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Visual Multi-Object Tracking with
Re-Identification and Occlusion Handling using

Labeled Random Finite Sets
Linh Van Ma, Tran Thien Dat Nguyen, Changbeom Shim, Du Yong Kim, Namkoo Ha, Moongu Jeon

Abstract—This paper proposes an online visual multi-object tracking (MOT) algorithm that resolves object appearance-reappearance
and occlusion. Our solution is based on the labeled random finite set (LRFS) filtering approach, which in principle, addresses
disappearance, appearance, reappearance, and occlusion via a single Bayesian recursion. However, in practice, existing numerical
approximations cause reappearing objects to be initialized as new tracks, especially after long periods of being undetected. In
occlusion handling, the filter’s efficacy is dictated by trade-offs between the sophistication of the occlusion model and computational
demand. Our contribution is a novel modeling method that exploits object features to address reappearing objects whilst maintaining a
linear complexity in the number of detections. Moreover, to improve the filter’s occlusion handling, we propose a fuzzy detection model
that takes into consideration the overlapping areas between tracks and their sizes. We also develop a fast version of the filter to further
reduce the computational time. The source code is publicly available at https://github.com/linh-gist/VisualRFS.

Index Terms—visual multi-object tracking, track reappearance, re-ID feature, occlusion handling, labeled random finite set.

✦

1 INTRODUCTION

The aim of multi-object tracking (MOT) in computer vision
is to estimate the trajectories of multiple objects from an
image sequence. This long-standing problem has a host
of applications including surveillance, anomaly detection,
developmental biology, and robotics. The most popular
methodology is tracking-by-detection [1], where the prob-
lem is decomposed into two major tasks: i) detection, which
identifies and locates objects in each video frame; and ii)
association, which matches objects and existing trajectories or
initiates newly appeared trajectories. The main advantages
of tracking-by-detection are the versatility with respect to
various detectors, and good trade-offs between computa-
tional efficiency and performance.

Video data are rich in information that could be ex-
ploited to improve tracking by reducing data association
uncertainty and resolving object occlusion and appearance-
reappearance. The traditional practice of using simple in-
formation (e.g., bounding boxes) is not sufficient for good
association between frames [1], and hence additional infor-
mation is needed to improve tracking performance. With the
advent of efficient machine learning techniques, more and
more visual tracking solutions are exploiting sophisticated
information from video data than the simple bounding
boxes.
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In track initialization/termination, resolving track
appearance-reappearance is a challenging problem. When
an existing track is undetected for a certain duration, ei-
ther due to occlusion or leaving the scene, it is usually
terminated, and then incorrectly initialized as a new track
if it reappears. Thus, resolving appearance-reappearance
and occlusion are two interrelated problems. In most vi-
sual tracking techniques, occlusion also causes identity (ID)
switching, especially in crowded scenes [2], and persistent
occlusions.

While multiple hypothesis tracking has traditionally
been the most popular in visual MOT [3], the random
finite set (RFS) framework has gained considerable atten-
tion due to its versatility, efficiency, and direct conceptual
parallels with standard Bayesian state estimation [4]. Using
a finite marked point process model with distinct marks,
commonly known as labeled random finite set (LRFS), MOT
filters integrate the sub-tasks of track management, state
estimation, clutter rejection, and occlusion/miss-detection
handling into a single Bayesian recursion. Several RFS-
based MOT filters have been successfully applied to visual
tracking [5], [6], [7]. In its exact form, the generalized labeled
multi-Bernoulli (GLMB) filter [4], [8] optimally addresses
object appearance, disappearance, reappearance, and occlu-
sion in a Bayesian sense. However, existing numerical ap-
proximations, designed to reduce computations (and mem-
ory), resulted in the initialization of reappearing objects as
new tracks, and hence increased ID switching. In addition,
optimal occlusion handling is compromised in real-time
applications by sacrificing the level of sophistication in the
detection model for computational speed.

Using the LRFS framework, this paper proposes an
online visual MOT algorithm that resolves appearance-
reappearance and occlusion on top of the standard MOT
functionalities. The overview of the proposed method is
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Figure 1. A high-level diagram of the proposed LRFS-based MOT algo-
rithm.

described in Figure 1. Conceptually, our MOT algorithm
uses a convolutional neural network (CNN) to detect ob-
ject locations and extract deep re-ID features, which are
fed into a GLMB filter to generate tracks. The novelty of
our solution lies in a novel implementation of the GLMB
filter and the exploitation of object features to minimize
the initialization of reappearing objects as new tracks. In
addition, we improve the proposed MOT filter’s occlusion
handling by developing a fuzzy detection model, which
considers the overlaps between tracks and those varying
areas over time, whilst maintaining a linear complexity in
the number of detections. The prudent use of object features
and positions in the GLMB filter also reduces the data
association uncertainty, which in turn reduces the number
of ID switches. To further reduce computation time, we also
devise a labeled multi-Bernoulli (LMB) approximation [9]
of the GLMB filter without significant sacrifice on tracking
accuracy. Extensive performance evaluation of the proposed
algorithms, on well-known tracking benchmarks, shows a
lower number of ID switches and tracking errors compared
to other state-of-the-art (SOTA) trackers.

In summary, our main contributions are as follows:

‚ We design multi-object dynamic and measurement
models under the LRFS framework. Our approach
includes an appearance model using object features
and occlusion handling based on fuzzy logic.

‚ Under the proposed dynamic and measurement
models, we develop a visual multi-object tracker,
based on GLMB filtering recursion, that can manage
track initialization and re-ID. We also further develop
a more efficient recursion using LMB approximation.

‚ We conduct extensive experiments to demonstrate
the proposed methods on MOT benchmarks. Specifi-
cally, we evaluate the performance of our LRFS filter-
ing solutions against the SOTA methods on MOT16,
MOT17, and MOT20 datasets.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. We in-
troduce the related works in Section 2. Section 3 presents
the proposed models. In Section 4, we present our Bayesian
filtering recursions. Section 5 describes implementation de-
tails, and Section 6 evaluates the performance of the pro-
posed method. Finally, Section 7 concludes this paper.

2 RELATED WORK

2.1 Visual Multi-Object Tracking

2.1.1 Batch/Online Multi-Object Tracking
Visual tracking can be performed in Batch or Online. Batch
MOT produces tracks offline, i.e., after the entire batch of
data has been received, such as hierarchical track association

[10], global trajectory optimization via dynamic program-
ming [11], and network flow [12]. Online MOT produces
tracks after receiving each datum, and hence more suitable
for online applications than batch methods.

2.1.2 Using Features in Multi-Object Tracking
Features from video data provide compelling information
for improving visual tracking performance. Although sim-
ple (handcrafted) features have been broadly used in com-
puter vision, it is the use of deep features that has shown
impressive performance improvements [13]. POI [14] builds
a cost matrix for data association on the combination of
motion, shape, and appearance affinity based on CNN.
DeepSORT [15] also employs CNN trained on a large-scale
person re-identification dataset, or ByteTrack [16] that also
uses low confidence score detections. Moreover, MOTDT
[17] considers unreliable detection by combining detection
and tracking results as candidates and selecting optimal can-
didates based on CNN. Subsequently, its derivative MOT
such as JDE [18] and YOLOTracker [19] that use Darknet
backbones for feature extraction, CSTrack [20] that enhances
the collaborative learning between detection and feature ex-
traction tasks, FairMOT [21] that balances between detection
and re-ID feature quality, and GSDT [22] that employs graph
neutral network, have improved the tracking performance
using deep features. Recently, SiamMT [23] and SiamMOT
trackers [24] can track objects in real-time by omitting the
object detection task and improving the efficiency of the
feature extractor.

2.1.3 Occlusion Handling
Occlusion is a challenging problem in MOT and can be
formulated as a detection problem where detectors could
be trained to detect different parts (segments) of an object
[25]. Alternatively, in [26], occluded objects are detected
with high-level reasoning using a hierarchical compositional
model. However, miss-detection is usually encountered in
severe or full occlusion. There are MOT algorithms that have
separate modules designed specifically to handle occlusion.
One solution is to model the object depth [27] to identify
occlusion. Further, the integration of occlusion attention
modules into the tracking schemes based on the spatiotem-
poral/spatial context among objects [28] or their interactions
[29] is a popular trend in the literature.

2.2 Visual RFS-based Localization and Tracking
Multi-object localization filters only estimate the states of
the objects, and unlike the single-object case, a sequence of
sets (of state estimates) does not provide a set of trajectory
estimates. The most popular RFS localization method is the
Probability Hypothesis Density (PHD) filter [30]. In [31],
game theory was applied to resolve occlusion handling
within the PHD filter. More recently, a particle PHD filter [5]
was proposed with enhanced adaptive gating and group-
based dictionary learning.

MOT filters estimate the trajectories of the objects, which
include their state estimates. Analogous to single-object
tracking LRFS MOT filters are formulated from a single
Bayesian recursion that allows multiple trajectory estimates
to be constructed from a sequence of sets of state estimates.
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The GLMB [4], [8] filter and its one-term approximation
the LMB filter [9] are representative LRFS MOT filters. In
visual tracking, an online visual GLMB filter was proposed
to combine detection and image observations in [6]. This is
extended in [28] to multi-view 3-D tracking with a realistic
occlusion model that accommodates lines of sight, mostly
neglected in other tracking methods due to computational
load. In [7], new modules for handling occlusions and ID
switches are applied to the GLMB filter using location and
simple features.

3 DYNAMIC AND MEASUREMENT MODELS

In this section, we propose the dynamic and measurement
models that facilitate object appearance for track re-ID and
occlusion handling. A list of important notations is given in
Table 1.

Table 1
List of important notations.

