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Abstract
Accurate prediction of future trajectories of traffic
agents is essential for ensuring safe autonomous
driving. However, partially observed trajectories
can significantly degrade the performance of even
state-of-the-art models. Previous approaches of-
ten rely on knowledge distillation to transfer fea-
tures from fully observed trajectories to partially
observed ones. This involves firstly training a fully
observed model and then using a distillation pro-
cess to create the final model. While effective,
they require multi-stage training, making the train-
ing process very expensive. Moreover, knowledge
distillation can lead to a performance degradation
of the model. In this paper, we introduce a Target-
driven Self-Distillation method (TSD) for motion
forecasting. Our method leverages predicted ac-
curate targets to guide the model in making pre-
dictions under partial observation conditions. By
employing self-distillation, the model learns from
the feature distributions of both fully observed and
partially observed trajectories during a single end-
to-end training process. This enhances the model’s
ability to predict motion accurately in both fully ob-
served and partially observed scenarios. We evalu-
ate our method on multiple datasets and state-of-
the-art motion forecasting models. Extensive ex-
perimental results demonstrate that our approach
achieves significant performance improvements in
both settings. To facilitate further research, we will
release our code and model checkpoints.

1 Introduction
For the autonomous driving system, predicting the trajec-
tory of surrounding agents within the next few seconds is a
crucial and challenging task. Accurate motion forecasting
can enhance the safety of autonomous driving by promot-
ing precise path planning and guiding the agents to follow
safe routes, thereby rendering substantial support for ego-
vehicle trajectory planning within the autonomous driving
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pipeline [Jia et al., 2023; Hu et al., 2023; Wu et al., 2022],
as well as aiding in robot navigation [Huang et al., 2023;
Chen et al., 2019] and tracking [Cui et al., 2022].
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Figure 1: Enhancing the robustness of the model to partially ob-
served trajectory inputs through TSD. The agent requiring motion
forecasting may have parts of historical trajectory occluded and thus
unobservable. Through our proposed TSD, the model can adapt to
this situation by leveraging predicted targets and self-distillation.

Many carefully designed networks have achieved excellent
results in motion forecasting, including recently proposed
methods such as HiVT [Zhou et al., 2022], QCNet [Zhou et
al., 2023], and SEPT [Lan et al., 2023a], which have per-
formed exceptionally well on large-scale motion forecasting
datasets like Argoverse and Argoverse2. Despite their im-
pressive performance, most open-source large-scale motion
forecasting datasets contain carefully collected agent motion
data, where the agents typically have complete input and out-
put observations. However, in real-world situations, traffic
safety is often compromised due to insufficient observations.
For example, obstacles or other agents on the road can ob-
scure parts of the agents, leading to incomplete observations
when they appear, which in turn results in erroneous trajec-
tory predictions and affects the safety of autonomous driving
systems.

Some methods [Xu and Fu, 2024; Sun et al., 2022] have
designed specific networks to address the challenges of par-
tial observation. However, if the goal is to retain the knowl-
edge of the state-of-the-art network trained on fully observed
data, many approaches adopt knowledge distillation [Monti
et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2024]. Specifically, a network is
first trained on fully observed data, and then the knowledge
from this network is distilled into an identical network that
receives only partially observed inputs. While the network
obtained through knowledge distillation retains the original
model’s structure and performs well under partial observa-
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tion, this approach has two main drawbacks: first, the per-
formance of the distilled network on fully observed data is
lower than that of the originally trained network; second, the
knowledge distillation process is cumbersome, requiring the
training of one network followed by another distillation step,
making the entire training process very expensive.

To overcome the aforementioned challenges, as depicted in
Figure 1 we propose a novel Target-driven Self-Distillation
method (TSD) for motion forecasting. First, when observa-
tions are incomplete, if accurate target points can guide the
trajectory prediction process, the model can still make accu-
rate predictions despite the limited observations. Therefore,
we propose an anchor-free target point generation method
that accurately predicts the target points of agents, thereby
guiding accurate trajectory prediction under both partial and
full observations. Second, since partially observed trajecto-
ries can be viewed as a natural data-distortion branch, we re-
fer to the design for classification tasks in [Xu and Liu, 2019]
and develop a self-distillation method for motion forecasting.
This method uses fully observed and partially observed inputs
as two branches, jointly optimizes these branches, and em-
ploys empirical Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD) [Long
et al., 2015] as a non-parametric metric to measure the con-
sistency of feature distributions between these distorted ver-
sions. Through these two aspects, we can obtain a robust
model for partial observation data and outperform the vanilla
version of the model under full observation with a single end-
to-end training process.

