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GSA-Forecaster: Forecasting
Graph-Based Time-Dependent Data with

Graph Sequence Attention
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Abstract—Forecasting graph-based time-dependent data has many practical applications. This task is challenging as models need not
only to capture spatial dependency and temporal dependency within the data, but also to leverage useful auxiliary information for
accurate predictions. In this paper, we analyze limitations of state-of-the-art models on dealing with temporal dependency. To address
this limitation, we propose GSA-Forecaster, a new deep learning model for forecasting graph-based time-dependent data.
GSA-Forecaster leverages graph sequence attention (GSA), a new attention mechanism proposed in this paper, for effectively
capturing temporal dependency. GSA-Forecaster embeds the graph structure of the data into its architecture to address spatial
dependency. GSA-Forecaster also accounts for auxiliary information to further improve predictions. We evaluate GSA-Forecaster with
large-scale real-world graph-based time-dependent data and demonstrate its effectiveness over state-of-the-art models with 6.7%
RMSE and 5.8% MAPE reduction.

Index Terms—attention, graph data, spatial dependency, temporal dependency, Transformer, Forecaster, GSA-Forecaster.
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1 INTRODUCTION

In the real world, many applications involve a set of
dependent time series, where data may be dependent across
time in each time series (intra-dependency) and dependent
across different time series (inter-dependency). We refer to
the former as temporal dependency and the latter as spatial
dependency, even if physical space is not involved. Such time
series are of interest in many fields, including economics [1],
climatology [2], public health [3], transportation [4], cloud
computing [5], [6], and Internet of things (IoT) [7], [8]
to name a few. For example, the hourly taxi ride-hailing
demand at various urban locations is a set of dependent
time series, where the taxi demand at some locations may
often change at the same time. The sales volumes of different
products in a retail store are also a set of dependent time
series, where the sales volumes of different products may
depend on each other (in this example, spatial dependency
refers to the relations between the sales volumes of different
products; physical space is not involved). Following practice
in prior work [9], we capture the data spatial dependency
through a graph. We refer to these dependent time series as
graph-based time-dependent data.

Fig. 1 illustrates how we formalize this type of data.
In its underlying graph G, a node indexes a time series,
and an edge corresponds to spatial dependency between
two series. A graph-based time-dependent data is a series
of graph signals

{
xt | xt ∈ RN , t = 1, . . . , T

}
, where each

graph signal xt collects the data xit at each node vi of graphG

• Y. Li is with Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, PA 15213, USA
(email: jerryyangli@gmail.com).

• D. Wang is with Microsoft Cloud & AI, Redmond, WA 98052, USA
(email: wangdi@microsoft.com).

• J. M. F. Moura (corresponding author) is with Carnegie Mellon Univer-
sity, Pittsburgh, PA 15213, USA (email: moura@andrew.cmu.edu).

. . .

!"#

!"$

!"% !"&

!"'

!"(
)#

)$

)% )&

)'

)(*

*

*

*

**

Fig. 1: Definition of graph-based time-dependent data.

at a certain time t, i.e., xt =
[
x1t , · · · , xNt

]>
, N is the number

of time series and the number of nodes in the graph G. We
may visualize xt as a heatmap. For example, the heatmap of
hourly taxi demand over multiple locations at a certain time
is a graph signal (shown in Fig. 2) where in this case the
graph represents the dependency between the taxi demand
at different locations of the city, while a series of such
heatmaps is a graph-based time-dependent data (shown in
Fig. 3).1

Forecasting graph-based time-dependent data has many
practical applications that are important to our life and
society. However, it is challenging as models must capture

1. A subset of graph-based time-dependent data is called spatial time
series [10], [11] or spatial- and time-dependent data [9], where the graph
represents the relations between the data at different physical locations.
However, graph-based time-dependent data is not necessarily associ-
ated with physical locations, e.g., sales volumes of different products.
Graph-based time-dependent data is different from temporal graphs [12],
another type of graph data, where each node of the graph has no
associated data and only the edges of the graph change over time.
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Fig. 2: Example of graph signal: hourly taxi ride-hailing
demand heatmap on March 7, 2016 at 7:00 a.m. – 7:59 a.m.
in Manhattan, New York City. We split Manhattan into 471
regions and measure the taxi demand in each region.

. . .
Time Dimension

Fig. 3: Example of graph-based time-dependent data: a
series of hourly taxi ride-hailing demand heatmaps.

spatial dependency and temporal dependency within the data
and also account for useful auxiliary information for accurate
predictions. First, the graph structure of the data, which cap-
tures spatial dependency between different time series, is of-
ten unknown in many applications. Models should account
for the graph structure and leverage it for better forecast-
ing. Second, graph-based time-dependent data may exhibit
both short-range and long-range temporal dependency; for
example, the data at the next time instant (for prediction)
may be similar to not only recent previous data (i.e., short-
range dependency) but also to data from long time ago
(i.e, long-range dependency). This is further complicated
by non-stationarity due to unexpected incidents or events
that impact the temporal dependency between the next data
and the historical data. To take these into account, models
should pay careful attention to the historical data that the
next data truly depends on. Third, auxiliary information
may impact the evolution of graph-based time-dependent
data. For example, weather may affect taxi demand at
certain locations. Such auxiliary information is helpful for
forecasting and should also be accounted for by models. In
this paper, we use real-world data to illustrate these three
challenges (see Section 2 for details).

In order to forecast graph-based time-dependent data,
conventional models such as auto-regressive integrated
moving average (ARIMA) [13] as well as more recent work
like vector autoregression (VAR) [13] and causal graph pro-
cesses [14] usually impose strong stationarity assumptions
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Fig. 4: Illustration of limitations of standard attention. In this
example, there is only a single node in the graph structure.
The graph-based time-dependent data has a pattern recur-
ring over time, though not necessarily periodically.

on the data that often do not hold [4], [15]. To address the
non-stationarity and highly nonlinear nature of the data,
deep learning based models have been proposed [4], [5],
[7], [8], [15]–[23]. These models usually use recurrent neural
networks (RNN), convolutional neural networks (CNN),
deep belief networks (DBN), or their variants to capture
temporal dependency within the data. However, these net-
works may not be capable of capturing long-range temporal
dependency between data at distant time instants [24], [25].
Recently, Forecaster [9], an attention mechanism-based deep
learning model, has been proposed for capturing long-range
temporal dependency within the data. The attention mech-
anism [25], which we refer to as the standard attention mech-
anism in this paper, was originally developed by the natural
language processing (NLP) community and has been used
by Transformer [25] and other alike NLP architectures [25]–
[30] for capturing long-range temporal dependency, result-
ing in significant performance improvements on NLP tasks.
Forecaster [9] extends Transformer to forecast graph-based
time-dependent data by embedding the graph structure of
the data into its architecture to encode spatial dependency.
When the graph structure is unknown, Forecaster leverages
the theory of Gaussian Markov random fields [31] to learn
it. Forecaster has demonstrated state-of-the-art performance
on predicting graph-based time-dependent data [9].

Though Forecaster achieves great success, we observe
that the standard attention mechanism used in Forecaster is
not sufficient to capture temporal dependency within graph-
based time-dependent data.2 For example, in Fig. 4, in order
to predict the next data (blue empty circle), Forecaster first
uses the current data (blue dot) as its initial estimate.3 Then,
Forecaster employs the standard attention mechanism to
compare this initial estimate (equal to the current data) with
each historical data and pays attention to similar historical
ones (red crosses). As a result, Forecaster uses the historical
data values that are similar to the current data value to
predict the next data point, but this can make the prediction

2. The standard attention mechanism successfully captures temporal
dependency in NLP tasks as consecutive words in such tasks usu-
ally have a close semantic relation. However, for graph-based time-
dependent data with numerical values, data at consecutive time in-
stants may be very different, especially when non-stationarity arises.
As we will show in Section 3.3, this difference makes the standard
attention mechanism ineffective in capturing temporal dependency for
numerical valued data.

3. Here, the data at a time instant refers to the graph signal at the time
instant; we use them interchangeably in this paper.
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Fig. 5: Illustration of Graph Sequence Attention (GSA) and
how GSA addresses the limitation of standard attention
shown in Figure 4.

highly inaccurate. The reason for this is two-fold: 1) the stark
difference between the current and next data makes the initial
estimation using current data highly inaccurate; 2) Forecaster
pays attention to the wrong historical data (e.g., red crosses)
because Forecaster identifies it based solely on the current data,
i.e., extrapolating inaccurate temporal dependency.

To address this challenge, we propose graph sequence
attention (GSA), a new attention mechanism for effectively
capturing temporal dependency.4 GSA addresses the limi-
tation of standard attention (i.e., comparing the inaccurate
initial estimate with each historical data that may lead to
inaccurate attention). It achieves this by leveraging more
recent data points to better capture temporal dependency.
We use Fig. 5 to illustrate how GSA works. As shown in the
figure, GSA groups together several recent past data points
with the initial estimate, forming a temporal neighborhood
(TN) for the next time instant. For each historical data,
GSA also groups together the same number of previous
data points with the historical data, forming a historical
temporal neighborhood.5 GSA then compares the temporal
neighborhood for the next time instant with each historical
temporal neighborhood, which involves multiple comparisons
between their data, i.e., comparing their latest data, their
second latest data, . . . , and their earliest data. After identi-
fying similar historical temporal neighborhoods, GSA pays
attention to their latest data points and uses the values of
these data points to predict the next data. As GSA uses
temporal neighborhoods (rather than comparing individual data
as standard attention does) to find where and how to pay attention
for forecasting, it can better tolerate the inaccuracy and noise
of individual data points (e.g., tolerate inaccuracy in the initial
estimate), resulting in better attention.

