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A Semantic and Occlusion-Aware GM-PHD Filter

Jovan Menezes' and Mark Campbell®

Abstract— This paper proposes a new birth model including
semantic information derived from deep learning to create
an occlusion-aware Gaussian Mixture Probability Hypothesis
Density (GM-PHD) filter. Unlike prior approaches that rely
on simplistic or uniform assumptions, the proposed Semantic-
Occlusion Aware (S-OA) birth model defines initialization terms
by explicitly considering regions of occlusion and by leveraging
semantic information about the environment. This enables the
filter to accurately represent where new objects are more
likely to appear, thereby improving tracking performance in
complex and high-density driving scenarios. The method is
evaluated through Monte Carlo simulations and experiments on
the KITTI dataset. Performance is assessed by measuring the
latency between first detection and track initiation, along with
the mean absolute cardinality error and the Optimal Subpat-
tern Assignment (OSPA) metric. Results demonstrate that the
S-OA birth model reduces initialization delay in occlusion-heavy
settings, matching or outperforming the strongest baseline in
approximately 70% of cases. A sensitivity analysis of birth
model weights is also provided. Overall, the findings underscore
the benefits of integrating occlusion reasoning and semantic
priors into Bayesian tracking frameworks for autonomous
driving.

I. INTRODUCTION

Reliable multi-target tracking (MTT) is essential for au-
tonomous vehicles, supporting safe navigation in dynamic,
multi-agent traffic environments. However, it remains chal-
lenging due to sensor noise, occlusions, false detections,
and uncertainty in both the number and states of objects
[11, [2]. MTT methods typically follow either the Tracking-
by-Detection (TBD) or Joint Detection and Tracking (JDT)
frameworks, and recent advances in both have incorporated
deep learning. Although these approaches achieve strong
performance through large-scale data and appearance-based
association, they rely heavily on extensive training data,
struggle with out-of-distribution scenes, offer limited uncer-
tainty modeling, and incur high computational costs for data
association in dense, cluttered driving scenarios.

A principled alternative to learning-based methods is of-
fered by Bayesian probabilistic frameworks that mainly fol-
low the TBD paradigm, such as the Joint Probabilistic Data
Association (JPDA) filter [3], Multiple Hypothesis Tracking
(MHT) filter [4], and Random Finite Set (RFS) theory [5].
These approaches do not rely on large-scale training data and
naturally quantify uncertainty. The key distinction between
these approaches lies in how they address the data association
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Fig. 1.
camera frame) enters the scene at ¢1, gets occluded at t2, and reappears
at t3. Our S-OA GM-PHD filter leverages occlusion reasoning and scene
semantics to initiate tracking (marked in red at t3) more quickly than
baseline methods (marked in blue at ¢5).

MTT in a dense driving scenario. A target (marked in pink in the

problem: JPDA averages over associations for each target,
MHT maintains multiple competing hypotheses over time,
and RFS models the entire multi-target state as a probabilistic
set. Among RFS-based filters, the Probability Hypothesis
Density (PHD) filter [6] stands out by eliminating the need
for explicit data association. The PHD filter provides a
transparent and interpretable probabilistic framework that
naturally handles clutter, missed detections, and an unknown
and varying number of targets. These characteristics make it
particularly suitable for MTT in autonomous vehicles, where
highly dynamic environments, dense traffic, and frequent
target entries and exits are prevalent, as seen in Fig. 1.

The GM-PHD filter models the target intensity function,
which represents the expected spatial density of targets, as
a mixture of weighted Gaussian components. The GM-PHD
filter has been successfully applied across various domains
[71-[9]. However, the formulation of the birth model remains
a key challenge for the PHD filter and the wider class of RFS
theory-based filters, as it directly governs the introduction of
new targets into the scene. Existing approaches to defining
birth models are often computationally expensive, rely on
restrictive assumptions, require prior map data, or necessitate
careful tuning of mixture parameters to achieve acceptable
tracking performance. Standard GM-PHD filter formulations
assume that potential birth locations are known a priori,
and define Gaussian birth components in these regions [10].
In autonomous driving scenarios, this assumption proves
inefficient, as new targets may appear anywhere within the
sensor’s field of view (FOV), often emerging from behind
occlusions. Consequently, the birth model must consider the
entire surveillance volume. Frequent creation and deletion
of perceived targets can also negatively affect downstream
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planning and control, leading to unstable or stop-and-go
driving behavior.

