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Multi-Agent Trajectory Prediction with
Difficulty-Guided Feature Enhancement Network

Guipeng Xin1, Duanfeng Chu1,†, Liping Lu2, Zejian Deng3, Yuang Lu1, and Xigang Wu1

Abstract—Trajectory prediction is crucial for autonomous
driving as it aims to forecast the future movements of traffic
participants. Traditional methods usually perform holistic infer-
ence on the trajectories of agents, neglecting the differences in
prediction difficulty among agents. This paper proposes a novel
Difficulty-Guided Feature Enhancement Network (DGFNet),
which leverages the prediction difficulty differences among agents
for multi-agent trajectory prediction. Firstly, we employ spatio-
temporal feature encoding and interaction to capture rich spatio-
temporal features. Secondly, a difficulty-guided decoder is used to
control the flow of future trajectories into subsequent modules,
obtaining reliable future trajectories. Then, feature interaction
and fusion are performed through the future feature interaction
module. Finally, the fused agent features are fed into the final
predictor to generate the predicted trajectory distributions for
multiple participants. Experimental results demonstrate that our
DGFNet achieves state-of-the-art performance on the Argoverse
1&2 motion forecasting benchmarks. Ablation studies further
validate the effectiveness of each module. Moreover, compared
with SOTA methods, our method balances trajectory prediction
accuracy and real-time inference speed. The code is available at
https://github.com/XinGP/DGFNet.

Index terms— Autonomous Vehicle Navigation; Deep
Learning Methods; Representation Learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

TRAJECTORY prediction is a crucial component of cur-
rent autonomous driving systems. Its goal is to infer

the future trajectory distribution of agents based on historical
information within the scene. In addition to the historical
motion information of the agents, various complex factors
must be considered, such as lane markings and traffic light
constraints in the map, as well as social interactions between
agents. These considerations ensure that the future trajectory
distribution can accurately reflect the agents’ movement trends,
thereby ensuring the proper functioning of the autonomous
driving system.

Currently, mainstream prediction model architectures can
be roughly divided into three steps: feature encoding, feature
interaction, and feature decoding. Additionally, some methods
improve the accuracy and robustness of prediction models
through feature enhancement [1]–[9]. These methods involve
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Fig. 1. In contrast to traditional trajectory prediction methods, we have
incorporated an intermediate step to obtain reliable future trajectories. The
lower part of the figure illustrates the varying prediction difficulty among
different vehicles in a sample traffic scenario. The future driving trajectory of
the yellow vehicle is relatively easy to predict.

intermediate modeling of future intentions or trajectories and
interact and fuse these with the original encoded features.
Although these methods significantly improve model perfor-
mance compared to mainstream model architectures, they ne-
glect the inherent heterogeneity in prediction difficulty among
agents, i.e., the natural differences in prediction difficulty for
different agents within the scene. As illustrated in the Fig. 1,
The primary difference in our pipeline is the addition of an
intermediate module that generates reliable future trajectories,
thereby better prediction results can be achieved for agents
with higher prediction difficulty.

In real driving scenarios, human drivers often predict the
future behaviors of most agents subconsciously, relying on
intuition. However, when faced with agents that may pose risks
and exhibit high prediction difficulty, human drivers tend to
carefully consider their behavior and motivations [10]. Inspired
by human drivers, we aim to investigate the effectiveness of
prediction methods that follow the principle of easy-to-hard in
multi-agent trajectory prediction tasks.

The main contributions of this paper can be summarised as
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follows:
1) We introduce a novel network architecture that combines

the strengths of two scene representations and leverages the
differences in prediction difficulty among agents for multi-
agent trajectory prediction, thereby improving overall predic-
tion accuracy.

2) Inspired by human drivers, our method follows the
principle of easy-to-hard. By initially predicting the easier-
to-predict agents and using their reliable future trajectories
for feature interaction and fusion, we enhance the prediction
results for agents with higher prediction difficulty.

