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Abstract

Small Video Object Detection (SVOD) is a crucial subfield in modern computer
vision, essential for early object discovery and detection. However, existing SVOD
datasets are scarce and suffer from issues such as insufficiently small objects,
limited object categories, and lack of scene diversity, leading to unitary application
scenarios for corresponding methods. To address this gap, we develop the XS-VID
dataset, which comprises aerial data from various periods and scenes, and annotates
eight major object categories. To further evaluate existing methods for detecting
extremely small objects, XS-VID extensively collects three types of objects with
smaller pixel areas: extremely small (es, 0 ∼ 122), relatively small (rs, 122 ∼ 202),
and generally small (gs, 202 ∼ 322). XS-VID offers unprecedented breadth
and depth in covering and quantifying minuscule objects, significantly enriching
the scene and object diversity in the dataset. Extensive validations on XS-VID
and the publicly available VisDrone2019VID dataset show that existing methods
struggle with small object detection and significantly underperform compared
to general object detectors. Leveraging the strengths of previous methods and
addressing their weaknesses, we propose YOLOFT, which enhances local feature
associations and integrates temporal motion features, significantly improving the
accuracy and stability of SVOD. Our datasets and benchmarks are available at
https://gjhhust.github.io/XS-VID/.

1 Introduction

Small Video Object Detection (SVOD) is a significant branch of computer vision and a hot topic in
both academia and industry. Especially in fields such as public safety and aerial surveillance, the early
discovery and detection of objects are particularly crucial. However, despite significant advancements
in video object detection (VOD) techniques in recent years, small object detection in videos remains
underexplored. This oversight is largely due to the lack of video datasets specifically designed for
small object detection, hindering both training and evaluation processes, and consequently leading to
a scarcity of effective methods.

Existing video object detection datasets suffer from insufficiently small object sizes, limited categories
of objects, and insufficiently diverse scenes. As shown in Fig. 2, the pixel areas of objects in
ImageNetVID, VisDrone2019VID, and UAVTD are concentrated at 1872, 452, and 302, respectively.
In ImageNetVID, objects smaller than 122 constitute only 0.05%, while in VisDrone2019VID and
UAVTD, they constitute less than 3.6%. Furthermore, UAVTD is mainly for vehicle detection with a
single object category, which cannot meet the needs of multi-category small object detection, and the
scenes only include traffic roads, making the scene single and not conducive to the generalization of
methods. Therefore, it is urgent to develop a dataset with numerous small objects, diverse scenes,
and multiple object categories for SVOD advancement.
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Figure 1: Showcases of our XS-VID dataset’s object size and challenges in SVOD. (a) shows that
the objects in our XS-VID dataset are extremely small, and (b) indicates that SVOD mainly faces
three challenges: background confusion, misclassification, and texture distortion.

To address these issues, we propose a video object detection dataset, XS-VID. XS-VID includes
12K frames and 38 medium-to-long sequence videos, covering multiple object sizes across 10 types
of scenes, including rivers, forests, skyscrapers, and roads, at various times of day and night. The
small objects in XS-VID are not concentrated at a fixed size but comprehensively cover small object
sizes ranging from 0 ∼ 322. Specifically, the number of objects within the ranges of es (0 ∼ 122), rs
(122 ∼ 202), gs (202 ∼ 322), and normal (>322) are 49k, 94k, 36k, and 72k, respectively, accounting
for 19.3%, 36.6%, 14.0%, and 30.1%. To our best knowledge, XS-VID offers the most comprehensive
coverage of small object sizes, the largest number and proportion of es objects, and the widest range
of scene types, effectively filling the existing data gap.

In addition to proposing the dataset, we further outline the existing challenges in our datasets. As
shown in Fig. 1 (b), SVOD faces challenges such as: (1) Background confusion: The background
texture is weak and similar in color to the object, making the object difficult to discover. (2) Easy
to misclassify: Small objects have insufficient texture and contour features, easily misleading the
network to make wrong classifications. (3) Texture distortion: The pixel range of small objects is
extremely small, causing severe degradation of texture features. Moreover, due to the lack of datasets
and benchmarks for extremely small objects, research on methods for detecting extremely small
objects across various scenes and categories is also very limited. Adopting single-frame Small Object
Detection (SOD) methods or Video Object Detection (VOD) methods directly does not perform well.
SOD methods rely on static single-frame features for detection and lack the utilization of temporal
features, failing to adequately address the three existing issues. VOD methods only focus on medium
and large object sizes and the network pipeline is not suitable for extremely small objects, resulting
in poor detection performance and failure to cope with the challenges of SVOD.

To address the above issues, we propose an SVOD network that integrates YOLOv8 with the recurrent
all-pairs Field Transforms [25] based optical flow, named YOLOFT. Extensive experiments on
XS-VID and VisDrone2019VID demonstrate that YOLOFT achieves state-of-the-art performance.