A simple alternative is to uniformly distribute birth terms
across the workspace, but this is computationally inefficient
and impractical for real-time use. A hybrid approach com-
bining a uniform distribution with selected Gaussian com-
ponents is proposed in [11]; however, its computational cost
grows significantly with workspace size. Adaptive methods
in [12], [13] update the birth model at each scan using
incoming measurements, but they are highly sensitive to
clutter and prone to tracking false positives, an important
limitation in safety-critical applications such as autonomous
driving.

Most existing methods do not explicitly incorporate scene
context, occlusions, or semantic structure into the birth
model. Although [14], [15] integrate semantic information
into the PHD filter, they focus mainly on target classi-
fication rather than broader environmental understanding.
In autonomous driving, new targets often emerge from
occluded areas, such as behind vehicles or infrastructure,
and their appearance depends strongly on scene semantics,
for example, pedestrians are more likely near crosswalks.
Incorporating occlusion awareness and semantic priors into
the birth process can therefore improve initialization, reduce
false positives, and enhance overall tracking performance.

Motivated by the need for improved occlusion reasoning
we introduce a novel birth model for the GM-PHD filter that
explicitly integrates both occlusion information and environ-
mental semantics to accurately represent the spatial distribu-
tion of new targets. By leveraging these contextual cues, the
S-OA GM-PHD filter shortens the latency in initiating tracks
for newly born targets and improves robustness in complex,
cluttered scenes. We present the following contributions of
this work:

« A novel birth model for the GM-PHD filter that explic-
itly incorporates scene semantics and occlusion infor-
mation, enabling more accurate target initialization in
dense and dynamic environments.

o A comprehensive evaluation of the S-OA birth model
through extensive Monte Carlo simulations and exper-
iments on the KITTI benchmark dataset, with perfor-
mance compared against multiple established baselines.

e An analysis of tracking robustness of the S-OA birth
model relative to the uniform and partially uniform
birth model under varying model parameters, addressing
a gap that has received limited attention in previous
studies.

II. BACKGROUND

The formulation of the PHD filter follows references [6],
[10], [16]. At time step k, we consider a set X of ny
targets in the state space X € R™=, where each target state is
denoted by x1 g, ..., Xp, k. Similarly, the sensor receives a
set Zj of mj measurements represented by zi i, ..., Zm, k
from the observation space Z € R"=. RFS models the multi-
target state X and multi-target measurement Zj, collections
as finite sets, with no inherent ordering among their elements.

Every time step, certain targets may disappear, while others
survive and evolve into new states, and additional targets may
be introduced into the scene. Owing to imperfections in the
sensor and the detection process, some surviving or newly
born targets may remain undetected, while the observation
set Z; may also contain false positives.

Given a multi-target state Xj_;, the multi-target state
Xy, is expressed as the union of surviving targets, spawned
targets, and spontaneous births:

Xe=| U Sep-1()]U

CeEXk_1

U Bip—a(Q Ul (1)

CeXk_1

where Sy, ;,—1(() is the RFS of surviving targets originating
from a target with previous state (, I'yp is the RFS of
spontaneously born targets, and By,_1(¢) is the RFS of
targets spawned from a target with previous state (. Given
a sequence of measurements up to k, the objective of the
Bayesian multi-target recursive filter is to estimate the multi-
target posterior density py(Xy|Z1.;). However, the direct
computation of this posterior is intractable due to its expo-
nential complexity. To address this challenge, [6] introduced
an approach that propagates only the first-order statistical
moment of p(X|Z1.x), known as the intensity function or
the PHD. Formally, the PHD of targets in the state space
X is defined as an intensity function v(xy), such that its
integral over a region S C X yields the expected number of
targets within S, i.e., N(S) = [ v(xp)dzy.

Analogous to single-target Bayesian filters, the PHD filter
estimates the posterior intensity v (xy) through a two-step
recursion: prediction and update. In the prediction step, the
predicted PHD vy ;1 (zx) is obtained from the posterior
PHD from the previous time step, vx—1((), using all mea-
surements up to time k — 1. This corresponds to a one-step
prediction:

Vit (1) = / (Ps(O) Fupor (@r]0) Vi1 (O)dC+
/ B (@410) vh—r(O)C + (k) @)

where pgs (¢) is the probability that a target with previous
state ( survives to time k, fj,—1(2x|C) is the state transition
density from ¢ to x, Byk—1(zx|¢) is the intensity of the
RES By,—1(¢) of a target spawned with previous state (,
and v (zy) is the intensity of the spontaneous birth RFS T'y.
In the update step, the posterior intensity vy (xy) is obtained
by incorporating the measurements Zj, with vy, (2x):

vk(zr) = [1 = ppr(zr)] V-1 (2k) 3
po.k(Tk) gr(2k|T8) Vijp—1(2k)
i Z}Ek kr(z) + [ (P k(zk) g (2klr) vijp—1(zk))dy

where pp i (zr) is the probability of detection for a target
in state xy, gr(zx|zy) is the sensor likelihood function, and
ki (zk) is the intensity of the clutter RFS.