II. RELATED WORK

Future Feature Enhancement. Compared to conventional
pipelines, methods that enhance features using future infor-
mation allow networks to incorporate future constraints and
interactions. These methods can be broadly categorized into
two approaches: intention and future trajectories. TNT [1]
and PECNet [2] model vehicle intention as latent variables
and generate different prediction trajectories conditioned on
vehicle intentions, forming predicted trajectories under certain
constraint conditions. GANet [3] and ADAPT [4] integrate and
fuse vehicle intentions for future feature enhancement through
feature interaction. Similarly, Prophnet [5] and FFINet [6]
model intermediate latent variables in the form of trajectories,
where the output of intermediate decoders is one or multiple
trajectories. It should be noted that the first prediction results
of both Prophnet and FFINet are obtained by decoding only
the historical trajectory features, which leads to a large error in
both first prediction results. Additionally, there is a method that
models future trajectories through planner sampling, followed
by feature enhancement [8], [9].

Most relevant to our work is M2I [7], which exploits po-
tential game relationships between vehicles. It uses a Relation
Predictor and a Marginal Trajectory Predictor to input the
future trajectories of the leader in the game relationship as
prior information into the Conditional Trajectory Predictor.
However, we find that this method is highly dependent on
the accuracy of the inferred game relationships and future
trajectories. Therefore, we use the more easily extractable
prediction difficulty as a basis for personalized classification.

Scene Representation. Broadly, vectorization can be cate-
gorized into two types: scene-centric and agent-centric. Since
the pioneer of vectorization, Vectornet, was designed for
single-agent trajectory prediction tasks, it naturally took the
last frame coordinates of the vehicle to be predicted as the
scene center, and expressed the trajectories and map vector
coordinates of all other agents around the scene center. The
benefit of this approach is that it enables the preservation of
global relative pose features of various objects in the scene
during feature extraction, and facilitates the embedding of
some prior information or trajectory anchors [1], [5].

However, due to the demands of multi-agent trajectory
prediction tasks, there has been a shift towards agent-centric
scene representation methods. Building upon agent-centric
approaches, some methods aim to preserve as much infor-
mation as possible about the mutual spatial relationships of
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Fig. 2. For the same scenario, the left side represents the scene-centric
approach, which only requires using coordinate points. On the right side,
the agent-centric approach necessitates expressing through local coordinate
points and pairwise-relative poses.

various objects in the scene [11]–[15]. To achieve this, they
incorporate local pairwise-relative pose features and extract
and fuse the relative pose features through networks. However,
such methods suffer from the limitation that historical and
predicted trajectories only retain local motion characteristics,
making it inconvenient to embed anchor and prior information.
Therefore, we aim to preserve the advantages of each method
by integrating the two approaches.

III. METHOD

A. Overview

We propose DGFNet, a network designed for multi-agent
trajectory prediction using a Difficulty-Guided Feature En-
hancement module for asynchronous interaction between his-
torical trajectories and reliable future trajectories. As shown
in Fig. 3, the architecture of DGFNet can be divided into
three components: spatio-temporal feature encoding, feature
interaction, and trajectory decoding.

(1)Spatio-temporal Feature Extraction. This component
extracts spatio-temporal features separately from agent-centric
historical trajectory information and scene-centric informa-
tion using both agent-centric and scene-centric approaches.
(2)Feature Interaction. The difference with spatio-temporal
feature extraction is that the feature extraction component is
compatible for both scenarios. However, feature interaction is
not. The feature interaction component is categorized into two
types: multi-head attention module and multi-head attention
module with edge features. The two interaction methods are
respectively applicable to scene-centric and agent-centric sce-
nario representations. (3)Trajectory Decoder. This component
is divided into a difficulty-guided decoder and a final decoder.
The difficulty-guided decoder operates during the intermediate
process, while the final decoder outputs the final prediction
results.

