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Improving Trajectory Prediction in Dynamic
Multi-Agent Environment by Dropping Waypoints

Pranav Singh Chib , Pravendra Singh

Abstract—The inherently diverse and uncertain nature of
trajectories presents a formidable challenge in accurately mod-
eling them. Motion prediction systems must effectively learn
spatial and temporal information from the past to forecast the
future trajectories of the agent. Many existing methods learn
temporal motion via separate components within stacked models
to capture temporal features. Furthermore, prediction methods
often operate under the assumption that observed trajectory
waypoint sequences are complete, disregarding scenarios where
missing values may occur, which can influence their perfor-
mance. Moreover, these models may be biased toward particular
waypoint sequences when making predictions. We propose a
novel approach called Temporal Waypoint Dropping (TWD) that
explicitly incorporates temporal dependencies during the training
of a trajectory prediction model. By stochastically dropping
waypoints from past observed trajectories, the model is forced to
learn the underlying temporal representation from the remain-
ing waypoints, resulting in an improved model. Incorporating
stochastic temporal waypoint dropping into the model learning
process significantly enhances its performance in scenarios with
missing values. Experimental results demonstrate our approach’s
substantial improvement in trajectory prediction capabilities.
Our approach can complement existing trajectory prediction
methods to improve their prediction accuracy. We evaluate our
proposed approach on three datasets: NBA Sports VU, ETH-
UCY, and TrajNet++.

Index Terms—Trajectory prediction, waypoints dropping, in-
telligent vehicles, neural network, deep learning.

I. INTRODUCTION

TRAJECTORY prediction refers to forecasting the fu-
ture paths of one or more agents, given their histori-

cal movement patterns, and it holds significant importance
for various fields, such as driverless cars, drone technology,
security monitoring systems, robotics, and human-robot col-
laboration. Multi-agent trajectory prediction deals with two
primary aspects: the time dimension, where we analyze how
previous agent states impact their future states, and the social
dimension, which considers how the actions of one agent
influence those of other agents. The prediction task is often
a continuous streaming task where the current temporal state
evolves into a historical state over time. The historical state
typically influences the successive predicted trajectories. Thus,
ensuring the temporal dependency becomes critical for down-
stream predictions. Significant efforts [1]–[3] have been made
in temporal and social modeling over the past few years.
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Many existing trajectory prediction approaches [1]–[4] em-
ploy separate models to learn temporal motion and then feed
the trajectories into stacked models of temporal components to
extract temporal features. Specifically, these temporal models
utilize sequential networks, such as Recurrent Neural Net-
works [5] and their variations, Temporal Convolutional Net-
works [6], Self-attention mechanisms [7], and Transformers
[7] to capture temporal dependencies effectively. In this paper,
we propose Temporal Waypoint Dropping (TWD), a novel
approach that involves dropping temporal waypoints in past
observed trajectories. We explicitly incorporate temporal de-
pendencies during the training of a trajectory prediction model
by dropping waypoints from past observed trajectories to
improve the model’s understanding of temporal dependencies.
Empirical results demonstrate that our approach significantly
improves the model’s capabilities in trajectory prediction.

Trajectory prediction models may be biased towards specific
waypoint sequences, leading to a strong reliance on these
particular sequences for future predictions, which may limit
their trajectory prediction performance. To address this is-
sue, our approach, Temporal Waypoint Dropping, utilizes a
stochastic waypoint dropping to reduce such bias. By stochas-
tically dropping waypoints from past observed trajectories,
the model is compelled to learn the underlying temporal
representation from the remaining waypoints, resulting in an
improved model’s understanding of the underlying temporal
representation. We empirically demonstrate that stochastically
dropping waypoints during training improves trajectory pre-
diction performance.

Furthermore, existing trajectory prediction methods typi-
cally assume that observed trajectory waypoint sequences are
complete, ignoring scenarios where missing values may occur.
This assumption can hinder prediction performance, particu-
larly in situations with incomplete data, as models are designed
with the assumption of completeness, negatively affecting
model predictions, as demonstrated in ablation experiments
(Section IV-E3). To overcome this limitation, we introduce
stochastic temporal waypoint dropping into the model learning
process. This allows the model to adapt these scenarios better,
leading to significant improvements in prediction accuracy as
compared to the baseline model (see Section IV-E3).

Our approach (Figure 1) can be easily integrated with exist-
ing trajectory prediction methods. We integrated our approach
into three existing methods: the generative-based GroupNet
[8], the graph-based SSAGCN [9], and the transformer-based
AutoBot [10]. We also conducted comprehensive experiments
using three trajectory prediction benchmark datasets: the ETH-
UCY [11], [12] dataset, the NBA SportVU dataset [13], and
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Fig. 1: Visualizing trajectory prediction in a dynamically changing social environment, where the temporal drop approach
positively impacts precise future trajectory predictions. The faded view represents the previous temporal motion, and the black
waypoint indicates the dropped waypoint.

the Trajnet++ [14] dataset. The consistently superior results
validate the efficacy of our approach.

The key contributions of our work are threefold.
• First, while trajectory prediction methods typically im-

plicitly learn temporal representations, we introduce a
novel approach called TWD that explicitly incorporates
temporal dependencies during the training of a trajec-
tory prediction model. This is achieved by stochastically
dropping waypoints from past observed trajectories. The
model is compelled to learn the underlying temporal
representation from the remaining waypoints, resulting
in an enhanced understanding of temporal patterns.