In summary, our main contributions include:

(1) We propose the XS-VID dataset, which currently provides the most comprehensive coverage of
small object sizes, the largest number and proportion of extremely small objects, and the widest range
of scene types known, effectively filling the data gap;

(2) We conduct extensive experiments to reveal the performance of various advanced detection
methods on the proposed XS-VID dataset and observe that these methods often perform poorly due
to lack of consideration for extremely small objects in existing datasets;

(3) We propose a small video object detection method, YOLOFT, which significantly improves the
accuracy and stability of small object detection by enhancing local feature associations and integrating
temporal motion features of objects and can serve as a baseline reference for future research on
XS-VID.

2 Related Work

SVOD Dataset. Small-object video detection aims to localize and classify tiny objects within
continuous video frames, particularly in scenes abundant with small objects. Historically, the most
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well-known video detection dataset is ImageNetVID [21], which has only 3% small objects (less than
322 pixels), with the majority of object sizes around 3002 pixels, limiting its efficacy in assessing
small object detection. In recent years, the VisDrone2019VID [39] dataset, collected by low-altitude
drones, also features insufficiently small objects, primarily around 452 pixels, across over a dozen
categories. NPS-Drone [15] focuses on drone detection with extremely small object sizes (about 142
pixels), but has a limited number of objects, averaging only one object per frame and just one category.
UAVTD [34] objects vehicle detection with object sizes centered around 302 pixels, focusing on
distinct texture features of vehicles at small scales, thus failing to comprehensively evaluate various
small objects.
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Figure 2: Comparison of object size distribu-
tion between XS-VID and other datasets. Our
XS-VID generally has smaller object sizes.

StreamYOLO

CFINet

CESCE

Cascade RPNATSS

FCOS
RepPoints DyHead

Deformable-DETR
Sparse RCNN

SELSA-R101 TROI-R101FGFA-R101

DFF-R101

DFF-R50

SELSA-R50

FGFA-R50
TROI-R50

Flops

34 G 7874 G

YOLOFT VOD GOD SOD YOLO

Inference time (ms)
0 50 100 150

35

20

30

10

200
AP

250 300

25

15

TransVOD

Figure 3: AP-Latency comparison of vari-
ous methods on our XS-VID. Our YOLOFT
achieves the SOTA performance.

Video Object Detection. FGFA [41] enhances inter-frame feature consistency through optical
flow-guided feature aggregation. MEGA [4] utilizes a long-term memory module to enhance global
and local information from past frames. SELSA [31] treats videos as unordered collections of
frames and aggregates features on a sequence level via attention-based global proposal feature fusion.
TROI [10] introduces a novel temporal ROI alignment operator for extracting temporal information
of object instances throughout the video. DiffusionVID [20] employs a diffusion model to refine
object boxes in video sequences, thereby improving denoising effects. TransVOD [38] leverages
DETR’s query design to avoid complex post-processing techniques such as Seq-NMS or Tubelet
rescoring. YOLOV [23] focuses on selecting key areas post-detection to reduce computational load
and enhance efficiency. StreamYOLO [33] improves the accuracy and robustness of real-time video
object detection through a dual-stream perception module and trend-aware loss. However, these
methods often favor medium and large-sized objects or objects only a single category. This bias
restricts the detectors’ generalization capabilities and minimally addresses issues like background
confusion, misclassification, and texture distortion inherent in SVOD.

Small Object Detection. Due to the scarcity of small objects in previous datasets, many methods [14,
2, 35, ?] employ data augmentation to enhance detector performance for small objects. Certain
approaches leverage multiscale information to explore the contextual features of small objects.
Techniques based on GANs enhance the semantic representation of tiny objects by restoring their
detailed features [1, 18, 13, 32]. MDvsFA [29] employs adversarial learning for detection and
localization of faint infrared small objects. ScaleKD [43] enhances the model’s detection capability
for small objects through cross-scale knowledge distillation. UFPMP-Det [11] combines multiscale
feature fusion and a unified feature pyramid multipath design, followed by CEASC [8] which achieves
faster and more accurate small object detection through adaptive sparse convolution and global
context enhancement. CFINet [36] improves the precision of small object detection through coarse-
to-fine candidate box generation and imitation learning. TransVisDrone [22] uses a spatiotemporal
Transformer to enhance the detection accuracy of extremely small drone objects in videos. However,
SOD methods rely on static single-frame features for detection, lacking the utilization of temporal
features, leading to poor detection performance in the absence of distinctive texture features, and
limited improvement in background confusion, misclassification, and texture distortion issues.
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Figure 4: Quantitative Comparison between XS-VID and various datasets. The statistical results
demonstrate that XS-VID has the highest number of extremely/extremely small objects and the widest
area distribution, with a rich and balanced number of objects per frame. ⋆ in (b) specifically indicates
a high-density aggregation of a particular object.

3 The XS-VID Dataset

We construct a video small object detection dataset named XS-VID through multiple rounds of
screening and annotation. This dataset is intended to comprehensively evaluate small video object
detection methods. It consists of 38 video segments with a resolution of 1024× 1024, containing
12,230 images and 258,944 object boxes, all with detailed annotation boxes and track annotations.
Additionally, it includes movement annotations for specialized designs. The dataset is divided into a
training set and a testing set on non-overlapping video scenes, with a ratio of approximately 7:4. See
details in appendix A. We also present numerous dataset cases, as detailed in appendix C.