Several formulations of the PHD filter have been proposed
in literature (e.g., [10], [16]). In this work, we adopt the
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GM-PHD filter, in which the PHDs v, ;,_1 (2x) from (2) and
v () from (3) are approximated using a weighted sum of
Gaussian components in a mixture:

Jrk—1
() ()
Vklk—1(Tk) Z wk‘k 1 x’mk|k 1’Pk|k NG
Tk
Zwkll)k N (z; mk|k,P,§‘z,1) %)

where J |, denotes the number of Gaussian components, w(l 2

is the weight of the ¢-th component, m(‘) its mean, and P( 2

its covariance. The predicted intensity in (4), analogous to
the multi-target state Xy, defined in (1), is composed of three
components: the intensity of surviving targets vg x—1 (%),
the intensity of targets spawned from previously existing tar-
gets v ,x—1(2x), and the intensity of spontaneously birthed
targets yx(x). Each of these components is represented as
a Gaussian mixture, yielding:

Vklk—1(Tk) = Vs k-1 (Tx) + Vg kjk—1(Tx) + Ve (2K) (6)

Various birth models have been proposed in literature. How-
ever, most existing approaches fail to account for occlusions
or leverage semantic information from the environment,
while also being computationally demanding. In the follow-
ing section, we present our birth model formulation, which
explicitly addresses these limitations.

III. SEMANTIC-OCCLUSION AWARE GM-PHD FILTER

We adopt the GM-PHD filter as it avoids the computa-
tionally expensive data association step, making it particu-
larly suitable for real-time autonomous driving applications.
Although the S-OA birth model is demonstrated within the
GM-PHD framework, the formulation is general and can be
extended to other PHD filter variants or to other filters based
on RFS theory, such as Bernoulli filters. The input to our
framework is a raw point cloud Py = {p; x }i*,, pix €
R3, where c;, denotes the total number of points p; ; in the
cloud. The point cloud can be generated either from LiDAR
sensors or via camera images in combination with deep
stereo matching approaches, such as Pseudo-LiDAR++ [17].
In the PHD recursion, the birth intensity function v (zy) is
defined over the single-target state space = € R™~, and in
the GM implementation it is represented as:

Ik
e DY R
=1

where J, i, is the total number of Gaussian birth components.
In our formulation, the birth intensity in (7) is defined
adaptively by integrating geometric occlusion reasoning and
semantic priors from the environment, thereby enabling the
GM-PHD filter to hypothesize new targets in a context-
aware and data-driven manner. Fig. 2 illustrates the pro-
posed semantics- and occlusion-aware (S-OA) birth model,
comprising three components: occlusion-based terms (black),
semantic region terms (green), and sensor FOV terms (red).

Occluded Reglon

Fig. 2. Visualization of the GM components in the S-OA birth model.
Black, green, and red components correspond to the occlusion-based terms
(10), semantic-based terms (13), and boundary terms at the edge of the
sensor’s FOV (15), respectively.

The subsequent sections detail the construction of these
components: Section III-A describes the occlusion-based
birth terms, Section III-B introduces the semantics-based
birth terms, and Section III-C presents the FOV boundary-
based birth terms. Finally, Section III-D explains how these
three components are integrated to form the complete birth
model.

A. Occlusion Birth Intensity

The point cloud Py is processed by an object detec-
tor, which provides the finite set of measurements Z; =
{z; };™%, with each z; € R™= describing a detected object
hypothesis (e.g., bounding box). From Zj, we extract a set
of obstacles O, = {o; };L;’f, o; € R", where n, is
the number of obstacles in the sensor FOV that occlude
parts of the scene relative to the sensor or ego. The sensor
or ego state is expressed in the bird’s-eye view (BEV)
as Xep = (TeksYeksOe,k), Where (Ze ,Yer) denotes the
sensor’s position and ¢, ; its orientation. Each obstacle o; €
Oy is parameterized in polar coordinates with respect to x,
as oj = (r},0}), where r; € Ry is the radial distance to the
obstacle centr01d and 0 € (—m, ] is the azimuth angle.