• Second, our approach ensures that the model is well-
suited for scenarios where observed waypoint sequences
may be missing or incomplete. The inclusion of stochastic
temporal waypoint dropping in the model learning pro-
cess significantly improves its performance in situations
with missing or incomplete values.

• Third, empirical results demonstrate that our approach
substantially enhances the model’s capabilities in trajec-
tory prediction. Our approach can be a valuable comple-
ment to existing trajectory prediction methods, improving
their prediction accuracy.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Trajectory Prediction

Earlier studies in trajectory prediction primarily concen-
trated on deterministic methodologies, which involved in-
vestigating force models [15], employing recurrent neural
networks (RNNs) [16], and employing frequency analysis [17]
techniques. Force models [15] in trajectory prediction use a
measure to represent the internal motivations of individuals
for performing specific actions. These models typically incor-
porate variables such as acceleration and desired velocity to
model the trajectories of objects or agents. Approach proposed
in [17] is capable of modeling multiple plausible sequences
of actions that agents can take to reach their intended goals
while adhering to physical constraints and staying within

drivable areas. Trajectron++ [16] is a modular graph-structured
recurrent model designed to forecast the trajectories of a
diverse group of agents.

As predicting the future trajectory of an agent involves
inherent uncertainty and often results in multiple possible out-
comes, recent advancements in trajectory prediction methods
have adopted the utilization of deep generative models [1],
[4], [18]–[20]. These models encompass various techniques,
including conditional variational autoencoders (CVAEs) [8],
[18]–[20], generative adversarial networks (GANs) [4], [21]–
[23], and diffusion models [24]. CVAE is employed to esti-
mate the parameters of a latent distribution, allowing for the
sampling of future trajectory features from latent distribution.
Groupnet [8] excels at capturing interactions and the founda-
tional representation needed for predicting socially plausible
trajectories through relational reasoning. DyngroupNet [19]
possesses the ability to capture time-varying interactions,
encompassing both pair-wise and group-wise interactions.
PecNet [20] and Muse [18] models are designed for long-
range multi-modal trajectory prediction, allowing them to infer
a wide range of trajectory possibilities while ensuring social
compliance among agents. Nmmp [22] explicitly incorporates
interaction modeling and the learning of representations for
directed interactions between actors. Sophie [21] utilizes social
attention mechanisms to incorporate both physical and social
information. Sgan [4] and Sophie [21] leverage GANs to pro-
duce more realistic trajectory samples and capture the inherent
uncertainty in future paths. The method proposed by [25]
addresses the issue of superfluous interactions. It introduces
the Interpretable Multimodality Predictor (IMP), describing
the mean location distribution as a Gaussian Mixture Model
(GMM). This method encourages multimodality by sampling
various mean waypoints of trajectories. Emerging diffusion
models [24], [26] have demonstrated their significant represen-
tation capabilities in stochastic trajectory prediction. However,
they suffer from high inference times due to large denoising
steps. LED [24] addresses this limitation by introducing a
trainable leapfrog initializer.

The application of the Transformer architecture [7] in this
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domain [10], [27]–[29] has gained attention because of its
modeling of spatio-temporal relations through attention mech-
anisms. They include attention layers for encoding sequential
features in the temporal dimension, self-attention layers for
capturing interactions among traffic participants in the social
dimension, and cross-attention layers dedicated to learning
agents patterns. In addition, significant advancements in goal-
based methods [30], [31] have produced good outcomes. These
methods initially predict agents’ intentions based on endpoints
of trajectories, followed by trajectory prediction refinement.
Various studies [3], [10] have also produced individual predic-
tions for each agent separately, while others have ventured into
generating concurrent joint predictions. SRGAT [32] combines
multiple anticipated goals for each agent, followed by social
interaction modeling. Furthermore, Graph-Based approaches
[3], [9], [33] have emerged as means to model agent in-
teractions, especially within non-grid structures. SSAGCN
[9] employed a graph neural network to capture social and
scene interactions. Additionally, a social soft attention function
enabled quantifying the influence degree among pedestrians.
DynGroupNet [34] and TDGCN [35] focus on temporal group-
wise interactions, considering interaction strength and category
for modeling future predictions. For integrating environmental
information, some methods [1], [36] involve the encoding
of scene information using convolutional neural networks.
DISTLR [37] formulates a set of spatial-temporal logic sets to
characterize human actions. Furthermore, MERA [38] employs
different modalities in motion predictions, processing various
feature clusters to represent modalities such as scene semantics
and agent motion state. The Multi-Style Network (MSN)
[39] integrates style as an element in predictions, enabling
multi-style predictions for trajectories. MetaTraj [40] provides
trajectory prediction sub-tasks and a meta-task capable of
handling predictions for unobserved scenes and objects.