By leveraging GSA, we propose GSA-Forecaster, a new
deep learning model for forecasting graph-based time-
dependent data. GSA-Forecaster relies on graph sequence
attention to capture temporal dependency. Similar to Fore-
caster, GSA-Forecaster embeds graph structure into its ar-
chitecture to encode spatial dependency. GSA-Forecaster
also accounts for crucial auxiliary information. We apply
GSA-Forecaster to predicting the taxi ride-hailing demand
in Manhattan, New York City. We divide Manhattan into 471
regions (locations) and forecast the hourly taxi ride-hailing

4. Our proposed attention mechanism is called graph sequence atten-
tion as it performs attention-related operations over graph signals.

5. A temporal neighborhood also contains later data in some cases
(see Section 4).

demand over these 471 locations. We start by constructing a
graph to represent the relations between the data over these
locations by using an approach suggested by Forecaster [9].
Our evaluation uses the dataset of all the taxi trips recorded
in Manhattan between January 1, 2009 and June 30, 2016 (the
NYC Taxi dataset [32]) — 1.063 billion trips in total. Eval-
uation results show GSA-Forecaster outperforms state-of-
the-art predictors. For example, compared with Forecaster,
GSA-Forecaster reduces the root-mean-square error (RMSE)
by 6.7% and the mean absolute percentage error (MAPE) by
5.8%. In addition, we applied GSA-Forecaster to forecasting
the traffic speed collected at 207 sensors on the highways
of Los Angeles between March 1, 2012 and June 27, 2012
(the METR-LA dataset [4]) and the traffic speed collected at
325 sensors in the San Francisco Bay Area between January
1, 2017 and June 30, 2017 (the PEMS-BAY dataset [4]).6 Over-
all, GSA-Forecaster achieves higher forecasting accuracy on
the METR-LA and PEMS-BAY datasets than state-of-the-art
predictors.

This paper makes the following major contributions:
• We analyze real-world graph-based time-dependent

data and demonstrate the benefits of forecasting such
data by capturing spatial and temporal dependencies
as well as by accounting for auxiliary information.

• We propose graph sequence attention (GSA), a new
attention mechanism that leverages temporal neigh-
borhood information to enable multiple comparisons
for effectively locating the historical data that better
captures temporal dependency. This overcomes the lim-
itations of the standard attention mechanism used by
Transformer [25], Forecaster [9], and other work on
handling temporal dependency.

• We propose a new deep learning model called
GSA-Forecaster for forecasting graph-based time-
dependent data. This model captures both spatial and
temporal dependency as well as accounts for auxiliary
information.

• We apply GSA-Forecaster on a large-scale real-world
dataset (NYC Taxi) and two medium-scale real-world
datasets (METR-LA and PEMS-BAY) and demonstrate
its effectiveness over prior methods on prediction tasks.

2 CHALLENGES OF FORECASTING GRAPH-BASED
TIME-DEPENDENT DATA

In this section, we use the hourly taxi ride-hailing de-
mand in New York City [32], a typical graph-based time-
dependent data, to demonstrate the challenges of forecast-
ing such data. Models need to address these challenges for
achieving good forecasting accuracy.

2.1 Spatial Dependency

The first challenge is to model spatial dependency. Graph-
based time-dependent data is a set of dependent time series.
Spatial dependency refers to the dependency between the
different time series. Two time series show spatial depen-
dency when they often change accordingly to each other.
To illustrate this, consider the hourly taxi demand around

6. Traffic speed is measured every five minutes.
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Fig. 6: Spatial dependency illustration: hourly taxi demand
at locations close to New York Penn Station, Grand Cen-
tral Terminal, and the Empire State Building from Sunday,
March 6, 2016 at 12:00 a.m. to Saturday, March 12, 2016 at
11:59 p.m. Each tick label in the x-axis refers to the beginning
of a date (e.g., “06” refers to March 6, 2016 at 12:00 a.m.).

New York Penn Station and Grand Central Terminal, two
major train stations in Manhattan, New York City. As Fig. 6
shows, when the taxi demand near New York Penn Station
increases (decreases), the demand near Grand Central Ter-
minal will generally increase (decrease) with a 0.82 Pearson
correlation coefficient. Therefore, the taxi demand at these
two locations exhibits spatial dependency. Spatial depen-
dency can be short-range (between adjacent locations) and
long-range (between distant locations), and it is not neces-
sarily related to the physical distance between locations. For
example, though the physical distance between New York
Penn Station and Grand Central Terminal is larger than
the distance between either of them to the Empire State
Building, their taxi demands correlate more (i.e., exhibit
long-range spatial dependency) than either of their taxi
demands correlates with the demand near the Empire State
Building (0.33 and 0.48 correlation coefficients, respectively).

Leveraging spatial dependency can lead to better fore-
casting graph-based time-dependent data, as demonstrated
in prior work [9]. For example, if we know there is spatial
dependency between time series A and B, we can encode the
data in time series A by considering the data in time series B,
alleviating noise or fluctuations caused by random factors;
we can also leverage their spatial dependency to refine the
predictions of future data in time series A by considering the
predictions of future data in time series B, and vice versa.

Following practice in [9], we use a graph to represent
spatial dependency, where a node of the graph indexes a
time series, and an edge corresponds to spatial dependency
between two time series. Such graph is not provided as
prior knowledge in many applications (e.g., in predicting
the taxi demand in Manhattan). Models need to account for
this graph and leverage it for forecasting.

2.2 Temporal Dependency
The second challenge relates to capturing temporal depen-
dency. Temporal dependency refers to relations between
data at different time instants. Data at two time instants
show temporal dependency if they are similar to each other.
Capturing temporal dependency allows a model to leverage
similar historical data/trend to better forecast future data.

Daily DependencyWeekly Dependency

Fig. 7: Temporal dependency illustration: hourly taxi de-
mand at a location near New York Penn Station from Sun-
day, May 1, 2016 at 12:00 a.m. to Saturday, May 14, 2016 at
11:59 p.m. Each tick label in the x-axis refers to the beginning
of a date (e.g., “01” refers to May 1, 2016 at 12:00 a.m.).

We find that graph-based time-dependent data can show
both short-range and long-range temporal dependency. For
example, Fig. 7 shows that hourly taxi demand near New
York Penn Station manifests both daily dependency (short-
range; 24 hours between similar data) and weekly depen-
dency (long-range; 168 hours between similar data). Models
must be able to capture both short-range and long-range
temporal dependency for accurate forecasting.

2.3 Auxiliary Information

The third challenge is to account for auxiliary information
that can augment existing data used for forecasting. Some
auxiliary information may impact the evolution of graph-
based time-dependent data. Accounting for such informa-
tion helps improve the accuracy of forecasting. We illustrate
this with the taxi demand around the Javits Center, a ma-
jor convention center in New York City. Fig. 8 shows the
impact of weather (temperature) on the average hourly taxi
demand between January 1, 2009 and June 30, 2016, for dif-
ferent hours of the day. We can see that when there is notable
taxi demand (e.g., > 20), a decrease in temperature leads to
an increase in the taxi demand, which may be because colder
weather encourages people to choose more convenient ways
of travel (e.g., taxi). Major exogenous factors like weather
can cause taxi demand changes (but these exogenous factors
are not included in the taxi demand dataset). Models need
to consider them as helpful auxiliary information for better
predicting taxi demand.

3 FORECASTER AND ITS LIMITATIONS

State-of-the-art models on addressing these challenges can
be characterized into two categories: (1) using RNN or
CNN-based mechanisms or (2) using attention mechanisms
as what Transformer does. The attention-based models
generally achieve better performance due to better long-
range temporal dependency encoding. Forecaster [9] is a
representative attention-based model that achieves state-
of-the-art performance. In this section, we briefly review
Forecaster that our proposed approach builds upon. We first
describe how Forecaster addresses the challenges of spatial
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Fig. 8: Auxiliary information illustration: the impact of tem-
perature (T ) on the average hourly taxi demand between
January 1, 2009 and June 30, 2016 at a location near the Javits
Center, for different hours of the day.

and temporal dependency (Sections 3.1 and 3.2).7 Then, we
analyze the limitations of standard attention mechanism
that Forecaster relies upon to capture temporal dependency
(Section 3.3).

3.1 Forecaster: Spatial Dependency

To encode spatial dependency, there are two key problems to
be solved: (1) determining the graph that represents spatial
dependency when the graph is implicit or not provided; (2)
leveraging the graph for prediction.

Determining graph. The statistical model of Gaussian
Markov random fields [31] is adopted to learn the spatial
dependency graph from data. This way, we can infer spatial
dependency based on the variation of the data at each node.
This is usually better than estimating spatial dependency
based on ad-hoc metrics or heuristics. For instance, in the
example shown in Fig. 6, using a physical distance metric to
estimate spatial dependency (i.e., assuming that nodes that
are physically adjacent to each other are dependent) may
mistakenly consider the taxi demand at New York Penn Sta-
tion and the Empire State Building as spatially dependent
because they are physically adjacent, and may mistakenly
neglect the spatial dependency between the taxi demand
at New York Penn Station and Grand Central Terminal
just because of the longer distance between them. For this
example, by exploiting the statistical correlation between
time series, the theory of Gaussian Markov random fields
successfully discovers the spatial dependency between the
taxi demand at New York Penn Station and Grand Central
Terminal [9].

Gaussian Markov random fields model a graph signal xt

that consists of the data xit at each node vi at a certain time t,
i.e., xt =

[
x1t , · · · , xNt

]>
, as a random vector drawn from a

multivariate Gaussian distribution. The probability density
function of xt is:

f (xt) =
|Q|

(2π)
N/2

exp

(
−1

2
(xt − µ)

>
Q (xt − µ)

)
(1)

where µ and Q are the mean and precision matrix of the
distribution.

7. Forecaster also encodes auxiliary information. Details are omitted
due to page limits.
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Fig. 9: Example of (a) graph structure and (b) sparse linear
layer (neurons marked as ‘1,’, ‘2,’ and ‘3’ are for nodes v1,
v2, and v3, respectively).

