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Visible-Thermal Tiny Object Detection: A
Benchmark Dataset and Baselines
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Fig. 1: Example frames of our RGBT-Tiny dataset. Scenes (annotation / frame number) are shown on the top. Sequence-level
attributes are shown at the bottom. Pink, green and yellow circles represent levels of light vision (i.e., H: high, M: medium,
L: low, In: invisible), target size (i.e., Et: extremely tiny, T: tiny, S: small, M: medium, L: large) and annotation density (i.e., S:
sparse, M: medium, D: dense).

Abstract—Small object detection (SOD) has been a longstanding yet challenging task for decades, with numerous datasets and algorithms
being developed. However, they mainly focus on either visible or thermal modality, while visible-thermal (RGBT) bimodality is rarely explored.
Although some RGBT datasets have been developed recently, the insufficient quantity, limited category, misaligned images and large target
size cannot provide an impartial benchmark to evaluate multi-category visible-thermal small object detection (RGBT SOD) algorithms. In this
paper, we build the first large-scale benchmark with high diversity for RGBT SOD (namely RGBT-Tiny), including 115 paired sequences, 93K
frames and 1.2M manual annotations. RGBT-Tiny contains abundant targets (7 categories) and high-diversity scenes (8 types that cover
different illumination and density variations). Note that, over 81% of targets are smaller than 16×16, and we provide paired bounding box
annotations with tracking ID to offer an extremely challenging benchmark with wide-range applications, such as RGBT fusion, detection and
tracking. In addition, we propose a scale adaptive fitness (SAFit) measure that exhibits high robustness on both small and large targets. The
proposed SAFit can provide reasonable performance evaluation and promote detection performance. Based on the proposed RGBT-Tiny
dataset and SAFit measure, extensive evaluations have been conducted, including 23 recent state-of-the-art algorithms that cover four
different types (i.e., visible generic detection, visible SOD, thermal SOD and RGBT object detection). Project is available at
https://github.com/XinyiYing/RGBT-Tiny.

Index Terms—Visible-Thermal, Tiny Object Detection, Benchmark Dataset.

✦

1 INTRODUCTION

Small objects, featured by their extremely small size (e.g.,
less than 32×32 pixels [1]), are always difficult to detect. Small
Object Detection (SOD) has received significant attention in
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recent years and becomes a challenging direction independent
of generic object detection due to its valuable applications,
including video surveillance [2, 3], autonomous driving [4, 5]
and water rescue [6, 7]. Currently, the advancement of SOD
faces the following challenges. First, the extremely small
size with significantly fewer appearance cues raises serious
limitations for feature representation learning, whereas the
complex background clutter negatively affects the detection
of small objects, and can cause many false alarms. Second,
the lack of large-scale, high-quality datasets greatly hinders
the advancement of SOD. Finally, the IOU-based evaluation
metrics commonly used for generic object detection have
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a low tolerance for bounding box (bbox) perturbation of
small objects and cannot guarantee high localization accuracy.
Therefore, in this paper, we aim to address the aforementioned
challenges to advance the development of SOD by firstly
building a large-scale dataset for SOD, then developing a novel
evaluation metric for SOD named scale adaptive fitness (SAFit)
measurement, and finally extensively evaluating various deep
feature learning methods for SOD with the developed dataset
and the proposed SAFit metric.

We build a new large-scale dataset for SOD that addresses
the following core issues. Firstly, most existing studies focus
on either visible [8, 9, 10, 11] or thermal [12, 13, 14] modality
independently, and few research is conducted to explore the
multimodal information fusion within visible-thermal (RGBT)
bimodality [15, 16, 17]. Secondly, although various datasets
[6, 18] have been proposed in visible [2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 19, 20,
21, 22] and thermal [12, 13, 14, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30]
modalities, the limited quantity [3, 14], imbalanced distribution
[7, 14], unitary pattern [21, 25] and low temporal consistency
[7, 13] hinder the development of corresponding algorithms.
Thirdly, existing RGBT datasets are either unpaired [31, 32], or
designed for specific tasks (i.e., single-object tracking with large
size [33, 34, 35], pedestrian and vehicle detection [36, 37, 38]),
which cannot provide an impartial benchmark for performance
evaluation. The aforementioned issues urge us to build the
first large-scale benchmark with high diversity for RGBT SOD
(namely RGBT-Tiny), which can promote the development of
both unimodal SOD in visible and thermal modalities and
multimodal RGBT fusion, detection and tracking.

We propose a new measure SAFit to guarantee high robust
evaluation on both large and small targets. Specifically, SAFit
performs size-aware sigmoid weighted summation between
large object-friendly IoU measure and small object-friendly
NWD [39] measure, which can rapidly switch to an appropriate
measure according to the corresponding bbox size. The switch
point is flexibly controlled by a size-aware parameter C for
custom requirements. In addition, a corresponding SAFit loss
is developed and is demonstrated to benefit the detection
performance.