B. Regularizing Trajectory Prediction

Several techniques have been explored in recent studies to
enhance the quality of representation learning for the accu-
rate prediction of future trajectories. Some approaches [41]
involve applying diverse transformations to the same input data
to derive perturbation-invariant representations. Alternatively,
some researchers [3], [10], [42] reverse the temporal order
of trajectories and establish pairwise consistency between the
resulting predictions. Another strategy introduced in prior
work [43] centers on achieving consistency by scrutinizing the
disparities between agent-centric and scene-centric settings.
Some methods [41] incorporate a spatial permutation function
encompassing operations like flipping and introducing random
noise applied to trajectories from the initial stage. It is posited
that, even under minor spatial permutations and disturbances,
the network’s outputs should maintain self-consistency. Differ-
ent from traditional data augmentation, these methodologies
can be described as explicit regularization.

C. Temporal Learning

In terms of modeling temporal motion patterns of tra-
jectories, various architectural designs have been introduced

for trajectory prediction like Social-LSTM [44] and STGAT
[45]. STS-LSTM [46] employs LSTM to effectively mo-
dle spatiotemporal interactions. Similarly Models like Social
Attention [47] and Trajectron [48] use LSTM in order to
generate a spatiotemporal graph that is capable of representing
structured sequence data for obtaining optimal outcomes. RNN
[16], [17] based models are also predominant in learning
temporal flow, but they may suffer from vanishing gradient
issues in some situations. Some models, such as SGCN [1], use
temporal convolutional networks (TCN) [9] to learn temporal
representation. Transformer [7] is capable of understanding
long-term dependencies in a better way with an effective self-
attention method. In trajectory prediction, transformers also
perform very well in accurately predicting the trajectories.
Recent works [10], [27], [28] have utilized transformers for
simulating temporal dependence and enhancing performance.
AutoBot [10] is an encoder-decoder framework that creates
consistent trajectories for multiple agents in a scene. They
utilize a latent variable sequential set transformer. Agent-
Former [27] can model both the temporal and social aspects.
This model works by representing multi-agent trajectories
as a sequence, combining trajectory features across time
and agents. VIKT [49] incorporates visual localization and
orientation to enhance trajectory prediction by learning from
real-world visual settings. They also leverage Visual Inten-
tion Knowledge (VIK) with the spatiotemporal Transformer
(VIKT) to represent human intent. VNAGT [50] introduces
a variational non-autoregressive graph transformer to capture
social and temporal interactions. LSSTA [51] proposes a spa-
tial transformer that effectively models the dynamic nature of
pedestrian interactions while also accounting for time-varying
spatial dependencies. There exists the accumulation error.
To mitigate the accumulation of prediction errors, SIM [52]
introduces a synchronous bi-directional structure. Query-based
method [28] employs query-centric techniques and anchor-free
queries to generate trajectory proposals in a recurrent manner.

Our approach complements existing methods by learning
temporal representations under constraints, such as incomplete
temporal sequences. This can effectively mitigate biases that
might lead the model to rely excessively on specific temporal
sequences when making predictions. Our approach explores
temporal waypoint dropping and demonstrates its effectiveness
in enhancing existing approaches.

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Problem Definition

let Xi = [xi
T1 , . . . ,xi

Tn−1 ,xi
Tn ] ∈ RTn×2 be the trajectory

observed in the past timestamps for ith agent, where xi
Tn ∈

R2 is the coordinate (x, y) of the nth waypoint at Tn observed
time. |Xi| = n represents the number of waypoints in the Xi

sequence. The main objective of this problem setting is to train
a prediction model gθ(·) with parameters θ to produce future
trajectories labeled as Pθ = gθ(Xi). We sample predicted
future trajectory Ŷi = [yi

Tn+1 ,yi
Tn+2 , . . . ,yi

Tm ] ∈ RTm×2,
which should be closely aligns with the actual future trajectory
Yi (ground truth). Here yi

Tm ∈ R2 is the coordinate of mth

waypoint at predicted future time instance Tm. Also, |Yi| = m
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Fig. 2: Visualizing the stochastic temporal waypoint dropping process, where the observed waypoint sequence (T1, . . . , Tn) is
input into the TWD (Temporal Waypoint Dropping). A waypoint to be dropped is uniformly and randomly chosen (depicted
in black at time stamp Tk, with k = 3) from the past observed temporal sequence. The value of k is sampled from a uniform
distribution, and the corresponding waypoint at time stamp Tk is then removed from the past observed trajectory. Finally,
the modified past observed temporal sequence after waypoint dropping is used as input to train a prediction model gθ(·) for
forecasting the future trajectory (Tn+1, . . . , Tm).

represents the number of waypoints in the future trajectory.
The overall problem formulation for trajectory prediction is
given below, where DEV measures deviation from ground
truth trajectory.

θ∗ = min
θ

min
Ŷ∈Ŷ

DEV
(
Ŷi,Yi

)
, s.t. Ŷ ∼ Pθ. (1)

B. Single Temporal Waypoint Dropping

In Temporal Waypoint Dropping (TWD), we sample from
the past trajectories ω = {X1, X2, X3, . . . , XN } of all N
agents, where Xi is the ith agent’s past trajectory. We then
generate a sequence where a temporal waypoint is dropped
for all agents (i.e., TWD(ω)). We employ a stochastic
drop strategy to drop waypoints from past observed trajec-
tories. Stochastic drop introduces randomness in dropping.
Finally, model gθ(·) predicts the future trajectories τ =

{Ŷ1, Ŷ2, Ŷ3, . . . , ŶN } for all agents given TWD(ω). The final
objective is finding the parameter θ that maximizes the ex-
pected log-likelihood of future trajectories given the observed
data TWD(ω).

max
θ

Eω

N∑
n=1

Tm∑
t=Tn+1

logPθ

(
Yt

n | TWD(ω)
)

(2)

TWD(ω) = TWD{X1, X2, X3, . . . , XN } (3)

Here, Tm represents the future timestamp, and N denotes
the number of agents. Please note that TWD in Equation 3
takes observed trajectories as input.