3.1 Data Collection and Annotation

Collection. We used the DJI Air3 drone, flying at an altitude between 70-90m, with a pitch angle of
60-90°and a flight speed of 5-10m/s. Following expert recommendations, data were collected from
diverse scenes such as urban streets, main roads, shaded paths, and streams and lakes, encompassing
both day and night, as well as autumn and summer. Ultimately, 80 high-definition videos with a
resolution of 3840× 2160 and a frame rate of 25fps were collected. From these, 38 videos with rich
objects and diverse scenes were selected to create the dataset.

Classification. The proposed categories include: person, car, bicycle, cyclist, crowd of people,
crowd of cars, crowd of bicycles, and ignore. Annotating objects of extreme sizes is a significant
challenge. Especially for person, whose shapes change dramatically in a wide field of view and are
easily occluded by leaves, shadows, or others, making them difficult to distinguish in a single frame.

Annotation. After collection and analysis, we found that at a resolution of 3840 × 2160, most
pedestrians, electric vehicles, and bicycles have pixel sizes around 18 × 18, occupying less than
0.01% of the entire image. In this case, it is difficult to distinguish some categories originally
differentiated in COCO (e.g., bicycle and motorcycle) with the naked eye, and many objects smaller
than people are completely unrecognizable and considered non-objects in practical applications, so
they are not included in our classification. For cars, we did not distinguish each type of car individually
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as in UAVDT (vehicle detection). Additionally, there is a phenomenon of object aggregation in wide
shooting perspectives, especially for people and bicycles, making it difficult to distinguish when they
gather. Therefore, we added the Crowd label to assign to clustered objects that are difficult to separate
individually. For objects such as mirror reflections, advertisements, and multiple categories clustered
in a small area or objects that do not require attention, we uniformly use the ignore label.

We adopted the following annotation steps: 1) Use a general object detector CO-Detr [44] for
preliminary annotation. 2) Manually refine and verify the annotations at intervals of 5 to 10 frames [30,
19]. 3) Assign the same ID to the same instance across frames and use image registration interpolation
algorithms [16, 17] to fully annotate the entire video, reducing annotation workload. 4) Conduct a fine
review and standardization of annotations for the entire video frame by frame, including fine-tuning
annotation boxes, deleting and adding unannotated frames, and removing annotations when occlusion
is severe to the point of being unrecognizable. 5) For step 4, each video was cross-annotated by
2-3 annotators to merge and obtain the final annotations. Steps 2-4 are very time-consuming. Due
to the high image resolution, it is usually necessary to zoom in to 800% of the original size for
detailed annotation, making the time cost of searching and annotating objects in each image enormous.
Completing the annotation for all frames of a video usually takes 2-4 days.

It is worth noting that we have established unified annotation standards for the following special cases:
a) During interval annotation, the first and last frames of the object’s appearance must be specially
annotated. b) When objects of the same category appear in clusters causing severe occlusion, they
are not annotated individually. c) When objects of multiple categories appear in clusters causing
occlusion, blurring, or confusion, they are annotated as ignore; however, if the preliminary annotation
model can distinguish each object, they should not be annotated as ignore (strictly limit the use of the
ignore label). d) When 50% of a person’s body is occluded, it is not annotated.

Data Post-processing. For the annotated videos, we divide each 3840× 2160 resolution video into
two 2160× 2160 resolution videos along the image width center, with a horizontal overlap of 240
pixels. Finally, we obtain the final videos with a resolution of 1024 × 1024 through proportional
downsampling. This processing aligns with the resolution of most video capture devices and avoids
the substantial memory overhead associated with directly inputting overly high-resolution images
into the model. It is worth noting that the original resolution videos and their annotations will also be
released to support broader research.

Quality Assurance. All videos were annotated by at least two different reviewers. To measure
annotation quality, we conducted multiple reviews on a subset of the validation set. Specifically, three
reviewers independently annotated the videos frame by frame, and we found high overlap between
these independent annotations (IoU exceeding 0.85). Additionally, considering that XS-VID focuses
on video object detection, we checked the duration of object appearances and found consistency
among different annotators. Overall, the entire annotation process represents approximately 4,000
work-hours of effort.

3.2 Statistical Analysis

We conduct a comprehensive comparison of XS-VID with other significant video detection datasets,
including object size distribution, number of object categories, number of instances, total number of
images, and total number of videos, as shown in Tab. 1. Additionally, we present an in-depth visual
comparison of object size distribution, average number of objects per frame, and average number of
objects per video with VisDrone2019VID, UAVDT, and ImageNetVID.

Highest number of extremely small objects and the widest area distribution. Fig. 4(a) shows
that the proportion of objects in the size range of 0 ∼ 122 and 122 ∼ 202 in XS-VID is significantly
higher than in other datasets. objects in the 0 ∼ 122 range account for up to 19.29% (compared to
0.53%, 3.3%, and 0.05% for VisDrone2019VID, UAVDT, and ImageNetVID, respectively), with a
median size of only 18× 18. Fig. 4(b) shows the category distribution of XS-VID, containing eight
categories (excluding ignore).

