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Abstract

Object tracking is a key challenge of computer vision with
various applications that all require different architectures.
Most tracking systems have limitations such as constraining
all movement to a 2D plane and they often track only one
object. In this paper, we present a new modular pipeline
that calculates 3D trajectories of multiple objects. It is
adaptable to various settings where multiple time-synced
and stationary cameras record moving objects, using off
the shelf webcams. Our pipeline was tested on the Ta-
ble Setting Dataset, where participants are recorded with
various sensors as they set a table with tableware objects.
We need to track these manipulated objects, using 6 rgb
webcams. Challenges include: Detecting small objects in
9.874.699 camera frames, determining camera poses, dis-
criminating between nearby and overlapping objects, tem-
porary occlusions, and finally calculating a 3D trajectory
using the right subset of an average of 11.12.456 pixel coor-
dinates per 3-minute trial. We implement a robust pipeline
that results in accurate trajectories with covariance of x,y,z-
position as a confidence metric. It deals dynamically with
appearing and disappearing objects, instantiating new Ex-
tended Kalman Filters. It scales to hundreds of table-setting
trials with very little human annotation input, even with the
camera poses of each trial unknown. The code is avail-
able at https://github.com/LarsBredereke/
object_tracking.

1. Introduction

Multiple Object Tracking (MOT) and Multi-Camera Multi-
ple Object Tracking (MCMOT) are one of the most complex
forms of object tracking. In our case, the information of 6
overlapping cameras’ recordings needs to be processed to
calculate three-dimensional trajectories. Our implementa-
tion was tested on the Table Setting Dataset (TSD), but the
modular nature of the pipeline makes it trivial to change the
scenario to any other space recorded by time-synced, over-
lapping, and stationary cameras, where every tracked object
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should be visible to multiple cameras for most of the time.
The pipeline can be adapted to a wide range of trackable
objects, as YOLO-networks can detect a wide range of ob-
jects.

The Table Setting Dataset provides multi-modal record-
ings for the activity of setting a table with tableware. To
analyze table setting behavior, the human test subject is fit-
ted with a motion capture suit, EEG, EMG, eyetracking and
more. However, the manipulation of tableware objects is
only recorded in video form. Therefore, actions performed
by participants were previously only annotated manually,
restricting the analysis of human behavior with machine
learning. These manual annotations include timestamps, the
hand used and the class of tableware object used. It does,
however, not contain spacial information about where the
object has been picked up and its trajectory. Extracting this
spacial information of tableware objects from the provided
webcam recordings shown in Figure | is the subject of this
paper.

Methods used include object detection using a YOLO-
network, a gradient descent to optimize the camera’s posi-
tion and orientation, and Kalman Filters to find the most
likely trajectory of each object given the observations.

2. Related Research

In computer vision, object tracking is a classic challenge
with many applications for extracting trajectories from
video streams. However, most object trackers focus on
tracking in some two-dimensional space like the image
plane or the ground plane, with comparatively few papers
focusing on the full three degrees of freedom in movement.

Alex Bewley et al [3] use a pipeline with a similar con-
cept of a modular pipeline, where image detection algo-
rithms predict bounding boxes, which are then processed
with Kalman Filters. While our pipeline is built for post
processing footage, this paper shows that such a pipeline
can be easily developed into a real-time application. How-
ever, their approach only considers two-dimensional track-
ing.

Cheng-Che Cheng et al [5] track multiple people on a 2D
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Figure 1. The TSD cameras used for this paper are referred to as back, ceiling, counter-top, front, table-side and table-top.

plane while dealing with temporary occlusions. Conceptu-
ally, they divide tracking into spatial and temporal associ-
ation, allowing them to better deal with temporary occlu-
sions. Similarly, Duy M. H. Nguyen et al [14] track bound-
ing boxes on a two-dimensional plane in three-dimensional
space. Tracklets of individual cameras are then combined
into trajectories.

