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Figure 1. Given an input video (top) and a prompt (e.g. point clicks) to define a query mask (top, white) we track segmentation masks of
the visible regions (modal masks) using a video object segmentation method such as SAM 2 [36] (top, red). We propose to use a fine-tuned
generative video diffusion model to outpaint the occluded object (middle) providing zero-shot, amodal video object segmentation (bottom).

Abstract

We present Track Anything Behind Everything (TABE), a
novel dataset, pipeline, and evaluation framework for zero-
shot amodal completion from visible masks. Unlike existing
methods that require pretrained class labels, our approach
uses a single query mask from the first frame where the ob-
ject is visible, enabling flexible, zero-shot inference. Our
dataset, TABE-51 provides highly accurate ground truth
amodal segmentation masks without the need for human
estimation or 3D reconstruction. Our TABE pipeline is
specifically designed to handle amodal completion, even in
scenarios where objects are completely occluded. We also
introduce a specialised evaluation framework that isolates
amodal completion performance, free from the influence of
traditional visual segmentation metrics. Dataset, model and
code will be made available.

1. Introduction

Humans have an understanding of an object beyond just the
visible regions that can be observed. This stems from our
strong notion of object permanence [1] – the concept that
objects maintain their identity and continuity over time, re-
gardless of visibility. Humans also have a notion of how
objects deform or respond to other elements of an envi-
ronment, allowing our minds eye to still be able to predict
where an object exists, even when occluded. This concept
is called amodal completion [2, 30] and is the focus of this
paper.

Recent advances in computer vision have significantly
improved the ability to determine an object’s location within
a scene based solely on its visible pixels. Methods like
SAM2 [36], DINOv2 [32], and Mask2Former [8] now pro-
duce segmentation masks with a level of quality and accu-
racy that would have seemed out of reach just a few years
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Figure 2. Overview of our TABE pipeline. This figure demonstrates how input frames from a video, combined with a single query mask,
are processed to produce high-quality, amodal completion segmentation masks

ago. On the other hand, a model’s ability to perceive and
predict the position of objects obscured by occlusions has
not advanced as rapidly [24, 60]. Two primary challenges
underlie this gap. First, is that getting real-world ground
truth data for objects behind occlusions is an extremely
difficult and resource intensive task [48]. Second, defin-
ing “ground truth” itself is complex for occluded objects
[54], as human perception of these hidden elements often
involves educated guesses based on context, motion, or the
object’s anticipated behaviour. For example, if a cup ob-
scures a ball on a table at eye level, it is ambiguous whether
the ball has been fully contained by the cup or simply hid-
den behind it. Until the cup moves, this information remains
uncertain, and even if the ball doesn’t reappear, one might
assume it was concealed rather than removed. This ambi-
guity in visual perception highlights a core problem for ma-
chine learning models. Humans can constantly update their
understanding based on context and new information [21],
while models lack this adaptive intuition [41]. Indeed, this
phenomenon is leveraged in magic tricks, where the brain’s
assumptions can make it susceptible to deception.

The importance of machine learning models being able
to understand object permanence, particularly through
amodal completion, lies in their ability to function in a man-
ner more aligned with human cognition. Infants begin to de-
velop a basic level of object permanence around the age of
3.5 months and continue refining this ability until about 14
months, by which point most tasks involving object perma-
nence can be successfully solved [29]. This developmental
milestone highlights how deeply ingrained the concept of
object permanence is in human cognition, providing a valu-
able framework for developing more intuitive and human-
like machine learning models.

When considering specific use cases for this to solve, a
compelling application could be tracking objects in com-
plex environments. Currently, many trackers employ re-
identification methodologies [4, 56, 57, 59] to maintain ob-

ject tracking through occlusions. However these can often
be complex and non-robust [31]. By incorporating amodal
completion in video, we could instead leverage a human-
like ability to continuously reference an object’s position,
even when it is behind occluders, enabling uninterrupted
tracking. This approach is crucial for tasks such as au-
tonomous driving [7]. Furthermore, amodal completion
has been shown to improve object recognition, as the abil-
ity to complete objects amodally can support accurate class
recognition [33].

We introduce a dataset with evaluation metrics which are
able to isolate and evaluate a model’s ability to complete the
task of amodal completion, we will also introduce a novel
pipeline to solve this challenge, illustrated in Fig 2.

2. Related Work

Amodal Completion Amodal completion in computer vi-
sion refers to the task of inferring the parts of an object that
are occluded or missing in a given image or video frame.
This involves reconstructing the complete shape or structure
of an object, even when parts of it are hidden by other ob-
jects or the environment. Unlike traditional segmentation,
which focuses on visible parts of an object, amodal com-
pletion aims to predict the complete, unseen regions based
on contextual information and the object’s known proper-
ties. The approach to solving amodal completion can be
categorized into two main strategies.

Amodal Instance Segmentation involves training a model
to be able to segment both visible and non-visible portions
of an object [13, 18, 20, 22, 25, 28, 47, 51, 53]. This type
of approach requires all test objects to be of classes that
were seen during training time, meaning that these methods
cannot be translated to a zero-shot paradigm.

Within the Amodal Completion from a Visible Mask
paradigm, a model must be able to amodally complete any
object based on its visible mask and frame information
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Figure 3. An overview of our dataset curation approach: from a static camera we observe two different scenes, shown in the top and middle
row. We then extract the door from the middle scene and composite it onto the top scene, creating a realistic test scene (bottom row) while
maintaining a ground truth accurate amodal segmentation mask.