Rich and balanced number of objects per frame. As shown in Fig. 4(c), the number of objects per
frame in XS-VID is relatively balanced, whereas the number of objects per frame in ImageNetVID is
generally 1. Tab. 1 shows the average number of objects per frame, with XS-VID (Avg Obj/Frame:
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Figure 5: Overall architecture of our YOLOFT. Multi-Scale Spatio-Temporal Flow (MSTF) module
maintains the optical flow information between consecutive frames and iteratively updates it. Based
on this, it extracts multi-scale motion features of the object and integrates them into the static features
of the current frame.

22) being the second highest. Additionally, Fig. 4(d) shows the probability distribution of the number
of objects per video in XS-VID (CDF, cumulative distribution function, representing the cumulative
probability corresponding to different object number ranges). For the same number of objects, the
distribution probability of XS-VID is higher compared to VisDrone2019VID and UAVDT, indicating
that XS-VID contains a richer number of objects per video.

Table 1: Comparison of Various Datasets for Small Object Video Detection

DataSet
Area Size

Class Med. Area Obj/Frame Instances Imgs/Vids0 ∼ 122 (es) 122 ∼ 202 (rs) 202 ∼ 322 (gs)

ImageNet VID [21] 968 0.05% 13k 0.65% 47k 2.36% 30 1872 1 2M 1.2M/4417
UAVDT [34] 29k 3.30% 204k 23.03% 265k 29.81% 6 302 22 889K 40k/50

VisDrone2019 [39] 7k 0.53% 115k 7.51% 316k 20.60% 10 452 49 1.5M 30k/58
XS-VID (ours) 49k 19.29% 94k 36.61% 36k 13.97% 8 182 22 260K 12k/38

4 YOLOFT

The overall architecture of the proposed YOLOFT is illustrated in Fig. 5, which consists of a
YOLOv8 [12] detector and a temporal fusion Neck, termed the Multi-Scale Spatio-Temporal Flow
(MSTF) module, to enhance spatio-temporal feature representation across consecutive frames.

Multi-Scale Correlation Pyramid. The core of the MSTF module is to construct spatio-temporal
correlations. To build positional correlation between consecutive frames, we consider that a pixel
position (xi, xj) in the current feature Gt corresponds to a query space in Gt−1 within a range
r ∈ Rmax(H/2,W/2). Based on this idea, we constructed the Correlation Pyramid. The design of
the Correlation Pyramid is inspired by RAFT [25] for optical flow calculation. However, unlike
RAFT, which obtains multi-scale correlation volumes through pooling of single-scale features, MSTF
directly constructs multiple correlation volumes between each scale of the feature map g

(l)
t and all

scales of the previous frame’s feature map g
(k)
t−1. The correlation volume C

(l,k)
t for each scale pair

(l, k) is defined as:

c
(l,k)
t (i, j, p, q) =

∑
h

g
(l)
t (i, j, h) · g(k)t−1(p, q, h), Ct = {c(l,k)t }ml,k=0. (1)
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Table 2: The main results in XS-VID Test-set and VisDrone2019 VID Test-dev with Single-Frame
Object Detectors, Video Object Detectors, Small Object Detectors, YOLO family and YOLOFT. (The
1st and the 2nd ranking results are highlighted in blue and bold respectively.)

Method XS-VID VisDrone2019VID Param(M) Time(ms)AP APes APrs APgs APm AP APes APrs APgs APm APl
V

O
D

DFF [42] 9.6 0 0.5 4.5 24.4 10.3 0 0.1 3.4 13.6 21.8 120.02 25.5
FGFA [41] 12.3 0.2 1.1 6.4 30.4 13.6 0 0.9 6.3 17.8 28.5 122.4 181.8
SELSA [31] 13.6 0 1.7 8.3 33.2 11.8 0 0.5 2.7 14.3 30.2 128.41 110.0
TROI [10] 12.8 0 1.3 7.6 32.3 12 0 0.1 4.8 16.6 24.7 136.02 285.7
MEGA [4] 7.8 1.1 2 6.1 25 - - - - - - - -
DiffusionVID [20] 10.6 2.7 5.6 9.4 35.4 - - - - - - - -
TransVOD [38] 21.8 8.8 13.6 20.5 48.5 9.7 1 3.2 4.9 11.5 23.8 33.78 136.0

G
O

D

FCOS [26] 24.9 7.7 17.3 22.6 61 12.4 1.3 3.1 4.8 13.8 30.6 32.1 31.8
ATSS [37] 26.9 8.4 19.2 23.9 68.8 13.7 1.5 4.6 7.2 16.2 29.9 32.1 34.9
DyHead [7] 23.7 7 15.9 20.5 47.2 9.3 1.4 3.5 5 10.7 20.7 38.906 98.0
RepPoints [5] 23.7 9.1 18.6 23.9 47.8 13.6 0.7 3.9 5.4 16.3 29 36.8 37.8
Deformable-DETR [40] 21.3 11.3 13.7 18.7 37.5 9.8 2.5 3.7 5.1 11.9 19.5 40.1 52.3
Sparse RCNN [24] 21 9 13.9 17.5 28 8.1 1 2.9 4.5 9.5 16 106.0 41.8
Cascade RPN [27] 27 13.5 19.4 22.1 57.8 12.5 0.9 3.9 6.2 15.1 25.3 41.38 45.3