Moving to Multi-Camera Multi Object Tracking
(MCMOT), Shuxiao Ding et al [6] utilize cameras of a mov-
ing car to track objects in the street. However, they do not
use explicit knowledge about camera poses to triangulate
objects, as they use neural networks for this task.

Moving back to single object tracking, Jingtong Li et
al [10] track a drone from multiple cameras. They use 2D-
tracklets of drones in image-coordinates to generate a 3D-
trajectory, without the cameras being in sync. They also
deal with cameras being in an unknown position. Noise
in the trajectory is reduced by penalizing acceleration in
3D space. This paper does not fit our need for a fixed
world-coordinate system, time-syncing and discriminating
between identical looking objects.

Jérdbme Berclaz et al [2] have a similar goal to us, as
they track multiple objects in 3D space. However, they dis-
cretize 3D space and assume that two objects can not share
the same position, which does not hold true for our use case,
where the trajectories of objects can converge or diverge, as
objects like plates are stackable.

Finally, Fatih Cagatay Akyon et al [1] detect small ob-
jects in large images, which is a challenge that we also face
with small tableware objects being recorded from across the
room. However, the YOLO network we use can already de-
tect small objects out of the box, even when objects are only
a few pixels wide.

3. Data

The Dataset used as input for our pipeline is the Every-
day Activity in Science and Engineering (EASE) Table Set-
ting Dataset (TSD) [11, 12], which records humans setting
a table. Dozens of sessions are provided, each containing
around 6 trials. Each trial is a recording of a subject who is
setting an initially empty table with tableware objects from
a nearby counter. Depending on the trial instructions, the
table is to be set for a varying number of guests with the
type of meal also changing from trial to trial.

One of the sensor modalities provided in the TSD are
6 cameras. They are stationary and record 720p at 30fps,
with time-syncing provided by the Labstreaminglayer [8].
There currently exist dozens of sessions with 6 trials lasting
about 3 minutes each. An example for recorded images can
be seen in Figure 1, with the camera poses being shown in
Figure 6. The cameras are movable and can slightly change
their position and orientation between trials. For some tri-
als, individual cameras are not operational. In such cases,
our pipeline works on only 5 cameras.

4. Proposed Pipeline

Extracting 3D trajectories from multiple rgb cameras takes
many steps which are shown in Figure 2. This modular ap-
proach allows us to develop and optimize every step of the
pipeline individually. For example, we can optimize our
heuristics for Section 4.3 without having to rerun the YOLO
network on millions of frames. The following subsections
are an abstracted description of the code, which is provided
as supplementary material.
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Figure 2. Stages of the object tracking pipeline with references to
their Sections

4.1. Camera Parameters

For our finished pipeline, we want to make a connection be-
tween pixel coordinates in a camera image and positions in
3D space. This requires us to know the exact position, ori-
entation, focal length and radial distortion parameters of the
cameras. The focal length and distortion are constant but
position and orientation vary between the 320 trials. There-
fore, we designed a calibration system that requires minimal
user input and determines the exact position and orientation
of the 6 cameras, only using images similar to those of Fig-
ure |. Note: Before calibrating the camera pose for each
trial, the focal length and radial distortion parameters k1
and k2 are calibrated once as they are constant for all cam-
eras and trials. The ’project’ function mapping a point in 3D
world-coordinates to image coordinates is largely identical
to the implementation of OpenCV [4]. However, we im-
plemented it ourselves in order to be able to derive it using
Tensorflow [7], as will be needed in Section 4.1.2.

4.1.1 Annotation

For each trial and camera, we manually annotate the pixel
positions of all visible table corners as well as the world
origin marker, if visible. We wrote a small GUI shown in
Figure 3 that lets us click on the points to annotate and lets
us skip re-annotating if the camera was not moved between
trials. We also averaged over multiple still images to avoid
occlusions of points to be annotated. Using this GUI, hun-
dreds of trials can be annotated within a few hours.