The precision matrix Q characterizes the relations be-
tween data at different nodes. It can be estimated by solving
graphical lasso [33], a sparse-penalized maximum likelihood
estimator. After estimating the precision matrix Q, Fore-
caster uses it to calculate the conditional correlation between
the data of every two nodes [9], [34]. A conditional corre-
lation with large absolute value reveals the spatial depen-
dency between two nodes and hence an edge is introduced
to connect them.

Leveraging graph. Forecaster embeds graph structure
into the architecture of Transformer, enabling the modified
Transformer to encode spatial dependency. To do this, Fore-
caster proposes sparse linear layers (neural layers that are
sparse and represent graph structure) and uses them as sub-
stitutes for the fully-connected layers within Transformer
(while keeping the nonlinear activation functions and other
components). Fig. 9 shows an example of a graph with three
nodes v1, v2, and v3 and two sparse linear layers (lth and
l + 1th layers) designed based on this graph.8 To design a
sparse linear layer, Forecaster first assigns neurons to the
nodes of the graph for encoding their data. In Fig. 9b, as
an example, one neuron of the lth layer and two neurons of
the l + 1th layer are assigned to each node in Fig. 9a. Then,
Forecaster connects the neurons assigned to the same node
or graph-dependent nodes, enabling the learnable weight on
each connection to encode the impact of spatial dependency.
In Fig. 9b, Forecaster connects the neurons assigned to nodes
v1 and v2 (and connects the neurons assigned to nodes v2
and v3) as these nodes are strongly dependent. However, as
nodes v1 and v3 are not dependent, their neurons are not
connected. In this way, the encoding for the data at a node
is only impacted by its own encoding and the encoding of
its dependent nodes, which captures the spatial dependency
between nodes.

Sparse linear layers are a type of graph convolutional
network similar to GCN [35] and TAGCN [36], [37]. All
of these networks enrich the encodings of a node by the
encodings of its adjacent nodes. The only major differ-
ence is, instead of treating adjacent nodes equally, sparse
linear layers learn different weights for different adjacent
nodes, considering that a node may depend with different
strengths on its different adjacent nodes.

3.2 Forecaster: Temporal Dependency
Forecaster leverages the standard attention mechanism, which
has been employed in Transformer and other alike architec-

8. Different sparse linear layers can be designed based on this graph,
e.g., by changing the number of neurons assigned to different nodes.
This is a user choice.
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tures for NLP tasks [25]–[30], to capture temporal depen-
dency within graph-based time-dependent data.9

Forecaster first encodes the graph signal xt at each
time instant t with encoding et ∈ Rdmodel , where dmodel

represents the dimension of the encoding. To predict the
encoding et+1 of the next graph signal xt+1, Forecaster
uses the encoding of the current graph signal as its initial
estimate ẽt+1:

ẽt+1 = et (2)

Then, Forecaster employs the standard attention mecha-
nism to find historical graph signals that are similar to the
initial estimate and uses them to develop a refined estimate.
Intuitively, developing an estimate based on these multiple
similar graph signals alleviates the impact of noise of each
individual graph signal on the estimate,10 as suggested by the
central limit theorem [38]. This improves the initial estimate
that is based solely on the current graph signal.

Specifically, Forecaster compares the initial estimate ẽt+1

with the encoding of each historical graph signal et+i (i =
−T + 1, . . . , 0; T is the length of the history), and obtains
their similarity scores s(h)t+1, t+i from multiple perspectives (a
perspective is also termed as a head [9], [25]; h = 1, . . . ,H , H
is the number of heads):

s
(h)
t+1, t+i =

〈
W

(h)
Q ẽt+1, W

(h)
K et+i

〉
(3)

where s(h)t+1, t+i ∈ R is the similarity score between ẽt+1 and

ei under head h; W (h)
Q ,W

(h)
K ∈ R

dmodel
H

×dmodel are learnable
parameter matrices for head h that are implemented as a
sparse linear layer, respectively; 〈·, ·〉 is the inner product
between two vectors, measuring their similarity.

After this step, Forecaster passes the similarity scores
through a softmax layer [39] and obtains the attention scores
α
(h)
t+1, t+i between the initial estimate ẽt+1 and the encoding

of each historical graph signal et+i:

α
(h)
t+1, t+i =

exp
(
s
(h)
t+1, t+i

)
∑0

k=−T+1 exp
(
s
(h)
t+1, t+k

) (4)

where α(h)
t+1, t+i ∈ (0, 1),

∑0
k=−T+1 α

(h)
t+1, t+k = 1.

The attention scores characterize the amount of atten-
tion that Forecaster pays to each historical graph signal.
Forecaster uses the attention scores as weights for historical
graph signals to predict the next graph signal:

êt+1 = ẽt+1 +WO

[
∆ẽ

(1)
t+1

∥∥∥ ∆ẽ
(2)
t+1

∥∥∥ · · · ∥∥∥ ∆ẽ
(H)
t+1

]
∆ẽ

(h)
t+1 =

∑0
k=−T+1 α

(h)
t+1, t+kW

(h)
V et+k

(5)

The resulting êt+1 is a refined estimate for the encoding of
the next graph signal; WO ∈ Rdmodel×dmodel is a learnable
parameter matrix that combines the update ∆ẽ

(h)
t+1 from

each head h; W (h)
V ∈ R

dmodel
H

×dmodel is a learnable parameter
matrix for calculating the updates; WO and WV are imple-
mented as a sparse linear layer, respectively; ·‖· represents
a concatenation of two vectors.

9. We give a simplified review of how Forecaster leverages the
standard attention mechanism. More details are in [9].

10. The noise refers to the impact of random factors on graph signals,
e.g., a random taxi pickup.
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Fig. 10: Results of standard attention for the example shown
in Fig. 4.

After getting êt+1, Forecaster decodes it and obtains
the predicted next graph signal x̂t+1. This way, Forecaster
completes a single-step forecasting (i.e., forecasting the next
graph signal). Forecaster repeats the above process (by
advancing the current timestamp t to future timestamps)
for multi-step forecasting.

3.3 Limitations of Standard Attention
The standard attention mechanism directly relates histori-
cal graph signals with predicted graph signals, capturing
temporal dependency better than RNN or CNN-based ap-
proaches. However, it is still not sufficient to fully capture
temporal dependency. To illustrate this, we revisit the ex-
ample shown in Fig. 4 and perform the standard attention
mechanism (described in Section 3.2) using this example.
For simplicity, we assume that standard attention has a
single head (i.e., H = 1) and parameter matrices WQ and
WK are equal to the identity matrix (i.e., WQ =WK = I); and
Forecaster encodes the graph signal xt at each time instant
with encoding et =

[
e1t , · · · , ent

]>, such that

xt =
n∑

i=1

(
eit + 1

2

)
· 2m−i (6)

where n = 8, m = 0, eit = 1 or − 1.
Fig. 10 shows the resulting attention scores when Fore-

caster predicts the next graph signal (data point r′). We can
see that Forecaster pays attention to the historical graph
signals (data points a, b, c, ..., r) that are similar to the
current graph signal (data point r), rather than those (data
points c′ and g′) that are similar to the next one. The reason
behind this is: (1) Forecaster uses the current graph signal
as an initial estimate for the next one, introducing error in
the initial estimate; (2) the standard attention mechanism
compares only the inaccurate initial estimate with the histor-
ical graph signals, causing the initial erroneous estimate to
induce Forecaster to pay attention to the wrong data. As a
result, Forecaster fails to capture the temporal dependency
between the data, leading to erroneous prediction.

4 GSA-FORECASTER: FORECASTER WITH
GRAPH SEQUENCE ATTENTION

In this section, we introduce GSA-Forecaster, our proposed
model for forecasting graph-based time-dependent data. We
first formalize the forecasting task that GSA-Forecaster is
applied to (Section 4.1). We then present the architecture
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of GSA-Forecaster (Section 4.2). Lastly, we describe the
core architecture components, our proposed graph sequence
attention (GSA) for predicting and filtering purposes in
Sections 4.3 and 4.4, respectively.

4.1 Forecasting Task
GSA-Forecaster performs multi-step forecasting: predicting
T ′ future graph signals based on T historical graph signals
and T +T ′ historical/future auxiliary information. The task
can be formalized as learning a function f (·) that performs
the following mapping:{

{xt−T+1, · · · ,xt}
{at−T+1, · · · ,at+T ′}

}
f(·)−→ {xt+1, · · · ,xt+T ′} (7)

where xt is the graph signal at time t, xt =
[
x1t , · · · , xNt

]> ∈
RN , with xit the data at node i at time t; at ∈ RA is the
auxiliary information at time t, A the dimension of the
auxiliary information.11 More specifically, GSA-Forecaster
performs the multi-step forecasting in an autoregressive
manner: after predicting the graph signals {xt+i | i =
1, . . . , k−1}, GSA-Forecaster uses them together with other
known information to predict the next graph signal xt+k.
GSA-Forecaster iterates this process (i.e., k = 1, . . . , T ′)
until predicting all the T ′ future graph signals.12 This way,
GSA-Forecaster transforms the multi-step forecasting task
into a series of single-step tasks of forecasting xt+k. In
the rest of Section 4, we focus on how GSA-Forecaster
solves this single-step forecasting task. We use the following
conventions: t as current timestamp, x̂t+k as our prediction
result for xt+k, and, by abuse of notation, {xt+i | i =
1, . . . , k − 1} as our previously predicted graph signals.13

4.2 Architecture of GSA-Forecaster
As Fig. 11(a) shows, the architecture of GSA-Forecaster con-
sists of embeddings, an encoder, and an decoder. The encoder
and the decoder employ two types of graph sequence atten-
tion with similar mathematical formalism but different goals
(i.e., GSA (Filtering) for noise filtering and GSA (predicting)
for data prediction, respectively) as shown in Fig. 11(b).
To capture spatial dependency, GSA-Forecaster uses sparse
linear layers as shown in Section 3.1 that reflect the graph
structure throughout its architecture.