Our contributions can summarized as follows:
(1) We propose TSD, a novel plug-and-play method that

enhances the robustness of motion forecasting models under
partial observation trajectories, and simultaneously improves
their motion forecasting capabilities under full observation
trajectories.

(2) We desingn an anchor-free target point generation
method based on the Transformer decoder, which iteratively
predicts target points over both long-term and short-term time
horizons. By accurately predicting target points, this method
guides the model in performing precise trajectory prediction
under partial observation conditions.

(3) We introduce a new self-distillation mechanism for par-
tially observed trajectories task. This enhances the robustness
of the model under partial observation conditions.

(4) Extensive evaluations on multiple large-scale motion
forecasting datasets demonstrate that our model not only sig-
nificantly improves the robustness of baseline models in pre-
dicting motion under partial observation but also enhances
prediction performance under full observation.

2 Related Works
2.1 Fully Observed Motion Forecasting
Fully Observed Motion Forecasting typically uses complete
historical trajectories to predict future motion. Many methods
have been proposed in current research, which can be catego-
rized into anchor-based and anchor-free approaches. Meth-
ods like [Chai et al., 2019],[Zhao et al., 2021], and [Afshar
et al., 2024] cluster representative trajectory anchors as static
anchors using unsupervised learning from training data. On

the other hand, [Varadarajan et al., 2022], [Nayakanti et al.,
2023], [Shi et al., 2022], and [Ngiam et al., 2022] generate
dynamic, learnable anchors through implicit methods. Af-
ter anchor generation, these methods combine the anchors
with contextual information from the scene and use simple
networks to predict future trajectories. Anchor-free methods,
such as those using diffusion models like [Jiang et al., ], [Li
et al., 2023], and [Gu et al., 2022], or generative networks
like [Barsoum et al., 2018], [Kingma and Welling, ], and
[Gomez-Gonzalez et al., 2020], rely on the precise captur-
ing of multimodal distributions for prediction. Additionally,
some anchor-free methods adopt self-supervised learning ap-
proaches, such as [Chen et al., 2023], [Cheng et al., 2023] and
[Lan et al., 2023b]. These methods learn more comprehen-
sive scene interaction information by reconstructing features
from masked regions and can also achieve impressive trajec-
tory forecasting results. However, these methods, trained on
carefully designed datasets with complete trajectory observa-
tions, exhibit poor robustness to partially observed trajectory
inputs. Their performance typically degrades significantly
when encountering those cases.

Our proposed plug-and-play method TSD can significantly
enhance the robustness of these approaches when facing par-
tially observed trajectories and also improves their perfor-
mance under fully observation inputs.

2.2 Partially Observed Motion Forecasting
Partially Observed Motion Forecasting refers to the use of
partial historical data for future trajectory prediction. The
previously mentioned Fully Observed Motion Forecasting
methods tend to give better prediction results only on com-
plete trajectories, but their performance is significantly de-
graded when partial historical trajectories are masked out,
their performance decreases significantly. Numerous works
have been proposed to address this issue. Some methods at-
tempt to utilize knowledge distillation to mitigate this prob-
lem. [Monti et al., 2022] and [Wang et al., 2024] first train a
teacher model on the full trajectory and use this model as the
distillation target. Then, they ensure that the feature outputs
of the student model, when the input is incomplete, match
more closely with those of the teacher model under complete
input conditions, thus enhancing performance in the case of
trajectory data loss. [Li et al., ] introduces a knowledge distil-
lation framework for dynamically varying trajectory lengths
and a dynamic neuron soft-masking mechanism to improve
the model’s predictive performance when dealing with his-
torical trajectory data of different lengths. Additionally, [Xu
and Fu, 2024] learns representations from trajectory data of
varying observation lengths and generates time-invariant rep-
resentations, which are further optimized through an adap-
tive mechanism, thus improving prediction accuracy. [Li et
al., 2023] uses a bidirectional consistency diffusion model to
predict future pedestrian trajectories based on short histori-
cal trajectory segments. [Sun et al., 2022] proposes a unified
feature extractor and a novel pre-training mechanism to cap-
ture relevant information in momentary observations, achiev-
ing pedestrian trajectory prediction even with extremely short
observation lengths. However, these approaches often incur
additional training costs and increased model complexity, and
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Figure 2: Overview of our proposed TSD. The entire training process is implemented end-to-end. We first apply random masking to the
input trajectories to obtain partially observed trajectory branches, which are then fed into the network along with fully observed trajectories.
Our proposed target generator produces sequential targets, which subsequently guide the trajectory prediction process. The features extracted
from partially observed trajectories and fully observed trajectories are brought closer in distribution using MMD loss. The generation of
partially observed trajectories occurs only during training, based on the original fully observed trajectories.

their performance remains poor under extreme missing data
conditions.