4.1.2 Optimizing Camera Poses

As the cameras can be slightly moved between trials, we
need to solve camera positions and orientations. This builds
on the principle that we can calculate where features anno-
tated in Section 4.1.1 should appear in the image, given a
camera pose and the feature’s position in the world.

Using an initial guess shown in Figure 4a, we can calcu-
late the expected pixel position of each feature. Subtracting
that from the annotated pixel position gives us an error. Us-
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Figure 3. Screenshot of annotation tool used for labeling ta-
ble(cyan), counter(yellow) and world origin(magenta) pixel posi-
tions

ing Tensorflow, we calculate the gradient of that error to
improve on our initial guess. After a few dozen iterations,
we minimized the error and have calculated our parameters
for a trial, as shown in Figure 4b. Note: The table’s offsets
to their expected positions are also optimized parameters
because they can slightly move between trials. Also note:
All parameters of a trial are optimized together with a single
error function, allowing us to e.g. calculate the pose of the
counter-top camera that can only see the counter. (The ex-
act position of which is also subject to optimization) Since
we also annotate the world origin for some cameras, we can
include it in our error function. This means our optimized
camera poses are in the same world coordinate system that
is also used for the motion capture suit of the test subject.

4.2. Object Detection in 2D Images

We want to be able to detect all tableware items that
can be manipulated during the trials. They were
not fitted with any sensors or motion capture mark-
ers and will have to be detected in the webcams’
images. The TSD includes the following table-
ware objects that we want to detect: bowl--salad,
bowl--cooker, plate—-—pasta, bread, butter,
jam, nutella, salt, shaker--pepper, sugar,
cereal, milk, coffee, wine——-bottle,
water, bowl--cereal, plate, knife-bread,
(utensil, pasta), ladle, (utensil-spoon,
salad), (utensil-fork, salad), teaspoon,
tablespoon, fork, knife, glass-water,
glass—-wine, cup—-coffee.

To automate the detection of tableware objects in images,
we use a YOLOVS [9] model, specifically the YOLOv8m !
model. For its training, we sampled 474 images from the

Inttps : / / github . com / ultralytics / assets /
releases/download/v0.0.0/yolov8m.pt
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(a) Initial guess in meters and rad

(b) Optimized parameters for session 22 trial 1

Figure 4. Example of camera and table parameters before and after optimization for a trial

6 webcams of the TSD. We then manually annotated them
with 16,451 bounding boxes, each labeled with a class of
tableware. Figure 5a shows the network’s predictions on an
image of the test dataset, which is from a session not present
in the training dataset. This visualizes the challenge of de-
tecting many small objects close to each other. The con-
fusion matrix on the test dataset can be seen in Figure 5b.
The f1-score on the test dataset is 0.83, using a confidence
threshold of 0.5. Given this confusion matrix, we decided
to combine ’sugar’ and ’salt’ to ’salt/sugar’ as well as to
combine ’utensil-spoon, salad’ and ’utensil-fork, salad’ to
“utensil, salad’, as they are hard to discriminate even for hu-
mans. Propagating all 9.874.699 images through the YOLO
network took 6 days on a NVIDIA GeForce GTX 1080 Ti
with 12 Gigabytes of VRAM. A total of 355.986.035 object

deteCtIOHS were made. soulsaind 4 Confusion Matrix Normalized 10
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(a) Prediction of YOLO network on test data

4.3. Detecting New Objects in 3D Space
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cup-coffee -
This is has some challenges:
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Figure 5. Performance of YOLO network on test data
the box of cereal), the intersection of two lines will cor-

We now have over 100 YOLO-detections per timestep
spread over 6 images. As Figure 7 illustrates for a 2D sce-
in multiple camera’s images. To find new objects, for each
timestep, we take all YOLO-detections that are not already kit broad - ' .
utensil, pasta - 3o .25 0.06 -
utensllriir)foor;, Sal\a: i ‘Eﬁ -
* Interpret every YOLO-detection’s pixel coordinates as a Jesspaon- .
line in three-dimensional space starting from the camera’s fork-
Gonmwine
coordinates and the camera’s orientation and focal length. background -
* Find intersections of lines with the same tableware class.
— The lines come close to each other but do not actu-
ally intersect. So what we actually do is walk along e
class come within a threshold distance.
— If the tableware class only exists once in the world(e.g.
respond to an object’s position. But if the class has
multiple objects, this might lead to false detections.