For each obstacle o;, we define its occlusion cone C;
as the angular sector spanned by two rays originating at
(ze,ye) and tangent to the boundary of the obstacle. This
set describes the unobservable region behind the obstacle.
Mathematically, if 9;-““1 and 07" denote the tangent bound-
ary angles for the j-th obstacle, then:

Cj = {(re,0c) € Ry x (—m,7]|re > 7'],9;’“” <0, <00}
®)

We define new Gaussian birth components along the ex-
tended occlusion boundaries Hjmi“ and 07" Specifically, for
each boundary ray 7“ € {rmm %}, we place components

at radial distances:

rE{r?—!—Ar, T?+2AT’,...,’/’?—|—LA’I”} 9)
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where Ar is the radial spacing and L is the maximum
number of layers behind the obstacle. The birth intensity
for the occluded regions is then a GM given by:

Jocel, k

Z woccl k (‘r m(()c)cl k> Po(clc)l,k) (10)

where Jocel, i 18 the number of occlusion-based birth compo-
nents. The mean of each Gaussian component is defined as:

(()z)cl p = [r®@cos@, r@sin H(i)]T for 6 € {g"™, 02>},
The covariance is deﬁned as anisotropic to capture increased

uncertainty along the depth (radial) direction:

“Yocel, k xk

2.0
P = R(O) [‘gn oi} R(6)" an

where R(#) is the 2D rotation matrix aligning the principal
axis with the boundary direction, o and o7 represent the
variance along the depth (radial) and orthogonal directions.
Next, we integrate birth terms informed by scene semantics
into the model to augment the occlusion birth intensity

described in (10).

B. Semantic Birth Intensity

At each time step, we perform semantic segmentation on
P}, assigning each point p; j, a class label I(p; 1) € £, where
L is the set of semantic classes (e.g., road, sidewalk, car,
etc.). Let Ry, 1, C Py, denote the subset of points with label
corresponding to birth-relevant regions, such as pedestrian
sidewalks or road entry points. Mathematically we define
Ry as:

Ry = {pir € Pr | l(pik) € Loirn} (12)

where Ly € L is the subset of semantic classes from which
new targets can reasonably emerge. We define the region of
interest for birth modeling as €, C R2, corresponding to
the projection of the birth-relevant point set R; , onto the
ground plane.

The semantics-based birth intensity is modeled as a Gaus-
sian mixture of the form:

sem k

() i
Z wsemk (I’ msem,k’ Ps(erzuc) (13)

where Jeem i 1S the number of birth components defined
based on scene semantics. The placement of the means

m® . Within € can be determined by using either uni-

sem,
form sampling (mgem w ~ U()), or Density-Based Spatial
Clustering (DBSCAN) algorithms, or Poisson disk sampling
according to:

m®

sem

Ysem, k zk

p € st ml  —mP > dinin, Vi #
(14)
where d,i, is the minimum Euclidean distance between any
two means. The covariances are defined as Ps(ele p = oanl,
where oy, denotes the standard deviation of the Gaussian
birth terms associated with the semantics and I is the
identity matrix in R™=. This standard deviation is either set
using prior knowledge or adaptively scaled according to the

region’s extent or the dispersion of the cluster.

C. FOV Boundary Birth Intensity

The birth intensities defined from occlusions (10) and
semantic regions (13) primarily account for targets appearing
within the interior of the sensor’s FOV, such as pedestrians
emerging from behind vehicles or exiting buildings. To
additionally capture targets that enter the scene directly at
the periphery of the FOV, we define the boundary-based birth
intensity expressed as:

me k
Z w§§3 k (”’9 mﬁé\), k> Ptgv) k) (15)

where Jgoy 1, is the number of birth components defined
along the sensor FOV. In conventional GM-PHD filter for-
mulations, such boundary-based terms constitute the sole
mechanism for initiating new tracks. While this approach
allows for detection of targets entering from outside the
sensor range, it neglects objects that may emerge from within
the FOV due to occlusions, thereby limiting robustness in
dense or dynamic environments. The mean locations mgz &
are adaptively positioned along the FOV boundary, sampléd
at equidistant intervals determined from the current sensor
point cloud Py. The covariances are modeled as isotropic,
PfEfV{ . = og I, with variance o2, chosen a priori according
to the application.

Yfov,k SUk

D. Combined Birth Intensity

The weights w((,c)cl > “’q(;)n > and wf((fz .. denote the expected
contribution of new targets associated with their respective
Gaussian birth components. The total birth weight of the

GM-PHD filter is therefore:
Jocel, & Jsem, k Jtov, &

Iy '
Z w'(yl,)k Z woccl k + Z wsem k + Z wf(,v k (16)
i=1

This corresponds to the expected number of new targets
entering the scene at time k, denoted by N This value may
be specified based on prior knowledge of the environment
(e.g., higher in dense urban traffic) or estimated empirically
from data. A simple approach is to assign equal weights
to all birth components: w()k = Nk / J k. To account for
differing reliability among blrth sources, we can introduce
source confidence coefficients ps , > 0, s € {occl, sem, fov}
that represent the relative importance assigned to each birth
mechanism. The welght for the i-th component is: w!! )k =