[33, 54]. Although this method relies on extra data being
provided, either as ground truth or from a modal instance
segmentation model [8, 23, 32, 36], it allows for zero-shot
amodal completion.

Video Amodal Completion Temporal cues play a crucial
role in human ability to amodally complete objects, signifi-
cantly reducing the ambiguity that often arises from partial
occlusions. This skill develops early in life, with infants
using spatiotemporal continuity to understand that objects
persist and remain cohesive even when partially out of view
[43]. Amodal completion from visible masks can be ex-
tended for entire video sequences, as only the visible mask
of the object in the first frame is required. This initial mask
can be generated either through a segmentation method
such as SAM2 [36], based on point clicks for quick object
localisation, or directly from ground-truth data if available
[48]. Image-based amodal techniques [33, 54] fail to lever-
age temporal cues and thus struggle with amodal comple-
tion in the presence of severe occlusion. These methods also
use priors that come from images without severe occlusion,
one such prior is pix2gestalt [33] using CLIP [35] embed-
dings for the whole image to provide context for the inpaint-
ing. This is not necessarily helpful if the occluding objects
or background scene do not relate strongly to the occluded
object. Similar to our approach, pix2gestalt leverages par-
tially observed, unoccluded areas as input for an outpaint-
ing process. However, we have developed a novel pipeline
specifically designed for video tasks to address the issues
outlined above. In our method, we use unoccluded frames
as reference points to fine-tune our generative model. Ad-
ditionally, we introduce a target region mask, derived from
depth data and interpolated bounding box information, to
restrict the areas where the model can inpaint.

Video Diffusion Video diffusion methods are a subset of
generative models designed to generate high-quality video

Figure 4. Issue with TCOW [48] metrics for amodal completion -
the top row shows the input frames, whilst the middle row shows
the query mask (left box) and target mask (right box). The bot-
tom row presents the model’s output heatmaps, highlighting that
evaluating the model solely against the target masks overlooks the
non-visible pixels that are missed in previous frames.

sequences by leveraging diffusion processes, which are
originally popular in image generation tasks [38, 40, 55].
Video diffusion extends the capabilities of the image-based
diffusion to handle temporal consistency across frames. Al-
lowing for coherent videos to be generated [16]. Video dif-
fusion models can be conditioned in various ways, rang-
ing from an input image [5] to a full text description [16].
For this task we need to ensure the video diffusion model
can be conditioned by both an image and inpainting region.
The COCOCO [62] methodology is a perfect fit for this pur-
pose, taking both an image and inpainting region as input as
well as employing global attention mechanisms to capture
motion over time. This approach enables the generation
of lifelike and consistent motion for query objects based
on the visible mask information. Furthermore, video dif-
fusions methods are trained on large and diverse datasets,
such as WebVid-10M [3], resulting in highly generalised
models that are well-suited for the zero-shot paradigm we
are working within.

Dataset Formulating a dataset to test amodal completion
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with pixel-level annotations in videos presents significant
challenges due to the complexities of annotating pixels that
are not visible. Computer-generated synthetic data enables
lifelike objects or shapes to be placed within a scene and
manipulated by using motion tools [14, 15, 42, 46, 53],
physics modelling [20, 37, 48], or simply occluded at an
image level [10–12]. This allows for object to interact,
generating complex scenarios while ensuing complete con-
trol over interactions and occlusions. By using synthetic
objects, each object’s pixel-level location within the scene
can be perfectly tracked, even when occluded, thus provid-
ing comprehensive ground truth data for amodal comple-
tion tasks. However, synthetic datasets contribute to the
sim2real gap [17, 50], where even highly sophisticated,
physics-based modelling fails to fully replicate the com-
plexities of real-world data. TCOW’s [48] demonstrates this
challenge well. Their Kubric dataset, which offers visu-
ally realistic and detailed object interactions, supports ex-
cellent model performance within synthetic test sets. Yet,
when evaluated on real-world data, the model’s perfor-
mance drops significantly - emphasising that even high
quality synthetic data cannot capture the complexities and
diversity of real-world situations [27]. Given the limitations
of synthetic data for developing models suited to real-world
applications, many datasets focus on real-world data-driven
techniques for amodal segmentation. The most straight-
forward method for this is to have a human simply anno-
tate their estimation of an object’s amodal segmentation
[13, 34, 61], however, while intuitive, this method relies on
human estimation which can be incorrect leading to pos-
sible inaccurate ground truth data. Additionally, it is ex-
tremely time and labour intensive, restricting its scalabil-
ity, especially for images with extensive or complex oc-
clusions. Consequently, these datasets are often limited
to scenes with simpler occlusions, as objects with signifi-
cant occlusion would require even more careful estimation
as well as likely some temporal information. One method
to generate fairly accurate ground truth annotations for oc-
cluded objects is to leverage 3D data [26, 54]. By cap-
turing an object from multiple viewpoints, this method al-
lows for a more comprehensive inference of the object’s
shape and provides a reliable mask, even through areas of
occlusion. However, this method has its limitations: 3D
data acquisition is both expensive and resource-intensive,
requiring specialised equipment and precise control over
the scene to reproject the amodal mask accurately into a
specific camera perspective. Furthermore, the accuracy of
this approach relies heavily on the quality of the generated
3D mesh, which often requires manual refinement and fil-
tering. Consequently, the scalability and feasibility of this
approach in less controlled environments remain restricted.
Finally, another approach to dataset collection blends syn-
thetic and real-world methods through compositing real im-