4.2.1 Embeddings
GSA-Forecaster has two embedding components: graph
data embedding and auxiliary embedding. They generate
embedding representations for the graph data and auxil-
iary information, which are leveraged by the encoder and
decoder to predict the next future graph signal. The graph
data embedding is a feedforward neural network [40] imple-
mented with sparse linear layers and nonlinear activation
functions. It encodes each graph signal xt+i with encoding

11. For simplicity, we assume that different nodes share the same
auxiliary information. It is easy to generalize our model to other cases.

12. The same computations that appear in multiple iterations are
performed only once.

13. In the rest of this section, the actual values of the graph signals
{xt+i | i = 1, . . . , k− 1} are not involved. Given this, and to simplify
our equations, we use the same notations to refer to the predicted values
of these graph signals.

et+i ∈ Rdmodel , i = −T + 1, . . . , k− 1. The auxiliary embed-
ding is a feedforward neural network implemented with
fully-connected layers and nonlinear activation functions.
It encodes each auxiliary information at+i with encoding
eat+i ∈ Rdaux , i = −T + 1, . . . , k.

4.2.2 Encoder

The encoder builds a refined encoding for each historical
graph signal. In practice, random factors (e.g., a random
taxi pickup) may impact the graph signals, adding noise
to them. It is desirable to remove such noise from the
encodings of historical graph signals, so that our prediction
can be based on less noisy historical data. To do this,
the encoder takes the encodings of historical graph sig-
nals {et+i | i = −T + 1, . . . , 0} and the encodings of asso-
ciated auxiliary information

{
eat+i | i = −T + 1, . . . , 0

}
as

inputs, passes them through Nencoder encoder layers, and
outputs the filtered encodings of historical graph signals{
e′t+i | i = −T + 1, . . . , 0

}
.

Each encoder layer consists of a graph sequence attention
(filtering) layer and a feedforward neural network. The graph
sequence attention (filtering) layer is the core component for noise
filtering (see Section 4.4). It filters out noise by enriching the
encoding of each historical graph signal with the encodings
of other similar historical graph signals (with the help of
the auxiliary information). The feedforward neural network
(consisting of sparse linear layers and nonlinear activation
functions) refines the encoding of each graph signal by
capturing the impact of spatial dependency.

4.2.3 Decoder

The decoder predicts the next graph signal. It uses the en-
coding of the last predicted graph signal et+k−1 as the initial
estimate for the encoding of the next graph signal. It also
forms a previous data sequence {e′t+i | i = −T + 1, . . . , k− 1}
by combining the filtered encodings of historical graph
signals {e′t+i | i = −T + 1, . . . , 0} with the encodings of
previously predicted graph signals {et+i | i = 1, . . . , k − 1}
(we let e′t+i = et+i, i = 1, . . . , k − 1). The decoder
takes the initial estimate et+k−1, the previous data sequence
{e′t+i | i = −T + 1, . . . , k − 1}, and relevant auxiliary
information {eat+i | i = −T + 1, . . . , k} as inputs, passes
them through Ndecoder decoder layers, and obtains the final
estimate for the encoding of the next graph signal êt+k.

Each decoder layer consists of a graph sequence attention
(predicting) layer and a feedforward network. The graph
sequence attention layer (predicting) is the core component for
capturing temporal dependency (see Section 4.3). It refines the
estimate for the next graph signal by learning from the
previous data sequence with the help of the auxiliary infor-
mation. The feedforward network, which is made of sparse
linear layers and nonlinear activation functions, further
refines the estimate by accounting for spatial dependency.

After obtaining the final estimate êt+k, a de-embedding
layer decodes it and gets the predicted next graph signal
x̂t+k. This de-embedding layer is a feedforward network
implemented with sparse linear layers and non-linear acti-
vation functions.
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Fig. 11: Architecture of (a) GSA-Forecaster and (b) graph sequence attention (GSA) components.

4.3 Graph Sequence Attention (Predicting)

The goal of GSA (predicting) in each decoder layer is to
predict the encoding of the next graph signal. To do this,
it looks for the previous graph signals that show temporal
dependency with the next graph signal, and it uses these
previous graph signals to predict the next graph signal. It
takes the following entities as input as shown in Fig. 11:
• entry C: previous data sequence{

e′t+i | i = −T + 1, . . . , k − 1
}

• entry D: estimated encoding of the next graph signal 14

e′t+k

• entry E: auxiliary information{
eat+i | i = −T + 1, . . . , k

}
It outputs a refined estimate for the encoding of the next
graph signal êt+k. The procedures for calculating êt+k are
described below.

First, GSA (predicting) estimates the similarity between
the next graph signal xt+k and each previous graph signal
xt+i by calculating their similarity scores. With such scores,
we can find the previous graph signals that the next graph
signal truly depends on. The similarity scores are calculated
based on the following equation:

s
(h)
t+k, t+i =

1

M

M−1∑
m=0

w

〈
W

(h)
Q e′t+k−m∣∣∣W (h)
Q e′t+k−m

∣∣∣ , W
(h)
K e′t+i−m∣∣∣W (h)
K e′t+i−m

∣∣∣
〉

+wA

〈
W

(h)
QAea

t+k∣∣∣W (h)
QAea

t+k

∣∣∣ , W
(h)
KAea

t+i∣∣∣W (h)
KAea

t+i

∣∣∣
〉

+wP

〈
W

(h)
QP ep

k∣∣∣W (h)
QP ep

k

∣∣∣ , W
(h)
KP ep

i∣∣∣W (h)
KP ep

i

∣∣∣
〉

(8)

14. For the first decoder layer, the entry D input e′t+k is equal to
the initial estimate et+k−1. For each of the other decoder layers, the
entry D input e′t+k is equal to the refined estimate made and output
by the previous decoder layer and may be different from the initial
estimate.

where s
(h)
t+k, t+i is the similarity score between the next

graph signal xt+k and the previous graph signal xt+i under
head h,15 i = −T + M, . . . , k, h = 1, . . . ,H , M is the
temporal neighborhood size, H is the number of heads;
w,wA, wP ∈ R+ are learnable parameters; |·| calculates the
norm of a vector; 〈·, ·〉 is the inner product between two
vectors, measuring their similarity.

The similarity score s
(h)
t+k, t+i consists of three terms.

The first term approximates the similarity between the next
graph signal xt+k and the previous graph signal xt+i by
comparing their temporal neighborhoods. Here, the temporal
neighborhood (TN) at time t + j (j = −T + M, . . . , k)
contains the encodings of graph signals e′t+j−M+1, . . ., e

′
t+j

(see Fig. 12 for illustration). As the first term is based on
comparing multiple graph signals within the two temporal
neighborhoods, the inaccuracy or noise of individual graph
signal (e.g., inaccuracy in the estimate e′t+k) has less impact
on it. Therefore, it more accurately and robustly charac-
terizes the temporal dependency between graph signals.
In the first term, W (h)

Q ,W
(h)
K ∈ R

dmodel
H

×dmodel are learnable
parameter matrices for comparing graph signals. They are
implemented as sparse linear layers.

The second term of s(h)t+k, t+i approximates the similarity
by comparing auxiliary information eat+k and eat+i. Intu-
itively, similar auxiliary information has similar impact on
the graph signals and thus should be accounted for. In
the second term, W (h)

QA,W
(h)
KA ∈ R

daux
H
×daux are learnable

parameter matrices implemented as fully-connected layers.
The third term of s(h)t+k, t+i approximates the similarity

by comparing temporal positional encodings epk and epi . In
some applications, graph signals at some relative temporal
positions may often show temporal dependency (e.g., the
current taxi demand usually depends on the taxi demand

15. Same as prior work [9], [25], we also compare graph signals under
multiple perspectives, where a perspective is termed as a head.
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Fig. 12: Results of graph sequence attention for the example
shown in Fig. 4.

a week ago). We use the learnable temporal positional
encodings {epi | i = −T +M, . . . , k} to capture this kind of
temporal dependency that often hold at some relative tem-
poral positions. In the third term, W (h)

QP ,W
(h)
KP ∈ R

dpos
H
×dpos

are learnable parameter matrices implemented as fully-
connected layers.

After getting the similarity scores, we pass them through
a softmax layer to calculate the attention scores, which char-
acterize the amount of attention that is paid to each previous
graph signal for predicting the next graph signal:

α
(h)
t+k, t+i =

exp
(
s
(h)
t+k, t+i

)
∑k−1

j=−T+M exp
(
s
(h)
t+k, t+j

) (9)

where α(h)
t+k, t+i ∈ (0, 1) is the attention score for the previ-

ous graph signal xt+i, i = −T +M, . . . , k − 1.
To illustrate the attention scores, we perform GSA (pre-

dicting) on the example shown in Fig. 4. For simplicity, we
let M = 10, H = 1, w = 10, wA = wP = 0, matrices
W

(h)
Q = W

(h)
K = I (i.e., identity matrix) and reuse the

encoding strategy described in Eq. 6. Fig. 12 shows the
attention scores. We can see that when predicting the next
graph signal (data point r′), GSA (predicting) pays attention
to only the previous graph signals (data points c′ and
g′) similar to the next graph signal, successfully capturing
temporal dependency.