(N, * Pk /ZJ 1 P} - Thus, components from more re-
liable sources receive proportionally larger weights while
preserving the total expected number of births. The combined
birth intensity is obtained as the sum of the occlusion-driven,
semantic-driven, and FOV-boundary birth intensities:

'Yk(xk) = ’Yoccl,k(xk) + 'Ysem,k(l‘k) + 'Vfov,k(xk) (17)

IV. SIMULATIONS

A. Simulation Setup

We evaluate the proposed S-OA GM-PHD filter in a
simulated environment. For simplicity, the spawning terms
in (1), (2), and (6) are omitted, without loss of generality.
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Fig. 3. Simulation setup illustrating a driving scenario with multiple targets
and obstacles in the environment.

The simulation consists of a 2D bird’s-eye-view intersection
scenario (Fig. 3). The ego vehicle (red), equipped with an
onboard sensor, starts on the left and follows a predefined
trajectory. The scene includes both dynamic and static obsta-
cles: three moving vehicles (shown in different colors), small
static objects such as parked cars (black), and large static
structures such as buildings (yellow), which create extended
occlusions. The tracking task involves six pedestrians with
state vector X; k = (@i ks Yi ks Vik, 0i k), Where (T, k, Yik)
denotes 2D position, v; i, velocity, and 8; ;. heading direction.
The state space is defined by z;, € [—50,120] m, y; 5 €
[-50,50] m, v; € [-1.0,1.0] m/s, and 6, € [—7, 7.
Pedestrians move randomly, may enter or exit buildings, and
are frequently occluded by smaller obstacles. A pedestrian’s
initial position is marked by (o), final position by (A), and
trajectory is shown by black dotted lines.

The sensor provides measurements of the form z;;, =
(75 1> 05 1), where 1, is the range of the j-th detection and
9;,1@ its bearing. Each measurement may originate from a
true target or from clutter, leading to false positives. We
do not estimate the ego vehicle state x.j and assume it
to be deterministic. To model sensor uncertainty, Gaussian
zero-mean white noise is added with standard deviations
of 1 m for range and 5° for bearing. Process noise is
simulated by adding Gaussian zero-mean perturbations with
standard deviations of 0.1 m/s for heading velocity and
3° for heading angle. In our simulations, we assume that
semantic information is available. Since the objective is to
track pedestrians, the region ) is defined as sidewalks,
represented by the set Q59" corresponding to spatial areas
(illustrated in white) located between roads (depicted in grey)
and buildings in Fig. 3. Birth components associated with
semantic information, defined in (13) are therefore restricted
to 59wl Since the simulated scenario contains six targets
throughout the experiment, we set the expected number of
newly born targets to Nk = 6/100. We set ps = 0.99 and

pp,k = 0.98, with merging and pruning thresholds of 4 and
1 x 1075, respectively, following [10].

B. Performance Metrics

To quantitatively assess performance, we define a tracking
delay metric as the time difference between a target’s first
detection and the moment the filter initiates its track. For
target ¢, let ké denote when it enters the scene (e.g., enters
the sensor’s FOV or reappears from occlusion), £, the first
detection time, and ki the track initiation time. The delay
is given by k., = ki — kjj, which we aim to minimize. A
smaller delay reduces the time a target remains untracked,
improving estimation accuracy and supporting safer down-
stream planning. Filter performance is summarized by the
mean delay Edelay across all targets and its standard deviation
Okau - We also report standard RFS-based tracking metrics.
We éompute the mean of the absolute difference between
the estimated and true number of targets over all time
steps, along with the mean of the OSPA metric between the
estimated tracks and the ground truth across all time steps.
The OSPA metric captures both localization and cardinality
errors. We use a cutoff parameter ¢ = 100 and order
parameter p = 1.

C. Results

We compare our approach with four baselines: (1) Partially
Uniform Birth Model [11], (2) Uniform Birth Model, (3)
Adaptive Target Birth Model [12], and (4) Standard GM
Birth Model with fixed, predefined Gaussian birth compo-
nents [10]. For all methods, including our S-OA birth model,
we implement the PHD variant from [8] that jointly estimates
detection and survival probabilities. Each filter is evaluated
over 100 Monte Carlo trials of 100 seconds with random-
ized initial target states. Targets follow distinct trajectories,
often experiencing occlusions and path intersections. Fig. 4
shows results from one trial using our S-OA GM-PHD filter.
Subplot (a) presents a BEV demonstrating reliable tracking
without false positives from clutter, while (b) displays the
environment overlaid with the intensity function v (xy),
visualizing the Gaussian components of vy (xy) in the XY -
plane. Tracked targets are shown in green.