SO
D CESCE [8] 22.6 10.3 16.2 21.3 48.4 2.5 1.7 3.5 4.4 13 23.8 43.05 31.0

CFINet [36] 29.5 16.6 21.8 25.1 52.8 12.2 1 3.3 6.3 15.1 25.8 43.9 47.1

Y
O

L
O

YOLOX-S [9] 29.1 15 20 25.6 67 7.8 1.6 3.5 5.6 10.4 12.8 8.9 24.0
YOLOX-L [9] 31 17.4 21.7 25.6 63.8 - - - - - - 54.1 37.4
YOLOV8-S [12] 30 17.8 24.1 27 70.4 13.2 3.9 5 10.1 16.1 22.9 11.17 14.0
YOLOV8-L [12] 33.6 21.3 27.4 32.7 67.4 16 3.6 5.1 9.9 19.4 27.3 43.69 26.0
YOLOV9-C [28] 31.6 18.4 24.6 31.2 71 15.5 1.8 5.8 9.8 19.1 33.4 25.54 22.0
StreamYOLO [33] 33.4 18.7 26.7 33.6 52.8 17.6 1.6 5.1 10.4 22.3 33.7 698.08 48.0

Ours YOLOFT-S 33.2 21.5 27.9 33.2 67.3 14.8 4.4 6.1 10.8 16.4 26.2 12.84 16.0
YOLOFT-L 36.4 24.7 28.9 33.4 78.2 15.8 4.9 6.5 11.8 19.4 25.8 45.16 36.0

Here, i and j are the pixel positions in the current frame’s scale l, and p and q are
the pixel positions in the previous frame’s scale k. We construct a multi-scale pyramid
as [c(0,0), c(0,2), ..., c(0,m)], ..., [c(m,0), c(m,2), ..., c(m,m)]. For the same level of the pyramid,
the last two dimensions are reduced by a stride of 2, so the dimensions of c(l,k) are:
H/2l ×W/2l ×H/2k ×W/2k. This ensures that each pixel at each scale can obtain different
scale similarities from the previous frame, which is crucial for detection. It captures both large and
small movements while retaining high-resolution information, fully utilizing the motion and static
features of objects. The final structure of the multi-scale correlation pyramid is represented as Ct.

Multi-Scale Correlation Lookup. We use the lookup operator LC from RAFT [25] to obtain motion
information of the object in the current feature map. This operator uses optical flow ϕt→t−1 to
perform lookups across all levels of the correlation pyramid, providing similarity metrics between
local regions of corresponding pixels across frames. For the feature at level l, the corresponding
correlation pyramid is {c(l,k)t }mk=1. In our design, the sampling radius r is consistent across all levels,
ensuring that lower levels encompass a larger context. Finally, we concatenate values from each level
into a single feature map f .

Feature Update. With the correlated feature map f obtained between consecutive frames, containing
motion information, we update the current static features and optical flow estimates. The update
operation(details shown in Fig. 5) is defined as follows:

Ĝ
(l)
t ,∆ϕ

(l)
t = Update

(
G

(l)
t , G

(l)
t−1, c

(l)
t , f

(l)
t , interp(f (l−1)

t )
)

ϕ
(l)
t ← ϕ

(l)
t +∆ϕ

(l)
t .

(2)

Here, interp(·) represents the flow field estimate at the current scale l obtained by upsampling and
interpolating from the lower scale l-1. The GRU unit is responsible for fusing the current flow
estimate, multi-scale correlation information, and information interpolated from the lower scale.

5 Experiments

5.1 Comparison with State-of-the-art Detection Methods

Tab. 2 shows the evaluation results of these methods on XS-VID and VisDrone2019VID. Notably, we
did not provide the APl for the large subset in XS-VID because large objects account for only 1%
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Figure 6: Visual comparison of our YOLOFT and other baseline detectors. Our YOLOFT
achieves the most accurate predictions matching the GT boxes in both day and night scenes, signifi-
cantly outperforming other methods. See paragraph 5.1 for detailed description.

of XS-VID and do not reflect the detection results well. Additionally, we exclude TransVisDrone
from the accuracy ranking as its inference time exceeds 2 seconds, making it unsuitable for real-time
scenarios addressing small object issues.

Extreme sizes lead to poor detection performance for many methods. Especially for VOD
methods, the detection results for small objects (es, is, gs) are very low, with some methods scoring
even 0. This indicates that current VOD methods are unsuitable for small object detection. The main
reason is that existing VOD methods are primarily designed and evaluated on ImageNetVID, where
the objects are too large, occupying almost the entire frame. This leads these methods to focus on
deeper feature designs, resulting in the near-total loss of small object information. However, the
modeling and feature enhancement for motion objects in VOD methods are valuable.