Symbol Description

pX
ś

xPX ppxq

δY rXs General Dirac delta: 1 if X “ Y , 0 otherwise
1Xpxq Inclusion function: 1 if x P X , 0 otherwise
aT Transpose of a
In n-D identity matrix
b Kronecker product

diagp¨q Convert vector to diagonal matrix
N p¨,m, P q Gaussian with mean m, covariance P

Subscript ‘+’ Denote next time step quantity

3.1 Multi-Object Dynamic and Appearance Model

We follow the standard LRFS model, in which an object is
represented by x “ px, ℓq, where x P X is its unlabeled state,
and ℓ P L is its unique label. X and L are the state space and
(discrete) label space, respectively. Conventionally, a label
has the form ℓ “ rk, is, where k is the time when the object
is born and i is a unique index to distinguish it from objects
born at the same time [4].

Different from a standard tracking model, in which
unlabeled state usually encapsulates only the kinematic
information of the track, in this work, the unlabeled state
also contains the track appearance feature. Specifically, an
unlabeled state is given as xpαq “ pζ, σq where α is an
appearance feature parameter (not a part of the object state),
ζ is a kinematic component, and σ is a discrete mode
such that: σ “ 0 if there is no change in appearance; or
σ “ 1 if the object changes its appearance. The kinematic
and appearance of an object are assumed to be statistically
independent. For brevity, we only include the superscript α
when it is necessary.

The multi-object state at the current time step is a set
X “ tx1, ...,xnu of objects, and is modeled as a finite
marked point process with distinct marks. This means that it
is also simple, and hence, commonly known as LRFS [4]. The
multi-object state at the next time step is formed by thinning
and superposition, as follows. Each object x P X can either
survive with probability PSpxq and evolves to state x` with
transition density fS,`px`|xq “ f

pℓq

S,`px`|xqδℓrℓ`s, or it

might disappear with probability 1´PSpxq. Note that the la-
bel of an object is unchanged over the course of its existence.
Further, a set XB of new objects (births) might also appear
in the scene. For an object xB “ pxB , ℓBq P XB , its birth
probability is P pℓBq

B , and its state has probability density
f

pℓBq

B pxBq. Effectively, a multi-object density of new births
at the next time step can be written as tP

pℓq

B,`, f
pℓq

B,`uℓPB`
.

Denote Bk the set of all birth labels at time step k, the
label space up to time k is L “

Ţk
t“0 Bt. Hence, the multi-

object state X is a finite subset of the labeled state space
X ˆ L. Let Lpx, ℓq fi ℓ and LpXq fi tLpxq : x P Xu, the
labels of the multi-object state X is distinct if ∆pXq “ 1,
where ∆pXq “ δ|X|r|LpXq|s.

3.2 Measurement Model with Occlusion
Measurements are modeled by the thinning of false nega-
tives and the superposition of false positives. We propose
to capture the spatial relationship among the objects to
explicitly model how objects occlude each other. This model
is encapsulated in the multi-object measurement likelihood.
For a multi-object state X , each x P X is either detected
with a probability PDpx,Xztxuq [28] and generates a mea-
surement z (in a measurement space Z), or miss-detected
with a probability 1 ´ PDpx,Xztxuq. Different from the
standard multi-object detection model [32], to account for
occlusion, the detection probability of an object x in this
work depends on other objects in the multi-object state, i.e.,
Xztxu.

The current measurement set Z “ tz1, .., zMu includes
measurements generated by the objects and false positives.
The number of false positives is modeled by a Poisson
with mean λc, and the false positives are assumed to be
uniformly distributed on Z. This measurement model is
given by

gpZ|Xq9
ÿ

θPΘ

1ΘpLpXqqpθq

”

ψ
pθq

Z,X

ıX

, (1)

where

ψ
pθq

Z,Xpxq“

#

PDpx,Xztxuqgpzj |xq

e´λc pVZq´1 , j “ θpLpxqq ą 0

1 ´ PDpx,Xztxuq, θpLpxqq “ 0
, (2)

VZ is the volume of the measurement space Z, gpzj |xq

is the single-object likelihood function, and θ P Θ is an
association map which maps the object labels to: the index
of the measurements in the measurement set Z if the object
is detected; 0 if the object is miss-detected.

Each measurement consists of a kinematic component
γ (a bounding box) and an appearance feature ϱ, i.e., z “

pγ, ϱq. Since object appearance is assumed statistically inde-
pendent from its kinematic, given an object xpαq “ pζ, σ, ℓq,
the single-object likelihood can be written in a separable
form, i.e.,

gpγ, ϱ|ζ, α, σ, ℓq “ gpγ|ζ, ℓqgpϱ|σ, αq. (3)

If an object is detected, we update its feature such that
α` “ 0.9α ` 0.1ϱ, where α is the current feature and α` is
the updated feature. Hence, the object feature at the current
time is the moving average of features from the associated
measurements from the time the object was initialized up
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to the current time step. This method of updating the
feature is also used in [18], which enhances the robustness
of the feature. It prevents the object feature from changing
drastically when the object is occluded (i.e., the observed
feature is the occluder feature, not the object feature). If an
object is miss-detected, its feature is unchanged.

3.3 Fuzzy Detection Model

Object occlusion is modeled via the detection probability
PD which depends on the amount of overlaps between the
object of interest and other objects in the scene. In single-
view tracking, assuming that the camera is always above
the ground and objects move on the same ground level,
the lower the bottom corner of the bounding boxes, the
closer the corresponding objects are to the camera, hence
having higher chances of occluding neighboring objects (see
Figure 2). Given an object with state x, the amount of
overlap with another object with state x1 can be measured
by the intersection over area (IoA) score [7],

IoApx, x1q “
IntersectionAreapx, x1q

Areapxq
. (4)

Figure 2. Tracks 1 and 2 overlap each other, but since the bottom corner
of track 2 is lower than of track 1, track 2 occludes track 1. Similarly,
track 4 occludes track 3.

Further, small objects (those far away from the camera)
are usually difficult to detect. This can be integrated into the
measurement model by introducing a size-dependent factor
to the detection probability. Hence, the detection probability
depends on both the ratio between the area of an object’s
bounding box and the average area of all objects. Given a
set of objects X “ tx1, ...,xnu, the area ratio Ra for an
object x P X is defined as

Ra “ min

˜

2,
nˆ Areapxq

řn
j“1 Areapxjq

¸

, (5)

where Areap¨q computes the area of an object from its state.
The maximum IoA score for each object in the set can be
computed according to Algorithm 1.

We propose a fuzzy detection model to establish the
relationship between the degree of overlap, the object size,
and the detection probability. Figure 3 depicts the design of
our fuzzy model with the input variables are the maximum
IoA and the area ratio Ra, and the output variable is the
object detection probability.

Algorithm 1: Computation of maximum IoA
Input : X
Output : AllMaxIoA

1 X̄ Ð X ;
2 AllMaxIoA Ð 1 ˆ |X̄| zero list (accessed by ℓ);
3 while |X̄| ą 0 do
4 x Ð an object (in X̄) having the lowest bottom

corner;
5 X̄ Ð X̄ztxu;
6 for x̄ P X̄ do
7 if IoApx, x̄q ą AllMaxIoArℓs then
8 AllMaxIoArℓs Ð IoApx, x̄q;

Maximum IoA

Area ratio Detection prob.Inference system

Fuzzy rules

Fuzzification Expert knowledge Defuzzification

Figure 3. Design of our fuzzy detection model capable of handling object
occlusion. The core of the model is a set of fuzzy rules and membership
functions that represent expert knowledge. The inputs to the model are
the maximum IoA score (computed using Algorithm 1) and the area ratio
(computed using (5)). The output of the model is the object detection
probability.

Our fuzzy detection model has a collection of fuzzy sets
with membership functions that represent expert knowl-
edge. We design three fuzzy sets: low (L); medium (M);
and high (H). Each sub-figure in Figure 4 shows the mem-
bership functions of the three fuzzy sets for each variable.
For example, the first sub-figure shows the membership
functions of the area ratio. For each area ratio (true) value
(x-axis, ranging from 0 to 2 in our design), the plots in the
sub-figure determine the degree of membership of the area
ratio belonging to the fuzzy sets L, M or H (y-axis). For
illustration, if the area ratio is 0.8, it has a good chance of
belonging to the M set while having no chance of belonging
to the L and H sets. Similar interpretations are for the sub-
figures of the maximum IoA (value restricted between 0 and
1) and detection probability (value restricted between 0.2
and 0.95) variables.

Table 2
Fuzzy rules for detection probability.

Area ratio
IoA

L M H

L M L L
M M M L
H H H L

Our fuzzy rule is designed based on the intuition that
occluded objects and small objects have low detection prob-
ability. The fuzzy rule defined in Table 2 reflects these
intuitions where the trend of IoA score contradicts the trend



5

0 0.5 1 1.5 2
[Input 1] Area Ratio

0

0.5

1
D

eg
re

e 
of

 m
em

be
rs

hi
p L

M
H

L
M
H

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
[Input 2] Maximum IoA

0

0.5

1

D
eg

re
e 

of
 m

em
be

rs
hi

p L M H

L
M
H

0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9
[Output] Detection Probability

0

0.5

1

D
eg

re
e 

of
 m

em
be

rs
hi

p L M H

L
M
H

Figure 4. Membership functions for different degrees of membership (L,
M, H). The range is limited to [0, 2] for Ra, to [0, 1] for IoA, and [0.2,
0.99] for detection probability.

of the detection probability, and the trend of Ra follows
that of the detection probability. For instance, if the IoA
score is low, the detection probability is high; or if the Ra

score is low the detection probability is low. Experimentally
we observe that if the fuzzy rule follows a similar line to
the presented intuition, the tracking performance is similar.
The performance only decreases when the rule is counter-
intuitive (see the ablation study in Subsection 6.4). The rela-
tionship between the detection probability and the amount
of overlap and size given our fuzzy model is visualized in
Figure 5.

4 BAYESIAN MULTI-OBJECT FILTERING SOLU-
TIONS

In this section, we present an exact filtering recursion that is
a direct result from applying Bayesian filtering formulation
to our dynamic and measurement models. Nevertheless,
since the implementation of this exact filtering recursion
is intractable, we also propose practical approximations
based on the GLMB and LMB filters. Figure 6 illustrates
the structure of our trackers.