TWD(ω) = TWD{(xT1
1 , xT2

1 , xT3
1 , . . . , xTn

1 ), (xT1
2 , xT2

2 ,

xT3
2 , . . . , xTn

2 ), . . . , (xT1

N , xT2

N , xT3

N , . . . , xTn

N )} (4)

Given the past observed trajectories, we stochastically drop
the temporal waypoint from the given sequence during the
training of a trajectory prediction model. This ensures that
the model performs better, even in scenarios where observed
waypoint sequences may be missing or incomplete.

TWD(ω) = {Sk
1 , S

k
2 , S

k
3 , . . . , S

k
N} (5)

In Equation 5, the trajectory sequence Sk
i includes all

waypoints of Xi except the kth time stamp waypoint (i.e.,
Sk
i = [xi

T1 , . . . ,xi
Tk−1 ,xi

Tk+1 , . . . ,xi
Tn ] ). In Sk

i , kth time
stamp waypoint is dropped from Xi of ith agent and the
selection of k can be done using stochastic processes given
below.

a) Stochastic Process: In the stochastic dropping pro-
cess, we assume a uniform distribution for waypoint removal,
as each waypoint is equally likely to be removed (see Fig-
ure 2). This ensures fairness in the dropping process through
the random removal of waypoints from the trajectories. The
selection of k is determined by the Equation below.

k = UniformRandom{1, 2, 3, . . . , n} (6)

Here, k is a value that can be uniformly and randomly
chosen from the set {1, 2, 3, . . . , n} with a probability of 1

n .
The corresponding waypoint at time stamp Tk is then dropped
from the past trajectories of all N agents (see Equation 5).
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C. Multiple Temporal Waypoints Dropping

We discussed the single temporal waypoint dropping pro-
cess in Section III-B. We can iterate the process given in
Section III-B multiple times to drop multiple temporal way-
points. The objective function in multiple temporal waypoints
dropping is given below.

max
θ

Eω

N∑
n=1

Tm∑
t=Tn+1

logPθ

(
Yt

n | TWDD(ω)
)

(7)

TWDD(ω) = TWD(TWD(. . . (TWD(w))))︸ ︷︷ ︸
D times

(8)

Here, D represents the number of waypoint drops from past
observed temporal sequences. For instance, to drop two way-
points (i.e., D = 2) from the past trajectories of all agents, we
will iterate the TWD two times (i.e., TWD(TWD(w))). In each
iteration, the stochastic dropping process selects the value of
k uniformly and randomly from the currently available set of
past observed temporal sequences for dropping. Subsequently,
the waypoint corresponding to the timestamp Tk is dropped
from the past trajectories of all N agents, as mentioned in
Section III-B. Please note that D is a hyperparameter and can
be determined using cross-validation. We conducted ablation
experiments (see Section IV-E2 and Table V) to demonstrate
the impact of single vs. multiple temporal waypoint drops on
the model’s predictive performance.

D. Training and Evaluation

During training, the model gθ(.) uses trajectory sequences
generated by either TWD(ω) or TWDD(ω) as input, de-
pending on whether a single temporal waypoint is dropped
or multiple temporal waypoints are dropped. The modified
past observed temporal sequences after waypoint dropping
are generated using the process described in Section III-B
(for TWD(ω)) and Section III-C (for TWDD(ω)), which
are then used as input in the training of the model gθ(.).
Please note that in each iteration of training, different temporal
waypoints are dropped. We conducted ablation experiments
(see Section IV-E) to provide insights into the impact of
these processes on the model’s prediction performance. The
evaluation of the model gθ(.) performance is calculated on
the standard test split across the standard datasets with default
settings. More details are provided in the experimentation
Section IV.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

In this Section, we present the quantitative and qualitative
results of our approach (TWD). Additionally, we conduct
ablation studies to assess the ability of TWD to improve
trajectory prediction.

A. Experimental Setup
1) Datasets: We evaluate the performance of TWD on

three benchmarked trajectory datasets: NBA [13], TrajNet++
[14], and ETH-UCY [11], [12]. The NBA sports VU dataset
encompasses trajectory data for all ten players during live
NBA games, where both teammates from teams and the bas-
ketball court layout significantly impact player movements. We
follow the setting, which involves forecasting the subsequent
ten timestamps, which is equivalent to 4.0 seconds, based
on the preceding five timestamps spanning 2.0 seconds of
historical timestamps. TrajNet++ is another dataset focused on
agent-agent interactions, emphasizing substantial interaction
among agents within a scene. We chose TrajNet++ due to its
deliberate design aimed at facilitating high levels of interaction
among scene agents, as described by Kothari et al. [14]. Our
model evaluation is conducted on the synthetic segment of
TrajNet++, where we predict the 12 future timestamps based
on the past 9 timestamps of the agents. ETH-UCY is a mixture
of two datasets with smooth trajectories and simple agent
interactions. The ETH dataset comprises two scenes, ETH
and HOTEL, with 750 pedestrians. The UCY contains three
scenes with 786 pedestrians, including UNIV, ZARA1, and
ZARA2. The scenes contain the road, a crossroads, and a
nearly open space. We are provided with a world-coordinate
sequence, which consists of a trajectory spanning 8 time steps,
equivalent to 3.2 seconds. Our objective is to forecast the next
12 time steps, thereby extending our predictions to cover a
total duration of 4.8 seconds.