B. Problem formulation

Building on the majority of previous work, such as [1],
[13], [16]–[18], we assume that upstream perceptual tasks can
provide high-quality 2D trajectory tracking data for agents in a
coordinate system. At the same time, localisation and mapping
tasks can provide accurate self-vehicle positioning data and
comprehensive HD map data for the urban environment. In
other words, for j agents within a given scene, we obtain x
and y positions, denoted as X 0:j

−th:0
, corresponding to the time
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Fig. 3. Our spatio-temporal feature extraction includes two sets of independent encoders, which extract features based on scene representations (bottom).
Subsequently, the extracted features pass through their respective feature interaction modules to obtain interacted Actor features. Following this, we perform
future feature enhancement by interacting reliable future trajectories with Actor and Map features. Finally, these inputs are fed into the final predictor to obtain
predicted trajectories and their corresponding probabilities.

stamp horizon {−th, ..., 0, 1, ..., tf}. The trajectory prediction
task consists of predicting the future trajectories Y0:j

1:tf
of the

agents by using the HD map information M (including road
coordinates, topological links, traffic lights ) within the given
scene and the historical trajectories output by the tracking task.

We represent the trajectory information of agents and lane
details in vectorized form. To elaborate further, for a given
agent i within the scenario, its trajectory information, de-
noted as X i, is represented as a matrix X i

−th:0
comprising a

spatio-temporal sequence
{
si−th

, si−th+1, ..., s
i
0

}
over the past

th time step. Similarly, map information is also segmented
into predefined sequence vectors to capture various scene
details. Analogous to trajectory vectors, map information is
represented as M1:N = {s1, s2, ..., sN}, where N denotes
the total vector length. Within each lane vector si, there is
an inclusion of lane slice coordinates, lane type (e.g., straight
or left-turn lane), and map lane details such as traffic signals.
This encapsulates diverse map information pertaining to each
lane.

It should be noted that this method involves two types
of scenario representations. As shown in Fig. 2, the scene-
centric representation involves only one coordinate system,
where all agents and lane markings are expressed within
this coordinate system. For simplicity, we only use uppercase
notation to denote the trajectory and map tensor as X and
M, respectively. In the agent-centric representation, multiple
coordinate systems exist. Initially, all agents and lane markings
are rotated using matrix rotation so that their orientations align
with the x-axis. Subsequently, we use the original coordinates
p and velocity orientation v to calculate the relative position
distance di→j and the angular difference αi→j , βi→j . We

denote the agent-centric trajectory and map tensor as A and L,
respectively. Pairwise-relative pose is represented as RPE =
{||di→j ||, sin(αi→j), cos(αi→j), sin(βi→j), cos(βi→j)}.

C. Spatio-temporal feature extraction

In the problem formulation, we explain the process of
representing agent and high-definition (HD) map data as
vectors, establishing a corresponding mapping between con-
tinuous trajectories, map annotations, and sets of vectors. This
vectorization method allows us to encode trajectory and map
information as vectors. Following the trajectory feature ex-
traction method of LaneGCN, our trajectory feature extraction
module mainly uses 1D CNN and downsampling techniques
to encode the historical trajectories of all vehicles in the
scene, thus obtaining encoded historical trajectory features.
For map tensor, we use the PointNet [19] to encode lane
nodes and structural information to obtain map features. It is
worth mentioning that when processing scene-centric vector
information, we do not mix vehicle historical trajectories and
lane line information. Our view is that vehicle trajectories, as
dynamic vectors, need to be distinguished from static maps to
better capture the local motion characteristics of the vehicles.
For the extraction of historical trajectory features are described
by this:

Zi = Conv1d(Res1d(Xi)) for i = 0, 1, . . . , nfpn − 1
(1)

X̂i = Inter(Zi+1, scale factor = 2) + Zi (2)

after Res1d and Conv1d encoding, feature alignment is per-
formed by scaling and interpolation operations. For the agent-
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centric trajectory tensor, the same feature extraction is used to
obtain Â.

For map feature extraction is described by this:

H1 = PAB1 (ReLU(LayerNorm(MWp + bp))) (3)

M̂ = PAB2(H1) (4)

where M ∈ RNlane×10×Cin are the input lane features, Wp ∈
RCin×h and bp ∈ Rh are the weights and biases for the
projection layer, and PAB represents the PointAggregateBlock.