A

B

C

Figure 5. Relationship between variables in the fuzzy model. For illus-
tration, we select 3 points on the plot that represent 3 typical occlusion
scenarios: point A is the scenario where the object is covered half (IoA
“ 0.5), but it is close to the camera (high area ratio), hence the high
detection probability (ą 0.9); point B is the scenario where the object is
also covered half, but it is relatively further away from the camera, hence
the medium detection probability (« 0.5); and point C is for the scenario
where the object is small and far away from the camera, hence the low
detection probability (ă 0.5).

4.1 The Exact Filtering Recursion
A general labeled multi-object density which encapsulates
all information of a multi-object state can be written as

π pXq “ ∆ pXq
ÿ

I,ξ

ωpI,ξqδI rL pXqsppξqpXq, (6)

where each I Ď L is a set of labels, each ξ is a history of
association maps, ωpI,ξq is a non-negative weight such that
ř

pI,ξq ω
pI,ξq “ 1, and ppξqpXq is a function that satisfies
ż

ppξqptpx1, ℓ1q, ..., pxn, ℓnquqdx1:n “ 1. (7)

Note that, ppξqpXq is the joint probability density function of
the unlabeled state of X and it also captures the interaction
among objects (e.g., due to occlusion). Hereon, we refer to
ppξqpXq as the unlabeled multi-object state density.

Under the Bayesian framework, given a prior π, a multi-
object dynamic transition f`, a multi-object measurement
likelihood g`, and a set of new measurements Z`, the
filtering density can be written as:

π` pX`|Z`q 9 g` pZ`|X`q
ş

f`pX`|Xqπ pXq δX. (8)

With the prior of the form given in (6) and the multi-
object dynamic and measurement models proposed in Sec-
tion 3, a direct application of the above Bayesian recursion
yields the following filtering density,

ΩpEq
´

π, tP
pℓq

B,`, f
pℓq

B,`uℓPB`
, Z`

¯

9∆pX`q

ÿ

I,ξ,I`,θ`

δI`
rLpX`qsω

pI,ξ,I`,θ`q

Z`,X`
p

pξ,θ`q

Z`
pX`q. (9)

Details of this recursion are given in Section 1.1 of supple-
mentary materials.
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Figure 6. The proposed LRFS trackers exploiting object features to address track initialization/re-ID, and the fuzzy detection model to handle
occlusions.

Nevertheless, the implementation of this filtering recur-
sion may be impractical since storing and propagating the
unlabeled multi-object state density are expensive given
the number of hypothesis components pI, ξq grows expo-
nentially over time. An alternative filtering solution is to
propagate a GLMB or an LMB density that well approxi-
mates the general labeled multi-object density. It then allows
the application of efficient filtering recursions [9], [32]. In
the next subsections, we establish two approximations, i.e.,
GLMB and LMB filters, which are suitable for real-time
visual tracking applications.

4.2 The GLMB Filter

Let us assume the initial multi-object states can be written
in the form of a GLMB density [4], i.e.,

π pXq “ ∆ pXq
ÿ

I,ξ

ωpI,ξqδI rL pXqs

”

ppξq
ıX

, (10)

where ppξqp¨, ℓq is a probability density on X. Its compact
form can be written as t

`

ωpI,ξq, ppξq
˘

: pI, ξq P FpLq ˆ Ξu.
Different from (6), the GLMB density does not capture
the interaction among objects since each object is assumed
statistically independent from each other, i.e., the unlabeled
multi-object state density can be written in a separable form.

Even though the probability density for each object
state in the GLMB prior is statistically independent from
each other, the dependence among elements of the set
X` is induced due to the detection probability term
PDpx`,X`ztx`uq in the measurement model. To facilitate
the approximation, we assume that the states of objects
in X` concentrate around the estimates (e.g., means or
modes), the detection probability of an object can be written
as a constant PDpx̂`; X̂`q, where X̂` “ tpx̂`, ℓq : ℓ P

LpX`qzLpx`qu, and x̂` is the estimate of the prediction
density ppξq

` px`, ℓq. Hence, the multi-object filtering density
can be written in terms of a GLMB density

ΩpGq
´

π, tP
pℓq

B,`, f
pℓq

B,`uℓPB`
, Z`

¯

9∆pX`q

ÿ

I,ξ,I`,θ`

δI`
rLpX`qsω

pI,ξ,I`,θ`q

Z`,X̂
pξ,I`q

`

rp
pξ,θ`q

Z`,X̂
pξ,I`q

`

p¨qsX` , (11)

where X̂
pξ,I`q

` “ tpx̂
pξ,ℓq

` , ℓq : ℓ P I`u, and x̂
pξ,ℓq

` is the
estimate from the prediction density ppξq

` p¨, ℓq. Details of this
filtering recursion are given in Section 1.2 of supplementary
materials.

Efficient implementation of the GLMB filtering recursion
allows direct selection of the set of significant pI`, θ`q from
a prior hypothesis pI, ξq (referred to as joint prediction-
update strategy [32]) via Gibbs sampling or solving a rank
assignment problem. However, observe the filtering density
(11), X̂pξ,I`q

` is not available to us until the set I` is selected.
Hence, we cannot construct a sampling distribution or cost
matrix to select significant pI`, θ`q if we do not have I`

beforehand.
To circumvent this issue, note that X̂pξ,I`q

` appears due
to the detection probability term in the multi-object detec-
tion model. Following [28], we use the set X̂pξ,IYB`q

` to com-
pute the pseudo detection probability of an object x “ px, ℓq,
i.e., PDpx̂; X̂

pξ,Lq

` q, where L “ pI Y B`qztℓu. It allows us
to construct an approximate cost matrix to select significant
children hypotheses. Given the selected pI`, θ`q, we then
compute the correct hypothesis weights. Further, the area
ratio Ra (input of the fuzzy model that computes the detec-
tion probability) can be approximated by the ratio between
the estimated area from prediction density (of the object of
interest) and the average area of estimated objects from the
previous time step.

4.3 The LMB Filter

We can further increase the efficiency of the above GLMB
recursion by approximating the GLMB density by an LMB
density, i.e., a one-term GLMB of the form

πpXq “ ∆pXq
ź

iPL
p1 ´ rpiqq

ź

ℓPLpXq

1Lpℓqrpℓq

1 ´ rpℓq
rpsX , (12)

where rpℓq is the existence probability of an object with
label ℓ, and pp¨, ℓq is the probability density of its state.
For compactness, an LMB density is written in terms of its
parameters as π fi

␣`

rpℓq, ppℓq
˘(

ℓPL.
Applying the same strategy as for the GLMB approxi-

mation, if the prior density is an LMB density, we have the
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filtering density of the form

ΩpLq
´

π, tP
pℓq

B,`, f
pℓq

B,`uℓPB`
, Z`

¯

9∆pX`q

ÿ

I`,θ`

δI`
rLpX`qsω

pI`,θ`q

Z`,X̂
pI`q

`

rp
pθ`q

Z`,X̂
pI`q

`

p¨qsX` , (13)

where X̂
pI`q

` “ tpx̂
pℓq

` , ℓq : ℓ P I`u, and x̂
pℓq

` is the estimate
from the prediction density p`p¨, ℓq. The details of this
filtering recursion are given in Section 1.3 of supplementary
materials.

Note that the filtering density in (13) takes on the form
of a GLMB. For closed-form recursion, we approximate this
GLMB density with an LMB density that matches the 1st-
moment and cardinality distribution. This LMB density can
be obtained by aggregating the GLMB components to a
single component [9]. Hence, the filtering density in (13) is
then approximated by an LMB density with an aggregator
Λ, i.e.,

Λ
´

Ω
´

π, tP
pℓq

B,`, f
pℓq

B,`uℓPB`
, Z`

¯¯

“tprpℓq, ppℓqquℓPL`
, (14)

where

rpℓq “
ÿ

I`,θ`

ω
pI`,θ`q

Z 1I`
pℓq, (15)

ppℓq “
1

rpℓq

ÿ

I`,θ`

ω
pI`,θ`q

Z 1I`
pℓqppθ`qpx, ℓq. (16)

Remark. The aggregator performs the summation over all
hypotheses pI`, θ`q for each object labeled ℓ. For a small
number of hypotheses, the GLMB filter is more efficient
since aggregation is more computationally expensive than
actually propagating all hypotheses. Nevertheless, when the
number of hypotheses is large, the efficiency of the LMB
filter is exhibited.

4.4 Track Initialization and Re-ID

In visual tracking, a track is assigned a new ID only when
it first appears in the scene. Otherwise, reappeared tracks
should regain their original ID (re-ID). The exact filter or its
GLMB and LMB approximations can implicitly handle track
initialization and (theoretically) track reappearance with-
out any explicit modules. However, due to the truncation
process for tractable computation (where only significant
association hypotheses are selected), reappeared tracks after
a long period of miss-detection are usually assigned differ-
ent ID (since the original tracks are discarded when their
probability of existence is not significant).

To handle track reappearance while keeping the filter
tractable, when tracks are terminated by the filter (due to
truncation), we store them in a separate memory in order
to recall them if they later reappear in the scene (referred
to as temporarily terminated (TT) tracks). In particular, we
store their IDs and appearance features. If a track belongs
to different hypotheses at the time step before it is removed
from the GLMB density, we store its feature in the most
significant hypothesis, among the ones that contain it, at
that time step. We only use the appearance feature for re-ID.
TT tracks are only disregarded completely when they are
not recalled after a long period of time (e.g., 50 frames).

Our track initialization/re-ID is based on the adaptive
birth model in [9], i.e., current time step measurements are
used to initialize tracks at the next time step. The intuition
of this model is when a measurement is not associated with
known tracks, it is likely to be generated by a new birth (or
reappeared track). Hence, this model initializes or recalls
tracks with one time step delay.

