temporal scaling of the time-average of the squared
increments of the process. Finally, The exponent M is measured from the scaling of the time-average
of the increments’ absolute value. These exponents can be measured in any number of dimensions.
Their sum leads to the Hurst exponent: H = M + L+ J − 1 [15–17].
To estimate the Hurst exponent for T1, we evaluate J , L andM using methods which were specifically
adapted for noise filtering. Importantly, this approach is not model-dependent, and our algorithm can
be applied also to other types of data, not generated by one of the five models in the AnDi challenge.
For T2, we construct a small set of educated questions, targeted to characterize different properties
of the paths in the data set, via precise analysis of the increments of the process. When comparing
between various models outside of the AnDi challenge, here we would need to construct a new set of
questions for the new models. Some of the questions are aimed for various general relations between
the three exponents described above, others, to more specific properties of the individual types of
paths involved in the challenge. The answers of each question can be “yes" (= 1) or “no" (= 0) (or
“maybe" (= 2)). An example for a question about the exponents: Is (J−0.5) > (M−0.5)+(L−0.5)?
Namely, is the effect of autocorrelations on the Hurst exponent stronger than the combined effect of the
increment distribution? This question separates between FBM and LW on the one side, and ATTM
and SBM on the other. An example for a question beyond the exponents, is given by the comparison
of the autocorrelations of the increments of the process, versus that of their absolute value. This
question is highly selective for distinguishing Lévy walk from all the others. For each trajectory in
the competition data set: we generate a set of answers using the same algorithm, and then generate
an array of probabilities for this set to be either ATTM, CTRW, FBM, LW, or SBM. This is done by
counting how many times a similar line of answers appeared in the training set for each type of process,
divided by the total number of occurrences. The answer is, e.g.: [0.125; 0.025; 0.85; 0.0; ...]. The larger
the training set, the more accurate is the evaluation of the probabilities. If a new set of answers is not
found in the training file, a reduced number of selected questions are asked again, making the choice
less selective. The selectivity of the questions, and the time-series analysis techniques used, also affect
the quality of the final results. This method is similar in one and higher dimensions.

Tasks: T1, T2.1D

https://github.com/ErezAgh/ANDI-challange-codes-
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamK_TSA
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Team L: UCL
Contact: Giorgio Volpe

Department of Chemistry, University College London
London, UK

Reference: [18]
Method: CONDOR
Platform: Matlab
Open-access: https://github.com/sam-labUCL/CONDOR

https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamL_UCL
Description: Our method relies on at first analyzing the trajectories to extract features (and their statistics) such

as the trajectory length, velocity (with sign and absolute value, different sampling rates), rate of
variation, Fourier Transform, Power Spectral Density, autocorrelation function, time-averaged MSD,
and wavelet transform, among others. This analysis is performed on each dimension separately.
T2: These features are the inputs for a deep feed-forward neural network (5 categories, 2 hidden
layers, 20 neurons per layer, trained with a 105 trajectory dataset) which classifies the model. The
classification is then reprocessed in order by two similar neural networks (3 categories and 2 categories,
instead of 5) that improve the precision on distinguishing among ATTM, FBM and SBM or between
ATTM and CTRW, respectively. The combination of these three networks is our predictor for T2.
T1: To estimate α, we use the arithmetic average of the outputs of two different methods based on
neural networks. Briefly, in a first method, the result of the classification (T2) is added as an input to
the list of features above. These new features become the inputs for a 1×4 tree of networks (2 hidden
layers, 20 neurons, trained with 3e5 trajectory datasets), where the parent network has 4 equally spaced
α categories (in the range 0.05 to 2). Each of these categories is then branched into a different network
with 5 equally spaced α categories in the corresponding α range. The (overestimated) predicted value
of α is the average value in that category. In a second method, the result of the classification is
not used as an input but is used to split the data into 5 categories each one analyzed by a different
network (architecture and training as above). In particular, the networks for ATTM and CTRW have
5 α categories in the range 0.05 to 1. The network for LW has 5 α categories in the range 1 to 2.
Finally, the prediction for FBM and SBM is based on a 1×2 tree of networks with the parent network
having 2 equally spaced categories in the range 0.05 to 2, each then refined by a 5-category network
in the corresponding range. The (underestimated) predicted value of α is the average value of the
corresponding α range.

Tasks: T1, T2

Team M: UPV-MAT
Contact: Òscar Garibo i Orts

Instituto Universitario de Matemática Pura y Aplicada, Universitat Politècnica de València
Valencia, Spain

Method: Recurrent neural networks for trajectory profiling
Platform: Python
Open-access: https://github.com/OscarGariboiOrts/ANDI_Challenge

https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamM_UPV-MAT
Description: We have defined a RNN architecture based on convolutional layer to feature extraction, bidirectional

LSTM to learn the characteristics of the trajectory and Dense layers to smooth the signal to the final
result. For T1, we have followed the same approximation, but building up to 12 different models for
trajectories of different length. We have built models for trajectories in the length intervals: [10, 20],
(20, 30], (30, 40], (40, 50], (50, 100], (100, 200], (200, 300], (300, 400], (400, 500], (500, 600], (600, 800],
and (800, 1000], thus checking each trajectory length and applying the proper model.