In some cases, especially when strong non-stationarity
happens, the next graph signal is not similar to any of the
previous graph signals. In these circumstances, we cannot
predict the next graph signal based on the previous ones
that show temporal dependency with it. Instead, we should
focus on the recent graph signals and try to find the pattern
of how they evolve over time. We term this pattern as the
recent trend. We use RNN to learn the recent trend and
predict based on it. To this end, we extend the attention
scores to reflect the relative importance between capturing
temporal dependency and capturing the recent trend:

α
′(h)
t+k, t+i =

exp
(
s
(h)
t+k, t+i

)
∑k

j=−T+M exp
(
s
(h)
t+k, t+j

) (10)

where α′(h)t+k, t+i ∈ (0, 1) is the extended attention score for
the previous graph signal xt+i (i = −T + M, . . . , k − 1),
which measures the amount of attention paid to xt+i for
capturing temporal dependency; while α′(h)t+k, t+k ∈ (0, 1) is

the extended attention score that measures the amount of
attention paid to the recent trend.

∑k
j=−T+M α

′(h)
t+k, t+j = 1.

The difference between Eqs. 10 and 9 is that the denom-
inator on the right hand side of Eq. 10 includes the term
associated with s

(h)
t+k, t+k (the similarity score between the

next graph signal and itself). When the next graph signal is
not similar to any of the previous graph signals, s(h)t+k, t+k
is much larger than other similarity scores, and, as a result,
α
′(h)
t+k, t+k ≈ 1, α′(h)t+k, t+i ≈ 0, i = −T +M, . . . , k − 1, which

means we should focus on the recent trend to predict.
With the extended attention scores, we calculate the

refined estimate for the next graph signal êt+k as:

êt+k = e′t+k +WO

[
∆e
′(h)
t+k

∥∥∥ ∆e
′(2)
t+k

∥∥∥ · · · ∥∥∥ ∆e
′(H)
t+k

]
∆e
′(h)
t+k =

∑k−1
j=−T+1 α

′(h)
t+k, t+j W

(h)
V e′t+j

+ α
′(h)
t+k, t+kGRU

(
e′t+k−M+1, · · · , e′t+k−1

)
(11)

where ∆e
′(h)
t+k is the update to the original estimate e′t+k

under head h.
∆e
′(h)
t+k consists of two terms. The first term uses the

extended attention score α
′(h)
t+k, t+i as the weight for the

encoding of each previous graph signal e′t+i, capturing the
impact of temporal dependency (W (h)

V ∈ R
dmodel

H
×dmodel is a

learnable parameter matrix implemented as a sparse linear
layer).

The second term reflects the impact of the recent trend,
which is captured by GRU [41], a popular type of RNN.
The GRU takes the encodings of graph signals in the recent
temporal neighborhood {e′t+i | i = k −M + 1, . . . , k − 1}
as inputs, and it outputs its update to the original estimate
of the next graph signal. Specifically, we first reset the GRU
to its default state and then input e′t+k−M+1, e′t+k−M+2,
· · · , and e′t+k−1 to the GRU one by one. After that, the GRU
outputs its update. Note that, for different k (k = 1, · · · , T ′),
the inputs to the GRU are different. Therefore, we need
to repeat the above procedures (i.e., reset state and input
corresponding graph signals) for each k.

We concatenate the update ∆e
′(h)
t+k of all the heads (·‖·

represents a concatenation of two vectors) and use a learn-
able parameter matrix WO ∈ Rdmodel×dmodel (implemented
as a sparse linear layer) to aggregate them. Finally, the
aggregated update is added to the original estimate e′t+k,
and we obtain the final estimate êt+k.

4.4 Graph Sequence Attention (Filtering)

The goal of GSA (filtering) in each encoder layer is to filter
out noise in the encodings of historical graph signals. GSA
(filtering) inputs the following entities as shown in Fig. 11:
• entry A: the encodings of historical graph signals
{et+i | i = −T + 1, . . . , 0}

• entry B: auxiliary information{
eat+i | i = −T + 1, . . . , 0

}
It outputs the filtered encodings of historical graph signals
{e′t+i | i = −T + 1, . . . , 0}. The procedures of calculating
the filtered encodings are described below.

First, GSA (filtering) estimates the similarity between
the true values of any two graph signals xt+i and xt+j
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by calculating their similarity scores. Here, true values refer
to the values of graph signals as if noise were removed,
which are of course unknown. With the similarity scores,
we can add graph signals with similar true values together,
letting their noise cancel each other to filter out noise, as the
central limit theorem suggests [38]. The similarity scores are
calculated as:

s
(h)
t+i, t+j =

1

l2 − l1 + 1

l2∑
m=l1

w

〈
W

(h)
Q et+i+m∣∣∣W (h)
Q et+i+m

∣∣∣ , W
(h)
K et+j+m∣∣∣W (h)
K et+j+m

∣∣∣
〉

+wA

〈
W

(h)
QAea

t+i∣∣∣W (h)
QAea

t+i

∣∣∣ , W
(h)
KAea

t+j∣∣∣W (h)
KAea

t+j

∣∣∣
〉

+wP

〈
W

(h)
QP ep

i∣∣∣W (h)
QP ep

i

∣∣∣ , W
(h)
KP ep

j∣∣∣W (h)
KP ep

j

∣∣∣
〉

(12)
where s(h)t+i, t+j is the similarity score between the true val-
ues of graph signals xt+i and xt+j, i, j = −T+1, . . . , 0, h =
1, . . . ,H , H is the number of heads; l1 = −min(M1, T −
1 + min(i, j)), l2 = min(M2, −max(i, j)), M1 and M2 are
temporal neighborhood parameters. Simiar to the case be-
fore, W (h)

Q , W
(h)
K ∈ R

dmodel
H

×dmodel , W (h)
QA, W

(h)
KA ∈ R

daux
H
×daux ,

W
(h)
QP , W

(h)
KP ∈ R

dpos
H
×dpos , and w,wA, wP ∈ R+ are learnable

parameters, and {epi | i = −T + 1, . . . , 0} are learnable
temporal positional encodings.

The similarity score s
(h)
t+i, t+j consists of three terms.

The first term approximates the similarity between the
true values of the graph signals xt+i and xt+j by com-
paring their temporal neighborhoods. Here, the temporal
neighborhood at time t + n (n = −T + 1, . . . , 0) contains
the encodings of graph signals et+n−min(n+T−1,M1), . . .,
et+n+min(−n,M2), where parameters M1 and M2 limit the
size of the temporal neighborhood. As comparing temporal
neighborhoods involves comparing multiple graph signals,
the first term is less impacted by the noise from individual
graph signals, and it thus more accurately and robustly
reflects the similarity. The second and third terms capture
the impact of auxiliary information and temporal positional
information, respectively.

After obtaining the similarity scores, GSA (filtering)
passes them through a softmax layer to calculate the atten-
tion scores:

α
(h)
t+i, t+j =

exp
(
s
(h)
t+i, t+j

)
∑0

n=−T+1 exp
(
s
(h)
t+i, t+n

) (13)

where the attention score α
(h)
t+i, t+j ∈ (0, 1) characterizes

the amount of attention paid to the graph signal xt+j for
filtering the graph signal xt+i, i, j = −T + 1, . . . , 0.

Finally, GSA (filtering) uses the attention scores as
weights to add graph signals with similar true values to-
gether, filtering out their noise. The filtered encoding e′t+i

(i = −T + 1, . . . , 0) is computed as:

e′t+i = et+i +WO

[
∆e

(h)
t+i

∥∥∥ ∆e
(2)
t+i

∥∥∥ · · · ∥∥∥ ∆e
(H)
t+i

]
∆e

(h)
t+i =

∑0
j=−T+1 α

(h)
t+i, t+j W

(h)
V et+j

(14)
where ∆e

(h)
t+i is the update to the original encoding et+i un-

der head h; WO ∈ Rdmodel×dmodel and W
(h)
V ∈ R

dmodel
H

×dmodel

are learnable parameter matrices implemented as sparse
linear layers.

4.5 Optional Extension: Node-Level Attention

The GSA-Forecaster described earlier uses a single scalar
to characterize the similarity between two graph signals
(see Eqs. 8 and 12). In other words, different nodes share
the same attention score. We call this type of attention
mechanism graph-level attention, as the whole graph shares
the same attention score. The graph-level attention may not
work well with datasets with strong non-stationarity. For
example, unexpected events may temporarily impact the
data associated with a node such that the node does not
have the same attention score as other nodes some times.
For such datasets, it is ideal that we incorporate a node-level
attention mechanism on top of the graph-level attention to
deal with non-stationarity by allowing different nodes to
have different attention scores.

Fig. 13 illustrates how we extend GSA-Forecaster. Our
design consists of two types of GSA-Forecaster — GSA-
Forecaster (Graph-Level Attention) and GSA-Forecaster
(Node-Level Attention).

GSA-Forecaster (Graph-Level Attention) is described
in Sections 4.1– 4.4. It takes a series of graph signals
{xt+i | i = −T + 1, . . . , k − 1} and a series of auxil-
iary information {at+i | i = −T + 1, . . . , k} as inputs,
and predicts the next graph signal x̂t+k,graph. Note that a
graph signal is a vector that stacks the data associated with
each node. For example, the predicted next graph signal
x̂t+k,graph =

[
x̂1t+k,graph, · · · , x̂Nt+k,graph

]
, where x̂jt+k,graph is

the predicted next data at node j.
GSA-Forecaster (Node-Level Attention) is similar to the

design described in Sections 4.1– 4.4 with the only major
modification that it predicts for each node separately. For
predicting the next data associated with node j, it takes only
the previous data at node j ({xjt+i | i = −T + 1, . . . , k− 1})
as inputs, and it outputs its prediction x̂jt+k,node. Its architec-
ture stays the same except that all the sparse linear layers are
replaced with dense layers, because only the data associated
with a single node passes through its architecture each time.
This way, different nodes can have different attention scores

GSA-Forecaster
(Graph-Level Attention)

Joiner

|"#$% & = −) + 1,⋯ , . − 1 |/#$% & = −) + 1,⋯ , .