Fig. 5, subplots (a)-(e), present Monte Carlo simulation
results for several GM-PHD filter formulations. Using the
average tracking delay I%delay per trial, the proposed S-
OA birth model, without dynamic probabilities, outperforms
the partially uniform birth model in 72 of 100 trials, the
uniform and standard GM birth models in all 100 trials, and
the adaptive target birth model in 5 trials. With dynamic
probabilities, it exceeds the partially uniform birth model in
68 trials, the uniform birth model in 96 trials, the standard
GM birth model in all 100 trials, and the adaptive target birth
model in 2 trials. Analysis of the mean standard deviation
across trials (0,,,,) shows a similar trend. Without dynamic
probabilities, the S-OA birth model yields a mean standard
deviation of 1.65 s, compared with 1.94 s (partially uniform),
2.93 s (uniform), 14.51 s (standard GM), and 0.96 s (adaptive
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Fig. 5. Subplots (a)—(e) illustrate the average tracking delay Edelay (in seconds) with £0.507 delay bounds over 100 trials, comparing performance with
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target). With dynamic probabilities, the corresponding values
are 1.71 s, 1.82 s, 2.98 s, 14.82 s, and 0.56 s, respectively.

Although the adaptive target birth model achieves superior
performance, subplot (h) illustrates that its precision deteri-
orates sharply as clutter increases (A = 0.5 to A = 5), due to
excessive false positives. This makes it unsuitable for appli-
cations such as autonomous driving. In contrast, the S-OA
approach maintains consistently high precision even under
heavy clutter by effectively avoiding false positives. Subplot
(f) shows the mean absolute cardinality error across all time
steps of all trials with +0 bars for each method. Without
dynamic probabilities, the S-OA birth model (SOABM)
reduces the error by 9.03% compared to the partially uniform
model (PUBM), 39.12% to the uniform model (UBM),
31.27% to the adaptive birth model (ATBM), and 82.41%
to the standard GM birth model (GMBM). With dynamic
probabilities, the reductions are 7.75%, 35.18%, 60.94%, and
81.71%, respectively. We observe a similar trend in the mean
OSPA metric across all time steps of all trials as seen in

subplot (g). Without dynamic probabilities, the S-OA birth
model reduces the error by 7.88% compared to the partially
uniform model, 35.43% to the uniform model, 14.86% to the
adaptive birth model, and 80.54% to the standard GM birth
model. With dynamic probabilities, the reductions are 6.15%,
31.03%, 42.4%, and 79.72%, respectively. These simulation
results demonstrate that the S-OA birth model outperforms
the baseline methods.

V. EXPERIMENTS
A. Real-World dataset

We evaluate the proposed S-OA GM-PHD filter on ex-
perimental data and tracks from the KITTI dataset [18]. The
filter is used to track multiple common object classes, such as
pedestrians, cars, and cyclists. LIDAR point clouds provide
the measurement set Z; and semantic scene information.
We use the pre-trained 3D detector Point Voxel-RCNN [19]
and the point cloud-based semantic segmentation model
Cylinder3D [20]. As the method follows a TBD framework,
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it is agnostic to the detector and segmentation models,
allowing them to be replaced without modifying the overall
framework. A practical challenge in real-world PHD filtering
is defining the birth weights ws’)k, which depend on the
expected number of new targets per time step, Np, a quantity
that is difficult to estimate. To address this, we adopt a k-fold
cross-validation strategy.

The KITTI dataset comprises 21 sequences with varying
durations and numbers of targets. We partition the sequences
into 7 bins for 7-fold cross-validation, with 3 sequences
per bin. For cross-validation, one bin is held out while the
remaining 6 bins are used to estimate N. Specifically, for
each sequence in the training folds, we compute the total
number of ground-truth targets Ngq, and then obtain the
value for Nj, by taking a duration-weighted average across
all sequences in the dataset. The estimated value of Ny is
used to define the birth weights w,(f)k (see Section III-D) of
the Gaussian components for the filter applied to the held-out
bin. Equal weights are assigned to all birth components. The
procedure is repeated for all 7 folds, yielding a complete
evaluation of filter performance on the KITTI validation
dataset. We compare the S-OA birth model against the
partially uniform and the uniform birth model.

To evaluate the performance of the three methods, we

compute the tracking delay metric kéelay for each target

TABLE I
MEAN ABSOLUTE CARDINALITY ERROR AND MEAN OSPA METRIC
OVER ALL TIME STEPS ON THE KITTI DATASET FOR EACH METHOD.