At the end of the filtering cycle at time step k, we
compute the association probability of the jth measurement
zj as [9]

rU pzjq “
ÿ

I,ξ

1ξpkq pjqω
pI,ξq

Z , (17)

where ξpkq is the measurement index to track associ-
ation map at time k. The existence probability of the
(new/reappeared) track formed by this measurement at the
next time step is computed as:

PB,` pθB,`pjqq “ min

˜

PB,max,
1 ´ rU pzjq

ř

γPZ 1 ´ rU pγq
λB

¸

, (18)

where PB,max ă 1 is a constant, λB is the number of
possible new/reappeared tracks per time step, and θB,`

is a bijective map that maps each measurement index to
an ℓ P B`. Note that for the LMB filter, the measurement
association probabilities (17) are computed from the GLMB
filtering density before applying GLMB to LMB conversion
(aggregator) Λ.

Prior to computing the filtering density, we start the
track initialization by checking for track reappearance. From
the measurement set at the current time step, we only con-
sider measurements with low association probability (i.e.,
less than a threshold τB), we denote this set of measure-
ments as ZB (i.e., ZB “ tz|rU pzq ă τB , z P Z}). For each
measurement zB P ZB (associated with a feature vector ϱB)
and each TT track (associated with a feature vector α), we
compute the cosine similarity between ϱB and α. The track
is recalled only when the cosine similarity is greater than
some threshold. The recall process is performed such that
tracks with high cosine similarity scores are recalled first.
The remaining measurements in ZB are used to initialize
tracks with new ID when all TT tracks are recalled, or the
cosine similarity condition cannot be met anymore.

PB,` is used as the existence probability of the
new/reappeared track. The state probability density of a
track fB,` and its appearance feature are obtained from
zB . That gives us the multi-object density of the new births
tP

pℓq

B,`, f
pℓq

B,`uℓPB`
discussed in Section 3.1.

4.5 Multi-Object Estimator
Given the filtering density π`, the multi-object estimators
are used to extract the estimated tracks. For GLMB density
parameterized by t

`

ωpI,ξq, ppξq
˘

: pI, ξq P FpLq ˆ Ξu,
we first compute the cardinality distribution (the proba-
bility distribution on the number of objects) via ρpnq “
ř

I,ξ ω
pI,ξqδnr|I|s in [4], then the estimated cardinality is

N̂ “ argmaxpρpnqq. The estimated hypothesis is pÎ , ξ̂q “

argmaxpI,ξqpωpI,ξqδN̂ r|I|sq, and the set of estimated objects
is X̂ “ tpx̂, ℓq : ℓ P Îu with x̂ “ argmaxxpppξ̂qpx, ℓqq in [4].

For an LMB density parameterized by trpℓq, ppℓquℓPL,

the set of estimated objects is X̂ “ tpx̂, ℓq : r
pℓq
max ą
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θu and rpℓq ą θlu with x̂ “ argmaxpppℓqq [9]. θu and θl
are the upper and lower existence probability thresholds,
respectively, and rpℓq

max is the maximum existence probability
of an object labeled ℓ.

5 IMPLEMENTATION DETAILS

In this section, we provide details on the implementation of
the proposed GLMB and LMB trackers.

5.1 Object Dynamic Representation

We model the kinematic state of an object with a bounding
box moving in 2-D image, i.e., a state is presented by an
8-D vector ζ “ ru, 9u, v, 9v, h, 9h, β, 9βsT , where u and v are
the horizontal and vertical coordinates of the box centroid,
h is the height of the box, β is the aspect ratio of the box
(height over width), 9u, 9v, 9β, 9h are their respective rates of
change. The constant velocity model is used for the object
dynamic, i.e., f pℓq

S,`pζ`|ζq “ N pζ`;Fζ,Qq, where F “ I4 b
„

1 T
0 1

ȷ

, Q “ diagpϵQq b

„

T 2

2
T

ȷ

”

T 2

2 T
ı

, T is the

sampling period, and ϵQ is the noise variance vector. At
prediction, we assume p`pσ` “ 0q “ 0.9 and p`pσ` “ 1q “

0.1, which means it is likely that the object’s appearance
does not change at consecutive time steps.

The longer an object is alive, the lower probability it
disappears. At time k, we set the relationship between
object’s lifespan and its surviving probability such that [6]

PSpx, ℓq “ PSpζ, ℓq “
bpζq

p1 ` expp´τLpk ´ ℓr1, 0sT qqq
, (19)

where bpζq is a mask to set PS to high value where objects
are likely to exist, or to low value where objects are likely to
disappear, k ´ ℓr1, 0sT is the temporal length of the object,
and τL is a constant scaling factor. Further, bpζq can also be
used to lower surviving probability of small size tracks with
negative rate of change (in size) since those tracks are indeed
moving out of the scene. Specifically, bpζq can be written as

bpζq “

#

pPS{

´

1 ` exp
´

´τS

´

kS ´
pβˆζ5

2

Ā

¯¯¯

if ζ6 ă 0

pPS otherwise
,

(20)
where: ζi is the ith component of vector ζ ; pβ “ maxpβmin, ζ7q

with βmin ą 0 to ensure positive value area; pPS P p0, 1s

is constant surviving probability; τS and kS are constants
controlling the scaling factor; Ā is the average area of the
estimated objects in the previous time step. We assume the
surviving probability of objects is uniform over the entire
image. Hence, a constant pPS is used rather than a function
of object position. Further, assuming the probability density
of ζ concentrates around its estimated value ζ̂ , the surviving
probability of a track is approximated by a constant P̄Spℓq.

5.2 Single-Object Detection Model

The likelihood of observing the kinematic component γ of a
measurement z has a Gaussian distribution form: gpγ|ζ, ℓq“

N pγ;Hζ,Rq, where H “ I4 b r1 0s , R“ diagpϵRq, and ϵR

is the observation noise variance vector ϵR. Moreover, the
likelihood of the appearance mode is defined as

gpϱ|σ“0, αq “ dcpϱ, αqϕ, (21)
gpϱ|σ“1, αq “ p1 ´ dcpϱ, αqqϕ, (22)

where dc is the Euclidean distance between two vectors.
Experimentally, we observe ϕ “ 15 best suits our visual
tracking task. A measurement can be assigned to an object
if its Mahalanobis distance (to the kinematic distribution),
or the cosine dissimilarity between its feature and the object
appearance feature is lower than prescribed thresholds.

5.3 Hypothesis Truncation for GLMB/LMB Filters
Hypothesis truncation can be performed in a brute-force
manner by generating all possible hypotheses and deleting
the insignificant ones. Nevertheless, calculating the weights
of all hypotheses is computationally prohibitive. Alterna-
tively, the truncation process can be cast as an M-best as-
signment problem, which tractably selects hypotheses with
significant weights, by setting the cost matrix to reflect the
hypothesis weight. The cost matrix can be set up as follows.
Denote the pseudo detection probability as P̂Dpℓq, if a track
parameterized with a feature vector α is associated with a
measurement z having a feature vector ϱ, its data-updated
probability density and weight are given respectively as

ppξq
z pζ`, ℓq “ N pζ, ζ̄` `Kpz ´Hζ̄`q, rI8 ´KHsP`q,

ψ̄pξq
z pℓq “ P̂Dpℓqqpγqpp

pξq

` pσ` “ 0qdcospϱ, αqϕ

`p
pξq

` pσ` “ 1qp1 ´ dcospϱ, αqqϕq,

where qpγq “ N pγ,Hζ̄`, HPH
T ` Rq and K “

PHT rHPH ` Rs´1. For a miss-detected track, its data-
updated probability density is the same as the prediction
density, and its weight is ψ̄pξ,θ`q

0 pℓq “ 1´P̂Dpℓq.
For each prior hypothesis pI, ξq, let us enumerate I

as I “ tℓ1:Nu, the set of reappeared and new tracks as
N` “ tℓN`1:P u, and the measurement set as Z “ tz1:Mu,
the element at row ith, column jth of a P rows by pM `2P q

columns cost matrix is given as

Ci,j “

$

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

%

´ ln ηipjq if j P t1 :Mu

´ ln ηip0q if j “ M ` i

´ ln ηip´1q if j “ M ` P ` i

8 otherwise

, (23)

where

ηipjq “

$

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

’

%

1 ´ P̄
pξq

S pℓiq if 1 ď i ď N, j ă 0

P̄
pξq

S pℓiqψ̄
pξq
zj pℓiq if 1 ď i ď N, j ą 0

P̄
pξq

S pℓiqψ̄
pξq

0 pℓiq if 1 ď i ď N, j “ 0

1 ´ PBpℓiq if N ` 1 ď i ď P, j ă 0

PBpℓiqψ̄
pξq
zj pℓiq if N ` 1 ď i ď P, j ą 0

PBpℓiqψ̄
pξq

0 pℓiq if N ` 1 ď i ď P, j “ 0

. (24)

Rank assignment algorithm [8] or Gibbs sampling [32] is
then applied to select assignment matrices that have low
costs. Each selected assignment matrix (consisting of 0 or
1) must have every row summing to 1, and every column
summing to either 0 or 1. These assignment matrices are
then converted to hypotheses pI`, θ`q, which are used
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to compute the hypothesis weights. Note that we only
need to recompute the data-updated weight by replacing
the pseudo detection probability P̂D with the correct PD

(compute using selected I`), the data-updated probability
densities of the object state remain the same (as the ones
used to compute the cost matrix). The same implementation
is applied for the LMB filter by considering the LMB density
as a GLMB density with a single term.

6 EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we evaluate the performance of our filters
against SOTA methods on MOT15, MOT16, MOT17 [33],
and MOT20 [2] (MOTChallenge) datasets. Further, we also
provide an analysis of the efficiency of our approximations
and ablation studies for different components of our filters.

6.1 Evaluation of Tracking Accuracy

6.1.1 Performance Measures

We use the CLEAR MOT measure [34], including MOTA,
MT, ML, FP, FN and IDS scores; the IDF1 score [35];
the HOTA score [36]; and the OSPA(2) metric [37], [38]
to evaluate the tracking performance. Note that OSPA(2)

metric measures the distance between two sets of tracks
which is the tracking error (lower OSPA(2)distance is better
performance, details on the metric are given in Section 2 of
supplementary materials).