Based on the proposed new dataset RGBT-Tiny and new
metric SAFit, we conducted extensive performance evaluations
on 23 recent state-of-the-art algorithms to provide a benchmark
that spans over visible generic detection [40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45,
46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53], visible SOD [8, 9], thermal SOD
[13, 24, 54], and RGBT object detection [55, 56]. Section 4.2
illustrates some discoveries of our benchmark, and we believe
more discoveries and conclusions will emerge in the future.

The main contributions are summarized as follows: 1) We
build the first large-scale benchmark with high diversity (i.e.,
RBGT-Tiny) for RGBT SOD, including 115 paired sequences,
93K frames and 1.2M manual annotations. As compared
with 26 existing benchmark datasets (including visible SOD,
thermal SOD, RGBT detection and RGBT tracking datasets),
RBGT-Tiny is finely aligned, and contains abundant small
targets, high diversity scenes and high-quality annotations,
as shown in Fig. 1. 2) We propose a scale adaptive
fitness (SAFit) measure that exhibits high robustness to both
large and small targets. The proposed SAFit can provide
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Fig. 2: (a1) Raw RGB image is aligned to (a2) thermal image
to generate (a3) adjusted RGB image. (b) An illustration of
disparity variations of dual lenses.

reasonable performance evaluation, and promote detection
performance when equipped during training. 3) Based on
the proposed RBGT-Tiny dataset and SAFit measure, we
make comprehensive evaluations on 23 current state-of-the-art
algorithms, including visible generic detection, visible SOD,
thermal SOD and RGBT object detection methods, which lays
solid foundations for further research.

2 RELATED WORK

RGBT Datasets. Early RGBT datasets [36, 58, 60, 61] cannot
satisfy the “data hunger” of recent deep learning-based
methods due to insufficient quantity and limited category.
Then large-scale datasets [29, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 37, 38, 57, 59, 62,
63] with abundant targets & scenes and various applications
have been proposed. However, these datasets are either
unpaired [29, 31, 32], or designed for specific applications such
as single-object tracking [29, 33, 34, 35, 57], pedestrian [37, 59]
and vehicle detection [32, 62, 63], which can not provide an
impartial benchmark to evaluate multi-category RGBT SOD
algorithms.
RGBT Object Detection. To combine both advantages of
visible and thermal modalities, RGBT datasets [37, 38, 59]
emerge and promote the development of RGBT object
detection methods [55, 56, 64, 65]. However, RGBT object
detection always focuses on specific tasks (e.g., pedestrian [64,
65] and vehicle [55, 66] detection), which lacks comprehensive
benchmarks for the development of multi-category RGBT SOD
algorithms. In addition, compared to generic SOD, RGBT
SOD exhibits more challenges, including spatio-temporal
misalignment, illuminance & density variance, and efficient
multi-modal fusion.
Evaluation Metrics. Intersection over union (IoU), average
precision (AP) and recall (AR) based on bounding boxes
(bbox) are widely used evaluation metrics of Visible SOD
[6, 18]. Based on IoU, numerous modified versions have been
proposed, including generalized IoU (GIoU) [67], distance
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TABLE 1: Statistical comparison among existing RGB SOD datasets (RGB-SOD), thermal SOD datasets (T-SOD), RGBT tracking
datasets (RGBT-T), RGBT detection datasets (RGBT-D) and our RGBT-Tiny dataset. “Seq.”, “Frame”, “Anno.”, “T-Cat.” and “S-
Cat.” represent the number of sequences, frames, annotations, target & scene categories, respectively. “FPS” is frame per second
of released video sequences. “Split” represents the way of data split. “Align” represents whether RGBT images are aligned (Y)
or not (N). “ID” represents providing tracking ID (Y) or not (N).

Benchmark Seq. Frame Anno. Resolution FPS T-Cat. S-Cat. Split Align ID Year

R
G

B-
SO

D

SODA-D [6] - 24K 278K 3407×2470 - 9 - train/val/test - - 2023
SODA-A [6] - 2.5K 800K 4761×2777 - 9 - train/val/test - - 2023
TJU-DHD Traffic [4] - 60K 332K 1624×1200 - 5 - train/val - - 2021
SODA-10M [5] - 10K 13K 1920×1080 - 6 - train/val - - 2021
VisDrone [2] - 40 183K 3840×2160 - 10 - train/val/test-c/test-d - - 2021
DOTA v2 [7] - 11k 1.8M 8002-40002 - 18 - train/val/test-c/test-d - - 2021
WiderPerson [19] - 13k 400K Varied - 1 - train/val/test - - 2020
EuroCity Persons [22] - 47k 211K 1920×1024 - 3 - train/val/test - - 2020
WiderFace [21] - 32K 394K Varied - 1 61 train/val/test - - 2016
MS-COCO [1] - 328k 2.5M Varied - 91 - train/val/test - - 2014