(Imagine two coffee cups in Figure 7b, leading to line
intersections that do not correspond to an object.) So
for tableware classes that appear multiple times, we re-
quire detection lines from at least 3 different cameras.
Note: This constraint only applies to initial detection.
Tracking a previously detected object can be done with
fewer cameras.

— If two lines are nearly parallel, then we can not derive
the point of intersection accurately in all three dimen-
sions. Therefore, a pair of nearly parallel lines counts
as one line when evaluating the previous 2-camera or
3-camera constraint.

Delete intersections that are too close to existing track-

lets of the same tableware class. If we initiated a tracklet

here, then it would probably converge with the existing
one, costing us runtime to track the same object multi-
ple times. On the other hand, if the YOLO detections
and camera poses are really accurate, we do want to be
able to track close objects of the same tableware class.

So once every 100 frames we drastically reduce the min-

imum distance required. We later delete tracklets if they

converge with the position of another object shortly af-
ter initial detection. Note: Allowing for convergence of
objects is necessary when e.g. two plates are stacked.

Instantiate a new tracklet for every remaining intersec-

tion, that was not excluded by one of the previous steps.

This will happen at the start of the trial, but also when

an object reappears from long motion blur or e.g. plates

appear from a stack of plates.

Figure 6. Camera and table poses with a tracked object
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4.4. Tracking detected objects in 3D space over time

After initial detection of an object in 3D space, we need to
map subsequent 2D YOLO-detections to it and update its
3D position. This done using Extended Kalman Filters.

4.4.1 Extended Kalman Filters

Each tracklet is modeled by a Kalman Filter. In many sce-
narios, a Kalman Filter (KF) is the mathematically ideal tool
to predict a belief state (position of our object in world co-
ordinates) given the measurements up to the current point
in time. It also gives us a covariance matrix which lets us
know how confident we can be with the KF’s belief state.
In our case, the camera function mapping the state space
(world coordinates) to the measurement space (pixel coordi-
nates) is non-linear. KFs however require a linear function.
An Extended Kalman Filter (EKF) can linearize the camera
function by taking its derivative at our current belief state.
This works well for us because the camera function is close
to linear in the relevant value ranges.

4.4.2 Updating Tracklets Using YOLO Detections

After a tracklet is instantiated in Section 4.3, we try to up-
date it with every timestep. To map detections to tracklets,
we model each YOLO-detection as a line in 3D space and
calculate which tracklet of the same class has a belief state
closest to it. If the distance is small enough, the EKF of
that tracklet performs a measurement step using that detec-
tion’s pixel coordinates as a measurement. To deal with
noise, Kalman Filters use information about the measure-
ment noise o, which is assumed to be normally distributed.
Since the YOLO network gives us a confidence value in the
range [0, 1], our EKF can use a modified ¢/, which is de-
fined as o - (2 — yolo_con f)1°. Therefore, low-confidence
detections by the YOLO network have a lower impact on
the belief state of the EKF. Note: such a measurement step
uses only one detection of one camera. Therefore, we can
update an object’s position even if we only see it in one
camera. (Although the covariance/uncertainty in the direc-
tion from that camera to the object will increase.)



After iterating over all detections, all EKFs perform a dy-
namic step, modeling how the confidence of the belief state
decreases with the passing of a timestep. All detections that
were not used by an EKF are processed as described in Sec-
tion 4.3. Also, all tracklets that were not updated recently
are removed from the list of active EKF’s.