In contrast, our proposed TSD leverages self-distillation to
end-to-end training a model that is robust to partial observa-
tion trajectories, and is more efficient and cost-effective.

3 Problem Definition
In the task of motion forecasting, the objective is to predict
the future state sequence Xpred = {st}

Tpred
t=1 of a given agent,

based on its past state sequence Xobs = {st}0t=−Tobs+1, where
st represents the state of the agent to be predicted at time
t. During the prediction, we denote the states of surround-
ing agents as A, and elements and polylines from the high-
definition map provided by the dataset, including lane center-
lines, drivable areas, and so on, are denoted as M . Note that
the quantities of A and M may not be fixed in a given con-
text. Therefore, our overall objective is to obtain a conditional
probability distribution p(Xpred|Xobs, A,M).

Due to the diversity of agents’ motion, the conditional
probability distribution p(Xpred|Xobs, A,M) can be highly
multimodal (e.g., left turn, right turn, going straight, stopping,
etc.). By decomposing this task into a target point prediction
issue, in the case of predicting trajectories for K modes, the
probability distribution can be decomposed as follows:

p(Xpred|Xobs, A,M) =

K∑
k=0

p(τk|Xobs, A,M)

· p(Xpred|Xobs, A,M, τk), (1)

where τk represents the predicted target point corresponding
to the kth mode.

Note that when it comes to partial motion forecasting, the
initial observation of past state sequence ( Xobs ) and the agent
states ( A ) are not available at every frame; only a portion of
the observations are fed into the model for motion forecast-
ing.

4 Method

4.1 Overview

The overview of our proposed framework is illustrated in Fig-
ure 2. We first employ an agent encoder to extract represen-
tations of the interested agent and surrounding agents, and a
map encoder to extract representations of polylines and el-
ements on the high-definition map. Subsequently, we use a
sequential target point generator to iteratively predict long-
term and short-term target points for the interested agent over
different time horizons. These target points are then used
to guide the trajectory predictor to iteratively predict multi-
modal trajectories. Additionally, during the training phase,
we add a partial observation branch. By generating masks,
we create partially observed trajectories and feed them into
the model along with fully observed trajectories for infer-
ence. The inference results from the partially observed trajec-
tories are backpropagated in the same manner as those from
fully observed trajectories, and the features extracted from
partially observed trajectories are constrained by the features
from fully observed trajectories through a loss function.



4.2 Encoder

For motion forecasting, the first step is to use an encoder
to embed the trajectory features of each agent and the fea-
tures of the high-definition map elements, while also ex-
ploiting the interactions among agents and map elements.
Given Xobs, A,M , the encoder outputs the feature embed-
ding FX = {Fst}0t=−Tobs+1 ∈ RTobs×d of the interested agent
at historical steps, where d represents the size of the hidden
dimension. Additionally, the encoder outputs the features FA

of surrounding agents, the features FM of map elements, the
interaction features FX→A between agents and the interac-
tion features FX→M between agents and map elements.

4.3 Target Generation and Trajectory Prediction

Here, we propose a target point generation method based on
the Transformer [Vaswani et al., 2017] decoder, which can
iteratively generate sequential target points over both long-
term and short-term time horizons.

Inspired by [Zhou et al., 2023], we assume that the x and
y coordinates of target points τ ik of the kth mode to be pre-
dicted, where i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , n}, follow a Laplace distribu-
tion, denoted as τ ik,x, τ

i
k,y ∼ L(µ, b). Here, n is the number

of target points we set artificially for long-time horizon gen-
eration. Therefore, in our target point generation, the ultimate
goal is to predict the parameters µi

k,x, µ
i
k,y and bik,x, b

i
k,y for

the x and y coordinates of each target point of every mode.
Given the multimodal prediction of trajectories for K modes,
we generate n target points for each mode; thus, the final set
of target points generated for each agent is τ ∈ RK×n×4.
For the dimension n, target points are generated sequentially
over n cycles, each time using the information gathered so
far, rather than through an auto-regressive process. Eventu-
ally, we can concatenate them as a sequence.