ages. This technique places an object, cut from one scene,
onto a natural background where it appears unoccluded. It
has shown success in several other domains, including im-
age classification [49], image detection [6, 9], GAN’s [58]
and visible image segmentation [23]. In amodal segmen-
tation, pix2gestalt’s [33] training strategy employs this cut-
and-paste compositing approach. However, as with simi-
lar techniques, objects in video diffusion models are often
placed randomly, resulting in unrealistic occlusions that cre-
ate a realism gap when applied to real-world scenarios, par-
ticularly in video data.

3. Task
The zero-shot amodal video segmentation (ZS-AVS) task
is defined as follows. We are given as input a T -frame
video x ∈ RT×H×W×3 along with a prompt of some
form (e.g. text or point clicks) used to define the object
of interest in some reference frame (assumed to be frame
1). The prompt is used to compute the binary query mask
mq ∈ {0, 1}H×W which segments the object of interest
in the reference frame. It is assumed that the object is
completely unoccluded in the reference frame. The goal
is to learn a function f that estimates amodal segmentation
masks for the tracked object in every frame:

mo = f(x,mq), (1)

where mo ∈ {0, 1}T×H×W is the binary object mask in
every frame. This must delineate the object even behind
occluders and even when none of the object is visible based
on information from surrounding frames and the context of
the object itself.
TABE-51 Current approaches to video-specific amodal
segmentation are primarily limited to synthetic data-based
methods [14, 20, 46, 48, 53] or rely on bounding box anno-
tations [18]. To address this, we present TABE-51 (Track
Anything Behind Everything 51), a video amodal segmen-
tation dataset that provides high-quality ground truth labels
for occluded objects, eliminating the need for human as-
sumptions about hidden pixels. TABE-51 leverages a com-
positing approach using real-world video clips: we record
an initial clip of an object without occlusion and then over-
lay a second clip featuring the occluding object. This com-
positing yields realistic video sequences with natural mo-
tion and highly accurate ground truth masks, allowing mod-
els to be evaluated on how well they handle occluded ob-
jects in authentic scenarios.

This dataset setup contrasts with existing methods like
TCOW [48], which evaluates performance only on visible
object pixels in real-world settings. As illustrated in Fig
4, methods like TCOW struggle to locate the skier when
occluded by the hill; metrics are computed based on the
visible frames only, where the skier reappears. By test-
ing only on unoccluded regions, TCOW does not fully

4



Scenes Images Occluded Frames Heavily Occluded Frames Fully Occluded Frames

TABE-51 51 2163 1093 556 30

Table 1. TABE-51 dataset metrics. Heavily occluded frames are
defined as frames with >50% occlusion, while fully occluded is
defined as when the object is fully non-visible.

Rubric Office Rubric Cup Games Rubric DAV/YTB

TCOW 69.4 38.3 52.8
SAM2 72.7 55.8 68.9

Table 2. Comparison of TCOW [48] and SAM2 [36] based on
average IoU metrics on different datasets. This table demon-
strates that TCOW’s metrics are inadequate for assessing amodal
completion, as SAM2—despite operating solely on visible pix-
els—outperforms TCOW in these evaluations

assess model understanding of occlusions. Consequently,
visible-pixel segmentation methods, such as SAM2 [36],
can achieve high scores on TCOW’s test set even without
handling occlusions accurately, as shown in Fig 2. In con-
trast, TABE-51 provides a robust benchmark for evaluat-
ing how well segmentation methods track and predict oc-
cluded objects throughout the entire video sequence. Fur-
ther, TABE-51 enables a evaluation of amodal completion
methods in challenging scenarios where an object has few
or even no visible pixels in certain frames. This dataset
pushes models to utilise temporal information to infer the
occluded object’s location and shape based on surround-
ing frames. Such scenarios highlight limitations in existing
methods like pix2gestalt [33], which may struggle in video
settings where tracking through heavy occlusions is neces-
sary. Fig 5 highlights one such failure case. This benchmark
ensures models are aiming to handle real-world occlusions
effectively. Dataset statistics for TABE-51 are shown in 1

Evaluation Metrics We evaluate model performance
using average Intersection over Union (IoU) between a
model’s output and the corresponding ground truth amodal
mask. However, to further test a methodologies ability to
accurately amodally complete objects through occlusions
we test specifically in three challenging scenarios:
• Occlusion IoU - this is calculated on frames with any

form of occlusion.
• Full Occlusion IoU - this is calculated on frames whereby

there are no visible pixels of the object.
• Non Visible Pixel IoU - this metric is to attempt to assert

how good the model is specifically on occluded pixels.
We assess this by removing any ground truth visual pixels
from the prediction mask and ground truth mask and only
calculate IOU between these non visible pixels.