After iterating over all timesteps, we get a list of tracklets
that describe the object’s positions in 3D space over time.

5. Data Produced By Our Pipeline

After running the pipeline on the Table Setting Dataset, it’s
outputs are included in the TSD and will be publicly avail-
able with future publications of the Table Setting Dataset.

This will include the following files, where xxx and yy are

the session and trial id:

* Video frames of 6 cameras
sxxxtyy.video.<camera_name>.data.mp4
Sec. 3: Six mp4 files that have been exactly synchronized
by using the timestamps recorded with each frame. This
is the prior work our pipeline takes as input.

* YOLO object detections in 2D images
sxxxtyy.mocap.objecttracking.
<camera_name>.yolodetections.yaml
Sec. 4.2: Six yaml files containing a list. Each element
contains the timestamp and a list of detections. Each
detection contains the object’s name, the xywh of the
bounding box and a confidence value. (Although width
and height are not used for this pipeline.)

¢ Annotations of fixed points in image
sxxxtyy.mocap.objecttracking.
imageannotations.yaml
Sec. 4.1.1: One yaml file containing a nested dictionary,
where each camera is a key. For each camera, a dictio-
nary contains lists of xy positions for each annotated
point. The points are the 4 corners of each table as well
as the world origin.

» Exact camera poses
sxxxtyy.mocap.objecttracking.
cameraposes.yaml
Sec. 4.1.2: One yaml file containing the pose for each
camera as well as xy-offsets of the tables relative to their
expected position.

* Trajectories
sxxxtyy.mocap.objecttracking.
3dtrajetories.yaml
Sec. 5: One yaml file containing a list of tracklets. Each
tracklet contains the object’s name as well as a list of
timesteps. Each timestep contains the time, xy z-position
as well as the covariance matrix of the position as a
confidence score.
sxxxtyy.mocap.objecttracking.
<3dtrajetories|finalpositions>.png
These are two plots that provide an overview of the

trajectories and the object positions at the end of the trial.
Examples are shown in Figures 10b and 11.

6. Evaluation

Since the tableware objects we track are not fitted with
any sensors, we have no ground truth data to evaluate our
pipeline on the TSD. However, we did get access to the TSD
lab to record one trial with markers of the motion capture
suit attached to tableware objects.

6.1. Comparison With Optitrack

The TSD uses an Optitrack [15] motion capture system to
track the markers on the test subject’s motion capture suit.
We got access to the lab for a day and recorded a trial with
a special setup for evaluating our pipeline. The motion cap-
ture suit was discarded and some of it’s markers placed on
tableware objects. The bread, cereal and a cup of coffee
were fitted with three motion capture markers each, which
were modeled as rigid bodies in the recording software Mo-
tive [13]. However, only the box of cereal was tracked suc-
cessfully by Optitrack, with the bread and cup of coffee not
producing any trajectories. Therefore, we only focus on the
box of cereal shown in Figure 8a. As our recording did not
follow the official recording process for of the TSD, the ceil-
ing lights where turned off, leading to longer exposure times
and therefore increased motion blur visible in Figure 8b.

Since the Optitrack system and our pipeline use the same
world coordinate system, we can easily overlay their tra-
jectories as shown in Figure 9. The top-down projection
of Figure 9a shows that the Optitrack system agrees with
our camera based pipeline to within a few centimeters. We
also see that both systems suffer from dropouts as the ob-
jectis moved at around one meter per second. The Optitrack
trajectory also drops out many more times at the start and
end of the trajectory. This makes calculating a distance be-
tween the two trajectories difficult, as we cannot just use the
distance of a point on one trajectory to the nearest point of
the other trajectory. However, analyzing Figure 9a gives us
confidence in the accuracy of our pipeline.

Figure 9b shows the Optitrack trajectory to be about 10
Centimeters above that of our proposed pipeline. We at-
tribute this to the fact that the motion capture markers are
all attached to the upper half of the cereal box. Apart from
this offset, both tracking systems agree in all three dimen-
sions.