To achieve this, we employed three cross-attention blocks,
allowing the target queries to interact and exchange informa-
tion with the map features, surrounding agents’ features, and
the historical features of the interested agent. During the in-
formation exchange with each type of feature, we also sepa-
rately utilized the interaction features between the interested
agent and the map, surrounding agents, denoted as FX→M

and FX→A, as well as the interaction features between dif-
ferent time points of the interested agent, denoted as Fsi→sj ,
where i, j ∈ {Tobs+1, · · · ,−1, 0}.

Subsequently, we employ two three-layer Feed-Forward
Neural Networks (FFNs) to separately deduce the parameters
µk,x, µk,y and bk,x, bk,y of the Laplace distribution for the x
and y coordinates of each target points’ mode. Based on the
predetermined number of target points N , in each iteration,
the predicted target point is positioned relative to the previ-
ously predicted target point or the starting point, at a future
time step of Tpred/N . To optimize our target point predic-
tions, we utilize the negative log-likelihood of the Laplace

distribution:

Ltar =

N∑
i=1

∑
j∈{x,y}

K∑
k=1

− log
(
L(sτi ;µi

k,j , b
i
k,j)
)

=

N∑
i=1

∑
j∈{x,y}

K∑
k=1

(
log(2bik,j) +

|sτi − µi
k,j |

bik,j

)
, (2)

where sτi represents the actual state of the agent at the time
step corresponding to the ith generated target point, and

L(sτi ;µi
k,j , b

i
k,j) =

1

2bik,j
exp

(
−
|sτi − µi

k,j |
bik,j

)
. (3)

Once obtaining embeddings of the target point eτ , we use
them to guide the prediction of future trajectories. For each
target point embedding eτi , where i ∈ {1, 2, · · · , n}, it will
guide the trajectory prediction from its previous target point
or starting point to the time step corresponding to that target
point embedding, with a length of Tpred/N .

Similar to target point generation, we set K trajectory
queries for each agent, which correspond to the target em-
beddings derived from each target point query. The trajectory
queries first interact with map features, agent features, and
historical trajectory features using the cross-attention mod-
ule, and then we feed them into a multi-head attention mod-
ule. The query, key, and value are computed as follows:

Q = Wq(eT + eτi), K = Wk(eT + eτi), V = WveT ,

where eT is the embedding of the trajectory query. Finally,
we perform self-attention interactions among different modes
of the same agent. We also treat the x and y coordinates of
each step of an agent’s trajectory as following a Laplace dis-
tribution like the target point generation, and decode the lo-
cation and scale of the future trajectory using two FFNs. This
process will be repeated N times to generate the complete
predicted trajectory. Then, we use a mixture factor π to as-
sign probabilities to each predicted trajectory mode.

We employ two loss functions to optimize the trajectory
prediction and the mixture coefficients. For the optimization
of trajectory prediction, the loss function is similar to that of
Equation 2, with the difference being that it calculates the re-
sult of each step in trajectory prediction. We denote this loss
as Lreg. During the optimization of the mixture coefficients,
the position and scale of the trajectory are detached from the
computational graph, focusing solely on optimizing the mix-
ture coefficients:

Lcls = − log(

K∑
k=1

πk

Tpred∑
i=1

(− log(2bk,i)+
|sk,i − µk,i|

bk,i
)), (4)

where K represents the total number of modes to be pre-
dicted, and πk is the probability score assigned to the kth

mode.

4.4 Self-Distillation
To end-to-end train a model that is robust to partially ob-
served trajectory inputs, we have designed a self-distillation



Method b − minFDE6 ↓ minADE6 ↓ minFDE6 ↓ MR6 ↓ minADE1 ↓ minFDE1 ↓ MR1 ↓

THOMAS [Gilles et al., 2022] 2.16 0.88 1.51 0.20 1.95 4.71 0.64
GoRela [Cui et al., 2023] 2.01 0.76 1.48 0.22 1.82 4.62 0.61
HPTR [Zhang et al., 2023] 2.03 0.73 1.43 0.19 1.84 4.61 0.61
MTR++† [Shi et al., 2023] 1.88 0.71 1.37 0.14 1.64 4.12 0.56
MacFormer †[Feng et al., 2023] 1.90 0.70 1.38 0.19 1.84 4.69 0.61
Gnet† [Gao et al., 2023] 1.90 0.69 1.34 0.18 1.72 4.40 0.59
Forecast-MAE† [Cheng et al., 2023] 1.91 0.69 1.34 0.17 1.66 4.15 0.59
ProphNet [Wang et al., 2023b] 1.88 0.66 1.32 0.18 1.76 4.77 0.61
GANet† [Wang et al., 2023a] 1.81 0.62 1.19 0.14 1.64 4.09 0.55
QCNet† [Zhou et al., 2023] 1.78 0.62 1.19 0.14 1.56 3.96 0.55
TSD-Q (w/o ensemble) 1.87 0.63 1.25 0.15 1.68 4.33 0.58
TSD-Q (w/ ensemble) 1.78 0.61 1.17 0.14 1.59 4.10 0.56