T-
SO

D

IRSTD-1K [12] - 1K 1.5K 512×512 - 1 6 train/val/test - - 2022
NUDT-SIRST [13] - 1.3K 1.9K 256×256 - 1 5 train/test - - 2022
NUAA-SIRST [24] - 427 480 Varied - 1 3 train/val/test - - 2021
Fu [30] 87 22K 89K 640×512 35 1 2 train/val - - 2022
SIATD [26] 350 150K 247K 640×512 30 1 3 train/test - - 2021
Hui [27] 22 16K 17K 256×256 100 2 - - - - 2020

R
G

BT
-T

VTUAV [35] 500 3.3M 326K 1920×1080 30 13 15 train/test Y N 2022
Anti-UAV v1 [29] 318 586K 586K 640×512 20 1 - train/val/test N N 2022
LasHeR [57] 1224 6.7M 6.7M 630×480 - 32 20+ train/test Y N 2021
VOT-RGBT [58] 60 40K 40K 630×460 20 13 - - Y N 2020
RGBT234 [34] 234 234K 234K 630×460 30 22 - - Y N 2019

R
G

BT
-D

LLVIP [37] - 34K - 1080×720 - 1 - - Y - 2021
VEDAI [32] - 1.2K 3.7K 5122-10242 - 9 - train/test N - 2016
CVC-14 [59] 4 17K 18K 640×512 10 1 - train/test Y - 2016
KAIST [38] 41 191K 103K 640×480 20 3 - train/test Y - 2015
FLIR [31] 7498 26K 520K 640×512 24 15 - train/val N - -
RGBT-Tiny 115 93K 1.2M 640×512 15 7 8 train/test Y Y 2024

IoU (DIoU) [68] and complete-IoU (CIoU) [68]. However,
these metrics focus on non-overlapping bboxes, but cannot
well address the inherent problem of low tolerance for bbox
perturbation. Therefore, novel evaluation metrics tailored for
SOD are absolutely necessary.

3 RGBT-TINY BENCHMARK

3.1 Data Collection and Annotations

Data Capture. We employ a professional UAV DJI Mavic 2 as
the data acquisition platform to ensure stable flight in extreme
conditions. Vertically arranged RGBT dual lenses are equipped
in UAV to collect RGBT video sequences from an altitude of
60-100 meters. The frame rate of visible and thermal cameras is
30, and we sample the video sequence to 15 frame per second
(FPS) in the public videos for more obvious temporal motion.
Thermal camera has a wavelength of 8-14 µm, and the image
sizes between visible and thermal cameras are different (i.e.,
1080×1920 of RGB images and 512×640 of thermal images).
Data Adjustment. Camera calibration [69] is first applied to
remove lens distortion in RGBT images. Then, we employ
homography transformation [70] to align RGB images to
thermal images since the positions of RGBT cameras are
relatively fixed. To address the resolution difference between
RGBT images, we crop the aligned RGB image patches that
are consistent with thermal images to generate paired RGBT
images with a resolution of 640×512. The adjusted RGBT
images are shown in Fig. 2 (a). Note that, homography
transformation can only perform frame alignment within a
fixed depth of field (DoF). Therefore, the inherent disparity
variations (shown in Fig. 2 (b)) of dual lenses [71] have not been
well solved, and is a challenge that deserves investigation.

Groundtruth Annotations. We use DarkLabel [72] to annotate
the groundtruth bbox with corresponding category and track-
ing ID. Note that, except for a few unrecognizable annotations
in extreme conditions, RGBT annotations are paired within
one-to-one correspondence. For quality assurance, we spent
over 2000 hours conducting two-step verification. 1) Ten
professional annotators make annotations respectively, and
review one other annotator. 2) Each image is evaluated by
another 2 assessors (5 assessors in total), and annotations are
constantly revisited until without skeptic.
Training and Test Sets. To avoid data bias and over-fitting,
training and test sets are split for 85 and 30 video sequences by
the following criterion. 1) Each subset covers all types of scenes
and objects. 2) Each subset covers all illumination and density
variations. 3) Two subsets are not overlapped.