6.1.2 Parameter Setting

The number of measurement association hypotheses is 500.
Variance of dynamic noise is set to ϵQ “ r9, 9, 9, 10´4s

and the observation noise variance is set to ϵR “

r50, 50, 50, 10´3s. A measurement z at the current time step
is used to form new/reappeared tracks at the next time
step if its association probability rU pzq ă 0.95. The Poisson
mean of the number of false measurements (λc) is chosen
depending on the quality of the detector.

6.1.3 Comparison with SOTA Methods on Validation Sets

We compare results from our filters and ones from different
SOTA methods, i.e., DeepSORT [15], JDE [18], FairMOT [21],
GSDT [22], CSTrack [20], and TraDeS [39]. For a fair com-
parison, we use the same detection results from the SOTA
methods (obtained from pre-trained models provided by the
authors) for our filters. Specifically, POI and FairMOT pro-
vide 128-D re-ID feature. JDE, CSTrack, and GSDT provide
512-D re-ID feature. Generally, our methods exhibit better
performance in terms of CLEAR MOT, IDF1, and HOTA
scores, and significantly lower OSPA(2) errors as shown in
Tables 3, 4 and 5. Overall, trackers using detection results
from CSTrack and FairMOT achieve better performance due
to a higher level of detection accuracy with strong discrim-
inative features. The GLMB filter demonstrates better track-
ing performance compared to the LMB because the GLMB
filter can handle multiple data association hypotheses in a
more complete manner.

6.1.4 Comparison with SOTA Methods on Test Sets
In Table 6, we compare SOTA methods and ours on
MOTChallenge test sets. We use GSDT detection results for
MOT20, and FairMOT with 256-D for MOT16/17. All results
are obtained from the MOTChallenge leaderboard. In this
experiment, OSPA(2) error cannot be evaluated since we
do not have the ground truth for test sets. In MOT16/17,
ours are slightly worse than CSTrack (which is the best
in this experiment), comparable to FairMOT, GSDT, and
better than others. Our filters exhibit the lowest number
of ID switches among other methods in this experiment,
which indicates the utility of the proposed appearance-
reappearance resolution and occlusion handling.

Nevertheless, our methods have a slightly lower IDF1
score compared to the best value on each dataset. It is
because the proposed trackers also include miss-detected
tracks in their outputs. On the one hand, it helps maintain
track continuity by not dropping the tracks in miss-detection
events. It might also decrease the tracking accuracy if the
estimate is far away from the ground truth (the estimated
object state is not accurate if the prediction model has high
uncertainty). In this case, this behavior is reflected by the
low IDS (high track continuity), but also low IDF1 (low
tracking accuracy).

Further, we observe that the LMB filter in MOT20 dataset
has a high number of FP because of a high number of false
tracks. This is due to the high number of false positive
measurements and the drastic approximation of the LMB
filter in this dataset (due to the large number of objects). In
particular, the LMB approximation causes the object density
to have high uncertainty. Since the uncertainty is high,
false tracks could be assigned false positive measurements
and have relatively high existence probability, hence being
included in the set of output estimates.

6.1.5 Comparison with SOTA LRFS Filters
In Table 7, we provide a comparison among LRFS filters
including GLMB-IM [6], MOMOT [7], and ours. The results
from MOMOT tracker are taken from [7] (using public de-
tection), whereas the results from ours and GLMB-IM filter
are obtained by using FairMOT detector. Note that while our
methods use object deep features from the FairMOT detec-
tor, GLMB-IM and MOMOT use handcrafted object features
that are extracted from the image segment contained in the
object bounding box.

It shows that our methods achieve significantly higher
MOTA and IDF1 scores in MOT15 and MOT17 test sets.
We note that our methods exhibit higher numbers of IDS
compared to MOMOT. However, MOMOT has a lower
number of correctly tracked objects (reflected by its low MT
score), hence possibly the lower IDS number (unmatched
tracks are counted as track loss or false positives, not as ID
switches in the CLEAR MOT measure [34]).

6.1.6 Qualitative Comparison
Figure 7 shows our qualitative results in three sequences
(i.e., MOT16-02 and MOT16-09) of MOT16 dataset. It shows
that our methods are able to recall long-term occluded
objects while CSTrack exhibits ID switches. For example,
at frame 70 in MOT16-09 sequence, CSTrack assigns two
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Figure 7. Qualitative results of our GLMB filter compared with difference trackers. Numbers located in circles denote tracklet identity. For the sake of
visualization, we only highlight tracklets that our method is different from others. The frame number is in the upper right of each image. We visually
compare our results with ones from CSTrack. Best viewed in color and zoom.
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Table 3
Tracking results on MOT16 validation dataset (red: the best, blue: the second best, bold: the best in a detector, ‘˚’: our methods, D.T.: default

tracker of the detector).

D
et

.

Method MOTAÒ IDF1Ò HOTAÒ FPÓ FNÓ IDSÓ OSPA(2)
Ó

PO
I DeepSORT [15] 60.3 64.8 53.1 6,484 36,627 576 44.9

LMB* 59.3 65.9 54.0 8,111 36,223 570 38.5
GLMB* 59.9 64.2 52.5 4,373 39,295 585 38.2

JD
E D.T. [18] 70.1 69.3 57.0 5,929 25,927 1,160 48.2

LMB* 70.5 66.7 56.0 12,606 19,025 960 36.2
GLMB* 73.1 69.3 57.6 7,036 21,527 1,134 35.5

Tr
aD

es D.T. [39] 71.1 68.9 59.5 4,263 26,972 638 48.0
LMB* 70.1 68.2 58.9 6,090 26,525 379 33.9
GLMB* 70.1 66.7 57.8 4,306 28,235 495 34.0

C
ST

ra
ck D.T. [20] 79.0 79.6 68.4 3,927 18,635 581 36.0

LMB* 77.8 82.7 72.4 13,541 10,500 465 27.9
GLMB* 79.7 84.2 73.3 6,786 14,969 340 21.7

Fa
ir

M
O

T D.T. [21] 80.7 81.5 66.1 3,233 17,707 409 28.4
LMB* 81.9 82.1 67.3 5,663 13,844 503 26.3
GLMB* 81.3 83.1 67.2 3,094 17,121 439 27.3

G
SD

T D.T. [22] 70.8 71.2 59.1 10,098 21,461 645 35.4
LMB* 72.0 75.4 61.8 8,454 22,007 463 26.4
GLMB* 72.4 77.4 62.9 5,891 24,131 451 23.9

Table 4
Tracking results on MOT17 validation dataset (red: the best, blue: the second best, bold: the best in a detector, ‘˚’: our methods, D.T.: default

tracker of the detector).

D
et

.

Method MOTAÒ IDF1Ò HOTAÒ FPÓ FNÓ IDSÓ OSPA(2)
Ó

PO
I DeepSORT [15] 59.9 64.3 52.8 18,204 115,176 1,740 43.1

LMB* 59.0 65.6 53.7 23,232 113,259 1,761 36.3
GLMB* 59.4 63.8 52.2 12,306 122,748 1,803 36.1

JD
E D.T. [18] 71.0 69.4 57.1 14,202 79,860 3,597 45.0

LMB* 71.9 67.1 56.4 33,351 58,272 2,949 34.0
GLMB* 74.2 69.5 57.9 17,070 66,207 3,531 33.6

Tr
aD

es D.T. [39] 71.2 68.6 59.3 10,578 84,387 1,974 44.9
LMB* 70.1 68.0 58.7 16,206 83,208 1,170 34.6
GLMB* 70.1 66.5 57.6 10,851 88,326 1,542 33.8

C
ST

ra
ck D.T. [20] 80.2 79.8 68.7 7,512 57,306 1,797 34.0

LMB* 79.5 83.4 73.0 35,439 31,980 1,485 25.9
GLMB* 81.2 85.0 74.0 15,981 46,194 1,053 20.6

Fa
ir

M
O

T D.T. [21] 81.1 81.5 66.0 6,678 55,785 1,275 26.5
LMB* 82.3 82.2 67.3 13,911 44,124 1,566 24.3
GLMB* 81.9 82.9 67.3 6,639 52,833 1,512 25.5

G
SD

T D.T. [22] 71.5 71.6 59.3 27,000 66,801 2,145 30.1
LMB* 72.2 75.2 61.7 23,010 69,333 1,464 23.9
GLMB* 72.5 77.2 62.8 15,411 75,807 1,449 22.2

Table 5
Tracking results on MOT20 validation dataset (red: the best, bold: the best in a detector, ‘˚’: our methods, D.T.: default tracker of the detector).

D
et

.

Method MOTAÒ IDF1Ò HOTAÒ FPÓ FNÓ IDSÓ OSPA(2)
Ó

Fa
ir

M
O

T D.T. [21] 75.5 79.1 70.5 51,837 271,682 4,540 56.2
LMB* 76.8 79.1 71.3 26,867 281,669 1,842 33.3
GLMB* 76.8 79.2 71.5 41,079 266,721 2,508 42.4

G
SD

T D.T. [22] 74.5 76.3 67.7 21,974 316,653 2,906 37.2
LMB* 75.5 77.1 69.0 28,733 296,926 2,299 39.8
GLMB* 76.0 78.0 70.2 29,810 288,777 2,440 40.1

ID 16 and 4 for objects annotated with purple and cyan
bounding boxes, respectively. After occlusion, at frame 140,
these 2 tracks are assigned new ID 97 and 92, respectively.
In contrast, our tracker maintains the track ID consistently.
Nevertheless, the proposed methods tend to mistake the

track ID after occlusion when objects are visually similar.
For example, in Figure 8, sequence MOT16-02, tracks 9 and
10 switch their ID after occlusion. Further, our methods
occasionally initialize false tracks due to false positive detec-
tion. In sequence MOT16-03, there is a false positive detec-
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Table 6
Result on MOTChallenge test sets (red: the best, blue: the second best, ‘˚’: our methods).