Table 1: Quantitative prediction results on the Argoverse2 motion forecasting benchmark [Wilson et al., 2021], sorted by minADE6. Baselines
known to have used ensembling are marked with the symbol “†”. The best results in each metric are highlighted in bold, and the second-best
results are underlined.

dim. Method Obs. = 1 Obs. = 5 Obs. = 10 Obs. = 15 Obs. = 20

64
HiVT [Zhou et al., 2022] 1.120/1.761/0.253 0.774/1.168/0.132 0.720/1.085/0.114 0.703/1.061/0.108 0.687/1.030/0.102

POP-H [Wang et al., 2024] 1.228/1.857/0.227 0.742/1.117/0.118 0.704/1.060/0.107 0.692/1.040/0.104 0.693/1.043/0.103
TSD-H 1.040/1.600/0.211 0.739/1.098/0.117 0.694/1.031/0.104 0.679/1.009/0.098 0.675/0.998/0.096

128 HiVT[Zhou et al., 2022] 1.056/1.652/0.231 0.742/1.098/0.116 0.693/1.023/0.101 0.681/1.005/0.098 0.661/0.969/0.092
TSD-H 1.002/1.516/0.191 0.716/1.041/0.104 0.671/0.978/0.094 0.657/0.952/0.089 0.653/0.944/0.088

Table 2: Comparison the minADE6/minFDE6/MR6 performance of TSD-H, POP-H, and HiVT under partial observation trajectory inputs,
conducted on the Argoverse motion forecasting dataset. For each hidden dimension, the best results are highlighted in bold.

method specifically for the motion prediction task. The de-
tailed process of this method is as follows:

(1) The input trajectory data are divided into two branches:
complete observations and partial observations. The partially
observed trajectory data are obtained by applying random
masking to the data Xobs and A from the complete obser-
vation branch.

(2) Both the complete and partially observed data are fed
into the motion prediction network to obtain the intermediate
output features and the final prediction results.

(3) For the representation vectors of the intermediate fea-
tures, we use Maximum Mean Discrepancy (MMD) [Long et
al., 2015] to reduce the differences between them. To match
the feature distributions, a metric between the representation
vectors of the two-branch distorted versions needs to be de-
fined. We adopt the empirical MMD [Long et al., 2015] as
a non-parametric metric that has been widely used in domain
adaptation to measure the discrepancy of distributions. We
use the following empirical MMD loss to minimize the mar-
gin between the feature distribution obtained by full obser-
vation trajectories (p(FA), p(FX) and p(FX→A)) with fea-
ture distribution obtained by partial observation trajectories
(p(FP

A ), p(FP
X ) and p(F p

X→A)) :

LMMD =|| 1
n

n∑
i=1

Concat(FXi, FAi, FX→Ai)

− 1

n

n∑
i=1

Concat(FP
Xi, F

P
Ai, F

P
X→Ai)||22,

(5)

where n denotes the number of total features, FA, F
P
A denote

features of surrounded agents, FX , FP
X are features of the in-

terested agent, and FX→A, F
P
X→A are the interaction features

between the interested agent and surrounded agents.

(4) For both the complete and partially observed prediction
results, the aforementioned Ltar,Lreg and Lcls are used for
optimization.

Compared to the training of standard baseline networks,
self-distillation training does not add any additional network
parameters.

4.5 Training and Inference
We propose that the self-distillation process is only used
during training. Specifically, during the training process,
we adopt a winner-takes-all training strategy [Lee et al.,
2016]. We select the trajectory with the best final target point
prediction result from the complete observation for back-
propagation and choose the trajectory with the same index
from the partial observation output results. Overall, we de-
note loss for the full observation input branch as Lful =
Ltar + Lreg + Lcls, and the loss for the partial trajectory
input branch is denoted as Lpar = Ltar + Lreg + Lcls. Our
overall training loss is as follows:

L = Lful + Lpar + LMMD (6)