Similarly, we can obtain the agent-centric map feature L̂.
For RPE we use MLPs for feature extraction to get ˆRPE .

D. Feature interaction

Our intention was to utilize the global representation of
scence-centric scenes to embed future trajectory features.
Interestingly we found that even without any future enhance-
ment, just concatenating the Actor features after the two
interactions gives a better boost. Specific results can be seen
later in the ablation experiments. Here we will present the two
interaction methods: multi-head attention module and multi-
head attention module with edge features, respectively.

We first introduce a generic feature interaction block. In
contrast to the general method, which uses simple attention
operations for feature interaction, we believe that multi-head
attention mechanisms are often better suited to handle complex
input sequences and capture a wider range of hierarchical and
diverse information. We opt for Multi-Head Attention Blocks
(MHAB) instead of the previously used simple attention
operations, as used for the features [20].

MHA(Q,K, V ) = softmax

(
QKT

√
dimk

)
V (5)

Q,K, V = W q,W k,W v (6)

where MHA denotes the Multi-Head Attention operation.
Q, K, V are computed by linear projections W q , W k, W v

applied to input vectors. The attention mechanism computes
scaled dot-product attention using Q and K, and applies it to
V after softmax normalization.

The feature interaction module for carrying edge features is
described as follows:

MHA(Q′,K ′, V ′) = softmax

(
Q′K ′T
√
dimk

)
V ′ (7)

Q′,K ′, V ′ = Q+W qedge′,K+W kedge′, V +W vedge′ (8)

here, Q′,K ′, V ′ are the query, key, and value tensors after
linear transformations that incorporate edge features, and edge′

is the edge feature after linear transformation.
Finally, the normalized output after attention and dropout

application is:

x̂ = LayerNorm(x+Drop(MHA(Q′,K ′, V ′))) (9)

For ease of expression, we denote regular multi-head atten-
tion as MHA and multi-head attention with edge features

as MHAedge. Our Scene-centric Feature Interaction can be
denoted as follows:

X̂ (l) = MHAMA(M̂(l−1), X̂ (l−1)) (10)

M̂(l) = MHAMM (M̂(l−1)) (11)

M̂(l) = MHAAM (X̂ (l),M̂(l−1)) (12)

X̂ (l) = MHAAA(X̂ (l−1)) (13)

here, l denotes the current layer index, and X̂ (0) = X̂ and
M̂(0) = M̂ are the initial inputs.

Our Agent-centric Feature Interaction can be denoted as
follows:

Â(k) = MHAedge(Â(k−1), L̂(k−1), ˆRPE
(k−1)

) (14)

similarly we complete multiple rounds of interactions by
looping through multiple levels of updates.

E. Difficulty-guided decoder

To take advantage of the different prediction difficulties of
different agents in the scenario, we developed the Difficulty
Guided Feature Enhancement Module, which consists of a
Difficulty Guided Trajectory Decoder and a Future Feature
Interaction Module.

To capture features of plausible future trajectories in the
scene, we introduce a Difficulty-Guided Decoder to obtain the
future trajectories of agents that are relatively easier to predict.
Firstly, we decode the actor features X̂ (l) in scence-centric,
which have undergone multiple layers of feature interactions.
Each agent receives six predicted trajectories. Following the
ADAPT [4] trajectory decoder to get higher quality decoded
trajectories by predicting endpoints for refinement. The decod-
ing process can be expressed as follows:

Ê = MLPend(X̂ (l)) +MLPrefine(cat[X̂ (l), Ê ]) (15)

P̂ = cat[MLPtraj(cat[X̂ (l), Ê ]), Ê ] (16)

where endpoints Ê are predicted and refined by concatenating
with the agent features X̂ (l), then the trajectories P̂ are
predicted and merged with the refined endpoints.