Complex designs do not significantly enhance small object detection performance. Cascade RPN
is a general two-stage detector that already shows good detection performance compared to many
other methods. Similarly, the two-stage network CFINet, specifically designed for small objects, does
not significantly improve performance and still falls short compared to the YOLO series. Likewise,
CESCE, which focuses on small object detection, performs even worse.

Anchor-free single-stage detectors perform the best. Whether on XS-VID or the publicly available
VisDrone2019VID dataset, single-stage detectors perform the best overall, especially the YOLO
series (Fig. 3).We found that single-frame detectors optimized through structural and gradient
improvements can retain small object information well, achieving good detection accuracy even with
only texture features.

Incorporating optical flow-based motion features into YOLO achieves the best detection perfor-
mance. Inspired by optical flow methods and based on comprehensive evaluation results, YOLOFT
enhances multi-scale feature representation with motion information between consecutive frames.
Through optimizations in time consumption and multi-scale information fusion, YOLOFT achieves
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Table 3: Different gradient division ratios (mo-
tion features via optical flow)

Static:Motion AP APes APrs APgs

1:3 33.5 21.9 26.3 32.7
3:1 33.2 21.5 27.9 33.5
1:1 32.6 21.3 26.2 33.6
1:0 32.3 20.5 25.4 33.5

Table 4: Different data enhancement(D: De-
gree,S: Scale,P: perspective)

[D, S, P] AP APes APrs APgs

[2.0,0.2,1e-4] 32.6 21.3 26.2 33.6
No argument 32.3 20 26.4 33.2
[0.0,0.5,1e-3] 32.1 20.8 25.3 33.1
[0.0,0.0,1e-3] 31.8 20.6 26.4 32.6

Table 5: Using multi-scale flow to guide fea-
ture fusion: 8, 16, and 32 represent the down-
sampling ratios.

Flow Level AP APes APrs Time(ms)

16 32.8 20.6 25.6 15.6
8+16+32 32.6 21.3 26.2 18.6

8 32.5 19.8 25.8 16.2
32 32.3 20.7 25.4 15.5

Table 6: Timing of motion feature fusion: indi-
cates that only static features are trained epoch
from 0− n.

Epoch n AP APes AP std APes std

4 32.6 21.3 0.21 0.27
8 32.6 21.2 0.17 0.35
0 32.3 20.6 0.4 0.42
6 32.2 19.9 0.19 0.37

an AP of 36.2 (+7.7%) on XS-VID. APes is 25.4 (+19.2%), and the best performance in APes, APrs,
and APgs on VisDrone2019VID.

Visual comparison of Various Methods on our XS-VID. As shown in Fig. 6, we present the visual-
ization results of YOLOFT and various state-of-the-art methods, including YOLOv8, StreamYOLO,
CFINet, and TransVOD. In nighttime scenarios, we observe significant misclassification issues with
previous advanced detectors. Moreover, when texture features are mixed with complex backgrounds,
methods like YOLOv8 and StreamYOLO exhibit missed detections. In contrast, YOLOFT alleviates
classification problems in confusing scenes and achieves better alignment between predicted and
ground truth bounding boxes. This further validates the effectiveness of our approach.

5.2 Design Considerations for Small Video Object Detection

In this section, we conduct ablation experiments on our YOLOFT using the YOLOFT-S model (see
Appendix B for YOLOFT-L’s results) to investigate important factors affecting the detection of small
objects with severe texture degradation.

Quality Motion Gradient Information is Essential for Small Object Feature Extraction. Our
study found that complex multi-frame integration designs in video detectors often lead to elongated
gradient flows and weak feature responses for small objects, hampering effective weight updates and
causing interference between motion and static features. The YOLO series methods achieve optimal
performance by maintaining excellent gradient backpropagation without redundant components. We
retained the original gradient architecture, segmented static features, and transformed only a portion
before merging with static feature residuals. Tab. 3 shows the impact of different ratios of motion and
static feature segmentation on model accuracy. Results indicate that a 1:0 ratio performs the worst,
while ratios of 1:3 or 3:1 yield better performance than 1:1. A predominance of motion information
(static:motion = 1:3) results in the highest detection accuracy(AP is 33.5,APes is 21.9).

High-quality static features enhance detection robustness. Many video detectors emphasize
motion feature extraction over static feature extraction, making it difficult to learn high-quality static
features. In XS-VID, we found that good static features significantly increase detector robustness
and improve overall accuracy. As shown in Tab. 6, repeating experiments 10 times revealed that
starting with feature fusion results in high standard deviations for key AP and APeg (0.4 and 0.42,
respectively). Training the static backbone first and then fusing motion features reduced standard
deviations by more than half and slightly improved accuracy by 0.3 points.

Local optical flow information is useful for small objects. Using optical flow to warp information
from different times can aid detection, but in XS-VID, extreme object sizes and camera movement
make it difficult to learn optical flow warping for entire frames. Introducing local optical flow
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information reduces computation time and avoids noise. As shown in Tab. 5, using the highest
resolution scale (level 8) achieved the best accuracy (+0.2), and using all scales with fusion improved
APeg the most (+0.7).