This evaluation approach, alongside our amodally accurate
ground-truth dataset, allows us to assess a model’s ability
to generate amodally complete segmentation masks for oc-

Figure 5. Pix2gestalt [33] cannot amodally complete with very
little information. The left image showcases the frame of inter-
est, the center image shows this frame with visible pixels labelled
(green) and the ground truth amodal mask (blue), while the right
image shows the frame with pix2gestalt’s prediction mask (red).

cluded objects. By focusing on amodal completion, we en-
sure the model is tested on its capacity to infer the full shape
of occluded objects. Separating it from methods that just
segment visible pixels, which we view as a different task.

4. Overview

We propose a novel zero-shot amodal video object segmen-
tation method, as shown in Figure 2. We call this method-
ology TABE (Track Anything Behind Everything). The key
idea is to apply outpainting to the visible regions of the
tracked object using a video diffusion model.

From an input video and prompts to describe the tar-
get object in frame 1 (we use point clicks but this could
also be natural language description), we use a zero-shot
segmentation model to find the query mask. We provide
this query mask and the video frames to a visible VOS
method (SAM 2 [36]) to compute the visible masks for each
frame (which might be empty if the object is completely
occluded). We use these to produce the visible masked in-
put providing images containing only the object itself, de-
forming over time and with missing parts caused by occlu-
sions. It is to these images that we apply our video diffu-
sion outpainting method (described in Section 5), prompt-
ing the model to create a video of only the object on a white
background. This provides amodal video completion out-
put frames. Since sometimes the outpainting process rein-
troduces some background elements or other artefacts, we
re-run VOS (SAM 2 [36]) on these frames with the original
query mask, providing the final segmentation result.

We found that video diffusion outpainting was liable to
produce additional spurious content without restricting the
region in which to outpaint (for example, if the object being
tracked was a person, the outpainting result might halluci-
nate an additional second person). In addition, during the
finetuning process for the video diffusion model, we need
per-frame labels indicating which frames contain occlusion.
In order to tackle both of these problems we perform occlu-
sion reasoning prior to video diffusion (see Fig 6).

Target region masks We restrict the diffusion outpaint-
ing to a target region mask per frame. These masks com-
bine two cues to label likely areas the object could cover.
First, we use monodepth (Depth Anything v2 [52]) to esti-
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Input Depth Target region

Figure 6. Occlusion reasoning. From an input frame (left), visi-
ble region mask (green) and approximate bounding box (red) we
detect occluded frames and create target region masks for out-
painting. From an estimated depth map (middle), boundary points
where the derivative of depth in the direction outward facing nor-
mal (yellow) is negative (orange) are unlikely to be occlusion
boundaries but where it is positive (blue) it is a likely occlusion.
The target region mask comprises pixels inside the bounding box
with depth less than the mask region.

mate a depth map. We compare pixel depth values against
the mean depth inside the visible region mask. Any pixel
with a depth value smaller than this mean is a candidate for
outpainting. Second, we further restrict this candidate set
of pixels by requiring that they lie within an approximate
amodal bounding box. We estimate these bounding boxes
using temporal continuity. We initialise the bounding boxes
conservatively using the visible region masks. For frames
with no visible pixels, we linearly interpolate or extrapolate
from adjacent frames. If the change in bounding box area
indicates a potential occlusion, we test the occlusion labels
on the visible mask region boundary (see below) and grow
the bounding box by assuming its area should remain the
same.
Occlusion labelling Intuitively, at points on the bound-
ary of the visible mask region where the estimated depth
is larger just outside the mask compared to inside, this is
likely to be the true boundary of the object as opposed to
an occlusion boundary. On the other hand, where the depth
is smaller, it is likely that the object continues behind this
closer object and so this is an occlusion boundary. Using the
visible mask and estimated depth, we compute an occlusion
measure which is the proportion of the boundary believed
to be an occlusion boundary. Suppose that the visible mask
region for a frame is defined by the set of pixels belonging
to the mask S ⊂ {1, . . . ,W}× {1, . . . ,H}, with boundary
∂S. First, we define an indicator function for a point on the
boundary (u, v) with outward facing normal n⃗(u, v):

g(u, v) =

{
1 ∇z(u, v) · n⃗(u, v) > t

0 otherwise
, (2)

where z(u, v) is the estimated depth at position (u, v) and
∇z(u, v) · n⃗(u, v) is the directional derivative of the depth
function in the direction of the outward facing normal to the

boundary. This quantity is positive at potential occlusion
boundary points and we use a t slightly larger than 0 for
robustness to noise. Then we compute focc(S) ∈ [0, 1], the
proportion of the boundary that is potential occlusion as:

focc(S) =

∫
(u,v)∈∂S

g(u, v)ds∫
(u,v)∈∂S

ds
, (3)

and ds represents the differential arc length along the
boundary to the visible mask ∂S. Finally, we label frame
i as unoccluded (Vi = 1) if focc(S) is below a threshold,
occluded if focc(S) is above a threshold or left the frame (as
indicated by bounding box extrapolation), with Vi = 0 for
the final two cases.