Algorithm 1 Difficulty Masker for Predicted Trajectories

Input: Predicted trajectories P̂ , Predicted endpoints Ê , thresh-
old τ

Output: Masked trajectories P̂masked

1: P̂masked = set()
2: Ē ← Ê .mean()
3: for i = 1 to N do
4: D = ∥Ê − Ē∥2
5: D̄ ← D.mean()
6: if D̄ ≤ τ then
7: P̂masked.add(P̂l)
8:
9: return P̂masked

The Argoverse 1 dataset show that the predicted trajec-
tories of most of the vehicles in the scenarios exhibit a
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high degree of concentration, with more than 90% of the
samples of straight ahead trajectories in each case [21]. This
suggests that the motion patterns of most agents can be easily
captured, reflecting real-world traffic scenarios. In order to
prevent higher difficulty prediction trajectories from entering
the subsequent modules and generating cumulative errors, we
introduced a difficulty masker to filter the initial prediction
results. ScenceTransformer [22], inspired by recent approaches
to language modeling, has pioneered the idea of using a
masking strategy as a query to the model, enabling it to invoke
a single model to predict agent behavior in multiple ways
(marginal or joint prediction). This mechanism in this paper
is intended to mask out the initial prediction trajectories of
the more difficult agents, thus providing better control over
the prediction accuracy. This process can be formalized as
Algo. 1.

F. Future feature enhancement

For the reliable future trajectories we first flatten them by
performing the flatten operation on multiple future trajectories
for feature dimension alignment. Then future trajectory feature
extraction is performed by a simple MLP layer. These two
operations can be formulated as:

F̂ = MLP(flatten(P̂masked)) (17)

Subsequently, we interact the future trajectory feature F̂
with the agent-centric interactive actor feature Â(k) via multi-
head attention. This operation aims to impose certain con-
straints on the prediction of other agents through the reliable
future trajectory features. Finally, we need to perform one
last interaction using the original map features M̂. This step
is crucial as it aims to refocus on the reachable lane lines
of the map after imposing social constraints through the
future trajectory features [23]. These two operations can be
formulated as:

H = MHAAF (Â(k), F̂) (18)

Ô = MHAAM (H, M̂) (19)

G. Final prediction

We perform feature fusion operations on the final features
Ô and the scence-centric feature X̂(l), expanding the decoding
dimension to 256. Our final predictor can generate multimodal
trajectories for all agents in the scene and their correspond-
ing probabilities in a single inference. This process can be
described as follows:

Afusion = cat(Ô, X̂ (l)) (20)

E = MLPend(Afusion) +MLPrefine(cat[Afusion, E ]) (21)

K = softmax(MLPcls(cat[Afusion, E ])) (22)

P = cat[MLPtraj(cat[Afusion, E ]), E ] (23)

here, P represents the multimodal prediction trajectory and its
corresponding probability K that we finally obtain.

Model Training. Although our feature enhancement com-
ponent outputs trajectories during the intermediate process,

our training process remains end-to-end. Our DGFNet obtains
initial and final predictions in a single pass. Similar to the
previous method [1], [13], [16], [17], we supervise the output
trajectories P and P̂ during the training process by smoothing
the L1 loss, which is expressed as Lreg and Lc

reg. For the
categorization loss in K, we use the maximum marginal loss,
which is expressed as Lcls. Our overall loss expression is as
follows:

L = αLreg + βLcls + λLc
reg (24)

where α, β and λ are three constant weights.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Experimental setup
Datasets. Our model DGFNet is tested and evaluated on

a very challenging and widely used self-driving motion pre-
diction dataset: the Argoverse 1&2 [32], [33]. Both motion
prediction datasets provide agent tracking trajectories and
semantically rich map information at a frequency of 10Hz over
a specified time interval. The prediction task in Argoverse 1
is to predict trajectories for the next 3 seconds based on the
previous 2 seconds of historical data. The dataset contains a
total of 324,557 vehicle trajectories of interest extracted from
over 1000 hours of driving. Argoverse 2 contains 250,000 of
the most challenging scenarios officially filtered from the self-
driving test fleet. Argoverse 2 predicts the next 6 seconds from
the first 5 seconds of historical trajectory data. To ensure fair
comparisons between models, both datasets were subjected to
official data partitioning and the test set was evaluated using
the Eval online test server.