Tasks: T1, T2

https://github.com/sam-labUCL/CONDOR
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamL_UCL
https://github.com/OscarGariboiOrts/ANDI_Challenge
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamM_UPV-MAT
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Team N: Wust ML A
Contact: Janusz Szwabiński

Faculty of Pure and Applied Mathematics, Hugo Steinhaus Center, Wrocław University of Science
and Technology,
Wrocław, Poland

Method: RISE for 1D - MrSEQL for 2D and 3D
Platform: Python
Open-access: https://github.com/szwabin/ANDI-challenge/

https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamN_WustMLA
Description: RISE makes use of several series-to-series feature extraction transformers (fitted auto-regressive co-

efficients, estimated autocorrelation coefficients, power spectrum coefficients), which provide data to
build a time series forest classifier. MrSEQL converts the numeric time series vector into strings to
create multiple symbolic representations of the time series. The symbolic representations are then used
as input for a sequence learning algorithm, to select the most discriminative subsequence features for
training a classifier using logistic regression.

Tasks: T2

Team O: Wust ML B
Contact: Hanna Loch-Olszewska & Patrycja Kowalek

Faculty of Pure and Applied Mathematics, Hugo Steinhaus Center, Wrocław University of Science
and Technology,
Wrocław, Poland

Method: Gradient boosting regression and classification
Platform: Python
Open-access: https://github.com/HannaLochOlszewska/ANDI_challenge

https://github.com/pkowalek/ANDI-challenge
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamO_WustMLB1
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamO_WustMLB2

Description: Our approach is related to the feature-based methods described in Refs. [19–21], with an extended
list of features used for extraction of the trajectories’ characteristics. We used the gradient boosting
algorithm in XGBoost (T1) and Gradient Boosting (T2) architectures. Such procedures allow us to
examine trajectories with different lengths by extracting characteristics such as diffusion coefficient,
anomalous diffusion exponent, fractal dimension, or gaussianity. The full set of features is listed in
the Github repository. Each task and dimension gets a different set of features, depending on the
problem behind the task. Both algorithms (Gradient Boosting, XGBoost) belong to the class of
ensemble learning, i.e., methods that generate many base classifiers/regressors (decision trees in this
case) and aggregate their results. We decided to use these classifiers as the idea behind the classifiers
is easy to understand and interpret. The training was performed on 70000 trajectories generated
using andi-datasets package (for each task and subtask). Each set was balanced with respect to the
anomalous exponent value (T1) or the model (T2).

Tasks: T1.1D, T1.2D, T2

https://github.com/szwabin/ANDI-challenge/
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamN_WustMLA
https://github.com/HannaLochOlszewska/ANDI_challenge
https://github.com/pkowalek/ANDI-challenge
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamO_WustMLB1
https://github.com/AnDiChallenge/AnDi2020_TeamO_WustMLB2
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SUPPLEMENTARY NOTE 2: DETAILS OF EXPERIMENTS

Label : GC
Reference: [1]
Tracer: mRNA molecules
Environment: Cytosol of E. Coli
Dimension: 2D projection of a 3D movement
Experimental details: The mRNA detection system consists of the bacteriophage MS2 coat protein

fused to green fluorescent protein (GFP), and a reporter RNA containing 96
tandemly repeated MS2- binding sites.

Number of trajectories: 54
Trajectory length: 140 to 1628 frames
Frame rate: 1 frame/s
Localization precision: NA

Label : WA

Reference: [2, 3]
Tracer: Telomeres
Environment: Nucleus of bone osteosarcoma cells (U2OS, DSMZ-No.ACC785)
Dimension: 2D projection of a 3D movement
Experimental details: GFP-tagged TRF-2 construct that recognizes the human telomeric sequences

TTAGGG.
Number of trajectories: 200
Trajectory length: 500 frames
Frame rate: 5 frame/s
Localization precision: 18 nm

Label : M
Reference: [4]
Tracer: DC-SIGN receptor
Environment: Plasma membrane of Chinese hamster ovary cells
Dimension: 2D
Experimental details: DC-SIGN receptors were labeled through half-antibody fragments conju-

gated to quantum dots.
Number of trajectories: 109
Trajectory length: 182 to 2000 frames
Frame rate: 60 frame/s
Localization precision: ∼ 20 nm

Label : Wi
Reference: [5]
Tracer: Caesium atoms
Environment: Optical lattice
Dimension: 1D
Experimental details: The atoms are radially confined by a running wave optical trap. Axially

the atoms are trapped within the sites of the lattice formed by two counter-
propagating laser beams. During the experimental sequence, only the lattice
potential is lowered, while the radial confinement is held constant at all
times. This allows one to limit the diffusion of the atoms along the lattice
axis, justifying an effective one-dimensional description.

Number of trajectories: 3331
Trajectory length: ∼ 10 frames
Frame rate: 2 frame/s
Localization precision: 2 µm
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