5 Experiments
5.1 Experiment Settings
Dataset. We evaluated our proposed model on the Argov-
erse1 [Chang et al., 2019] and Argoverse2 [Wilson et al.,
2021] motion forecasting datasets. The Argoverse1 dataset
provides agent trajectories and high-definition map data, con-
taining 323,557 real driving scenarios divided into training,
validation, and test sets with 205,942, 39,472, and 78,143
samples, respectively. All training and validation scenes con-
sist of 5-second sequences sampled at 10 Hz, while the test
set only reveals the first 2 seconds of the trajectories. Based



Target SD Obs. = 1 Obs. = 5 Obs. = 10 Obs. = 15 Obs. = 20

1.120/1.761/0.253 0.774/1.168/0.132 0.720/1.085/0.114 0.703/1.061/0.108 0.687/1.030/0.102
✓ 1.089/1.706/0.248 0.754/1.130/0.124 0.711/1.065/0.109 0.696/1.041/0.103 0.677/1.002/0.099
✓ ✓ 1.040/1.600/0.211 0.739/1.098/0.117 0.694/1.031/0.104 0.679/1.009/0.098 0.675/0.998/0.096

Table 3: Comparison of the minADE6/minFDE6/MR6 performance of different ablation versions of TSD-H. The best results are highlighted
in bold.

two-branch MMD Obs. = 1 Obs. = 5 Obs. = 10 Obs. = 15 Obs. = 20

1.050/1.625/0.218 0.754/1.130/0.124 0.711/1.065/0.109 0.696/1.041/0.103 0.677/1.002/0.099
✓ 1.089/1.706/0.248 0.740/1.106/0.118 0.696/1.040/0.105 0.681/1.014/0.100 0.677/1.005/0.098
✓ ✓ 1.040/1.600/0.211 0.739/1.098/0.117 0.694/1.031/0.104 0.679/1.009/0.098 0.675/0.998/0.096

Table 4: Comparison of the minADE6/minFDE6/MR6 performance of different ablation versions of self-distillation part of TSD-H. The
best results are highlighted in bold.

on the initial 2 seconds of observation, the model is required
to predict the agent’s movement over the next 3 seconds. The
Argoverse2 dataset provides agent trajectory data sampled at
10Hz for up to 11 seconds. The training, validation, and test
sets contain 199,908, 24,988, and 24,984 samples. Each sam-
ple includes the trajectory of the agent to be predicted, and
the trajectories of surrounding agents, and comes with high-
definition map information of the scene. The objective of the
Argoverse2 motion forecasting challenge is to predict the in-
terested agent’s future trajectory for the next 6 seconds based
on its trajectory in the previous 5 seconds.
Metrics. We adopted evaluation metrics commonly used in
previously state-of-the-art methods [Zhou et al., 2023; Wang
et al., 2023b; Wang et al., 2023a; Feng et al., 2023], i.e., min-
imum Average Displacement Error (minADEK), minimum
Final Displacement Error (minFDEK), Brier-minimum Final
Displacement Error (b-minFDEK), and Miss Rate (MRK).
The minADE evaluates the L2 distance between the coordi-
nates of each step of the top K best-predicted future trajecto-
ries by the model and the ground truth, averaged over all time
steps. The minFDE evaluates the accuracy of the last point’s
predicted coordinates. To better gauge the accuracy of uncer-
tainty predictions, b-minFDE introduces a weighting factor
(1 − π̂)2 to FDE, where π̂ represents the probability score
allocated by the model to the best-predicted result. The MR
metric evaluates the percentage of predictions in minFDE that
exceed 2 meters. Typically, K is set to 1 and 6. Only the top K
predicted trajectories are evaluated if the model outputs more
than K trajectories.
Implement Details. We trained HiVT and QCNet integrated
with our method (hereinafter referred to as HiVT and QC-
Net) using the PyTorch deep learning library [Paszke et al.,
2019] on 8 RTX 3090 GPUs. The training process included
64 epochs and utilized the AdamW optimizer [Loshchilov
and Hutter, 2018]. The batch size for HiVT was set to 32,
while it was set to 16 for QCNet due to memory constraints.
The initial learning rate, weight decay, and dropout rate for
HiVT were set to 3e-4, 1e-4, and 0.1, respectively; for QC-
Net, the initial learning rate was set to 5e-4, the weight decay
to 1e-4, and the dropout rate to 0.1. Both models were trained
using a cosine annealing scheduler [Loshchilov and Hutter,
2016] to adjust the learning rate. The architecture of HiVT
consists of 1 layer of agent-agent and agent-lane interaction

modules, 4 layers of temporal learning modules, and 3 lay-
ers of global interaction modules. For QCNet, the number of
cross-attention and self-attention layers was set to 2, the MLP
contains 3 layers, and the hidden dimension size is set to 128.