3.2 Benchmark Properties and Statistics
Rich Diversity. As shown in Fig. 3 (a), targets can be
divided into 7 categories (e.g., ship, car, cyclist, pedestrian,
bus, drone and plane). It can be observed that despite
generally consistent, the number of annotations in thermal
images is higher (e.g., ship and pedestrian) than those in
visible images. This is because, as shown in Fig. 3 (b), our
dataset covers different light visions (i.e., high-light vision
is captured in the daytime, and medium-light, low-light &
invisible visions are captured at night), and thermal images can
provide additional supplemental information under low-light
and invisible visions. Note that, night-time sequences occupy
33.9% of all data, and over 70% of them are in low-light and
invisible visions. Sequences are captured at 8 types of scenes
(i.e., sea, lake, bridge, city road, country road, playground,
airport and sky) across four cities over a period of one year
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Fig. 3: (a) Annotation numbers w.r.t. target categories in visible
and thermal modalities. Numbers represent the proportion of
each category in annotations. (b) Inner circle shows sequence
numbers w.r.t. scene categories, and outer circle shows the
light vision distribution of scenes. Numbers in the pie chart
represent the number of sequences of each scene type.
Numbers in the legend represent the proportion of each light
vision in annotations.

to obtain data in different seasons, weathers and locations.
Comparisons among existing datasets are listed in table 1.
In conclusion, we provide the first, large-scale, finely-aligned,
RBGT SOD datasets with abundant targets & scenes and high-
quality annotations, which facilitates the development of RBGT
fusion, detection and tracking.
Large Density Variation. Fig. 4 (a) shows the average
annotation number per frame (i.e., density) of each sequence,
and we divide density into three levels: sparse∈[1,10),
medium∈[10,50), dense∈[50,∞). It can be observed that our
dataset covers a large range of annotation density (from 1
to 161), and density varies greatly among different scenes.
Specifically, the density of city road and bridge are much
higher than that of sky and airport due to their unique targets
and applications, which can provide valuable priors for object
detection.
Small-Scale Targets. Following general scale ranks1 of [1],
we further divide the small scale into three levels: extremely
tiny∈[12,82), tiny∈[82,162), small∈[162,322). Fig. 4 (b) shows
the annotation number with respect to (w.r.t.) the scale of each
target category. It can be observed that tiny targets occupy the
largest proportion (i.e., 48%) and over 97% of targets are within
small or smaller scales. In addition, due to different angles
(i.e., up, front and down) and distance of data acquisition,
the absolute target size in image is different from the real
target size. For example, larger planes are mostly divided
into extremely tiny scale due to far-front handheld capture,
and smaller buses are mostly divided into small scale due
to close-down flight capture. In conclusion, targets cannot
be simply classified by their absolute sizes. Comprehensive
properties including appearance, density and trajectory should
be considered for accurate detection.
Temporal Occlusion. For short-time occlusion (less than 5
frames), we employ temporal interpolation of bboxes [72]
to maintain consistency. For long-time occlusion (more than
5 frames), occluded frames remain unsolved. Among all
annotations, 3.4% are slightly occluded (5-10 frames), 3.4%

1. small∈[12,322), medium∈[322,962) and large∈[962,∞)
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(b) Size Distribution of Each Target Category

Extremely Tiny MediumSmallTiny

0 5e2 5e3 1e4 1e5 3e5

(b) Scale Distribution  wrt. Target Categories
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Fig. 4: (a) Average annotation number per frame (i.e., density)
of each sequence. Larger circle represents higher density, and
different colors represent different scene types. (x,y,z) are the
numbers of sequences w.r.t. density levels (i.e., sparse, medium,
dense). (b) Size distribution of each target category. Lines
with different colors represent different scale levels. Radius
represents the annotation number, and the area under each
color line represents the total annotation number of each scale
level.

are moderately occluded (10-20 frames) and 5.2% are heavily
occluded (more than 20 frames).

3.3 Scale Adaptive Fitness Measure

Normalized Wasserstein distance (NWD) [39] has been
demonstrated to be friendly to SOD due to scale invariance
and smoothness to location deviation. The formulation can be
defined as:

NWD(K) = exp

−

√
W 2

2 (Np,Ngt)

K

 , (1)

W 2
2 (Np,Ngt) =

∥∥∥(NT
p ,NT

gt

)∥∥∥2
2
, (2)

where W 2
2 (Np,Ngt) is the Wasserstein distance between

the Gaussian distributions of predicted bbox Np =
[cxp, cyp, wp/2, hp/2] and groundtruth (GT) bbox Ngt =
[cxgt, cygt, wgt/2, hgt/2] with center point locations of (cx, cy),
width w and height h. K is a hyperparameter closely related to
the dataset [39]. However, the scale-invariant absolute distance
measure cannot provide reasonable evaluation for targets with
large sizes.