Method MOTAÒ IDF1Ò HOTAÒ MTÒ MLÓ FPÓ FNÓ IDSÓ

MOT16 Test Set

POI [14] 68.2 60.0 50.1 41.0 19.0 11,479 45,605 933
MOTDT [17] 47.6 50.9 - 15.2 38.3 9,253 85,431 792
DeepSORT [15] 61.4 62.2 50.1 32.8 18.2 12,852 56,668 781
JDE [18] 64.4 55.8 - 35.4 20.0 - - 1544
TraDes [39] 70.1 64.7 53.2 37.3 20.0 8,091 45,210 1,144
CSTrack [20] 75.6 73.3 59.8 42.8 16.5 9,646 33,777 1,121
FairMOT [21] 74.9 72.8 - 44.7 15.9 - - 1,074
GSDT [22] 74.5 68.1 56.6 41.2 17.3 8,913 36,428 1229
LMB* 73.1 71.7 59.0 42.4 21.1 7,741 40,562 702
GLMB* 75.0 72.4 59.4 44.3 15.5 9,526 35,027 1,042

MOT17 Test Set

TraDes [39] 69.1 63.9 52.7 36.4 21.5 20,892 150,060 3,555
CSTrack [20] 74.9 72.6 59.3 41.5 17.5 23,847 114,303 3,567
FairMOT [21] 73.7 72.3 59.3 43.2 17.3 27,507 117,477 3,303
GSDT [22] 73.2 66.5 55.2 41.7 17.5 26,397 120,666 3,891
LMB* 71.3 70.6 58.3 40.5 23.3 21,918 137,739 2,151
GLMB* 73.9 71.5 58.9 42.8 16.9 25,116 118,989 3,255

MOT20 Test Set

FairMOT [21] 61.8 67.3 54.6 68.8 7.60 103,440 88,901 5,243
GSDT [22] 67.1 67.5 53.6 53.1 13.2 31,507 135,395 3,133
CSTrack [20] 66.6 68.6 54.0 50.4 15.5 25,404 144,358 3,196
LMB* 65.4 67.1 54.1 60.5 12.3 57,919 118,337 2,787
GLMB* 67.7 67.3 54.2 54.7 14.5 29,597 134,534 2,911
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Figure 8. Failure cases of GLMB tracker. We use CSTrack detection. Best viewed in color and zoom.

tion generated between tracks 22 and 23, which creates the
false positive track 67. Full videos related to the qualitative
comparison are given in supplementary materials.

6.2 Evaluation of Efficiency

6.2.1 Run-Time Comparison

Table 8 presents the average run-time in frame per second
(FPS) of all trackers in MOT16 validation dataset when the
number of hypotheses Nh is 500. The tests were performed
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Table 7
Results of SOTA LRFS filters and our methods on test sets (red: the

best, ‘˚’: our methods).

Dataset Method MOTAÒ IDF1Ò MTÒ MLÓ IDS Ó

GLMB-IM [6] 29.1 39.7 49.0 9.8 1,636
MOMOT [7] 40.0 50.3 6.0 36.9 307

MOT15 LMB* 55.3 62.3 59.6 10.0 614
GLMB* 59.9 62.4 46.5 13.2 710

GLMB-IM [6] 60.1 45.4 21.5 32.7 6,381
MOMOT [7] 55.5 63.4 19.0 35.9 1,333

MOT17 LMB* 71.3 70.6 40.5 23.3 2,151
GLMB* 73.9 71.5 42.8 16.9 3,255

on a desktop with CPU AMD Ryzen Threadripper 2950X
16-Core Processor (no GPU acceleration was used for our
filters). Although our methods are slower than others, they
can perform real-time tracking on MOT16 dataset with our
hardware settings and implementations, given the highest
frame rate sequence is 30 FPS in this dataset.

Table 8
Run-time comparison with SOTA methods (red: the best, bold: the best

in a detector, ‘˚’: our methods).

Detector Method FPSÒ Detector Method FPSÒ

DeepSORT [15] 133.9 CSTrack 250.1
POI [14] LMB* 108.0 CSTrack [20] LMB* 68.0

GLMB* 104.0 GLMB* 58.3

JDE 101.4 FairMOT 228.7
JDE [18] LMB* 68.4 FairMOT [21] LMB* 87.7

GLMB* 54.5 GLMB* 81.4

TraDes 281.5 GSDT 266.7
TraDes [39] LMB* 111.5 GSDT [22] LMB* 81.1

GLMB* 96.2 GLMB* 72.0

6.2.2 Nh versus Tracking Accuracy
Figure 9 plots the relationship between Nh and the accuracy
of GLMB and LMB filters. We observe that when Nh ą 50,
the accuracy of GLMB and LMB filters in terms of MOTA,
IDF1, and HOTA is saturated while OSPA(2) error keep
decreasing with higher Nh for the GLMB filter. IDS for the
GLMB filter is relatively consistent for different values of
Nh. For the LMB filter, when the number of hypotheses
is low (e.g., Nh ă 4), the filter mostly estimates incor-
rect tracks. Since those tracks cannot be matched with the
ground truth, IDS error is not captured (the error is mostly
due to false positive and false negative). When Nh increases
(e.g., Nh ě 4), more correct tracks are estimated. But for
lowNh, there are not enough hypotheses to correctly resolve
object ID, hence the increase in IDS error. WhenNh increases
further, track ID is more consistent, hence the decrease in
IDS error.

6.3 Ablation Studies
In this subsection, we perform a series of ablation studies
for the proposed GLMB and LMB trackers on the MOT16
and MOT17 validation sets using FairMOT detector.

6.3.1 Component-Wise Analysis
In this experiment, we analyze the performance of our
trackers under different configurations. The baseline (BL)

setting (used in the previous experiments) includes the track
appearance model, fuzzy detection model, and track re-ID
module. To study the effects of different components, we
test the following settings: AR is the BL setting excluding
object appearance model and track re-ID module; R is the
BL setting excluding the re-ID module; F is the BL setting
excluding the fuzzy detection model (i.e., a constant detec-
tion probability is used).

The results in Table 9 show significant performance
degradation in terms of HOTA, IDS and IDF1 for AR set-
ting. Especially, for GLMB filter, OPSA(2) error increases
significantly. A similar observation is for R setting. It is
because objects are assigned to new IDs after occlusion.
This behavior highlights the importance of the proposed
appearance model and track recall module in reducing ID
switches. When the fuzzy detection model is removed, the
drop in performance is not as significant as for the other
settings. It can be explained because, with the fuzzy detec-
tion model, if the objects are not occluded and not too far
from the camera, their detection probability is high (similar
to the chosen constant detection probability). The detection
probability decreases when the objects are occluded or far
away from the camera to help maintain a reasonably high
existence probability for these objects if they are actually
miss-detected. Hence, the drop in performance for a con-
stant detection probability model is not significant if the
miss-detection rate is relatively low as that of the FairMOT
detector.

6.3.2 Recall Length Analysis
The number of frames that we store a TT track before it
is recalled (i.e., the recall length) affects the filters’ perfor-
mance. This experiment studies the tracking accuracy of
the filters for various recall lengths. Figure 10 demonstrates
that for the GLMB filter, the performance increases and
then saturates when the number of recall frames is up to
50. Nevertheless, for the LMB filter, the performance drops
slightly when the number of recall frames is beyond 200.
The saturation in performance is either due to the fact that
most tracks reappear after 50 frames or the appearance
feature vectors of the tracks (extracted by the detector)
change significantly after 50 frames. The drop in LMB filter
performance for a high number of recall frames is due to
the increase in the number of tracks that the filter needs to
handle (higher possibility of track recall when recall length
increases), hence degradation in data association (note that
data association quality in LMB filter is lower than of GLMB
filter due to the LMB approximation).

6.4 Fuzzy Rules Analysis

In this ablation study, we analyze the effects of the fuzzy
rules on tracking performance. In Table 10, we list the tested
rules, in which rules R1, R2, R3 (R1 is the baseline rule
presented in Table 2) follow the model intuition discussed
in Subsection 3.3 (i.e., the trend of IoA score contradicts
the trend of the detection probability, and the trend of
area ratio follows the trend of the detection probability),
while rules R4 and R5 contradict the model intuition. The
results in Table 11 show that rules that follow the model
intuition show similar tracking performance to the baseline.
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Figure 9. Number of hypotheses (Nh) versus tracking accuracy for GLMB and LMB filters in terms of MOTA, IDF1, HOTA, IDS scores and OSPA(2)

distance (sub-figures (a) to (e), respectively). The numbers of hypotheses are plotted in log scale.

Table 9
Component-Wise Analysis for our methods (red: the best).

Setting Method MOTAÒ IDF1Ò HOTAÒ IDSÓ OSPA(2)
Ó

M
O

T
16

BL LMB 81.9 82.1 67.3 503 26.2
GLMB 81.3 83.1 67.2 439 27.3

AR
LMB 80.0 74.6 62.8 808 36.2
GLMB 78.6 71.7 61.3 1,254 60.7

R
LMB 81.1 79.2 66.0 637 46.9
GLMB 80.6 76.2 64.1 837 55.4

F
LMB 78.9 80.0 65.5 486 30.43
GLMB 79.5 79.7 65.4 633 31.48

M
O

T
17

BL LMB 82.3 82.2 67.3 1,566 24.3
GLMB 81.9 82.9 67.3 1,512 25.5

AR
LMB 80.3 74.4 62.6 2,532 33.0
GLMB 78.5 71.4 61.0 3,960 58.5

R
LMB 81.7 79.2 66.0 1,986 43.9
GLMB 80.6 75.9 64.0 2,619 53.0

F
LMB 78.7 79.8 65.3 1,512 27.5
GLMB 79.3 79.5 65.2 2,007 28.1
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Figure 10. Recall length versus tracking accuracy for GLMB and LMB filters in terms of MOTA, IDF1, HOTA, IDS scores and OSPA(2) distance
(sub-figures (a) to (e), respectively). The recall lengths are plotted in base-two log scale.