0"#$1, 23456

GSA-Forecaster
(Node-Level Attention)

78#$%9 & = −) + 1,⋯ , . − 1 |/#$% & = −) + 1,⋯ , .

08#$1, :;<=9

08#$1, 234569 08#$1, :;<=9

08#$19

Fig. 13: Extending GSA-Forecaster with node-level atten-
tion.
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when non-stationarity occurs. We reuse the same GSA-
Forecaster (Node-Level Attention) for predicting the data
of different nodes. As GSA-Forecaster (Node-Level Atten-
tion) is mainly designed for coping with non-stationarity, it
does not leverage temporal positional encodings that help
capture temporal dependency during stationarity (i.e., set
wP = 0 in Eqs. 8 and 12).

After obtaining the predictions (x̂jt+k,graph and x̂jt+k,node)
made by the two different GSA-Forecasters, the Joiner mod-
ule combines the two predictions and outputs the final pre-
diction x̂jt+k. Though Joiner can use sophisticated strategies
to combine the two predictions, here, for simplicity, it uses
the following strategy:

x̂jt+k = γ × x̂jt+k,graph + (1− γ)× x̂jt+k,node (15)

where γ is a hyperparameter that is set based on the vali-
dation set. We repeat this process to predict the next data
associated with each node.

The node-level attention is an optional extension that we
only apply for datasets with strong non-stationarity. In our
evaluation, we apply this extension for the METR-LA and
PEMS-BAY datasets.

5 EVALUATION SETUPS

In this section, we describe how we evaluate the forecasting
accuracy of GSA-Forecaster.

5.1 Datasets

5.1.1 NYC Taxi

Hourly Taxi Demand. We use the taxi dataset released
by the New York City Taxi and Limousine Commission [32]
from January 1, 2009 to June 30, 2016. This dataset contains
detailed information of all the taxi rides taking place in Man-
hattan, New York City, in this period (7.5 years, 1.063 billion
taxi rides in total). We select 471 locations in Manhattan and
measure the hourly taxi demand at each location. Here, the
hourly taxi demand at a location refers to the number of taxi
pickups close to the location in each hour.16 After getting the
hourly taxi demand, we build a graph over the 471 locations
to represent their spatial dependency by applying the theory
of Gaussian Markov random fields. This way, we build a
large-scale graph-based time-dependent data that contains
31 million data points (471 nodes × number of hours in 7.5
years).

Auxiliary Information. The hourly weather data in
Manhattan is used as auxiliary information. Our weather
dataset is from Weather Underground [42], which records
the temperature, precipitation, visibility, wind speed, and
the Booleans for snow, rain, and fog in Manhattan at each
hour between January 1, 2009 and June 30, 2016.

16. We use a geometric threshold (150 meters) and a demand thresh-
old (20 pickups per hour) to select locations from the roadmap of
Manhattan (the roadmap contains 5464 locations) for measuring hourly
taxi demand. The selected locations need to ensure that (1) the distance
between any two selected locations is beyond the geometric threshold,
and that (2) the average hourly taxi demand at each selected location
(calculated after mapping the taxi pickups in Manhattan to only the
selected locations) is larger than the demand threshold. This is how we
select the 471 locations.

Data Split. We split the data of hourly taxi demand and
auxiliary information into training set, validation set, and
test set, as follows:
• The training set (80% of the data):

01/01/2009 – 12/31/2011 and 07/01/2012 – 06/30/2015
• The validation set (6.7% of the data):

01/01/2012 – 06/30/2012
• The test set (13.3% of the data):

07/01/2015 – 06/30/2016

5.1.2 METR-LA and PEMS-BAY
Traffic Speed. The METR-LA dataset [4] records the

traffic speed collected at 207 loop detectors in the highways
of Los Angeles from March 1, 2012 to June 27, 2012. The
PEMS-BAY dataset [4] records the traffic speed collected at
325 sensors in the San Francisco Bay Area from January
1, 2017 to June 30, 2017. For both datasets, the traffic
speed readings are aggregated into five-minute windows.
METR-LA contains seven million data points (207 nodes
× number of “five minutes” over almost four months);
PEMS-BAY contains 17 million data points (325 nodes ×
number of “five minutes” in six months). We build spatial
dependency graph for each dataset by applying the theory
of Gaussian Markov random fields.

Auxiliary Information. Due to the difficulty of obtaining
high-quality weather data at the locations of the sensors, we
do not leverage auxiliary information for forecasting tasks
on thest two datasets.

Data Split. For both datasets, the training set uses the
first 70% of the data; the validation set uses the next 10% of
the data; the test set contains the last 20% of the data.

5.2 Forecasting Task

5.2.1 Forecasting Task for NYC Taxi
Similar to prior work [9], we forecast the next three hourly
taxi demands based on the taxi demand at relevant hours
in the previous month and the corresponding auxiliary
information. Specifically, letting the current time be t and
xt be hourly taxi demand, we use the following historical
hourly taxi demand in our prediction:
• The past week: xt+i−j×24, i = −23, . . . , 0, j = 0, . . . , 6;
• Relevant hours on the same weekday of the past four

weeks: xt+i−j×24×7, {i = −18, . . . , 5, j = 2, . . . , 4}
and {i = −18, . . . , 0, j = 1}.

5.2.2 Forecasting Task for METR-LA and PEMS-BAY
We forecast the traffic speed at every five minutes in the next
hour based on the traffic speed at relevant times in the pre-
vious month. Specifically, letting the current time be t and
xt be traffic speed measured at five-minute granularity, we
use the following historical traffic speed in our prediction:17

• The past hour: xt+i, i = −11, . . . , 0;
• Relevant times in the past week:
xt+i−j×24×12, i = −11, . . . , 18, j = 1, . . . , 6;

• Relevant times on the same weekday of the past four
weeks: xt+i−j×7×24×12, i = −11, . . . , 18, j = 1, . . . , 4;.

17. If a baseline method uses a different way to select relevant times,
we let it stick to its own way.
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TABLE 1: Key hyperparameters of GSA-Forecaster.

Dataset Hyperparameters

NYC Taxi

number of encoder layers Nencoder = 1, number of decoder layers Ndecoder = 3, number of attention heads H = 4,
temporal neighborhood parameters for GSA (filtering) M1 = M2 = 9 (see Eq. 12),
temporal neighborhood size for GSA (predicting) M = 20 (see Eq. 8),
dimension of the graph signal encoding dmodel = 1884 (471 nodes × 4 neurons/node),
dimension of the auxiliary information encoding daux = 64,
dimension of the temporal positional encoding dpos = 64

METR-LA

For GSA-Forecaster (Graph-Level Attention):
Nencoder = 1, Ndecoder = 3, H = 3, M1 = M2 = 5, M = 12, dmodel = 621 (207 nodes × 3 neurons/node), dpos = 63

For GSA-Forecaster (Node-Level Attenion):
Nencoder = 1, Ndecoder = 3, H = 3, M1 = M2 = 5, M = 12, dmodel = 12, γ = 0.7

PEMS-BAY

For GSA-Forecaster (Graph-Level Attention): Nencoder = 1, Ndecoder = 3, H = 4, M1 = M2 = 5, M = 12,
dmodel = 1300 (325 nodes × 4 neurons/node), dpos = 64

For GSA-Forecaster (Node-Level Attention): Nencoder = 1, Ndecoder = 3, H = 3, M1 = M2 = 5, M = 12, dmodel = 9,

γ = 0.3 (for 15-minute ahead prediction) or 0.5 (for 30- and 60-minute ahead predictions)

5.3 Metrics
Similar to prior work [4], [9], [19], our evaluation uses the
root-mean-square error (RMSE) [43] and the mean absolute
percentage error (MAPE) [43] to measure the accuracy of the
forecasting results. RMSE characterizes the absolute error,
while MAPE characterizes the relative error. Lower RMSE
and MAPE mean better accuracy.

For the NYC Taxi dataset, following the practice in prior
work [9], [19], we set a threshold on taxi demand when
calculating MAPE: if xit < 20 (xit refers to the hourly
taxi demand at location i at time t), exclude xit from the
calculation of MAPE.

5.4 Implementation Details
The key hyperparameters of GSA-Forecaster are in Table 1.
GSA-Forecaster uses the following loss function:

loss (·) = η × RMSE2 + MAPE (16)

where a constant weight η is used such that RMSE and
MAPE have almost equal contributions to the loss function.

5.5 Baseline Models
We compare GSA-Forecaster against the following state-of-
the-art deep learning models:

DCRNN [4] is an RNN- and GCN-based model. It uses
RNN to capture temporal dependency and uses graph con-
volutional network (GCN) to capture spatial dependency.

Graph WaveNet [22] is a CNN- and GCN-based model. It
uses dilated CNN to model temporal dependency and uses
GCN to model spatial dependency.

AGCRN [23] is an RNN- and GCN-based model. It fits
the graph structure of GCN during training.

GMAN [44] is an attention mechanism-based model. It
applies attention over spatial and temporal dimensions.

Transformer [25] is an attention mechanism-based model.
It uses the standard attention mechanism to capture tempo-
ral dependency.

Forecaster [9] is also an attention mechanism-based
model. It is built upon Transformer, leveraging its capability
of capturing temporal dependency. It embeds the graph
structure into its architecture to handle spatial dependency.

6 EVALUATION RESULTS

In this section, we evaluate the forecasting accuracy of GSA-
Forecaster and compare it against state-of-the-art predictors.