Intersection over union (IoU) [18] is a common and
reasonable metric for performance evaluation on large generic
objects. The formulation can be defined as:

IoU =
Sp ∩ Sgt

Sp ∪ Sgt
, (3)

where Sp and Sgt represent the predicted and groundtruth
bboxes. Despite scale invariance, symmetry and other advan-
tages, IoU shows low tolerance for bbox perturbation of small
objects, as shown in Fig. 5 (b). A minor location deviation (e.g.,
2 pixels deviation for a tiny object of size 8×8) can lead to
a notable IoU drop (e.g., from 1 to 0.39). In conclusion, IoU-
based metrics are not suitable for evaluating the performance
of SOD.

To combine both advantages of IoU and NWD while
avoiding drawbacks, we develop a scale adaptive fitness
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Fig. 5: (a) An illustration of the pixel deviation between the center points of GT bbox and predicted bbox. (b) IoU-Deviation
curves w.r.t different sizes of bboxes. (c)-(d) SAFit-Deviation curves under different C values. The abscissa value represents
the number of pixels deviation. The ordinate value represents the corresponding metric value. Note that, since the locations of
bboxes can only change discretely, curves are presented as scatter diagrams.

(SAFit) measure that exhibits high robustness to both large and
small targets. Specifically, we combine IoU and NWD via size-
aware Sigmoid weighted summation:

SAFit =
1

1 + e−(
√
A/C−1)

× IoU

+ (1− 1

1 + e−(
√
A/C−1)

)×NWD(C),
(4)

where Sigmoid function indicates a soft switch, which can
rapidly switch to an appropriate measure by corresponding
bbox size. A is the area of GT bbox and C is a constant that
balances NWD and IoU measures in a size-aware manner. That
is, when A = C2, NWD and IoU share equal contributions.
A lower value of A (i.e., smaller size of GT bbox) leads to
NWD domination, while a higher value results in an increased
proportion of IoU. In conclusion, SAFit is practical for real
applications that contain targets with varied categories and
sizes.

Quantitative comparisons among IoU and SAFit under
different C values (i.e., 16, 32) are shown in Fig. 5. It can
be observed that when the size of GT bbox is larger than C ,
SAFit is consistent with IoU. As GT bbox size decreases, SAFit
rapidly turns to a scale-invariant absolute distance measure
of NWD, which is highly robust to bbox perturbation. Note
that, through adjusting the value of C , SAFit can provide
flexible applications for different custom requirements. For our
dataset, we set C = 32 because small target is defined to be
smaller than 32×32. In addition, we develop SAFit loss (i.e.,
LSAFit = 1 − SAFit) for network training, which can provide
stable and accurate optimization guidance on targets with
varied sizes. Note that, each component (i.e., IoU and NWD)
of SAFit loss can be flexibly replaced by new measures.

4 EXPERIMENTS

4.1 Scale Adaptive Fitness Measure
SAFit Measure for Evaluation. We employ IoU, NWD and
SAFit measures for performance evaluation on three recent
state-of-the-art generic detection methods (i.e., Cascade RCNN
[45], FCOS [49], and Deformable DETR [52]). More results on
other methods are listed in supplemental materials. AP results
in visible and thermal modalities across different target scales
are shown in Fig. 6. It can be observed that when the size of

GT bbox is smaller than 32× 32, AP values of IoU are much
lower than those of NWD while an opposite result is obtained
within medium and large targets. This phenomenon intuitively
shows the unreasonable evaluation of IoU on small objects and
NWD on large objects. Note that, AP values of SAFit are closer
to those of NWD when GT bbox size is small, and rapidly
switch to those of IoU as size increases, which is consistent
with the quantitative analyses in Fig. 5. In conclusion, SAFit
shows comprehensively reasonable evaluations on both large
and small targets, which exhibits high practical value. To this
end, all experimental results below are evaluated under SAFit
measure if not specified.
SAFit Loss for Training. We equip different losses (i.e.,
IoU [18], DIoU [68], CIoU [68], GIoU [67], NWD [39]
and SAFit losses) with different detectors (i.e., ATSS [50],
SparseRCNN [53], and train the network under the same
settings in visible modality. Note that, we employ 2 variants
of SAFit loss (i.e., SAFit-s and SAFitg) to investigate the
performance of direct transition (i.e., loss function is set
to NWD when GT box size is smaller than C , while set
to IoU vice verse) and stronger component (i.e., Sigmoid
weighted summation of GIoU and NWD). SAFit-based results
are shown in table 2. Please refer to supplemental materials
for corresponding IoU-based results. It can be observed that
SAFit loss shows high robustness to different detectors under
both IoU and SAFit metrics. In addition, compared with
SAFit-s loss, SAFit loss achieves higher AP values, which
demonstrates that size-aware weighted summation is superior
to direct transition. Moreover, SAFitg performs superior to
SAFit, which demonstrates that stronger components further
promote the detection performance. Furthermore, compared
with its components, SAFitg and SAFit achieves higher APs

et,
APs

t values than NWD, and higher APs
m values than GIoU

and IoU respectively, which demonstrates that our size-aware
weighted summation can not only combine both advantages of
its components but also produce a breakthrough by offering a
more stable and smooth training for targets with varied sizes.