Evaluation Metrics. We have adopted the standard testing
and evaluation methodology used in motion prediction compe-
titions to assess prediction performance. Key metrics for indi-
vidual agents include Probabilistic minimum Final Displace-
ment Error (p-minFDE), Minimum Final Displacement Error
(minFDE), Minimum Average Displacement Error (minADE),
Miss Rate (MR) and Drivable Area Compliance (DAC). Where
p-minFDE, MR, and minFDE reflect the accuracy of the
predicted endpoints, and minADE indicates the overall bias
in the predicted trajectories. DAC, reflects the compliance of
the predicted outcomes.

Implementation Details. We generate lane vectors for
lanes that are more than 50 meters away from any available
agent. The number of layers l and k of interaction features
are set to 3. All layers except the final decoder have 128
output feature channels. In addition, the weight parameters
in the loss function are set to α=0.7, β=0.1 and λ=0.2. The
hyperparameter τ in the difficulty masker was set to 5. The
model was trained 50 epochs on an Nvidia RTX 3090 with a
batch size of 16. For the experiments on Argoverse 1&2, we
used a segmented constant learning rate strategy: up to the 5th
epoch we used 5× 10−5; from the 6th epoch to the 40th, we
used 5×10−4; and thereafter, we used 5×10−5 until training
was complete.

B. Quantitative Results
Quantitative evaluations on the Argoverse 1&2 datasets

demonstrate that DGFNet exhibits significant performance
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Table I. Comparisons with the state-of-the-art methods listed on the leaderboard of the Argoverse 1 motion Forecasting test set. The numbers highlighted in
bold represent the best-performing results among them.

Inference Methods Year p-minFDE ↓ minFDE ↓ MR ↓ minADE ↓ minFDE ↓ minADE ↓ DAC ↑
(K=6) (K=6) (K=6) (K=6) (K=1) (K=1)

Single model

LaneGCN [16] 2020 2.05 1.36 0.162 0.87 3.76 1.70 0.9812
THOMAS [24] 2021 1.97 1.44 0.104 0.94 3.59 1.67 0.9781
HiVT-128 [13] 2022 1.84 1.17 0.127 0.77 3.53 1.60 0.9888
LAformer [25] 2023 1.84 1.16 0.125 0.77 3.45 1.55 0.9897

HeteroGCN [26] 2023 1.84 1.19 0.120 0.82 3.52 1.62 -
Macformer [27] 2023 1.83 1.22 0.120 0.82 3.72 1.70 0.9906

GANet [3] 2023 1.79 1.16 0.118 0.81 3.46 1.59 0.9899
DGFNet(single model) - 1.74 1.11 0.108 0.77 3.34 1.53 0.9909

Ensembled model

HOME+GOHOME [28], [29] 2022 1.86 1.29 0.085 0.89 3.68 1.70 0.9830
HeteroGCN-E [26] 2023 1.75 1.16 0.117 0.79 3.41 1.57 0.9886
Macformer-E [27] 2023 1.77 1.21 0.127 0.81 3.61 1.66 0.9863
Wayformer [30] 2023 1.74 1.16 0.119 0.77 3.66 1.64 0.9893

ProphNet [5] 2023 1.69 1.13 0.110 0.76 3.26 1.49 0.9893
QCNet [31] 2023 1.69 1.07 0.106 0.73 3.34 1.52 0.9887
FFINet [6] 2024 1.73 1.12 0.113 0.76 3.36 1.53 0.9875

DGFNet(ensembled model) - 1.69 1.11 0.107 0.75 3.36 1.53 0.9902

advantages across various metrics compared to state-of-the-
art methods. Our method remains competitive even when
compared to ensemble strategies used by other top models
like QCNet and ProphNet. Through an ablation study, we
validate the effectiveness of scene feature fusion, future feature
interaction, and a difficulty masking mechanism, resulting in
substantial improvements in prediction accuracy. Computa-
tional efficiency analysis shows that DGFNet achieves high
prediction accuracy with relatively fewer parameters, ensuring
its practical applicability in real-time autonomous driving
scenarios.