Filter S-OA GM- | Partially Uniform
PHD Filter | Uniform GM- | GM-PHD
(ours) PHD Filter Filter
Mean Absolute | 6.5565 + 6.7194 + 6.7836 +
Cardinality Error | 4.4513 4.5109 4.4926
Mean OSPA | 7.8666 + 8.0362 + 8.1023 +
Metric (meters) 1.9936 1.9943 1.9742

1 in the KITTI dataset for each method. Using pairwise
comparison across the three methods, we find that our S-OA
birth model matches or outperforms the partially uniform
birth model in 70.3% of cases, and the uniform birth model
in 72.2% of cases. Fig. 6 presents a histogram of the delay
values kéelay across all targets for the three methods. The
distribution shows that our method achieves the highest
frequency in the smallest delay bins, whereas the baseline
approaches dominate in the larger delay bins. This indicates
that, in the majority of cases, our method detects targets
earlier than the alternative approaches. Table I reports the
mean absolute cardinality error and the mean OSPA metric
(with ¢ = 10 and p = 1) across all time steps, including their
corresponding +o values for each method. For both metrics,
the proposed approach demonstrates improved performance.

We further assess computational cost on the KITTI dataset
by examining the number of Gaussian components in the
posterior intensity of the filter. A larger number of compo-
nents increases cycle time and reduces individual component
weights, potentially delaying target birth and track initiation.
Fig. 7 shows the average number of posterior components per
filter across all sequences. The uniform birth model yields the
most components, followed by the partially uniform model
and our S-OA birth model. Notably, the uniform model
produces about 5—6 times more components than ours, many
of which contribute little to tracking. In contrast, our method
is significantly more computationally efficient, making it
better suited for real-time deployment.

B. Parameter Sensitivity Analysis

As stated previously, a major challenge in deploying PHD
filters for real-time operations is determining the birth weight
wgl)k Most prior research only focuses on simulation studies
and not experimental data. This leads to the question of how
sensitive the approaches are to parameter tuning in exper-
iments. The birth model designed for the filter should be
able to accommodate these variations to the extent possible.
In section V-A we presented an approach to empirically
estimate birth weights using data and k-fold cross validation.
To determine how our birth model performed as compared
to the other birth models, we tested the performance of the
filters across different values of N, (and therefore scaled
values of wgl’)k). We first determined the true value for the
expected number of target births (IN") using the ground
truth data for the KITTI dataset. We then defined 21 different
values for N, ranging from N'™ —10 to N 4+ 10, and ran
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the GM-PHD filter with the partially uniform, uniform, and
our S-OA birth model. These trials yield the average delay
/_fdemg for the entire KITTI tracking dataset for each value
of N}, which are summarized in Fig. 8. The results indicate
that, in most scenarios, the S-OA birth model achieves a
lower average tracking delay compared to both the partially
uniform and uniform birth models. Additionally, the S-OA
model demonstrates reduced performance variability across
different weight parameter settings, with a standard deviation
of 0.12 s for the plotted means, which is lower than that of
the uniform birth model (0.15 s), though slightly higher than
the partially uniform birth model (0.10 s). These findings
suggest that the S-OA birth model not only delivers improved
performance but also exhibits greater robustness to parameter
variations, an important advantage for real-world applications
where extensive parameter tuning may not be feasible.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we introduced the S-OA birth model, a novel
GM-PHD filter birth formulation that explicitly integrates
occlusion reasoning and scene semantics within the RFS
framework. Unlike conventional models, it adaptively places
birth components along occlusion boundaries, within seman-
tically meaningful regions, and near the sensor’s FOV limits.
Whereas many learning-based methods delay track initiation
until a target remains unassociated for several time steps,
our approach leverages scene context to initiate tracks earlier
while limiting false positives. By hypothesizing new targets
in likely emergence areas, the method improves robustness in
cluttered and dynamic environments. Extensive Monte Carlo
simulations show consistently lower tracking delays and re-
duced variability compared to baselines. Experiments on the
KITTT dataset further confirm earlier target initialization in
most cases relative to uniform and partially uniform models.
Sensitivity analysis demonstrates that the S-OA model is less
affected by birth weight parameter variations, underscoring
its robustness in practical settings where tuning is difficult.
Overall, incorporating semantic priors and occlusion aware-

ness into RFS filtering yields a more reliable and effective
birth process for multi-target tracking in autonomous driving.

REFERENCES

[1] 1. Miller, M. Campbell and D. Huttenlocher, “Efficient Unbiased
Tracking of Multiple Dynamic Obstacles Under Large Viewpoint
Changes,” in IEEE Transactions on Robotics, vol. 27, no. 1, pp. 29-46,
Feb. 2011.