4.2 Baseline Results

We conduct comprehensive evaluations on 23 recent state-of-
the-art detection methods, including 14 visible generic object
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Fig. 6: Comparisons among different measures for performance
evaluation in visible and thermal modalities. APs

et, APs
t , APs

s,
APs

m, APs
l represent AP values of extremely tiny, tiny, small,

medium, large targets.

detection methods2 (e.g., SSD [40], YOLO [41], TOOD [42],
Faster RCNN [43], SABL [44], Cascade RCNN [45], Dynamic
RCNN [46], RetinaNet [47], CenterNet [48], FCOS [49], ATSS
[50], VarifocalNet [51], Deformable DETR [52] and Sparse
RCNN [53]), 3 visible SOD methods3 (e.g., RFLA [8], QueryDet
[9], C3Det [10]), 3 thermal SOD methods4 (e.g., DNAnet [13],
ALCNet [54], ACM [24]) and 3 RBGT detection methods3 (e.g.,
UA-CMDet [55], ProbEn-early [56], ProbEn-middle [56]). In
addition, we also evaluate different MOT algorithms on RGBT-
Tiny, please refer to the supplemental materials.

Note that, thermal SOD methods can only perform
foreground and background segmentation. For performance
evaluation on multi-category bboxes, we first enlarge the out-
put channels of CNN-based thermal SOD models to perform
multi-category segmentation. Then we employ uniform and
Gaussian distribution to generate hard (i.e., all pixels in bboxes
are assigned to be positive pixels) and soft (i.e., pixels in bboxes
are assigned to probability values under Gaussian distribution
[39]) mask annotations of each category for training. For
test, we transfer the multiclass segmentation output masks to
bboxes via the minimum enclosing rectangle of each connected
region.

SAFit-based results are shown in tables 3, and IoU-
based results are listed in supplemental materials. From the
experimental results, several phenomena and corresponding
conclusions can be obtained: 1) RFLA achieves the high-
est AP scores in visible and thermal modalities, which
demonstrates that small object-specific designs are significant
for performance improvements on RGBT-Tiny benchmark.
C3Det performs inferior because C3Det focuses on interactive
annotation to alleviate annotation burden rather than small
object-specific designs. 2) The highest AP scores of RGBT-Tiny
benchmark are much lower than other public benchmarks [1,
7, 13, 38], which demonstrates that RGBT-Tiny is an extremely
challenging benchmark due to extremely small targets, low-
light vision, dense annotations, occluded targets and RBGT

2. All models are implemented by mmdetection code library [73] under
their default parameters (ResNet50 [74] and FPN [75] are preferred as the
backbone and neck) and training settings. We reduce the initial anchor size
of two-stage methods to adapt to small targets.

3. All models are implemented by their officially public codes.
4. All models are implemented by BasicIRSTD code library [76] under

their default settings.

TABLE 2: SAFit-based results of different losses equipped with
different detectors. SAFit-s, SAFitg are used to investigate the
effect of direct transition and stronger components.

Loss ATSS Sparse RCNN
AP AP50 APs

et APs
t APs

s APs
m APs

l AP AP50 APs
et APs

t APs
s APs

m APs
l

GIoU [67] 24.2 38.1 19.6 23.6 43.8 27.5 65.0 19.2 29.8 18.8 19.5 33.4 14.9 40.1
DIoU [68] 23.6 37.5 19.2 23.1 43.6 28.2 80.0 19.1 29.7 19.7 18.5 33.9 14.7 60.1
CIoU [68] 24.2 39.1 19.6 24.2 42.6 29.0 65.0 20.0 30.6 19.5 19.0 33.9 14.8 80.1
IoU [1] 23.3 37.3 19.3 23.7 42.3 26.5 75.0 8.1 14.7 11.3 7.1 11.8 0.2 0.0
NWD [39] 24.1 38.6 19.6 23.6 44.2 27.0 60.0 19.7 30.2 19.7 18.4 35.8 15.2 50.0
SAFit-s 24.3 39.0 19.7 24.3 42.1 27.5 60.0 19.8 31.2 18.4 19.4 35.5 14.5 50.1
SAFit 24.5 39.2 19.7 25.1 43.5 28.0 60.1 21.4 32.2 20.4 20.5 36.3 14.5 15.0
SAFitg 24.7 39.3 20.6 23.6 44.4 27.5 70.0 22.0 34.0 22.2 19.5 34.9 16.3 15.0