6.1 Performance on NYC Taxi

Table 2 compares GSA-Forecaster with the baseline mod-
els on the accuracy of forecasting hourly taxi demand in
New York City — overall accuracy and accuracy of the
predictions in each of the future three hours. We run each
model five times and report the mean and standard devi-
ation of their forecasting accuracy. As the table shows, the
baseline model Forecaster outperforms the other baselines
DCRNN, Graph WaveNet, GMAN, AGCRN, and Trans-
former. This is because (1) the standard attention mech-
anism in Forecaster captures temporal dependency better
than the RNN in DCRNN and AGCRN as well as the
CNN in Graph WaveNet; (2) Forecaster captures spatial
dependency (by embedding the graph structure into its
architecture), while Transformer fails to do so; (3) Forecaster
leverages the theory of Gaussian Markov random fields to
learn the dependency graph from data rather than using a
pre-defined graph like GMAN does. Our proposed GSA-
Forecaster achieves the best forecasting accuracy as it fur-
ther enhances Forecaster’s capability to capture temporal
dependency by using graph sequence attention (vs. the stan-
dard attention used by Forecaster). Compared with the best
baseline Forecaster, GSA-Forecaster achieves more accurate
predictions for each of the future three hours and reduces
the overall RMSE and MAPE by 6.7% and 5.8%, respectively.
Additionally, we ablate auxiliary information and test its
impact on GSA-Forecaster. We find that auxiliary informa-
tion improves the forecasting accuracy of GSA-Forecaster.
However, even if auxiliary information is ablated, GSA-
Forecaster still significantly outperforms the baseline mod-
els.

To provide a visual example for the performance of
the models, Fig. 14 (a) – (e) show their three-hour-ahead
forecasting results for the taxi demand around New York
Penn Station during November 8 – 14, 2015. We compare the
forecasting error of DCRNN, Graph WaveNet, Transformer
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TABLE 2: Accuracy of GSA-Forecaster and baseline models on forecasting hourly taxi demand in New York City.

Model
Overall Next Hour Second Next Hour Third Next Hour

RMSE MAPE (%) RMSE MAPE (%) RMSE MAPE (%) RMSE MAPE (%)

DCRNN 8.742 ± 0.361 19.828 ± 0.632 8.286 ± 0.327 19.046 ± 0.619 8.813 ± 0.358 19.911 ± 0.594 9.109 ± 0.397 20.523 ± 0.700

Transformer 8.866 ± 0.104 17.862 ± 0.263 8.434 ± 0.068 17.006 ± 0.067 8.894 ± 0.094 17.875 ± 0.262 9.251 ± 0.166 18.702 ± 0.477

GMAN 10.810 ± 0.164 23.469 ± 0.467 10.780 ± 0.138 23.453 ± 0.293 10.767 ± 0.174 23.330 ± 0.502 10.881 ± 0.189 23.597 ± 0.632

AGCRN 8.596 ± 0.170 19.602 ± 0.378 8.250 ± 0.159 19.027 ± 0.390 8.649 ± 0.181 19.612 ± 0.377 8.877 ± 0.179 20.152 ± 0.404

Graph WaveNet 8.864 ± 0.042 20.298 ± 0.074 8.464 ± 0.042 19.792 ± 0.070 8.882 ± 0.057 20.271 ± 0.165 9.228 ± 0.055 20.814 ± 0.127

Forecaster 8.412 ± 0.156 16.559 ± 0.154 7.890 ± 0.116 15.927 ± 0.136 8.484 ± 0.169 16.615 ± 0.173 8.834 ± 0.180 17.135 ± 0.181

GSA-Forecaster
(no auxiliary
information)

7.920 ± 0.011 15.762 ± 0.042 7.621 ± 0.011 15.378 ± 0.033 7.977 ± 0.010 15.822 ± 0.050 8.151 ± 0.013 16.072 ± 0.043

GSA-Forecaster 7.848 ± 0.009 15.600 ± 0.012 7.588 ± 0.007 15.276 ± 0.013 7.900 ± 0.011 15.657 ± 0.009 8.048 ± 0.011 15.865 ± 0.018
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(i) Error(Forecaster) – Error(GSA-Forecaster)(h) Error(Transformer) – Error(GSA-Forecaster)
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(a) Forecasting Results of DCRNN (c) Forecasting Results of Transformer(b) Forecasting Results of Graph WaveNet
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66% of time better

Fig. 14: Three-hour-ahead forecasting for the hourly taxi demand at a location near New York Penn Station from Sunday,
November 8, 2015 at 12:00 a.m. to Saturday, November 14, 2015 at 11:59 p.m. Error (model) represents the forecasting
error of a model, i.e., the absolute value of the difference between its predicted taxi demand and the actual taxi demand.
“Actual” refers to the actual taxi demand. Each tick label “DD” in the x-axis refers to the beginning of a date (e.g., “08”
means November 8, 2015 at 12:00 a.m.).

and Forecaster with that of GSA-Forecaster and show their
difference in Fig. 14 (f) – (i) (a positive difference means the
baseline model has larger error). We can see that, overall,
GSA-Forecaster has better accuracy. In this example, com-
pared with the best baseline Forecaster, GSA-Forecaster has
smaller error 63% of the time; on average, GSA-Forecaster
has 13% less error.

6.2 Performance on METR-LA and PEMS-BAY
In Table 3, we compare GSA-Forecaster with the base-
line models on the accuracy of forecasting traffic speed in
Los Angeles (the METR-LA dataset) and the Bay Area (the
PEMS-BAY dataset)—accuracy of the predictions in the fu-
ture 15 minutes (i.e., short term), 30 minutes (i.e., mid-term),

and 60 minutes (i.e., long-term). Here, we report their RMSE
for forecasting non-zero traffic speeds (i.e., RMSE (non-zero
speed)) and all traffic speeds (i.e., RMSE (all speed)). The
latter takes into account the accuracy of forecasting zero
traffic speeds, which has significant societal implications,
e.g., accurately predicting zero traffic speeds helps gov-
ernment agencies and transportation departments to take
measures to reduce traffic congestion. We also report MAPE
for forecasting non-zero traffic speeds (i.e., MAPE (non-
zero speed); it is invalid to calculate MAPE for zero traffic
speeds). As the table shows, GSA-Forecaster outperforms
DCRNN, Transformer, Forecaster, GMAN, and AGCRN in
all the categories. Compared with the best baseline Graph
WaveNet, GSA-Forecaster achieves better performance in
13 categories out of the total 18 categories. GSA-Forecaster
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TABLE 3: Accuracy of GSA-Forecaster and baseline models for forecasting traffic speed in Los Angeles (METR-LA) and
the San Francisco Bay Area (PEMS-BAY). The RMSE (all speed) measures the RMSE of forecasting all the traffic speeds
including zero and non-zero ones. The RMSE (non-zero speed) and MAPE (non-zero speed) measure the RMSE and MAPE
of forecasting only non-zero traffic speeds. The RMSE (non-zero speed) and MAPE (non-zero speed) results of DCRNN and
Graph WaveNet are referenced from their original papers. Following the practice of DCRNN, Graph WaveNet, GMAN,
and AGCRN on these or similar datasets, all the models are run once.

Dataset Model
15 minutes 30 minutes 60 minutes

RMSE
(all speed)

RMSE
(non-zero

speed)

MAPE (%)
(non-zero

speed)

RMSE
(all speed)

RMSE
(non-zero

speed)

MAPE (%)
(non-zero

speed)

RMSE
(all speed)

RMSE
(non-zero

speed)

MAPE (%)
(non-zero

speed)

METR-LA

DCRNN 20.88 5.38 7.30 21.29 6.45 8.80 21.87 7.59 10.50

Transformer 21.77 6.58 9.98 22.43 7.76 11.78 23.00 9.15 13.18

Forecaster 20.71 6.01 7.99 21.44 7.30 9.89 22.29 8.84 12.07

GMAN 22.08 5.53 7.73 22.28 6.42 8.97 22.51 7.29 10.32

AGCRN 21.31 5.62 7.69 21.86 6.69 9.22 22.20 7.78 11.06

Graph WaveNet 22.04 5.15 6.90 22.21 6.22 8.37 22.46 7.37 10.01

GSA-Forecaster
(no node-level

attention)
20.99 5.24 7.22 21.36 6.17 8.59 21.96 7.39 10.05

GSA-Forecaster 16.62 5.25 7.04 17.95 6.19 8.46 19.60 7.23 9.89

PEMS-BAY

DCRNN 2.98 2.95 2.90 4.05 3.97 3.90 5.06 4.74 4.90

Transformer 4.01 3.98 4.83 4.90 4.87 5.87 5.81 5.78 6.86

Forecaster 3.12 3.07 3.34 4.30 4.26 4.51 5.43 5.40 5.69

GMAN 2.95 2.90 2.91 3.82 3.78 3.78 4.42 4.39 4.52

AGCRN 2.92 2.87 2.92 3.88 3.84 3.89 4.75 4.72 4.90

Graph WaveNet 2.80 2.74 2.73 3.79 3.70 3.67 4.64 4.52 4.63

GSA-Forecaster
(no node-level

attention)
3.02 2.97 3.19 3.74 3.71 3.93 4.32 4.29 4.60

GSA-Forecaster 2.79 2.74 2.76 3.58 3.54 3.65 4.14 4.11 4.36
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Fig. 15: Average normalized error of GSA-Forecaster and
baseline models on the METR-LA and PEMS-BAY datasets.

significantly outperforms Graph WaveNet on the RMSE
of forecasting all speeds (i.e., RMSE (all speed)) by up to
25%, while slightly losing in the short-term prediction for
non-zero speeds by at most 2%. The advantage of GSA-
Forecaster comes from its better capability of handling non-
stationarity, for example, when unexpected events cause
traffic congestion and zero traffic speed occurs. To provide
an overall comparison across different metrics and different
forecasting categories, we calculate the average normalized

error of a model as follows and average it across different
categories (15-, 30-, and 60-minute ahead predictions):

avg. normalized errormodel =
1

3
(

RMSE (all speed)model

RMSE (all speed)GSA-Forecaster

+
RMSE (non-zero speed)model

RMSE (non-zero speed)GSA-Forecaster

+
MAPE (non-zero speed)model

MAPE (non-zero speed)GSA-Forecaster
)

(17)

Figure 15 shows the average normalized error of GSA-
Forecaster and baseline models. GSA-Forecaster outper-
forms Graph WaveNet by reducing the average normalized
error by 7.7% and 4.3% on the METR-LA and PEMS-BAY
datasets, respectively.