Comparison with State-of-the-Arts in Agoverse 1. We
conducted performance comparisons on the Argoverse 1 test
set using both single-model and multi-model approaches be-
tween our method and the most classical and latest state-
of-the-art methods. Generally, ensemble methods involve us-
ing K-means to match the closest trajectories from mul-
tiple models, followed by weighted computation to obtain
the final result. We obtained 5 models by setting different
initial random seeds and performed ensemble inference using
the aforementioned method. The results are shown in Tab.I.
Compared to single-model methods, our approach consistently
ranks at the top in almost all metrics. Even when compared
with methods using ensemble strategies, our approach remains
highly competitive, achieving prediction accuracy comparable
to the leading models such as QCNet and ProphNet in the
leaderboard. However, our method has advantages in terms of
parameter size and inference time, which will be detailed in
the following sections.

Table II. Comparisons with the state-of-the-art methods listed on the
leaderboard of the Argoverse 2 single agent Forecasting.

Method Year p-minFDE ↓ minADE ↓ minFDE ↓ MR ↓
(K=6) (K=6) (K=6) (K=6)

LaneGCN [16] 2020 2.64 0.91 1.96 0.30
THOMAS [24] 2021 2.16 0.88 1.51 0.20

HDGT [11] 2023 2.24 0.84 1.60 0.21
HPTR [14] 2023 2.03 0.73 1.43 0.19
GoReal [12] 2022 2.01 0.76 1.48 0.22
GANet [3] 2023 1.96 0.72 1.34 0.17
DGFNet - 1.94 0.70 1.35 0.17

Comparison with State-of-the-Arts in Agoverse 2. In our

comparison of performance with several recent single-model
inference methods on the Argoverse 2 test set, we found that
while the advantage of our method is not as pronounced as in
Argoverse 1, it remains reasonably acceptable. We speculate
that this is primarily due to the increased prediction horizon
in the Argoverse 2 dataset, which has led to less robust
initial prediction results. Moreover, due to the inclusion of
categories such as pedestrians and cyclists in Argoverse 2, the
effectiveness of the parameter settings for our difficulty masker
has also been impacted. Overall, our model demonstrates
highly competitive performance within an acceptable range
of model parameters across both datasets.

Table III. Comparison of prediction performance (minFDE) on
high-difficulty samples in the Argoverse 1 validation set.

Method Top 1% Top 2% Top 3% Top 4% Top 5% ALL
LaneGCN 11.52 8.24 6.98 6.67 5.65 1.08
Our base 9.12↓21% 6.86↓17% 5.74↓18% 5.05↓24% 4.57↓19% 0.94↓13%
DGFNet 7.26↓37% 5.21↓36% 4.36↓37% 3.85↓42% 3.51↓30% 0.89↓17%

Comparison of Prediction Performance on High-
difficulty Samples. Tab.III shows the highest minFDE errors
of each method on the Argoverse 1 validation set. We reasoned
on the validation set with LaneGCN’s pre-trained model to
obtain some sample sets with the highest errors, and then
reasoned on these sample sets using our base model and
DGFNet, respectively. It can be observed that the average
accuracy difference for all samples is minimal compared to
Our base. However, our method, DGFNet, has significantly
lower minFDE errors across all percentage ranges, clearly
demonstrating the remarkable advantage of our method in
mitigating the long-tail problem in trajectory prediction.