5. Finetuned Diffusion Model
Our approach relies on outpainting a partially observed ob-
ject using a video diffusion model. We found that using a
generic outpainting model did not lead to good results as the
model did not adhere to the constraints implied on the ob-
ject and motion by the partial observations. For this reason,
we propose a finetuning process in which the model is first
specialised to the specific object we wish to outpaint.
Baseline Model We use the pretrained video diffusion
model from COCOCO [62], which adapts Stable Diffu-
sion Inpainting [38] for video sequences by incorporat-
ing a temporal UNet module [39]. This temporal UNet is
specifically modified to enhance motion consistency across
frames, thanks to improved global information capture. The
method is trained on a huge and diverse image dataset, en-
abling them to retain the generalisation that was possible in
the original Stable Diffusion Inpainting.
Finetuning We employ a similar finetuning strategy to
that of Realfill [45] but adapt it to be able to work on
video data rather than just images. As with Dreambooth
[40], Realfill aims to finetune the stable diffusion model
with just a few training images utilising Low Rank Adapta-
tions (LoRA) [19] to add learnable residual modules to each
weight in the network. This approach allows the primary
model parameters to remain frozen, thus retaining the gen-
eralisation capability of the original diffusion model while
adapting it to the new data. Further, as with Dreambooth, a
fixed prompt containing a rare token is employed to specif-
ically overfit the model to the object of interest. This al-
lows the model to associate the token directly with the vi-
sual characteristics of that particular object. At inference
time, we need the model to output an amodal completion
of the object of interest with a white background, allow-
ing the object to be easily isolated for amodal segmentation.
We begin by isolating the pixels within an estimated visible
mask of the target object, setting all other pixels in the frame
to white. Then, inspired by [44], we generate random bi-
nary masks that serve two purposes. First, we ensure some
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Figure 7. Examples of results on the TABE-51 dataset with our TABE method. In each video block, the top row’s green mask showcases
the amodal ground truth, the second row’s red mask showcases the ground-truth visual pixels and the bottom row’s magenta masks show
the predictions from the TABE method.

masks are generated that occlude parts of the object of inter-
est. These partial occlusions encourage the model to learn
how to recreate complete hidden portions of the object accu-
rately, thus enhancing the model’s amodal completion abil-
ity. Second, additional masks are randomly applied to areas
outside the object of interest. This teaches the model to gen-
erate a consistent white background in those regions. These
constraints ensure the model does not fill in non-object areas
whilst focusing its inpainting efforts solely on reconstruct-
ing the object. Finally, while we complete full sequences
of frames at each training iteration, we only optimise losses
from frames which we have labelled as unoccluded. This
ensures that the model receives reliable training signal for
those areas without introducing noise from undefined oc-
cluded regions. Concretely, we adapt the Realfill [45] loss
as follows:

L =

T∑
i=1

Vi·Ex,t,ϵ,m∥ϵθ(xt, t, p,m, (1−m)⊙x)−ϵ∥22, (4)

where x is a block of frames, p is a fixed language prompt
“A video of a [V] on a white background”, m is the ran-
domly occluded mask, t is the diffusion time step and ϵ the
noise. Vi masks the loss for occluded frames where the tar-
get outpainting is not known.

Due to this being within the pipeline, as explained in
Section 4, what we determine to be occluded versus unoc-
cluded frames is not based on ground truth data — apart
from the initial frame where no occlusion is assumed (as
defined in Section 3). Therefore, the combination of a gen-
eralised pretrained model, diverse samples of the target ob-
ject, and the use of random binary masks enables the model
to learn a robust representation of the object, even without
perfect occlusion labels for each frame.

Method GT Vis Mask GT Bbox Occlusion IoU Full Occlusion IoU Non Visible Pixel IoU

pix2gestalt [33] N NA 0.447 0.007 0.222

TCOW [48] N NA 0.450 0.190 0.232

SDAmodal [54] N Y 0.508 0.032 0.202

TABE N N 0.658 0.418 0.487

TABE-ablation N Y 0.676 0.481 0.508

TABE-ablation Y N 0.675 0.495 0.503

TABE-ablation Y Y 0.692 0.496 0.523

Table 3. The results show the average IoU scores on the TABE-
51 dataset. The top block of results are benchmark comparisons,
while the bottom are ablation studies that examine different levels
of ground truth inputs.

6. Experiments

In this section, we evaluate three model modalities for gen-
erating amodal segmentation masks, using the TABE-51
dataset as a benchmark. The evaluation metrics and ground-
truth data from TABE-51, as outlined in Section 3, facilitate
a comprehensive assessment of each model’s performance
in amodal completion for occluded objects.

Transformers The first modality we compare against is a
transformer approach, namely TCOW [48]. This architec-
ture addresses a task closely aligned with the one in this pa-
per, where the model takes video frames and a query mask
as input. The method slightly differs by trying to also out-
put masks of occluder or container objects, however they do
also output masks for this query object at each frame, so this
is what we will be using in these experiments. Although the
authors themselves state that amodal completion is not ”the
main point” of the method, it still provides valuable outputs,
and the model performs impressively in amodally complet-
ing masks, especially on synthetic datasets. For fairness in
this evaluation, we extend the input to TCOW beyond the
query mask by also providing the SAM2 visible mask out-
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puts for each frame. This ensures a more comparable test
scenario, as SAM2’s visible masks provide additional con-
textual information that could enhance the model’s perfor-
mance during the evaluation. We use the pretrained weights
provided with the model.