[2] K. Wyffels and M. Campbell, “Negative Information for Occlusion
Reasoning in Dynamic Extended Multiobject Tracking,” in IEEE
Transactions on Robotics, vol. 31, no. 2, pp. 425-442, April 2015.

[3] Y. Bar-Shalom, F. Daum and J. Huang, “The probabilistic data
association filter,” in IEEE Control Systems Magazine, vol. 29, no.
6, pp. 82-100, Dec. 2009.

[4] S. S. Blackman, “Multiple hypothesis tracking for multiple target
tracking,” in IEEE Aerospace and Electronic Systems Magazine, vol.
19, no. 1, pp. 5-18, Jan. 2004.

[5] 1. R. Goodman, R. P. S. Mahler, and H. T. Nguyen, “Mathematics of
Data Fusion,” Springer Netherlands, 1997.

[6] R.P.S. Mahler, “Multitarget Bayes filtering via first-order multitarget
moments,” in IEEE Transactions on Aerospace and Electronic Sys-
tems, vol. 39, no. 4, pp. 1152-1178, Oct. 2003.

[71 R. A. Thivanka Perera, C. Yuan, and P. Stegagno, “A PHD Filter Based
Localization System for Robotic Swarms,” Springer Proceedings in
Advanced Robotics. Springer International Publishing, pp. 176-189,
2022.

[8] R. A. T. Perera, M. Jeong, A. Q. Li and P. Stegagno, “A GM-
PHD Filter with Estimation of Probability of Detection and Survival
for Individual Targets,” 2023 IEEE/RSJ International Conference on
Intelligent Robots and Systems (IROS), Detroit, MI, USA, 2023.

[9] Y.-C. Sun and I. Hwang, “Gaussian mixture probability hypothesis
density filter with dynamic probabilities: Application to road traffic
surveillance,” European Journal of Control, vol. 69, p. 100761, Jan.
2023.

[10] B. . -N. Vo and W. . -K. Ma, “The Gaussian Mixture Probability
Hypothesis Density Filter,” in IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing,
vol. 54, no. 11, pp. 4091-4104, Nov. 2006.

[11] M. Beard, B. T. Vo, B. -N. Vo and S. Arulampalam, “A Partially Uni-
form Target Birth Model for Gaussian Mixture PHD/CPHD Filtering,”
in IEEE Transactions on Aerospace and Electronic Systems, vol. 49,
no. 4, pp. 2835-2844, Oct. 2013.

[12] B. Ristic, D. Clark, B. -N. Vo and B. -T. Vo, “Adaptive Target
Birth Intensity for PHD and CPHD Filters,” in IEEE Transactions
on Aerospace and Electronic Systems, vol. 48, no. 2, pp. 1656-1668,
April 2012.

[13] J. Houssineau and D. Laneuville, “PHD filter with diffuse spatial
prior on the birth process with applications to GM-PHD filter,” 2010
13th International Conference on Information Fusion, Edinburgh, UK,
2010, pp. 1-8.

[14] J. Chen and P. Dames, “Multi-class Target Tracking Using the Seman-
tic PHD Filter,” Springer Proceedings in Advanced Robotics. Springer
International Publishing, pp. 526-541, 2022.

[15] J. Chen, Z. Xie, and P. Dames, “The semantic PHD filter for
multi-class target tracking: From theory to practice,” Robotics and
Autonomous Systems, vol. 149, p. 103947, Mar. 2022.

[16] Ba-Ngu Vo, S. Singh and A. Doucet, “Sequential monte carlo imple-
mentation of the phd filter for multi-target tracking,” Sixth Interna-
tional Conference of Information Fusion, 2003. Proceedings of the,
Cairns, QLD, Australia, 2003, pp. 792-799.

[17] Y. You, et al., “Pseudo-LiDAR++: Accurate Depth for 3D Object
Detection in Autonomous Driving,” in International Conference on
Learning Representations, 2020.

[18] A. Geiger, P. Lenz and R. Urtasun, “Are we ready for autonomous
driving? The KITTTI vision benchmark suite,” 2012 IEEE Conference
on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, Providence, RI, USA,
2012, pp. 3354-3361.

[19] S. Shi, et al., “PV-RCNN: Point-Voxel Feature Set Abstraction for 3D
Object Detection,” 2020 IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision
and Pattern Recognition (CVPR), Seattle, WA, USA, 2020, pp. 10526-
10535.

[20] Zhu, X., et al., “Cylindrical and Asymmetrical 3D Convolution Net-
works for LiDAR Segmentation,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR),
2021, pp. 9939-9948.

19980