2) Evaluation Metric: Our experiments employ standard
evaluation metrics for trajectory prediction, including Average
Displacement Error (ADE) and Final Displacement Error
(FDE). ADE represents the average L2 distance between
predicted and ground truth trajectories across all time steps,
while FDE quantifies the L2 distance at the last time step or
final endpoint.

3) Implementation Details: For a fair comparison with the
compared methods, we retained their default settings, includ-
ing the sequence length of trajectories and timestamps used
as model input. To maintain the original temporal sequence
length, we repeated the initial waypoints. It is important to note
that during training, we employed single temporal waypoint
dropping in all our experiments.

4) Baseline Models: We evaluate TWD by assessing it on
three distinct models, each representing a different framework:
Variational Autoencoder-based (GroupNet [8]), Graph-based
(SSAGCN [9]), and Transformer-based (AutoBot [10]). The
SSAGCN model effectively handles the pedestrian’s social
and scene interaction and predicts the trajectories that are
both socially and physically plausible. They use the spatial-
temporal graph to model the degree of influence among
pedestrians and scene attention to model the physical effects
of the environment. GroupNet can capture interactions and
the underlying representation for predicting socially plausible
trajectories with relational reasoning. GroupNet with con-
ditional variational autoencoder can model complex social
influences for better trajectory prediction. AutoBot is an
encoder-decoder framework that constructs scene-consistent
multi-agent trajectories based on latent variable sequential
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TABLE I: The minimum Average Displacement Error (mi-
nADE) and minimum Final Displacement Error (minFDE)
for prediction on the NBA dataset using the TWD method.
(B) denotes the baseline model. RD(%) indicates the relative
percentage difference compared to the baseline.

Method Time
1.0s 2.0s 3.0s 4.0s

S-LSTM [44] 0.45/0.67 0.88/1.53 1.33/2.38 1.79/3.16
Social-GAN [4] 0.46/0.65 0.85/1.36 1.24/1.98 1.62/2.51

Social-STGCNN [2] 0.36/0.50 0.75/0.99 1.15/1.79 1.59/2.37
STGAT [45] 0.38/0.55 0.73/1.18 1.07/1.74 1.41/2.22

NRI [33] 0.45/0.64 0.84/1.44 1.24/2.18 1.62/2.84
STAR [29] 0.43/0.65 0.77/1.28 1.00/1.55 1.26/2.04

PECNet [20] 0.51/0.76 0.96/1.69 1.41/2.52 1.83/3.41
NMMP [22] 0.38/0.54 0.70/1.11 1.01/1.61 1.33/2.05

Stimulus Verification [53] - - - 1.08/1.12
TDGCN [35] 0.30/0.45 0.53/0.82 0.80/117 1.06/153
MERA [38] - - - 1.17/2.21
DISTL [37] 0.30/0.40 0.58/0.88 0.87/1.31 1.13/1.60

GroupNet (B) [8] 0.34/0.48 0.62/0.95 0.87/1.31 1.13/1.69
Our (B + TWD) 0.24/0.32 0.46/0.65 0.69/0.95 0.92/1.19

RD(%) ADE/FDE 34.5/40.0 29.6/37.5 23.1/31.8 20.5/34.7

set transformer. The encoder comprises alternating temporal
and social multi-head self-attention mechanisms that perform
equivariant computations over time and social dimensions.

B. Quantitative Results

1) Performance on the NBA Dataset: The NBA dataset
exhibits complex agent interactions, making it an ideal testbed
for evaluating our proposed method. Our approach emphasizes
explicit temporal learning, which aligns well with the dynamic
nature of NBA scenarios. We predict future positions at ten
timestamps (4.0 seconds ahead) based on historical trajectories
from the preceding five timestamps (2.0 seconds). The summa-
rized results in Table I present a comparative analysis with nine
methods. Our findings demonstrate that the TWD approach
outperforms other methods significantly. Specifically, the min-
imum Average Displacement Error (minADE) and minimum
Final Displacement Error (minFDE) at 4.0 seconds are reduced
to 0.92 and 1.19, respectively, in comparison to GroupNet
[8] (baseline). This reduction represents a substantial relative
gain of 20.5% and 34.7%, highlighting the effectiveness of our
approach.

2) Performance on the ETH-UCY Dataset: In this exper-
iment, we conducted a comparison of our results against
fifteen methods, and the corresponding ADE and FDE values
are detailed in Table II. Significantly, our method exhibits a
noteworthy enhancement in predictive accuracy. The proposed
TWD approach achieves a 16.7% relative gain in ADE and a
23.3% relative gain in FDE when compared to the baseline
SSAGCN model.