Appropriate video-level data augmentation improves small object detection. We explored the
impact of spatial transformations during XS-VID training. As shown in Tab. 4, transformations such
as Degree, Scale, and perspective, similar to drone shooting angles, were examined. Introducing
small transformation variations improved APeg by 7% and slightly improved overall AP. However,
excessive transformations caused severe object deformation, reducing model performance.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we first analyzed that existing SVOD datasets are scarce and suffer from issues such as
insufficiently small objects, limited object categories, and lack of scene diversity, leading to unitary
application scenarios for corresponding methods. Due to these issues, the previous state-of-the-art
methods tend to struggle. To address this gap, we proposed the XS-VID dataset, which comprises
aerial data from various periods and scenes, and annotates eight major object categories. XS-VID
extensively collects three types of objects with smaller pixel areas: extremely small (es, 0 ∼ 122),
relatively small (rs, 122 ∼ 202), and generally small (gs, 202 ∼ 322). In general, XS-VID offers the
most comprehensive coverage of miniature object sizes (0 ∼ 322), the largest number and proportion
of es (extremely small, ≤ 122) objects, and the widest range of scene types, effectively filling the data
gap. Next, we analyzed the challenges in SVOD and conducted comprehensive experiments to reveal
the performance of various advanced detection methods on the proposed XS-VID dataset. Also,
we observed that these methods often perform poorly due to a lack of consideration for extremely
small objects in existing datasets. Finally, we proposed YOLOFT, which significantly improves the
accuracy and stability of SVOD by enhancing local feature associations and integrating temporal
motion features of objects. We conducted extensive experiments on XS-VID and VisDrone2019VID,
and the results consistently demonstrate that YOLOFT achieves SOTA performance. We have released
our entire dataset and the benchmarks, hoping our dataset leads to further advancements in SVOD.
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A XS-VID Data Details

A.1 Data Splits

We selected 12 fully annotated videos as the test set, ensuring that their shooting locations do not
appear in the remaining 26 videos. Additionally, these 12 videos include scenes not present in the
training set. This maximizes the evaluation of the model’s generalization and robustness.

Table 7: Data split for XS-VID.
Split # of Videos # of Images # of Instances

Train 26 7426 151K
Test 12 4212 108K

Total 38 11638 259K

A.2 XS-VID Object Distribution

In the main text, we compared XS-VID with existing datasets. This section focuses on the object
distribution within XS-VID itself. We present the aspect ratio distribution of the objects, highlighting
the wide variety of aspect ratios in XS-VID, which poses significant challenges.
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Figure 7: Object aspect ratio distribution of XS-
VID.
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Figure 8: Object area distribution of XS-VID.

A.3 XS-VID Movement Attribute
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Figure 9: Distribution of moving objects within
each category in XS-VID. Here, ⋆ indicates aggre-
gated annotations for the current category, and B.P.
refers to a person riding a bicycle.

Besides standard annotations, we provide an
attribute indicating whether an object is mov-
ing. For objects that frequently start and stop,
practical considerations guide the labeling. For
instance, a vehicle that is about to start mov-
ing will be labeled as moving even at very slow
speeds, and similarly, a vehicle about to stop
will be labeled as stationary at very slow speeds.
Similar rules apply to other objects. Due to in-
herent ambiguity, we average annotations in ar-
eas with discrepancies during cross-annotation.
For example, if one annotation marks an object
as moving from frames 0 to 10 and another from
frames 4 to 16, we average this to label the ob-
ject as moving from frames 2 to 13. Fig. 9
shows the distribution of moving objects within
each category.
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B Ablation Studies on YOLOFT

We conducted comprehensive ablation studies on our baseline method YOLOFT. Sec. 5.2 includes
some experimental results, and this section presents additional ablation results, including ablations
with different model sizes.

Removing the Temporal Fusion Module. We removed the core improvement module of YOLOFT,
degrading it to a YOLOV8 model for ablation experiments. The results are shown in Tab. 8. Our
method comprehensively surpasses YOLOV8 in accuracy while still meeting real-time computation
requirements (at least 25fps, 40ms).

Table 8: Ablation experiments with YOLOft and its baseline

Method AP APes APrs APgs APm Time(ms)

Baseline-S 30.0 17.8 24.1 27.0 70.4 14
YOLOFT-S 33.2 21.5 27.9 33.2 67.3 16

Baseline-L 33.6 21.3 27.4 32.7 67.4 26
YOLOFT-L 36.2 25.4 28.1 33.3 72.3 36

Impact of Local Sampling Radius of the Core Operator. The core of YOLOFT is sampling local
features from historical frames to model object motion. The local sampling radius from historical
frames represents an important receptive field in the time dimension. The experimental results on
YOLOFT-S are shown in Tab. 9(a), and those on YOLOFT-L are shown in Tab. 9(b).