In contrast, we observe the degradation in performance if
the rule is counter-intuitive (could be worse than not having
the fuzzy model, compared to the F̄ rows in Table 9).

6.5 Limitation

Considering multiple hypotheses of the data association
comes with high computational cost, although Gibbs sam-
pling can sample significant data association hypotheses at
the linear complexity in the number of measurements [32]
(in fact standard rank assignment solver such as Murty
algorithm may become unusable for a large dataset such
as MOT20). Hence, our trackers are generally slower than
SOTA trackers, especially, in dataset involving large num-
ber of objects. However, keeping multiple hypotheses con-
tributes less number of ID switches when in the crowded
scenario for MOT20 test set as can be seen in Table 6.
Conversely, aspect ratios of the bounding boxes and object
heights are modeled with Gaussian distributions in our
work. However, since they can only be positive, constraints
need to be imposed in the state estimation step to ensure the
corresponding estimated values are positive.

7 CONCLUSION

Using an RFS (simple finite point process) formulation, we
have developed multi-object Bayes filters that address oc-
clusion and re-ID in visual MOT. The proposed filters gener-
ally outperform benchmarking SOTA methods on MOTchal-
lenge datasets. Further, they exhibit a much lower number
of ID switches compared to SOTA methods, thus validating
the effectiveness of the proposed filter’s occlusion resolution
and re-ID capability. This is mainly due to the processing of
multiple data association hypotheses rather than a single
hypothesis as in the widely used benchmarking algorithms.
The trade-off is a slower processing time, nonetheless, it
is more than enough for real-time processing even with a
prototype implementation. From an analytical viewpoint,
the proposed filter scales gracefully with problem size, with
linear complexity in the number of detections.

In terms of future work, the current measurement model
only uses bounding box measurements from the detector,
excluding the detection confidence information. Neverthe-
less, it has been shown that trackers that can handle the de-
tection confidence score improve the tracking performance
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Table 10
Tested fuzzy rules. R1, R2 and R3 follow the model intuition. R4 and R5 contradict the model intuition.

Rules R1 R2 R3 R4 R5

Area ratio
IoA

L M H L M H L M H L M H L M H

L M L L M L L M M L L H H M H M
M M M L H M L M M L L L H L L H
H H H L H H M H H M L L H L L H

Table 11
Our evaluation result with FairMOT detector on five different fuzzy

rules.

Method Setting MOTAÒ IDF1Ò HOTAÒ IDSÓ OSPA(2)
Ó

M
O

T
16

LMB

R1 81.9 82.1 67.3 503 26.3
R2 80.8 82.3 67.2 482 27.1
R3 80.9 82.4 67.3 476 26.8
R4 75.9 79.8 64.6 490 29.2
R5 77.6 80.6 65.5 481 27.5

GLMB

R1 81.3 83.1 67.2 439 27.3
R2 81.3 82.1 66.8 438 28.6
R3 81.2 82.4 66.9 485 28.1
R4 78.1 79.0 64.6 521 32.0
R5 77.9 78.5 64.3 473 30.5

M
O

T
17

LMB

R1 82.3 82.2 67.3 1,566 24.3
R2 81.3 82.3 67.2 1,500 25.2
R3 81.4 82.4 67.3 1,479 24.9
R4 76.4 79.9 64.6 1,491 27.3
R5 78.0 80.7 65.5 1,482 25.7

GLMB

R1 81.9 82.9 67.3 1,512 25.5
R2 81.6 82.1 66.8 1,401 26.8
R3 81.6 82.5 66.9 1,548 26.3
R4 78.5 79.0 64.6 1,641 29.7
R5 78.4 78.6 64.3 1,527 28.7

[16]. Thus, an extension of this work could be the devel-
opment of a measurement model that can handle detection
confidence scores. Moreover, the object dynamic model in
this work can also be extended to include complex object
poses [40]. The incorporation of the pose estimation model,
on the one hand, could improve tracking performance if
the poses can be modeled accurately. On the other hand, it
increases the applicability of the trackers to a wider range of
applications. Nevertheless, these extensions come at a high
computational expense, which could decrease the efficiency
of the trackers.

REFERENCES

[1] A. Bewley, Z. Ge, L. Ott, F. Ramos, and B. Upcroft, “Simple
online and realtime tracking,” in International Conference on Image
Processing. IEEE, 2016, pp. 3464–3468.

[2] P. Dendorfer, H. Rezatofighi, A. Milan, J. Shi, D. Cremers, I. Reid,
S. Roth, K. Schindler, and L. Leal-Taixe, “MOT20: A bench-
mark for multi object tracking in crowded scenes,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:2003.09003, 2020.

[3] R. Mahler, Advances in statistical multisource-multitarget information
fusion. Artech House, 2014.

[4] B.-T. Vo and B.-N. Vo, “Labeled random finite sets and multi-object
conjugate priors,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 61,
no. 13, pp. 3460–3475, 2013.

[5] Z. Fu, P. Feng, F. Angelini, J. Chambers, and S. M. Naqvi, “Particle
PHD filter based multiple human tracking using online group-
structured dictionary learning,” IEEE Access, vol. 6, pp. 14 764–
14 778, 2018.

[6] D. Y. Kim, B.-N. Vo, B.-T. Vo, and M. Jeon, “A labeled random finite
set online multi-object tracker for video data,” Pattern Recognition,
vol. 90, pp. 377–389, 2019.

[7] M. Abbaspour and M. A. Masnadi-Shirazi, “Online multi-object
tracking with delta-GLMB filter based on occlusion and identity
switch handling,” Image and Vision Computing, vol. 127, p. 104553,
2022.

[8] B.-N. Vo, B.-T. Vo, and D. Phung, “Labeled random finite sets and
the bayes multi-target tracking filter,” IEEE Transactions on Signal
Processing, vol. 62, no. 24, pp. 6554–6567, 2014.

[9] S. Reuter, B.-T. Vo, B.-N. Vo, and K. Dietmayer, “The labeled multi-
bernoulli filter,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 62,
no. 12, pp. 3246–3260, 2014.

[10] C. Huang, B. Wu, and R. Nevatia, “Robust object tracking by hier-
archical association of detection responses,” in European Conference
on Computer Vision. Springer, 2008, pp. 788–801.

[11] J. Berclaz, F. Fleuret, and P. Fua, “Robust people tracking with
global trajectory optimization,” in Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition, vol. 1. IEEE, 2006, pp. 744–750.

[12] H. B. Shitrit, J. Berclaz, F. Fleuret, and P. Fua, “Multi-commodity
network flow for tracking multiple people,” IEEE Transactions on
Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, vol. 36, no. 8, pp. 1614–
1627, 2013.

[13] L. Nanni, S. Ghidoni, and S. Brahnam, “Handcrafted vs. non-
handcrafted features for computer vision classification,” Pattern
Recognition, vol. 71, pp. 158–172, 2017.

[14] F. Yu, W. Li, Q. Li, Y. Liu, X. Shi, and J. Yan, “Poi: Multiple
object tracking with high performance detection and appearance
feature,” in European Conference on Computer Vision. Springer,
2016, pp. 36–42.

[15] N. Wojke, A. Bewley, and D. Paulus, “Simple online and realtime
tracking with a deep association metric,” in International Conference
on Image Processing. IEEE, 2017, pp. 3645–3649.

[16] Y. Zhang, P. Sun, Y. Jiang, D. Yu, Z. Yuan, P. Luo, W. Liu,
and X. Wang, “ByteTrack: Multi-object tracking by associating
every detection box,” in European Conference on Computer Vision.
Springer, 2022, pp. 1–21.

[17] L. Chen, H. Ai, Z. Zhuang, and C. Shang, “Real-time multiple
people tracking with deeply learned candidate selection and per-
son re-identification,” in International Conference on Multimedia and
Expo. IEEE, 2018, pp. 1–6.

[18] Z. Wang, L. Zheng, Y. Liu, Y. Li, and S. Wang, “Towards real-time
multi-object tracking,” in European Conference on Computer Vision.
Springer, 2020, pp. 107–122.

[19] S. Chan, Y. Jia, X. Zhou, C. Bai, S. Chen, and X. Zhang, “Online
multiple object tracking using joint detection and embedding
network,” Pattern Recognition, vol. 130, p. 108793, 2022.

[20] C. Liang, Z. Zhang, X. Zhou, B. Li, S. Zhu, and W. Hu, “Rethinking
the competition between detection and reid in multiobject track-
ing,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing, vol. 31, pp. 3182–3196,
2022.

[21] Y. Zhang, C. Wang, X. Wang, W. Zeng, and W. Liu, “FairMOT: On
the fairness of detection and re-identification in multiple object
tracking,” International Journal of Computer Vision, vol. 129, p.
3069–3087, 2021.

[22] Y. Wang, K. Kitani, and X. Weng, “Joint object detection and
multi-object tracking with graph neural networks,” in International
Conference on Robotics and Automation, May 2021, pp. 13 708–13 715.

[23] L. Vaquero, V. M. Brea, and M. Mucientes, “Tracking more than
100 arbitrary objects at 25 fps through deep learning,” Pattern
Recognition, vol. 121, p. 108205, 2022.

[24] ——, “Real-time siamese multiple object tracker with enhanced
proposals,” Pattern Recognition, vol. 135, p. 109141, 2023.

[25] J. Li, H.-C. Wong, S.-L. Lo, and Y. Xin, “Multiple object detection
by a deformable part-based model and an R-CNN,” IEEE Signal
Processing Letters, vol. 25, no. 2, pp. 288–292, 2018.



16

[26] G. Koporec and J. Pers, “Human-centered deep compositional
model for handling occlusions,” Pattern Recognition, vol. 138, p.
109397, 2023.