3) Performance on the TRAJNET++ Dataset: In this ex-
periment, we predict the subsequent 12 timesteps for all
agents based on the preceding 9 timesteps. Our evaluation
focuses on the AutoBot baseline, which features a transformer-
based architecture comprising an encoder-decoder network.
Importantly, the use of TWD demonstrated performance im-
provements compared to its ablated counterparts, particularly
in scene-level metrics, as detailed in Table III. Overall, there

is a 19.7% and 18.2% relative gain in ADE and FDE values,
respectively, compared to the baseline AutoBot model.

C. Qualitative Results on NBA Dataset

We extended our investigation through qualitative experi-
ments. Specifically, we conducted visualizations (see Figure 3)
of sampled trajectories for one and two players from each team
in the NBA dataset. Subsequently, we explored variations in
prediction length, forecasting the subsequent five timestamps
and forecasting the subsequent ten timestamps, to assess the
temporal accuracy of long-term waypoint predictions. The
outcomes of these experiments yielded the following insights:
i) Our TWD method consistently generated more precise
trajectories than GroupNet [8]. ii) Our method exhibited
accurate predictions in a long-time horizon, where GroupNet
encountered challenges. This improvement can be attributed
to our proposed approach’s ability to explicitly learn temporal
interactions among players in the scenes. Figure 3 presents
a comparative visualization of predicted trajectories by our
method, GroupNet, and ground-truth trajectories on the NBA
dataset.

D. Qualitative Results on ETH-UCY Dataset

We have also demonstrated the visualization of predicted
density on the ETH-UCY dataset, as shown in Figure 4.
We selected different agents (Agent 1 & 2) to provide a
comprehensive visual representation of our results. The orange
(Agent 1) and purple (Agent 2) colors illustrate our method’s
accurate predictions of future density, effectively capturing
the agent’s future distribution. Compared to SSAGCN, our
approach successfully captures the ground truth trajectories.

E. Ablation Studies

In the following Section, we present ablation studies and
analyses to assess the effectiveness of TWD under various
scenarios. During training, we comprehensively examine the
dropping process using stochastic TWD. Additionally, we
evaluate TWD performance when dropping multiple temporal
waypoints. Finally, we analyze the significance of our ap-
proach by assessing its impact on missing waypoints in the
temporal sequence.

1) Effect of Using TWD at Training Time: We investigate
the impact of incorporating TWD during training, and the
results are outlined in Table IV. Our findings suggest that
training the model with stochastic temporal waypoint drops
consistently leads to performance enhancements compared to
the baseline.

2) Single vs. Multiple Temporal Waypoint Drops: Table V
shows the ADE/FDE with a single temporal waypoint drop
(D=1) and multiple temporal waypoint drops (D=2) during
training. It is worth noting that the best result is achieved
when we drop a single waypoint during training. A possible
reason may be that, in the case of multiple temporal waypoint
drops, the model is not able to effectively learn the underlying
temporal representation from the remaining waypoints due to
loss of significant information.
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TABLE II: Minimum ADE (↓) / Minimum FDE (↓) for trajectory prediction on the ETH-UCY dataset utilizing the TWD
technique during training. (B) denotes the baseline model. RD(%) indicates the relative percentage difference compared to the
baseline.

Method ETH HOTEL UNIV ZARA1 ZARA2 AVG
SGAN [4] 0.87/1.62 0.67/1.37 0.76/1.52 0.35/0.68 0.42/0.84 0.61/1.21

Sophie [21] 0.70/1.43 0.76/1.67 0.54/1.24 0.30/0.63 0.38/0.78 0.54/1.15
STGAT [3] 0.56/1.10 0.27/0.50 0.32/0.66 0.21/0.42 0.20/0.40 0.31/0.62

Social-BiGAT [23] 0.69/1.29 0.49/1.01 0.55/1.32 0.30/0.62 0.36/0.75 0.48/1.00
NMMP [22] 0.62/1.08 0.33/0.63 0.52/1.11 0.32/0.66 0.29/0.61 0.41/0.82

Social-STGCNN [2] 0.64/1.11 0.49/0.85 0.44/0.79 0.34/0.53 0.30/0.48 0.44/0.75
CARPE [36] 0.80/1.4 0.52/1.00 0.61/1.23 0.42/0.84 0.34/0.74 0.46/0.89
PecNet [20] 0.54/0.87 0.18/0.24 0.35/0.60 0.22/0.39 0.17/0.30 0.29/0.48

Trajectron++ [16] 0.43/0.86 0.12/0.19 0.22/0.43 0.17/0.32 0.12/0.25 0.21/0.41
GTPPO [54] 0.63/0.98 0.19/0.30 0.35/0.60 0.20/0.32 0.18/0.31 0.31/0.50

SGCN [1] 0.52/1.03 0.32/0.55 0.37/0.70 0.29/0.53 0.25/0.45 0.37/0.65
Introvert [55] 0.42/0.70 0.11/0.17 0.20/0.32 0.16/0.27 0.16/0.25 0.21/0.34
LB-EBM [56] 0.30/0.52 0.13/0.20 0.27/0.52 0.20/0.37 0.15/0.29 0.21/0.38

Y-Net [57] 0.28/0.33 0.10/0.14 0.24/0.41 0.17/0.27 0.13/0.22 0.18/0.27
SSAGCN (B) [9] 0.21/0.38 0.11/0.19 0.14/0.25 0.12/0.22 0.09/0.15 0.13/0.24