disparities. 3) Powerful end-to-end methods [52, 53] perform
inferior to anchor-based two-stage methods [43, 44, 45, 46],
which demonstrates that dynamic learnable proposals are
inferior to densely arranged anchors on RGBT-Tiny benchmark
due to less appearance of small objects. 4) Several paradigms
can achieve superior performance, including region proposal
refinement [44, 45, 46], multi-scale information fusion [40,
42, 52] and contextual information utilization [45, 52], which
provides suggestions for further algorithm designs. 5) Soft
masks, generated by bboxes under Gaussian distribution, can
offer stable training for reasonable evaluation results, and
thus breakthrough the evaluation gap between visible and
thermal SOD methods. 6) Performance in visible modality
is generally higher than that in thermal modality due to
rich information and corresponding discriminative features
of visible images. However, as shown in Figs. 7 (a) and
(b), when encountering low-vision conditions, AP values in
thermal modality are higher than those in visible modality
due to insensitivity to illumination and weather. In addition,
ATSS and VarifocalNet perform the opposite due to powerful
label assignment strategy, which compensates the information
difference between visible and thermal modalities. Since
thermal modality can provide complementary information for
performance improvements in low-vision conditions due to
insensitivity to illumination and weather, higher values are
obtained in thermal modality. 7) RGBT detection methods
make full use of RGBT complementary information for
performance improvements in both modalities, as shown in
table 3 and Fig. 7 (c). Note that, RGBT fusion in ProbEn-early
and UA-CMDet introduce performance degradation in both
modalities. This is because, easy image-level fusion cannot
well address the large illumination & disparity variations in
our dataset, and IoU-based uncertainty-aware module cannot
provide accurate fusion clues.

5 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we build the first large-scale benchmark
(i.e., RGBT-Tiny) for RGBT-SOD. RGBT-Tiny is an extremely
challenging benchmark that contains abundant targets and
diverse scenes that cover large density and illumination
variations. RGBT-Tiny provides paired instance bbox annota-
tions with tracking ID to span over large application scopes,
including RGBT fusion, detection and tracking. In addition,
we propose a scale adaptive fitness measure (SAFit) that
exhibits high robustness to both large and small targets, which
can provide reasonable performance evaluation and optimal
training process. Based on the proposed RGBT-Tiny dataset
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TABLE 3: SAFit-based results of existing visible generic detection (V-D), visible SOD (V-SOD), thermal SOD (T-SOD), visible-
thermal detection methods (VT-D) methods on RGBT-Tiny dataset. “#Param.” represents the number of parameters. APs

et, APs
t ,

APs
s, APs

m, APs
l represent AP values of extremely tiny, tiny, small, medium, large targets. “(-)” represents network trained under

replicated visible or thermal inputs to investigate the influence of RGBT fusion. Note that, the results of T-SOD are trained with
hard (left) and soft (right) masks generated by bboxes under uniform and Gaussian distributions.