Quantitative Results and Visualization. Fig.4 shows the
qualitative visualization. The four selected scenarios have high
prediction difficulty and strong representativeness. In Seq.1
and Seq.2, the model generates accurate predictions for each
agent in a busy and strongly interacting intersection scenario.
In Seq.3, the model gives robust predictions in the face of
vehicle turning tendencies. As a comparison, in Seq.4 the
model gives more scattered prediction results when the inten-
tion of the vehicle is not clear. Overall, the model captured the
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final landing point very accurately in both turning and straight
ahead situations.

Table IV. The ablation study results of different components on the
Argoverse 1 validation set.

DM FFI SFF p-minFDE ↓ minADE ↓ minFDE ↓
(K=6) (K=6) (K=6)

× × × 1.559 0.657 0.941
× × ✓ 1.525 0.646 0.916
× ✓ ✓ 1.654 0.706 1.052
✓ ✓ ✓ 1.492 0.632 0.892

Table V. Performance versus τ parameter of DGFNet evaluated on the
Argoverse 1 validation set.

τ
p-minFDE ↓ minADE ↓ minFDE ↓

(K=6) (K=6) (K=6)
7 1.510 0.642 0.907
5 1.492 0.632 0.892
3 1.499 0.634 0.897
1 1.508 0.639 0.905

C. Analysis and Discussion

Ablation Study. We conducted an ablation study on the
Argoverse 1 validation set. The initial model only used agent-
centric historical trajectories and maps for feature extraction.
The second model incorporated scene-centric features into
the initial model, achieving some performance improvement
through Scene Feature Fusion (SFF). The third model added
the Future Feature Interaction (FFI) module, enabling interac-
tion between extracted historical features and future features.
The final model used the Difficulty Masker (DM) to mask out
future trajectories that are difficult to predict, ensuring that
only reliable trajectories are used for future interaction. Of
concern is that without adding Difficulty Masker, the perfor-
mance of direct future enhancement drops dramatically, failing
because the second stage model may find shortcuts during
optimization if the results given in the first stage are good
enough [34]. According to Tab.IV, comparing the base model
with DGFNet, the improvement in predictive performance is
evident. And we also did ablation experiments on the effect
of parameter τ on the model. According to Tab.V, the model
performance obtained by setting parameter τ to 5 is the best.

Table VI. Comparison on Computational performance with other methods.

Method p-minFDE ↓ Param(M) ↓ Infer time(ms) ↓
(K=6)

LaneGCN [16] 2.054 3.68 17.2
GANet [3] 1.789 5.21 25.3

QCNet* [31] 1.693 7.30 -
HiVT-128 [13] 1.842 2.47 13.2
LAformer [25] 1.835 2.59 42.5

FFINet* [6] 1.729 6.20 -
Prophnet* [5] 1.694 15.20 -

DGFNet 1.693 4.53 32.1

Computational Performance. We compared the param-
eters of each method and the average inference time per
scenario on the same device. As shown in Tab.VI, our in-
ference time is slightly higher than LaneGCN and close to
the lighter models HiVT-128 and LAformer. However, our
method has a much higher prediction accuracy than these

two methods. Compared with the methods with the highest
prediction accuracy, our method has fewer parameters (note
that those marked with * use ensemble strategies), which
means that our model achieves high prediction accuracy with
lower computational cost. Then, we recorded the inference
time on the same experimental machine equipped with an
NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090. The model inference time
indicates that the real-time latency of DGFNet is within an
acceptable range. Since LAformer uses a two-stage inference
approach, its inference time is longer despite having fewer
parameters than our method.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose a novel Difficulty-Guided Feature
Enhancement Network (DGFNet) for muti-agent trajectory
prediction. Distinguishing from general future enhancement
networks, our model emphasizes filtering future trajectories by
masking out and retaining only reliable future trajectories for
feature enhancement, which greatly improves the prediction
performance. Extensive experiments on the Argoverse 1&2
benchmarks show that our method outperforms most state-of-
the-art methods in terms of prediction accuracy and real-time
processing. Emulating the predictive habits of human drivers
is an intriguing direction for future research. This involves
emulating human strategies when encountering different ve-
hicles and making effective assumptions in the presence of
incomplete perceptual information.
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