GroupNet [8] 0.46/0.73 0.15/0.25 0.26/0.49 0.21/0.39 0.17/0.33 0.25/0.44
DynGroupNet [34] 0.42/0.66 0.13/0.20 0.24/0.44 0.19/0.34 0.15/0.28 0.23/0.38

TDGCN [35] 0.51/0.68 0.25/0.44 0.30/0.50 0.24/0.42 0.16/0.27 0.29/0.46
MERA [38] 0.26/0.50 0.11/0.19 0.25/0.53 0.19/0.40 0.15/0.31 0.19/0.39
RMB [25] 0.29/0.49 0.12/0.18 0.29/0.51 0.20/0.36 0.15/0.27 0.21/0.36
VIKT [49] 0.30/0.51 0.13/0.25 0.23/0.51 0.21/0.44 0.14/0.30 0.20/0.40
MSN [39] 0.27/0.41 0.11/0.17 0.28/0.48 0.22/0.36 0.18/0.29 0.21/0.34

LSSTA [51] 0.30/0.52 0.12/0.20 0.28/0.55 0.20/0.40 0.16/0.32 0.21/0.40
RCPN [58] 0.48/0.86 0.38/0.68 0.31/0.58 0.25/0.44 0.23/0.35 0.33/0.58

STS LSTM [46] 0.46/0.81 0.20/0.29 0.38/0.70 0.30/0.57 0.24/0.48 0.32/0.57
SIM [52] 0.32/0.53 0.32/0.53 0.16/0.34 0.12/0.25 0.09/0.18 0.16/0.29

SRGAT [32] 0.25/0.38 0.10/0.15 0.21/0.38 0.16/0.28 0.12/0.21 0.17/0.28
VNAGT [50] 0.52/0.88 0.16/0.25 0.27/0.51 0.23/0.44 0.18/0.33 0.27/0.48

MetaTraj w/MemoNet [40] 0.38/0.59 0.11/0.16 0.22/0.41 0.18/0.30 0.13/0.26 0.20/0.34
SOCIAL SAGAN [59] 0.65/1.19 0.36/0.70 0.54/1.14 0.33/0.66 0.29/0.61 0.43/0.86

SSAGCN (B) [9] 0.21/0.38 0.11/0.19 0.14/0.25 0.12/0.22 0.09/0.15 0.13/0.24
Our (B + TWD) 0.21/0.38 0.07/0.10 0.10/0.18 0.09/0.17 0.07/0.11 0.11/0.19

RD(%) ADE/FDE - - - - - 16.7/23.3

Fig. 3: Qualitative results on the NBA dataset. We visualize the trajectories of one player and two players from each team
(cyan and red) in comparison to GroupNet [8] and ground truth. The light color represents the past trajectory, and the solid
color represents the predicted waypoints. In the first and third columns, the model predicts the waypoints for the next five
timestamps, while in the second and fourth columns, it forecasts the waypoints for the next ten timestamps.
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TABLE III: Quantitative Results on the TrajNet++ dataset
using TWD during training. (B) refers to the baseline model.
RD(%) refers to the relative percent difference with respect to
the baseline.

Model Scene-level
Min ADE (↓)

Scene-level
Min FDE (↓)

Social gan [4] 0.57 1.24
Social attention [47] 0.56 1.21

Social-bigat [23] 0.56 1.22
trajectron [48] 0.60 1.28

AIN [42] 0.620 1.240
PecNet [20] 0.570 1.180

AMENet [60] 0.620 1.300
socially-aware [61] 0.60 1.28

Linear Extrapolation [10] 0.409 0.897
AntiSocial [10] 0.316 0.632

Ego [10] 0.214 0.431
AutoBot (B) [10] 0.128 0.234
Our (B + TWD) 0.105 0.195

RD(%) 19.7 18.2

3) Effect of Missing Waypoints at Test Time: We also
investigate the effects of missing waypoints (i.e., incomplete
temporal sequence) on the model performance. We conducted
experiments, as presented in Table VI, where we randomly
removed the same waypoint from the temporal sequence
of each model to simulate missing waypoint scenarios and
evaluated the trajectory prediction. These missing waypoints
hinder the baseline model’s performance and impact its predic-
tions, leading to a significant deterioration in results. In these
scenarios, our approach outperforms the baseline significantly.
We observe a 65.8% relative gain in ADE and a 53.5% relative
gain in FDE when compared to the baseline AutoBot model
on the TRAJNET++ dataset.

4) Temporal Waypoint Dropping at Test Time: We also ex-
plore temporal waypoint dropping at test time using stochastic

Fig. 4: Visualization of temporal density estimations for the
agent on the ETH/UCY datasets employing SSAGCN [9] and
our method. The color-coded density (orange for Agent 1
and purple for Agent 2) illustrates the predicted distribution
of future trajectories. The blue dotted line signifies the past
trajectory (8 timestamps), while the red dotted line corresponds
to the actual ground truth (12 timestamps).

TABLE IV: Comparison of results between using TWD during
training versus not using TWD during training.