6.3 Key Features of GSA: Performance Impacts
Graph sequence attention (GSA) is the core component of
GSA-Forecaster. It has the following key features: (1) tem-
poral neighborhood to capture temporal dependency (Eqs. 8
and 12), (2) GRU to capture the recent trend of data (Eqs. 10
and 11), (3) auxiliary information (Eqs. 8 and 12), and
(4) temporal positional encoding (Eqs. 8 and 12).



15

TABLE 4: Models with some key features of graph sequence attention.

Model Key Features Implementation Details

Model 4
temporal neighborhood, GRU,

auxiliary information
Based on GSA-Forecaster, remove temporal positional encoding from graph sequence attention,
i.e., set wP = 0 in Eqs. 8 and 12.

Model 3 temporal neighborhood, GRU Based on Model 4, further remove auxiliary information from graph sequence attention,
i.e., set wA = 0 in Eqs. 8 and 12.

Model 2 temporal neighborhood
Based on Model 3, further remove GRU from graph sequence attention,
i.e., in Eq. 11, set α′(h)t+k, t+k = 0, and substitute α′(h)t+k, t+j with α

(h)
t+k, t+j calculated by Eq. 9.

Model 1 standard attention
Based on Model 2, set the temporal neighborhood size of graph sequence attention to 1,
i.e., set M = 1 in Eq. 8 and l1 = l2 = 0 in Eq. 12.

TABLE 5: Forecasting accuracy of the models with some key
features of graph sequence attention.

Model Overall RMSE Overall MAPE (%)

Model 1 8.493 ± 0.016 16.698 ± 0.060
Model 2 8.119 ± 0.015 16.109 ± 0.043
Model 3 8.034 ± 0.013 15.931 ± 0.041
Model 4 7.973 ± 0.014 15.874 ± 0.033

GSA-Forecaster 7.848 ± 0.009 15.600 ± 0.012

To evaluate the impact of these key features, we con-
struct a series of models by removing these features from
GSA-Forecaster one by one. Table 4 lists the details of these
models. Table 5 shows the overall RMSE and MAPE of their
results on forecasting taxi demand in future three hours in
New York City.

Impact of temporal neighborhood. The most important
difference between graph sequence attention and standard
attention is that graph sequence attention uses temporal
neighborhood to better capture temporal dependency. Com-
pared to Model 1 (standard attention, not using temporal
neighborhood), Model 2 (using temporal neighborhood)
reduces the overall RMSE and MAPE by 4.40% and 3.53%,
respectively.

Impact of GRU. GRU helps graph sequence attention
learn the recent trend of the data so that we can predict
the next data based on this trend. This is especially helpful
in situations where strong non-stationarity happens and no
similar historical data can be leveraged to predict the next
data. Compared with Model 2 (no GRU), Model 3 (with
GRU) reduces the overall RMSE and MAPE by 1.05% and
1.11%, respectively.

Impact of auxiliary information. Considering auxiliary
information allows graph sequence attention to capture
the impact of major exogenous factors. Compared with
Model 3 (no auxiliary information), (1) Model 4 (accounting
for auxiliary information) reduces the overall RMSE and
MAPE by 0.76% and 0.36%, respectively, for forecasting the
hourly taxi demand in the entire test set (as Table 5 shows);
and (2) Model 4 reduces the overall RMSE by 7.0% and
the overall MAPE by 6.0% for forecasting the hourly taxi
demand on rainy or snowy hours in the test set. Model 4
is aware of auxiliary information, while Model 3 is not.
As a result, the prediction of Model 3 implicitly assumes
average weather, while the prediction of Model 4 reflects
the impact of actual weather including those less frequent

weather conditions (rainy or snowy). This demonstrates the
benefits of considering auxiliary information in predicting
rare or less frequent situations.

Impact of temporal positional encoding. Temporal posi-
tional encoding helps graph sequence attention better deal
with the kind of data in which temporal dependency usually
exists between some relative temporal positions. Compared
with Model 4 (no temporal positional encoding), GSA-
Forecaster (with temporal positional encoding) reduces the
overall RMSE and MAPE by l.57% and 1.73%, respectively.

7 RELATED WORK

Graph-based time-dependent data is a set of dependent
time series where the data may show dependency within
each time series (called temporal dependency) and between
different time series (called spatial dependency, even if
physical space is not involved). A graph is used to capture
the spatial dependency: a node of the graph indexes a time
series and an edge represents spatial dependency between
two time series. If each time series is associated with a
physical location (though it is not necessary to be so), the
data is also called spatial time series [10], [11] or spatial-
and time-dependent data [9]. Graph-based time-dependent
data is different from temporal graphs [12], another type of
graph data, as, in temporal graphs, each node of the graph
is not associated with a time series, and only the edges of
the graph change over time.

For forecasting graph-based time-dependent data, we
propose (1) a new attention mechanism (graph sequence
attention) that captures temporal dependency significantly
better than prior attention mechanisms; (2) a new model
(GSA-Forecaster) that achieves significantly better forecast-
ing accuracy compared with state-of-the-art models. In this
section, we review prior models and attention mechanisms
and discuss the differences between them and our work.

Conventional time series predictors such as auto-
regressive integrated moving average (ARIMA) [13] as well
as more recent work like vector autoregression (VAR) [13]
and causal graph processes [14] usually make stationarity
assumptions, which are often violated in real-world data
[4]. Deep learning models [4], [5], [7]–[9], [16]–[23], [25], [44],
[45] generally do not make such assumptions and thus gain
popularity in forecasting graph-based time-dependent data.

Most of these deep learning models [4], [8], [16]–[23] use
RNN or CNN to extract temporal dependency within the
data. However, both RNN and CNN do not learn well long-
range temporal dependency between the data at distant
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time positions [25]. This is because the number of operations
used by RNN and CNN to relate data at two distant time
positions grows at least logarithmically with the distance
between them [25].

Conversely, attention mechanisms, originally developed
by the natural language processing (NLP) community, relate
the data at distant positions in a sequence directly and thus
are good at capturing long-range temporal dependency [25].
Transformer [25] and its extensions [26]–[30], [46] employ
attention mechanisms to solve NLP tasks such as machine
translation and word embedding, achieving great success.
Later, attention mechanisms have been applied to other
fields including image/video generation [47]–[49], object
detection [49], node and graph classification [50]–[52], and
recently time series forecasting [9], [44], [45], [53]. Fore-
caster [9] is a state-of-the-art attention mechanism-based
model for forecasting graph-based time-dependent data.
Forecaster is built upon the architecture of Transformer to
leverage its capability of capturing temporal dependency
and further uses the sparse linear layers reflecting the graph
structure of the data in its architecture to learn the impact of
spatial dependency.

The attention mechanisms employed by most of these
prior models [9], [25]–[30], [44]–[52] share the same feature:
When they relate the data at positions A and B in a sequence,
they compare the data encodings only between positions
A and B. In this paper, we term the attention mechanisms
with this feature as the standard attention. As demonstrated
in Section 3.3, the standard attention mechanism is not suf-
ficient to capture temporal dependency within graph-based
time-dependent data. In contrast to the standard attention
mechanism, when our proposed graph sequence attention
considers the data at positions A and B, it compares the
data encodings not only between positions A and B but also
between their temporal neighborhoods. This allows graph
sequence attention to more effectively capture temporal
dependency (see the example in Figure 12). Li et al. [53]
also incorporate temporal neighborhoods in the design
of attention mechanisms. They first perform convolutions
within each temporal neighborhood to extract its aggregated
features. Then, they compare the aggregated features of
different temporal neighborhoods to detect temporal depen-
dency. Different from their mechanism, our graph sequence
attention directly compares the corresponding data encod-
ings within different temporal neighborhoods to capture
temporal dependency. Our mechanism does not require con-
volutions — its performance is not subject to the accuracy
of the extracted aggregated features. Our mechanism takes
auxiliary information into account while [53] does not.

As for spatial dependency, prior work [4], [7], [9], [22],
[23], [44] proposes to use graph neural networks to model
its impact. GSA-Forecaster follows the approach of Fore-
caster [9] that uses sparse linear layers, a kind of graph
neural network, to account for spatial dependency.

8 CONCLUSION

Forecasting graph-based time-dependent data shows ben-
efits in many applications. To achieve good forecasting
accuracy, models need to capture spatial and temporal de-
pendencies within the data and account for helpful auxiliary

information. In this paper, we propose GSA-Forecaster, a
new deep learning model for forecasting graph-based time-
dependent data. GSA-Forecaster employs graph sequence
attention, a new attention mechanism that we propose
in this paper, to capture temporal dependency. Compared
with the standard attention mechanism widely adopted by
prior models, our proposed graph sequence attention has
significantly better ability to capture temporal dependency.
Additionally, GSA-Forecaster embeds the graph structure of
the data into its architecture, capturing the impact of spatial
dependency. It also accounts for helpful auxiliary informa-
tion in its architecture. We apply GSA-Forecaster to forecast-
ing large-scale real-world graph-based time-dependent data
— hourly taxi demand in New York City. Evaluation re-
sults show that GSA-Forecaster reduces RMSE by 6.7% and
MAPE by 5.8% compared with the state-of-the-art predictors
(DCRNN, Graph WaveNet, Transformer, and Forecaster).
We also apply GSA-Forecaster to forecasting two medium-
scale real-world graph-based time-dependent data — traffic
speed in Los Angeles and the San Francisco Bay Area — and
demonstrate that, overall, GSA-Forecaster forecasts more
accurately than state-of-the-art predictors.
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