[27] Y. Ma and Q. Chen, “Depth assisted occlusion handling in video
object tracking,” in International Symposium on Visual Computing.
Springer, 2010, pp. 449–460.

[28] J. Ong, B.-T. Vo, B.-N. Vo, D. Y. Kim, and S. Nordholm, “A
bayesian filter for multi-view 3D multi-object tracking with occlu-
sion handling,” IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine
Intelligence, vol. 44, no. 5, pp. 2246–2263, 2022.

[29] A. Ur-Rehman, S. M. Naqvi, L. Mihaylova, and J. A. Chambers,
“Multi-target tracking and occlusion handling with learned vari-
ational bayesian clusters and a social force model,” IEEE Transac-
tions on Signal Processing, vol. 64, no. 5, pp. 1320–1335, 2016.

[30] B.-N. Vo and W.-K. Ma, “The gaussian mixture probability hypoth-
esis density filter,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 54,
no. 11, pp. 4091–4104, 2006.

[31] X. Zhou, Y. Li, and B. He, “Game-theoretical occlusion handling
for multi-target visual tracking,” Pattern Recognition, vol. 46, no. 10,
pp. 2670–2684, 2013.

[32] B.-N. Vo, B.-T. Vo, and H. G. Hoang, “An efficient implementation
of the generalized labeled multi-bernoulli filter,” IEEE Transactions
on Signal Processing, vol. 65, no. 8, pp. 1975–1987, 2017.

[33] A. Milan, L. Leal-Taixe, I. Reid, S. Roth, and K. Schindler,
“MOT16: A benchmark for multi-object tracking,” arXiv preprint
arXiv:1603.00831, 2016.

[34] K. Bernardin and R. Stiefelhagen, “Evaluating multiple object
tracking performance: the CLEAR MOT metrics,” EURASIP Jour-
nal on Image and Video Processing, vol. 2008, pp. 1–10, 2008.

[35] E. Ristani, F. Solera, R. Zou, R. Cucchiara, and C. Tomasi, “Per-
formance measures and a data set for multi-target, multi-camera
tracking,” in European conference on computer vision. Springer, 2016,
pp. 17–35.

[36] J. Luiten, A. Osep, P. Dendorfer, P. Torr, A. Geiger, L. Leal-Taixe,
and B. Leibe, “HOTA: A higher order metric for evaluating multi-
object tracking,” International Journal of Computer Vision, vol. 129,
no. 2, pp. 548–578, 2021.

[37] M. Beard, B.-T. Vo, and B.-N. Vo, “A solution for large-scale multi-
object tracking,” IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, vol. 68, pp.
2754–2769, 2020.

[38] T. T. D. Nguyen, H. Rezatofighi, B.-N. Vo, B.-T. Vo, S. Savarese,
and I. Reid, “How trustworthy are the existing performance
evaluations for basic vision tasks?” IEEE Transactions on Pattern
Analysis and Machine Intelligence, vol. 45, no. 7, pp. 8538–8552, 2023.

[39] J. Wu, J. Cao, L. Song, Y. Wang, M. Yang, and J. Yuan, “Track to
detect and segment: An online multi-object tracker,” in Conference
on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2021, pp. 12 352–12 361.

[40] Y. Dang, J. Yin, S. Zhang, J. Liu, and Y. Hu, “Kinematics modeling
network for video-based human pose estimation,” Pattern Recog-
nition, vol. 150, p. 110287, 2024.

[41] D. Schuhmacher, B.-T. Vo, and B.-N. Vo, “A consistent metric for
performance evaluation of multi-object filters,” IEEE Transactions
on Signal Processing, vol. 56, no. 8, pp. 3447–3457, 2008.

[42] H. Rezatofighi, N. Tsoi, J. Gwak, A. Sadeghian, I. Reid, and
S. Savarese, “Generalized intersection over union: A metric and
a loss for bounding box regression,” in Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2019.



17

Supplementary Materials: Visual Multi-Object Tracking with
Object Appearance-Reappearance Resolution and Occlusion

Handling using Labeled Random Finite Set

1 DETAILS ON FILTERING RECURSIONS

1.1 Exact Filtering Recursion
Given the prior multi-object density π with the form of
a general multi-object density, applying the dynamic and
measurement models allows us to derive the (unnormal-
ized) filtering multi-object density

Ω
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π, tP
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Note that the above filtering density is not a GLMB
density since each term of the product rp

pξ,θ`q
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depends on X`. Hence, rp
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which is not a GLMB density.

1.2 GLMB Filtering Recursion
Given the prior multi-object density π with the form of
a GLMB density, applying the dynamic and measurement
models allows us to derive the (unnormalized) filtering
multi-object density (by following Proposition 1 of [32])

Ω
´

π, tP
pℓq

B,`, f
pℓq

B,`uℓPB`
, Z`

¯

9∆pX`q

ÿ

I,ξ,I`,θ`

δI`
rLpX`qsω

pI,ξ,I`,θ`q

Z`,X̂
pξ,I`q

`

rp
pξ,θ`q

Z`,X̂
pξ,I`q

`

p¨qsX` , (2)

where X̂
pξ,I`q

` “ tpx̂
pξ,ℓq

` , ℓq : ℓ P I`u, x̂pξ,ℓq

` is the estimate
from the prediction density ppξq

` p¨, ℓq, and

ω
pI,ξ,I`,θ`q

Z,X̂
9ωpI,ξqrP̄

pξq

S sIXI` r1 ´ P̄
pξq

S sI´I`

rPBsI`XB` r1 ´ PBsB`´I` rψ̄
pξ,θ`q

Z,X̂
sI` ,

P̄
pξq

S pℓq “ xppξqp¨, ℓq, PSp¨, ℓqy,

ψ̄
pξ,θq

Z,X̂
pℓq “ xp

pξq

` p¨, ℓq, ψ
pθq

Z,X̂
p¨, ℓqy,

p
pξq

` px, ℓq “ 1LpℓqxPSp¨, ℓqppξqp¨, ℓq, f
pℓq

S,`px|¨qy{P̄
pξq

S pℓq

`1B`
pℓqf

pℓq

B,`pxq,

p
pξ,θq

Z,X̂
px, ℓq “ p

pξq

` px, ℓqψ
pθq

Z,X̂
px, ℓq{ψ̄

pξ,θ`q

Z,X̂
pℓq.

1.3 LMB Filtering Recursion

With the same analogy, if the prior density is an LMB
density, we have a special case:

Ω
´

π, tP
pℓq

B,`, f
pℓq

B,`uℓPB`
, Z`

¯

9∆pX`q

ÿ

I`,θ`

δI`
rLpX`qsω

pI`,θ`q

Z`,X̂
pI`q

`

rp
pθ`q

Z`,X̂
pI`q

`

p¨qsX` , (3)

where X̂
pI`q

` “ tpx̂
pℓq

` , ℓq : ℓ P I`u with x̂pℓq

` is the estimate
from the prediction density p`p¨, ℓq,

ω
pI`,θ`q

Z,X̂
9

ÿ

pI`´B`qĚI

wpIqrP̄SsIXI` r1 ´ P̄SsI´I`

rPBsI`XB` r1 ´ PBsB`´I` rψ̄
pθ`q

Z,X̂
sI` ,

P̄Spℓq “ xpp¨, ℓq, PSp¨, ℓqy,

ψ̄
pθq

Z,X̂
pℓq “ xp`p¨, ℓq, ψ

pθq

Z,X̂
p¨, ℓqy,

p`px, ℓq “ 1LpℓqxPSp¨, ℓqpp¨, ℓq, f
pℓq

S,`px|¨qy{P̄Spℓq

`1B`
pℓqf

pℓq

B,`pxq,

p
pθq

Z,X̂
px, ℓq “ p`px, ℓqψ

pθq

Z,X̂
px, ℓq{ψ̄

pθq

Z,X̂
pℓq.
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2 OSPA(2) METRIC

Consider a metric space pW, dq with the base-distance d :
WˆW Ñ r0;8q between the elements of W (a set of all
bounding boxes in our context), the general form of OSPA
distance of order p ě 1, and cut-off c ą 0, between two sets
X “ tx1, ..., xmu and Y “ ty1, ..., ynu is defined by [38],
[41]

d
pp,cq

O pX,Y q “
˜

1

n

˜

min
πPΠn

m
ÿ

i“1

dpcq
`

xi, yπpiq

˘p
` cp pn´mq

¸¸
1
p

, (4)

if n ě m ą 0, where Πn is the set of permutations of
t1, 2, ..., nu and dpcq

px, yq “ min pc, d px, yqq. If one of the
set is empty d

pp,cq

O pX,Y q “ c , and if both sets are empty
d

pp,cq

O pH,Hq “ 0.
In a discrete-time window T, a track in a metric space

pW, dq can be defined as a mapping f : T ÞÑ W [37]. Its
domain Df Ď T, is the set of time instants when the ob-
ject/track has a state in W. The general OSPA distance above
yields the following meaningful base-distance between two
tracks f and g:

dpcq
pf, gq “

ÿ

tPDf YDg

d
pcq

O ptf ptqu , tg ptquq

|Df Y Dg|
,

if Df Y Dg ‰ H, and dpcq
pf, gq “ 0 if Df Y Dg “ H,

where dpcq

O denotes the OSPA distance (the order parameter
p is redundant because only sets of at most one element are
considered) [37].

The task of evaluating the tracking results can be cast
as measuring the distance between two sets of tracks.
This distance can be measured with OSPA metric (consider
X and Y in (4) as two sets of tracks) with dpcq as the
base-distance. Since OSPA metric is applied twice (once
to measure the distance between two tracks and once to
measure the distance between two sets of tracks), we have
the name OSPA(2) metric [37]. In this work, we use the
Generalized Intersection over Union (GIoU) distance (i.e.,
1 ´ GIoU , where the GIoU score between bounding boxes
are computed according to [42]) as our base-distance in W.
Since GIoU base-distance is bounded by 1, we set c “ 1 to
be sensitive to the whole range of localization error. whole
range of localization error.
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