Model Dataset Training ADE FDE ADE/FDE RD(%)

AutoBot TRAJNET++ w/o TWD 0.128 0.234 19.7/18.2
w/ TWD 0.105 0.195

GroupNet NBA w/o TWD 1.13 1.69 20.5/34.7
w/ TWD 0.92 1.19

SSAGCN ETH-UCY w/o TWD 0.13 0.24 16.7/23.3
w/ TWD 0.11 0.19

TABLE V: Results for GroupNet+TWD model using a single
temporal waypoint drop (D=1) and multiple temporal way-
point drops (D=2) during training on the NBA dataset.

D Validation Accuracy
ADE FDE

Time 1.0s 2.0s 3.0s 4.0s 1.0s 2.0s 3.0s 4.0s
D=1 0.246 0.462 0.692 0.920 0.320 0.656 0.954 1.185
D=2 0.303 0.545 0.791 1.032 0.394 0.766 1.072 1.320

dropping (Sd) and fixed dropping (Fd). The fixed process iden-
tifies the waypoint that yields the maximum evaluation score
on the validation set (Equation 9) while being dropped from
the temporal sequence. Assuming kth waypoint drop maxi-
mizes the evaluation scores, then we will calculate TWD(ω)
using that k value. TWD(ω) is passed as input to the model
gθ(.) to generate future predictions.

The strategy optimizes the following objective function:

k = arg max
1≤k≤|Xi|

N∑
i=1

D(gθ(S
k
i ), Yi) (9)

where gθ(.) represents the prediction model that generates
predicted future trajectory for Sk

i , and D is the quality
evaluation metric (e.g., Average Distance Error - ADE, Final
Displacement Error - FDE, etc.) used to assess the quality of
the generated trajectory. Thus, the above Equation identifies

TABLE VI: Results of experiments involving missing way-
points in the temporal sequence at test time show that TWD
demonstrates robustness, while baseline models experience
substantial performance degradation. (B) refers to the baseline
model. RD(%) refers to the relative percent difference with
respect to the baseline.

Methods Environment ADE FDE ADE/FDE RD(%)
AutoBot (B) Missing Waypoints 0.210 0.341 65.8/53.5AutoBot + TWD TRAJNET++ 0.106 0.197

GroupNet (B) Missing Waypoints 1.70 2.36 55.6/62.2GroupNet + TWD NBA 0.96 1.24
SSAGCN (B) Missing Waypoints 0.173 0.269 41.1/33.4SSAGCN + TWD ETH-UCY 0.114 0.192

TABLE VII: Results of Sd/Fd drops at test time while using
stochastic drops during training. Where Sd and Fd denote
stochastic and fixed drop, respectively. The value of k repre-
sents the waypoint being dropped in fixed drop during testing.
(B) denotes the baseline model.

Model Dataset Train Test k ADE FDE
AutoBot (B) TRAJNET++ - - - 0.128 0.234

AutoBot+TWD TRAJNET++ Sd - - 0.105 0.195
AutoBot+TWD TRAJNET++ Sd Sd - 0.106 0.197
AutoBot+TWD TRAJNET++ Sd Fd 4 0.103 0.192



9

Fig. 5: Visualization of ADE/FDE with different fixed waypoint drops at test time, while using stochastic drops during training,
shows that an intermediate waypoint dropping using k = 4 in the fixed waypoint dropping process at test time yields the best
results on the TrajNet++ dataset.

the k value (for dropping the waypoint), which maximizes the
evaluation scores on the validation set.

In these experiments, we use stochastic dropping (Sd) in the
training phase and use stochastic dropping (Sd) or fixed drop-
ping (Fd) in the testing phase. During training, the model gθ(.)
uses trajectory sequences generated by TWD(ω) as input.
TWD(ω) is generated by dropping temporal waypoints using
a stochastic process, which is then used in the training stage.
Please note that in each training iteration, k value is randomly
chosen and different in TWD(ω). During testing, the model
gθ(.) uses trajectory sequences generated by TWD(ω) either
using fixed dropping process (Fd) or using stochastic dropping
(Sd) as input for predicting future trajectories τ . In a fixed
drop process, TWD(ω) is generated by dropping temporal
waypoints using a k value chosen using Equation 9.

Figure 5 shows the ADE/FDE with different fixed waypoint
drops at test time while using stochastic drops during training.
It’s worth noting that, for the TrajNet++ dataset, the optimal
result is achieved with fixed TWD with k = 4 during testing
as shown in Table VII. It is also clear from Table VII that
if we use stochastic drops during both training and testing,
then its accuracy is lower than the variant where we only use
stochastic drops during training. Therefore, we can conclude
that using stochastic drops during training improves the accu-
racy significantly as compared to the baseline, and using fixed
drops during testing leads to a minor improvement in accuracy.
Nevertheless, predicting the k value in fixed drops for real-time
applications is not always feasible, as it may change depending
on the dynamic environment and agent behavior.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper introduces a novel approach (TWD) to explicitly
capture temporal dependencies within trajectory prediction
tasks. TWD leverages stochastic processes to select and drop
waypoints from temporal sequences. We conducted experi-
ments using three trajectory prediction benchmark datasets
with various baseline architectures to validate our novel ap-
proach. Our extensive experiments demonstrate the substantial
performance gains achieved by integrating TWD into these
baseline architectures. Temporal waypoint dropping facilitates
the learning of underlying temporal patterns and significantly

enhances predictions in dynamic environments where the
observer’s temporal sequence may be missing.
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