Image Diffusion As discussed in Section 3 the majority
of data sources for amodal completion are images and hence
most models created to solve amodal completion work on
individual images rather than videos. We pick two state of
the art image diffusion methods, using pretrained weights
provided with each model. pix2gestalt [33]: This method
takes in the visible mask of an image, the full image, as
well as CLIP [35] embeddings of the full image. The out-
put is the amodally reconstructed object, from which an
amodal segmentation mask can be derived. This method
showcases great results across a number of modalities in-
cluding art and photographs. SDAmodal [54]: This method
differs from those that rely solely on the outputs of image
diffusion models. Instead they extract multi-scale features
from an image diffusion model and combine these with fea-
tures from a visual mask, which are then passed through
decoding layers to produce the amodal segmentation mask.
An intuitive methodology that removes the need for the ex-
tra mask extraction stage as in our method or pix2gestalt.
This method relies on both visual mask and bounding box
inputs. For the visual mask input, we utilise SAM2 out-
puts, while for the bounding box inputs, we provide ground
truth amodal bounding boxes, doing so removes any poten-
tial inaccuracies that could arise from using our proprietary
bounding box estimation, allowing the method to operate
under optimal conditions and performance is not influenced
by external factors.

Video Methods For this specific task, finding video mod-
els that align with our task paradigm proved difficult. Ex-
isting methods, such as those used in instance segmentation
or bounding box prediction, are tailored to work within pre-
defined categories or rely on prior knowledge of the objects
in the video, making them unsuitable for zero-shot tasks.
These models typically require labelled data or training on
specific object categories [13, 18, 20, 25, 28, 47, 51, 53],
rather than operating solely from a query image without any
prior object-specific information. Hence, we use our TABE
method to generate baseline results for the TABE-51 dataset
presented in this paper.

Results We showcase evaluation results within Table 3.
It showcases our TABE method out performing other meth-
ods by a significant margin on all metrics defined. Among
the other methods TCOW performs best when an item is
fully occluded, this is due to it being able to harness tem-
poral information to assume the shape of an object when it
is behind occlusion, this is something image diffusion tech-
niques cannot do. Apart from this, all other method perform

in within a 6% range of each other, showcasing similar per-
formance, although SDAmodal achieves the best results on
frames whereby the object has any occlusion, highlighting
how stable diffusion techniques are strong at getting amodal
segmentation masks, even when they have no temporal in-
formation. Fig 7 showcases some outputs of our TABE
method on the TABE-51 dataset, further to those already
shown in other figures. These results demonstrate the high
success rate of the TABE method, though in some cases, it
slightly misjudges the specific pose of the object. We show-
case further qualitative results from other public datasets as
well as ablation studies and failure cases within the supple-
mentary material section.

TABE Ablation - GT vs Pred Inputs In the bottom block
of Table 3 we present different permutations of the level
of ground truth used within our pipeline. Overall, none of
the permutations show a substantial difference in the qual-
ity of results, highlighting that our methodology for creat-
ing the visible masked input and target region masks is ro-
bust. However, results with any added ground truth tend to
perform better than those without it. While this may seem
obvious, it also reveals some failure cases in our methods
and suggests a slight lack of robustness in the video diffu-
sion model. Ground truth bounding boxes appear to have
the greatest impact on mitigating these failures, as all situ-
ations where ground truth bounding boxes are used outper-
form their predicted counterparts. This is likely due to the
difficulty of estimating amodal bounding boxes, especially
when an object interacts with the environment behind an
occlusion, which requires a strong semantic understanding.

7. Discussion

Our primary focus in this work was to develop a dataset
and evaluation metrics specifically designed for assessing
amodal segmentation on video, given only a single query
frame and the video frames themselves. We aimed for real-
istic data that reflects real-world scenarios, and we believe
our compositing approach successfully achieves this. This
method produces videos with natural motion and accurate
ground truth data, all without relying on synthetic data, hu-
man estimations, or 3D re-projection techniques. One cur-
rent limitation of our dataset collection process is its de-
pendence on a static camera setup. Future work will ex-
plore whether this constraint can be addressed by incorpo-
rating controlled camera motion, as well as building on this
dataset with further examples. We also describe a pipeline
which provides high level results compared to other existing
methods. We hope that this framework encourages further
research and development within the community, building
on the techniques and findings we have established.
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Track Anything Behind Everything:
Zero-Shot Amodal Video Object Segmentation

Supplementary Material

A. Further Dataset Generation Details

Camera Setup To capture the dataset, we used an iPhone
15 mounted on a fixed stand. The camera focus was locked
on the primary object of interest to ensure consistent fram-
ing throughout the recording. Videos were shot in slow-
motion mode to reduce motion blur, especially for fast-
moving objects.

Choosing Frames To select background and foreground
frames, we isolated distinct frame regions showcasing each
and validated their alignment using alpha blending. This
allowed us to confirm that the query object underwent re-
alistic occlusions, ensuring the scenarios were challenging
yet plausible.

Segmenting Objects To segment foreground and back-
ground objects, we utilised SAM2 [36] with a point-
clicking approach, finding fewer clicks often yielded bet-
ter results. Both image-level and video-level segmenta-
tion modes were employed, depending on the object’s con-
sistency across frames. Through experimentation, we ob-
served SAM2 performed best when the segmented region
encompassed an area slightly larger than the target object,
enabling finer feature capture and more detailed segmenta-
tion.

Combining Monocular Depth with Segmentation In
cases where SAM2 struggles with fine details, we lever-
age monocular depth to refine segmentation. By calculating
the average depth within the SAM2 mask, we can exclude
regions with greater depth values, effectively isolating the
background. This technique enhances segmentation preci-
sion, as shown in Fig. 8, enabling visibility through intricate
composited elements, like the plant in this example.