5.2 Quantitative Comparisons

Overall Performance with State-of-the-Art. We compare
the proposed model with state-of-the-art motion forecasting
models on the Argoverse2 motion forecasting dataset [Wilson
et al., 2021]. As shown in Table 1, the results indicate that the
proposed model exhibits superior performance compared to
state-of-the-art methods such as GANet [Wang et al., 2023a],
QCNet [Zhou et al., 2023], MacFormer [Feng et al., 2023],
Gnet [Gao et al., 2023], ProphNet [Wang et al., 2023b], and
ForecastMAE [Cheng et al., 2023]. In the ensemble version
of TSD-Q, we employed a simple bagging [Breiman, 1996]
ensemble learning technique to enhance the performance of
our model by aggregating the predictions from 5 variants of
our proposed model (with different numbers of layers, predic-
tion ranges, and random seeds), resulting in trajectories far
exceeding the required prediction output. Subsequently, we
applied the weighted K-Means [Huang et al., 2005] to cluster
these trajectories into the same number of categories as stip-
ulated by the Argoverse 2 motion forecasting challenge (with
K = 6), adopting the predicted π as the weight. We then
calculated the mean of the trajectories within each category
to represent the final trajectory of each category.
Robustness with State-of-the-Art. On the Argoverse 1
dataset , we compared the robustness of state-of-the-art mod-
els under partial observation trajectory inputs. As shown in
Figure 1, we built TSD-H based on HiVT and compared it
with HiVT and the state-of-the-art distillation-based method,
POP, under different hidden dimension settings. The results
indicate that when the input is partial observation data, the
performance of HiVT significantly deteriorates regardless of
whether the hidden dimension is 64 or 128. Although POP-H
can improve model performance under partial observations,
it degrades performance under full observations. In con-
trast, our proposed TSD-H not only significantly enhances
the model’s robustness under partial observations at hidden
dimensions of 64 or 128 but also maintains or even improves
performance under full observations.
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Figure 3: Qualitative results of HiVT and TSD-H. The past trajectories are shown in yellow, the ground-truth trajectories are shown in red,
and the predicted trajectories are shown in green. The white boxes are other vehicles around, and the red boxes are agents

5.3 Ablation Studies

Component Ablation. In Table 3, we analyze the gains of
each component of the proposed TSD based on TSD-H. The
contents of the table show that by predicting accurate proxy
target points and performing target-guided trajectory predic-
tion, the model achieves improvements in both fully observed
and partially observed trajectories, resulting in an overall
performance enhancement. After adding self-distillation to
the motion forecasting training, the model shows further im-
provement in fully observed trajectories and a significant in-
crease in robustness for partially observed trajectory inputs.
Self Distillation Ablation. We also conducted an ablation
analysis of the self-distillation component in our proposed
method. As shown in Table 4, by adding a branch for par-
tially observed trajectory inputs and using the best mode from
fully observed trajectory predictions as the gradient back-
propagation mode for partial observations, the model can fo-
cus on the prediction results of the best mode under partial
observations and perform backpropagation accordingly. Af-
ter adding the MMD loss, the model further aligns the repre-
sentations between fully observed and partially observed sce-
narios, thereby enhancing the model’s robustness and overall
performance.
Target Number. We investigate the impact of the number of
generated target points on the performance of the proposed
model, comparing the results of predictions with six target
points, three target points, and a single target point. When
testing variants with more than three target points, the num-
ber of iterations in the trajectory prediction module is also
increased to match the number of target points. As shown in
Table 5, when only generating a single long-term target point
to guide trajectory generation, the broad time horizon leads to
inaccurate target points, significantly impairing the trajectory
prediction. When too many target points are predicted, the
error accumulation results in less accurate target point gener-
ation, slightly reducing trajectory prediction performance.

Targets Iterations minADE6 ↓ minFDE6 ↓ MR6 ↓
1 1 0.74 1.33 0.17
1 3 0.74 1.33 0.17
1 6 0.74 1.32 0.17
3 3 0.70 1.24 0.15
3 6 0.70 1.24 0.16
6 6 0.71 1.26 0.16

Table 5: Comparison of the impact of different numbers of target
points and the number of iterations for predicting trajectories on the
final performance of the proposed model. We investigated as many
combinations as possible to prove that our chosen target points and
the number of rounds for trajectory prediction are optimal.