Methods #Param. Visible Thermal
AP AP50 AP75 APs

et APs
t APs

s APs
m APs

l AR AP AP50 AP75 APs
et APs

t APs
s APs

m APs
l AR

V
-D

SSD [40] 25.2M 28.0 43.1 31.9 24.2 26.6 41.9 22.7 45.0 36.8 27.0 42.0 31.8 20.2 29.5 45.7 34.8 30.0 35.9
YOLO [41] 61.5M 24.3 37.7 28.4 21.4 25.1 35.8 20.5 60.1 30.5 24.1 36.7 28.4 18.5 29.5 40.2 26.3 50.0 30.9
TOOD [42] 31.8M 27.9 43.5 31.7 23.1 27.9 44.6 30.6 60.0 38.6 27.9 42.3 32.0 22.1 27.9 47.9 27.7 70.0 38.9
ATSS [50] 31.9M 24.2 38.1 26.8 19.6 23.6 43.8 27.5 65.0 38.0 27.5 42.1 32.3 19.9 29.7 46.5 44.1 80.0 40.0
RetinaNet [47] 36.2M 21.8 37.4 22.9 20.9 19.4 34.9 25.3 75.0 34.5 19.3 32.4 21.7 15.4 21.4 33.8 35.7 80.0 35.1
Faster RCNN [43] 41.2M 28.8 43.1 33.5 24.3 30.1 44.2 22.0 65.0 37.2 29.5 43.0 36.2 21.9 35.2 45.0 41.4 80.0 36.4
Cascade RCNN [45] 68.9M 30.1 44.2 35.8 24.8 30.4 47.1 25.0 80.0 37.4 30.0 44.2 34.9 24.7 29.8 46.6 25.8 90.0 37.4
Dynamic RCNN [46] 41.2M 29.4 44.0 34.2 24.4 31.2 45.9 23.8 55.0 37.0 28.4 40.9 34.4 21.7 33.8 47.1 40.8 60.0 35.8
SABL [44] 41.9M 29.6 43.3 35.3 24.0 31.0 46.6 25.5 77.6 37.1 29.3 42.2 35.7 21.8 34.8 47.2 42.6 90.0 36.6
CenterNet [48] 14.4M 17.8 31.7 18.2 16.7 18.4 29.4 16.4 25.0 28.9 15.5 27.3 16.2 12.2 17.7 25.7 28.5 30.0 28.2
FCOS [49] 31.9M 17.5 28.6 19.2 15.3 18.8 32.4 20.0 45.2 30.1 16.9 27.7 19.2 14.0 17.4 38.6 29.0 90.0 31.2
VarifocalNet [51] 32.5M 26.9 41.6 30.1 22.1 27.8 45.0 27.9 80.0 39.1 30.4 45.8 36.5 20.2 34.7 51.4 46.8 90.0 40.6
Deformable DETR [52] 39.8M 28.2 45.4 32.0 25.2 27.2 43.5 22.9 65.0 38.5 28.0 44.2 32.7 21.4 31.6 48.1 37.6 70.0 38.8
Sparse RCNN [53] 44.2M 19.2 29.8 21.9 18.8 19.5 33.4 14.9 40.1 33.7 20.6 31.5 24.0 18.0 22.4 31.6 31.0 40.0 36.1

V
-S

O
D QueryDet [9] 39.4M 23.6 36.0 28.1 19.2 25.1 37.0 20.3 30.0 37.6 25.1 39.4 30.0 19.3 31.0 40.1 21.3 40.0 39.9

RFLA [8] 36.3M 32.1 47.1 36.3 26.8 30.4 45.3 29.4 50.0 43.0 33.8 50.2 40.1 27.5 37.6 49.8 38.8 60.0 45.4
C3Det [10] 55.3M 9.4 13.8 11.2 0.5 8.1 42.1 25.6 81.7 10.9 11.4 16.8 13.3 0.3 8.0 48.7 45.2 80.0 13.3

T-
SO

D ACM [24] 0.4M 1.2 2.4 1.0 8.8 5.7 5.0 0.0 0.0 4.9 18.2 32.0 20.5 21.7 25.0 22.1 11.4 40.0 24.3
ALCNet [54] 0.4M 2.0 5.7 0.5 19.6 9.3 2.0 0.0 0.0 8.6 12.2 22.0 11.9 13.9 15.3 17.8 7.2 19.3 22.0
DNAnet [13] 4.7M 2.6 4.8 2.5 1.0 4.4 6.2 14.5 0.0 8.3 13.6 22.0 15.1 14.9 13.8 31.3 14.3 0.0 27.7

V
T-

D

UA-CMDet (-) [55] 139.2M 18.4 30.2 20.4 11.7 22.5 41.8 21.0 52.1 24.3 24.4 37.9 29.7 14.1 20.9 47.2 42.5 20.3 31.3
UA-CMDet [55] 139.2M 16.1 30.6 15.6 12.1 18.5 32.7 16.9 14.2 26.2 20.0 35.0 21.4 10.8 24.1 35.0 38.5 9.7 28.5
ProbEn-early [56] 60.3M 18.4 28.3 22.4 14.5 22.0 32.1 19.5 80.0 23.5 17.0 26.8 19.4 12.3 20.2 32.3 22.2 76.7 22.2
ProbEn-middle (-) [56] 120.6M 24.7 35.0 29.9 20.7 24.8 38.1 26.9 85.0 29.9 26.0 36.1 32.3 19.2 31.4 40.9 35.8 80.0 31.5
ProbEn-middle [56] 120.6M 27.4 39.7 33.4 23.4 29.6 37.2 30.8 92.5 33.1 29.3 41.0 35.9 21.8 35.3 44.1 37.5 70.0 34.0

A
P

A
R

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 7: Comparisons among different illumination conditions.
“V-V”, “T-T” represent AP values of network trained and test
by visible and thermal modalities, respectively. “VT-V”, “”VT-
T” represent AP values of network trained by visible-thermal
images, and test in visible and thermal modalities, respectively.
APi

h, APi
m, APi

l , APi
in represent AP values under high-light,

medium-light, low-light, invisible illumination conditions.

and SAFit measure, we make comprehensive evaluations on
23 recent state-of-the-art detection algorithms. Note that, this
work focuses on constructing a comprehensive benchmark
with optimal evaluation metrics, and new baselines will be
discussed in the future.
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