Compositing
We use alpha compositing to overlay the foreground oc-

cluder on the background content. For each frame, this re-
quires three frames: 1. the ‘clean plate’ Icp (i.e. the empty
scene with neither occluder nor background object present),
2. the scene containing the background object, Ibg, over
which we will composite the occluder and 3. the scene con-
taining the occluder but not the background object, Ifg, from
which we will extract the occluder alpha matte.

Ifg can be described as an alpha blend of the clean plate
image, Icp, and the unknown foreground colour, Cfg, using
the foreground alpha αfg given by the segmentation process
above:

Ifg = (1− αfg) · Icp + αfg · Cfg. (5)

We solve for the foreground colour (and clamp to the range
[0, 1]) using:

Cfg = max

(
0,min

(
1,

Ifg − (1− αfg) · Ibg

αfg

))
. (6)

We can then composite the segmented foreground occluder
over the scene containing the object to be occluded:

Icomp = (1− αfg) · Ibg + αfg · Cfg. (7)

For accurate compositing, the foreground alpha should be
soft to correctly handle non-binary blends at the boundary.
In the case of a binary mask, the clean plate is not needed,
since the foreground colour is equal to the foreground image
in all pixels inside the binary foreground mask.

B. Further Pipeline Details
Expanding on the details in Section 4, our pipeline accom-
modates video clips of arbitrary length despite the fine-
tuned video diffusion model’s 64-frame limit. To process
longer videos, we divide them into manageable chunks.
Each chunk is initiated with a frame where the object is
visible and non-occluded to provide a clear starting point
for generation. The target clip length for these chunks is
16 frames, balancing model performance and practical con-
straints. However, if the video dynamics or occlusion pat-
terns do not permit consistent 16-frame segments, chunk
lengths may vary to ensure the pipeline remains adaptable
while maintaining performance.

C. Fine Tuning Implementation Details
Expanding on Section 5, Fig. 9 provides an overview of
our training process. Random masks are generated and ap-
plied to input images, with areas outside the object mask
being replaced by white pixels, to enforce the model’s gen-
eration of consistent white backgrounds. This ensures that
the training images simulate controlled occlusions. The
ticks and crosses in the diagram indicate which images con-
tribute to the loss calculation. Non-occluded frames (ticks)
are trusted since the occlusions in these images are fully
artificial and therefore under our control. We provide full
sequences to the model to encourage temporal consistency.
We trained our model for 500 steps, using a resolution of
512x512 for input images and a learning rate of 1e-3. Due
to memory constraints, the batch size was set to 1 to accom-
modate the full sequence of 16 frames per training iteration.

1



Figure 8. Showcasing how we combined SAM2 outputs with monocular depth to produce better compositions. From left to right: original
frame, SAM2 output, monocular depth output, SAM2 combined with monocular depth output and finally composited frame.

Figure 9. Showcasing the video diffusion training methodology. Row 1: Original frames. Row 2: Random binary masks, Row 3: Object
mask after binary mask applied, Row 4: Frames after white background and binary masks applied. Ticks represent non-occluded frames.

Occlusion IoU Full Occluded IoU Non Visible Pixels IoU

Baseline COCOCO [62] 48.4 4.58 39.0
TABE Fine Tuned COCOCO 65.8 41.8 48.7

Table 4. Showcasing how our finetuning methodology improves
results in our TABE pipeline.

Training and inference were carried out using an NVIDIA
A40 GPU. Table 4 illustrates how our video specific fine-
tuning greatly improves output results. The main increase
is seen in the Full Occluded IoU metric. This shows our
fine-tuning process allows for the model to now be able to
produce better quality masks when an object is fully oc-
cluded. Other metrics reflect the baseline capabilities of the
COCOCO model [62], showcasing its initial performance
before fine-tuning.

D. Ablation Studies

Frame Lengths Through Inference Fig 10 demonstrates
the effect of varying the number of frames processed by the
model during inference. The optimal number of frames is
16, which matches the training setup. As mentioned in B we
must ensure that there is a non-occluded frame at the start
of each sequence. In cases where no non-occluded frames

exist for longer sequences (greater than 16 frames), the en-
tire sequence is treated as a single chunk. Despite the need
to process longer sequences in some situations, the model
handles them well, with only relatively minor performance
losses. These small drops are likely due to compounding
generation issues across longer sequences.

Number of Images for Fine Tuning As demonstrated in
11 the number of training images used for fine-tuning im-
pacts the model’s output quality. Remarkably, the model
performs respectably even with just one training exam-
ple, showcasing its robustness. However, overall perfor-
mance tends to improve as the number of training images in-
creases. Interestingly, for these instances optimal results are
achieved with just 10 training images. Two factors may ex-
plain this phenomenon. First, fine-tuning on a single video
instance might not allow the model to reach a global op-
timum, with diffusion models introducing additional noise
during generation. Second, larger training datasets may in-
clude images that differ significantly in pose or appearance
from the target task, introducing non-optimal training data.
This raises an intriguing avenue for future research: op-
timising the selection of training images to enhance fine-
tuning outcomes systematically.

Bounding Box Size In Fig 12 we show how varying the
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Figure 10. Illustration of how changing number of frames input
to model for inference affects performance. Run on a subset of 10
different clips from TABE-51 with enough total frames to allow
for this experiment.