Table 9: Impact of localized sampling radius in YOLOFT-S and YOLOFT-L

[r0,r1,r2] AP APes APrs APgs Time(ms)

[5,4,3] 32.8 19.8 26.2 37.1 22.6
[3,4,5] 32.8 19.8 26.1 35.6 18.2
[4,3,5] 32.7 20.2 24.8 32.8 21.6
[4,4,4] 32.6 21.3 26.2 33.6 18.8
[4,5,3] 32.2 19.1 25.1 35.7 22
[3,3,4] 32.2 19.0 25.3 33.9 18.0
[5,5,4] 31.8 18.9 25.4 32.5 24.3

(a) YOLOFT-S

[r0,r1,r2] AP APes APrs APgs Time(ms)

[3,2,4] 36.3 24.8 29.6 35.4 37
[3,3,3] 36.2 25.4 28.6 33.4 36
[2,2,3] 36 24.9 29.3 34.1 33.7
[2,3,4] 35.8 24.9 29 34.6 35.2
[4,3,2] 35.6 24.5 29.4 34.6 40.2
[4,4,3] 35.5 24.6 29.1 33.7 42.2
[3,4,2] 35.5 24.4 28.4 35 38.7

(b) YOLOFT-L

Table 10: Number of single optical flow optimizations in YOLOFT-S and YOLOFT-L

flow iters AP APes APrs APgs Time(ms)

3 33.5 20.7 26.3 39.7 35.9
2 32.7 20.5 26.3 35.6 28.4
1 32.6 21.3 26.2 33.6 18.6
4 32.2 19.4 25.3 35.1 43.9

(a) YOLOFT-S

flow iters AP APes APrs APgs Time(ms)

2 36.5 23.9 28.8 36.8 48.1
1 36.2 25.4 28.6 33.4 36
4 35.7 23.9 29.6 36.6 70.3
3 35.6 24 28.9 33.7 60.9

(b) YOLOFT-L

Impact of Iteration Times for Optical Flow Estimation. YOLOFT assumes smooth changes in
optical flow throughout the video, updating it based on the similarity between consecutive frames.
We explored how different update iterations affect model accuracy. The experimental results on
YOLOFT-S are shown in Tab. 10(a), and those on YOLOFT-L are shown in Tab. 10(b).

Impact of Multi-Scale Optical Flow Information. Sec. 5.2 presents the detection results of small
objects guided by multi-scale optical flow information in YOLOFT-S. Supplementary results on
YOLOFT-L are shown in Tab. 11. The results align with those on YOLOFT-S, showing that higher
resolution information positively impacts smaller objects. Unlike the S model, the L model achieves
even higher performance after integrating information from three scales.
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Table 11: Using multi-scale flow to guide feature fusion: 8, 16, and 32 represent the down-sampling
ratios.

Flow Level AP APes APrs APgs Time(ms)

8+16+32 36.2 25.4 28.6 33.4 36
32 35.9 24.1 29.4 34.9 33.6
16 35.8 24.3 29.7 34.4 35.2
8 35.7 25.6 28.7 34.4 34.3

Figure 10: Visualization cases of XS-VID Dataset.

C Visualization cases of XS-VID Dataset

As shown in Fig. 10, we present some cases of XS-VID for reference, demonstrating various scenes
such as roads, forests, buildings, bridges, and day and night environments.

D Experimental Setup

For all GOD methods and YOLOX, we used mmdetection [3] for testing. For some VOD methods
( [42, 41, 31, 10]), we used mmtracking [6]. Some YOLO methods were tested using Ultralytics [12].
Other methods were tested using the official code provided by the original papers. During testing,
we only modified the dataset and set the training and testing image size to 1024x1024, faithfully
following the configurations in the original papers. Our machine is equipped with an NVIDIA RTX
3090.

E Limitations

The bounding box annotations were performed by human annotators. Despite multiple rounds of
review and cross-annotation to ensure accuracy and consistency, there may still be human errors or
biases. Additionally, due to the nature of drone flights, there may be some inaccuracies in determining
the first and last frames for objects entering and exiting the frame, leading to poor annotations for
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frequently moving objects. Although XS-VID has a rich variety of objects, the absolute number of
objects and frames is only moderate, and further development requires expanding the dataset.

Furthermore, our baseline method YOLOFT also has some limitations. We have discovered that
YOLOFT’s local optical flow cannot effectively capture the motion characteristics of larger objects,
leading to misidentification of larger objects.

F Potential Negative Societal Impacts

Our videos are collected from drone flights, which may have several potential negative impacts. We
summarize a few scenarios:

There may be privacy risks and there may be data imbalances, such as geographic and category
distribution. This risk can be mitigated by future collaborations in underrepresented areas.

• Privacy and Ethical Impacts: For example, individuals and vehicles recorded in the videos.
We have edited and obscured footage that may reveal privacy and have developed a user
agreement to ensure legal and compliant use of the data.

• Security Risks: Small object detection is commonly used in surveillance and security. This
dataset could be used to train systems for criminal activities. To mitigate this risk, we have
rigorously screened and reviewed the data to remove any that could be used for malicious
purposes before releasing it.

• Data Bias and Fairness Issues: Such as geographic and category distribution. This risk can
be mitigated with future work that grows the collaboration in underrepresented areas.
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