In order to not only rely on Optitrack for our ground
truth, we also used a folding rule to measure the final po-
sition of the cereal box at the end of the trial. This confirms
that both tracking systems are calibrated to the correct co-
ordinate system defined by the tape on the floor at the world
coordinate’s origin.

These tests show that our pipeline worked well with all
tested objects, while the marker-based motion capture sys-
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tem did not track all objects. Such problems would likely
get worse with a higher number of objects to be tracked, as
the objects with similar markers would not be discriminable
from each other.

6.2. Performance on TSD trials

In the following, our pipeline will be evaluated on the Ta-
ble Setting Dataset. Due to the lack of ground truth data
regarding the tableware objects, we have to evaluate the tra-
jectories’ plausibility manually using images and videos of
the webcams. Figure 10 shows a side-by-side comparison
of the ceiling camera with our pipeline’s trajectories just
before the end of a trial. We picked a trial with especially
many tableware objects set close to each other to demon-
strate our pipeline’s abilities. With the exception of small
teaspoons, all classes of tableware objects are localized ac-
curately. This even works with the wineglasses on the bot-
tom right, that are partially overlapping each other.

Figure 11 shows an example plot with a top-down view
of all trajectories of one trial. The confidence of the EKF
is visualized using opacity. Here we can see that objects
often are not tracked initially after being picked up from the
table. However, tracking tends to resume once the objects
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Figure 9. Comparison of marker-based Optitrack system with our
rgb-camera-based system

get close to the table where they are put down. This might
be due to the fact that objects are moved at a higher speed
initially, causing motion blur. Also, the table being set is
better covered by cameras than the space between the tables.

These observations give us confidence, that our trajec-
tories can be used to analyze which objects the test sub-
jects manipulate and where they are placed on the table.
The pipeline’s performance on trials with missing cameras
shows that it is robust to missing cameras. It can be used
with any number of cameras as long as the 3-camera con-
straint of Section 4.3 is met.

7. Future Work

We could include the Point of view (PoV) camera. For our
tracking pipeline, we need to know the exact position of
the cameras in three-dimensional space. We did not use
the PoV camera, since it moves freely in three-dimensional
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space. But since we do have motion tracking data of the
subject’s head, we should be able to infer the PoV camera’s
position for each timestep. We will somehow need to cal-
culate this position in relation to the motion tracking mark-
ers of the head, but this should be possible. The challenge
lies in the complexity of having a moving camera, where
the camera’s pose must be extracted from the motion track-
ing data for each timestep. This is made more difficult by
the fact that the soft fabric of the eeg cap can move over
time, also moving the markers of the motion capture suit.

This would probably require our system to track this slow
drifting movement, comparing positions of objects that are
tracked both in the stationary and the POV camera. With
this ongoing calibration, the POV camera could be used to
track objects, that are not trackable otherwise because they
are not visible in enough stationary cameras.

8. Conclusion

In this paper, we implement a robust, cheap, and scalable
pipeline that tracks objects in 3D space, using overlapping,
time-synced rgb cameras. A YOLO network is trained and
used for detecting objects in the camera’s images. Cam-
era position and orientation are calculated for 6 cameras in
320 trials, using manual annotations of table corners and
the world origin marker. Information of these two previous
steps is combined to detect objects in 3D space. Tracking
objects over time is achieved by implementing an Extended
Kalman Filter, which takes YOLO detections as measure-
ments to update object positions over time. This gives us
high quality 3D trajectories, with the EKF’s covariance be-
ing a great confidence metric. In total, 35.416 tracklets
where detected over 320 trials. The resulting trajectory data
will be included in future releases of the Everyday Activity
in Science and Engeneering (EASE) Table Setting Dataset
(TSD). The Code of the pipeline proposed in this paper is
available as supplementary material.
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