5.4 Qualitative Results
To demonstrate the effectiveness of our method, we con-
ducted qualitative experiments on the Argoverse1 dataset, as
shown in 3. Case 1 shows a straight-driving scenario with an
input history length of 20. Case 2 shows a turning scenario
with an input history length of 20. It can be observed that our
method, TSD, outperforms the original HIVT in both scenar-
ios. In Case 1, the predicted trajectory of our method is closer
to the ground truth than HIVT’s prediction. In Case 2, HIVT
incorrectly predicts a straight path, while our method success-
fully predicts the turning scenario. Case 3 shows an experi-
ment where only part of the historical trajectory is provided,
with a history length of 10. In this case, our method predicts
the turning trajectory more closely to the ground truth com-
pared to the original HIVT.

6 Conclution
This paper presented a self-distillation motion forecasting
method based on anchor-free target point guidance, tailored
to the characteristics of partial observation trajectory predic-
tion tasks. First, the method predicted accurate long-term
and short-term target points for different time horizons, which
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Figure 4: Sequential target generator.

guided precise trajectory prediction under partial observation
conditions. Second, we designed a self-distillation approach
for partial observation trajectories, ensuring that the feature
distributions and prediction results are consistent between
full and partial observation scenarios. Extensive experiments
demonstrate that the trained model can achieve more accu-
rate motion forecastings under partial observation and also
improve prediction performance under full observation.

A Target Generator
Figure 4 illustrates the internal structure of the proposed se-
quential target generator. This generator is based on the
Transformer [Vaswani et al., 2017] decoder architecture, uti-
lizing cross-attention mechanisms to enable interaction be-
tween the query and both road features and agent trajectory
features. The final predictions for long-term and short-term
target points are produced through feed-forward layer.

B Loss Computation

BT Lcls with T-NLL minADE6 ↓ minFDE6 ↓ MR6 ↓
0.73 1.31 0.17

✓ 0.72 1.28 0.16
✓ 0.71 1.25 0.16
✓ ✓ 0.70 1.24 0.15

Table 6: Comparison of the impact of different gradient backpropa-
gation strategies and training losses on the performance of the pro-
posed model. BT denote choose the mode with best target prediction
as the best mode. Lcls with T-NLL refers to calculating Lcls based
on the negative log-likelihood loss of trajectory.

We investigate the impact of different gradient backpropa-
gation strategies and different loss functions for the mixture
factor π on the prediction accuracy of target points and the
overall performance of motion forecasting, respectively. In
the winner-takes-all training strategy, we choose the mode
with the best target point prediction for gradient backprop-
agation and explore the impact of selecting the mode with the

best trajectory prediction. For the mixture factor π, as per
Lcls, its objective function is constructed based on the nega-
tive log-likelihood loss of the trajectory. To explore the im-
pact of different objective functions, we test constructing Lcls
based on the negative log-likelihood loss of the target points.

As shown in Table 6, selecting the mode with the best pre-
diction of target points for gradient backpropagation signifi-
cantly enhances the accuracy of target point prediction. This
allows the model to generate target points more accurately
with the corresponding trajectories. Moreover, using the loss
function Lcls also improves the overall performance of the
proposed model without significantly affecting the prediction
accuracy of target points.

C External Analysis
Effect of KL Divergence. Since the self-distillation for clas-
sification tasks in [Xu and Liu, 2019] includes KL loss on
the predicted classification results, we also attempted to in-
troduce KL loss between our mode classification results. The
results are shown in Table 1. It can be seen that after adding
the KL loss, there is a slight decrease in the model’s robust-
ness and overall performance, with improvements in the MR6
metric only for certain observation lengths. We speculate that
this is because the addition of KL loss causes the model to fo-
cus more on the consistency of the best mode selection under
fully observed and partially observed conditions, while re-
ducing its attention to other optimization objectives. In the
future, we will explore how to balance various losses and
how to compute the loss between fully observed and partially
observed predictions more effectively to ensure their consis-
tency.

D Discussion
In the future, we will further explore the self-distillation par-
tial observation motion forecasting method with target point
guidance. Regarding target point guidance, we believe that
introducing statistical priors of future trajectories can enhance
the accuracy of target points when observations are insuffi-
cient. In terms of self-distillation, we will investigate how to
unify the distributions of predicted trajectories and probabili-
ties between full and partial observation conditions. We hope
that these further explorations will enhance the robustness of
the model under partial observation and contribute to safer
autonomous driving technology.
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