Figure 11. Evaluation of the impact of changing number of non-
occluded frames the model is fine-tuned on. Run on a subset of
5 different clips from TABE-51 with enough total non-occluded
frames to allow for this experiment.

size of the estimated amodal bounding box affects the over-
all performance of the pipeline. If we do not expand or con-
tract the bounding box, we get optimal results for any occlu-
sion and non visible pixel metrics. We can see that any ex-
pansion of our estimated bounding boxes causes all metrics
to drop, this is as when the model is given a larger region
to generate in, it is likely to generate some false positive
components or overestimate the scale of the object. Con-
tracting the bounding box causes occlusion and non visible
pixel metrics to slowly start to decrease, but interestingly
increases the fully occluded metric when slightly contrac-

Figure 12. Evaluation of impact of expanding or contracting our
estimated bounding boxes by X%. Run on a subset of 5 different
videos from TABE-51.

tion is added. Although the increase only is a maximum of
a few percent, it shows that our estimated bounding box is
likely slightly too large in these fully occluded regions.

E. Qualitative Results
Fig 14 shows some further qualitative results on other pub-
lic datasets, namely DAVIS 1 and OVIS 2. Our TABE
results, presented on the second row of each frame
block, demonstrate superior performance across various set-
tings when compared to competing methods—TCOW [48],
Pix2Gestalt [33], and SDAmodal [54]—which are shown
on the lower rows. For reference, the top row in each block
displays the ground truth visible pixels.

F. Failure Cases

SAM2 Issue Fig. 15 demonstrates a limitation of SAM2
[36] in tracking objects through prolonged occlusion. When
the skier moves behind the hill, SAM2 cannot maintain
the segmentation, failing to resume tracking once the skier
reappears. The extended duration of occlusion results in no
visible pixels for our pipeline to use.
Monocular Depth Issue This issue is less about a failure
of monocular depth estimation and more about how depth
information is interpreted within our pipeline and the ambi-
guity it can possess. Figure 16 illustrates how transparent

1Jordi Pont-Tuset, Federico Perazzi, Sergi Caelles, Pablo Arbelaez,
Alex Sorkine-Hornung, and Luc Van Gool. The 2017 davis challenge on
video object segmentation. arXiv preprint arXiv:1704.00675, 2017

2Jiyang Qi, Yan Gao, Yao Hu, Xinggang Wang, Xiaoyu Liu, Xiang Bai,
Serge Belongie, Alan Yuille, Philip Torr, and Song Bai. Occluded video
instance segmentation: A bench-mark. International Journal of Computer
Vision, 2022
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objects, such as windows, are handled in monocular depth
maps. Although the depth measurement is technically ac-
curate, reflecting the flat window plane, our use case de-
mands treating the window as a fully transparent surface.
For effective occlusion estimation, the depth value should
correspond to the object behind the window rather than the
window itself. In cases like this, the person behind the glass
is assigned the depth of the window plane, resulting in an
incorrect occlusion estimate.
Bounding Box Estimation Issue In Figure 17, we illus-
trate two examples in which our bounding box estimation
logic fails. In the first example, the ball bounces off the
solid bench in the background, whilst occluded. To accu-
rately estimate this motion, a robust world model is needed,
which our current bounding box estimation method lacks.
In the second example, the bounding box estimation relies
on depth information to gauge whether the object has grown
smaller or shifted. Due to the perspective difference be-
tween the ground and the person, the model misinterprets
the ground as occluding the person, even though it is not,
leading to incorrect bounding box placement.
Generation Issue Figure 18 demonstrates three failures in
our pipeline’s generative process. The first clip shows the
model distorting the shape of the ball, which occurs because
the estimated bounding box is of an incorrect shape, lead-
ing the fine-tuned video diffusion model to generate shapes
based on this flawed estimation. In the second clip, the
model tries to fill the space within the bounding box but
ends up hallucinating additional limbs and a head. This is
another case where the bounding box estimation fails, caus-
ing the model to generate unrealistic body parts. The third
clip highlights a significant misestimate of the shape, again
partly due to an incorrect bounding box, which results in an
inaccurate object representation. These failures underline
the crucial role of accurate bounding box estimation and its
impact on the model’s ability to generate realistic objects.
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Figure 13. Qualitative results shown running DAVIS and OVIS. We show ground truth visible masks (top row: red), our TABE predictions
(2nd row: magenta), TCOW predictions (3rd row: yellow), pix2gestalt predictions (4th row: sky blue) and sdamodal predictions (5th row:
dark blue) 5



Figure 14. Qualitative results shown running TABE-51. We show ground truth amodal masks (top row: green, ground truth visible masks
(2nd row: red), our TABE predictions (3rd row: magenta), TCOW predictions (4th row: yellow), pix2gestalt predictions (5th row: sky
blue) and sdamodal predictions (6th row: dark blue) 6



Figure 15. Showcasing SAM2 failing to segment the skier after
the large occlusion. Red overlay mask is the SAM2 prediction

Figure 16. Illustrating how monocular depth for transparent ob-
jects doesn’t provide us with usable information.

Figure 17. Failure cases of estimating bounding boxes. Red show-
cases the estimated bounding box while green is the ground truth.

Figure 18. Failure cases of our TABE pipeline. Green represents
the ground truth amodal mask, while purple is our TABE predic-
tion. The red rectangle is our estimated bounding box.
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